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PART I



Music Assessment in the United States







CHAPTER 1



Legislation and Common Law Impacting Assessment Practices in Music Education



Joshua A. Russell



Understanding the Language and Landscape


Music teachers have many responsibilities and assume many roles in their daily work. They engage with hundreds of students in many settings, from large ensembles to elementary classrooms to small group or individual instruction. The scope of these settings makes music education rewarding, but also underscores the importance that music educators possess a working knowledge of legislation and court rulings as they develop, select, and apply assessment methods and processes in their classrooms. The purpose of this chapter is to inform music teachers about contemporary court cases that have resulted in rulings on assessment issues in educational settings, and how these rulings impact assessment in the music classroom.


The Importance of Understanding and Incorporating Practices Grounded in Extant Law

Russell and Austin (2010) have claimed that in music education, a system of benign neglect in assessment practices has been allowed to endure, even though there has been a long-term, consistent call for reform, for more meaningful assessments, and for policymakers to adapt to laws as they are enacted and court rulings as they are handed down. Richmond (2002) observed a lack of focus on the relationship between assessing student learning and law in music education:

Throughout music education’s public school history, the significance and power of the law—both in terms of legislation and litigation—have become increasingly important considerations as vehicles for music education policy formation. The range and scope of education issues touched by our nation’s laws are extensive, and a chronic naiveté about the power of the law to shape our professional lives can only mean an increasingly perilous state of affairs at best for American music education. (p. 33)

Similarly, Russell (2011) called for greater attention to be paid to the impact of law on assessment practices in music education:

Music teachers and music teacher educators need to focus more attention on the legal issues facing music educators in the classrooms. Music educators should discuss these topics in method courses in teacher preparation programs and in professional development activities so that students and in-service music educators will better be able to negotiate the increasingly litigious educational world. With each new litigant challenging education policy, common law is established that may influence how music educators will function in their role. (p. 36)

Statements such as these are not new. Hazard (1979) claimed, “as case law and statutes shape new directions in tort liability, educators must stay informed of such changes and modify their professional practice accordingly” (p. 5).

Researchers confirm that these concerns persist. Robison (2016) found that legal issues facing music educators remain one of the least important topics of conversation for preservice music educators. Furthermore, Aquila (2008) found that students hold this attitude while having completed their own public schooling at a time when courts impacted educational practices more than any previous era.

A better understanding of court decisions and statutes is important for music educators as they refine their approaches to teaching and the assessment of student music learning. Court cases and their subsequent rulings offer all music educators the opportunity to modify and strengthen assessment and address issues of consistency, clarity, and due process.


Defining Common Law and Legislation (Statute)

Before discussing the impact of various court cases and statutes on assessment, it is beneficial to review the meanings of these words and how these different types of laws are created. Statutory law consists of both civil and criminal statutes and laws. These are laws that are created by some type of governmental body at the local (i.e., ordinances), state, or federal levels. Case law, however, is created based on the precedent of court decisions. Although these decisions can be overturned by courts higher than those where the initial judgment was rendered, should a judge decide to challenge the precedent, it is common practice to base future decisions on the decisions made in unchallenged, previous cases.


Understanding the Different Types of Courts and the Relative Influence of Their Decisions

Two different types of courts are usually involved in educational legal disputes. The first is a trial court, which can make decisions based on law (a judge’s decision) or by facts (a jury’s decision). The second is an appellate court, which reviews the decisions of the lower trial courts. Appellate courts are generally charged with ensuring that procedure was accurate and appropriate, not that the finding of the trial court was accurate. The appellate courts are of interest to music educators, as it is usually only the decisions of appellate courts that become case law.


Evolution of the Courts’ Willingness to Hear and Rule on Educational Cases


It may be helpful for the contemporary music educator to examine the how the courts have evolved regarding how active they have been willing in inserting their decisions in school-based assessment policy. The following section of this chapter focuses on how the courts have evolved in this area.


First Heard Case/First Assessment Legal Challenges (Barnard v. Inhabitants of Shelburne, 1913)

Historically, courts have been somewhat deferential to school leaders and have not been willing to hear too many cases dealing with educational law and assessment. One of the first cases was Barnard v. Inhabitants of Shelburne, 1913. In this case a student who was expelled from school due to low grades challenged the school’s right to deny an education. The student had scored very low grades in three different subjects. Based on current school policy the student was expelled. Specifically, the parents of the students claimed that the student was not given a proper hearing before being expelled (they were not challenging the grade itself). Once the decision reached the Supreme Court of Massachusetts (an appellate court) the court upheld the school’s decision, stating:

The care and management of schools which is vested in the school committee includes the establishment and maintenance of standards for the promotion of pupils from one grade to another and for their continuance as members of any particular class. So long as the school committee act in good faith their conduct in formulating and applying standards and making decisions touching this matter is not subject to review by any other tribunal. (102 N.E. 1095 [Mass. 1913])


Legal Deference


According to Dayton and Dupre (2005) the decision in the Barnard v. Inhabitants of Shelburne case established a tradition of deference. Based on this decision, courts would be more likely to defer to school leaders in making their final rulings.


The Barnard Principles

The legal practice of deferring to schools was reaffirmed in the US Supreme Court in 1978 in Board of Curators of the University of Missouri v. Horowitz. In this case a student was removed from medical school following several poor evaluations. As the case reached the Supreme Court, the justices in their majority opinion established basic codes regarding deference to school leaders that became known as the Barnard Principles. The first principle is that courts should distinguish between academic decisions and cases of misconduct. Furthermore, they establish that purely academic cases should be dealt with primarily within the school’s own established systems. Finally, courts may require less due process for academic decisions than for disciplinary decisions (Dayton & Dupre, 2005).


Distinguishing Between Academic Issues and Misconduct

Based on the rules of the Barnard Principles, the next challenge for courts was to establish criteria that distinguish issues are purely academic from those that are purely disciplinary. This distinction was established in Yarber v. McHenry in 1995, where a student was denied credit for a semester due to absence for many days without a due-process formal hearing. For music educators, the most important finding in the Yarber case was that any case relating to the academic evaluation of a student would be treated as an academic rather than disciplinary issue. However, the court ruled that if a sanction does not directly bear on the academic evaluation of the student, it is disciplinary rather than academic. Education legal scholars Dayton and Dupre (2005) claimed that decisions in which “judges viewed these issues as primarily academic in nature, the deference they afforded to school officials was generally fatal to students’ cases” (p. 587). The court upheld the school’s action due to the Barnard Principles and the fact that Yarber’s case was viewed as primarily academic in nature.


Social and Educational Activism in Courts

Despite the precedents set by the Barnard and Yarber cases, a few cases in the 1970s began to rise to appellate level. These cases challenged the long-held deferral practices in courts. The first successful grade change case that rose to the level of the US Supreme Court was Goss v. Lopez (419 U.S. 565). In 1975, several students in Columbus, Ohio, were suspended from their school. Students attending the school had engaged in social activism to protest the Vietnam War. Dwight Lopez was suspended without a hearing along with 75 of his classmates, and was accused of destroying school property during a disturbance that took place during the school day. Led by Lopez, the students sued the Columbus Board of Education, claiming that their right to due process was infringed. The court agreed. In this ruling, the court found that when the actions of schools impact students’ protected liberty or property rights, schools must observe due process, even in cases based on student assessment and the right to contest grades.


Due Process

Due process is one of the fundamental standards that has been employed to argue for or against grading policies in schools. Due process has a long and rich history that initiated with the English Magna Carta of 1215. The 39th Clause of the Magna Carta stated

No freeman shall be arrested or imprisoned or disseised or outlawed or exiled or in any other way harmed. Nor will we [the king] proceed against him, or send others to do so, except according to the lawful sentence of his peers and according to the Common Law [3] (Magnacartaplus.org, 2018, clause 39).

Alterations to the US Constitution were based on this clause of the Magna Carta.

The principle of due process can be found in the 5th and 14th Amendments of the US Constitution. The 5th Amendment to the US Constitution states:

No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases arising in the land or naval forces, or in the Militia, when in actual service in time of War or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offence to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use, without just compensation.

Section one of the 14th Amendment (ratified July 9, 1868) reiterates the requirement of due process:

All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.

In its application to school regulation, two distinct types of due process have developed based on this clause and these amendments: constitutional due process and substantive due process. Three basic factors must exist for constitutional due process to exist: a student must have proper notice, a student must be given the chance to be heard, and the hearing should be conducted in a fair manner. For substantive due process to be satisfied, the school must have a valid objective and the means used to achieve that objective must be reasonable (Alexander & Alexander, 2012). Based on these assumptions, due process in assessment would require that students and parents be made aware of the assessment scheme, students and parents should be allowed some grievance procedures that are conducted fairly and consistently, and the assessment policy should have a valid academic reason for existing in its current form and should be reasonable.

The US Supreme Court has explicitly recognized students’ rights to due process since 1969, when the Tinker v. Des Moines case was decided. In their decision, the justices stated:

First amendment rights, applied in light of the special characteristics of the school environment, are available to teachers and students. It can hardly be argued that either students or teachers shed their constitutional rights to freedom of speech or expression at the schoolhouse gate. This has been the unmistakable holding of this court for almost fifty years. (Tinker v. Des Moines Sch. Dist., 1969)

In a later case, as discussed earlier (Goss v. Lopez, 1975), the court made the relationship between due process and education even more explicit. The court decided that denying a student of education, regardless of the amount of time, could not be considered an inconsequential thing and claimed that a person’s right to education was equitable to the rights to liberty and property. In the majority decisions, the Supreme Court justices argued:

The Constitution does not create property interests. Rather, they are created and their dimensions are defined by existing rules or understandings that stem from an independent source such as state law—rules or understandings that secure certain benefits and that support claims of entitlement to those benefits.

(Goss v. Lopez, 1975)

In short, education may not be a fundamental right based on the Constitution, but rather a property right when state law establishes a state education system that all students can attend. If all students can attend, all students should be allowed to attend.

Since the Goss ruling, the courts have taken cautious steps in their rulings on the right of due process for students in public schools, including protection against arbitrary or unreasonable grading practices. The US Supreme Court’s decision in Goss created the opportunity for students, parents, and their representatives to challenge not only disciplinary suspensions and expulsions but also other decisions by school officials that may affect liberty or property rights, including grades and grading policies. Since Goss, there have been several published opinions from appellate courts (decisions that create case law) reviewing challenges to school grading policies that authorized grade sanctions for “non-academic reasons” (Dayton & Dupre, 2005, p. 585).


Common Law: Recent Trends in Educational Decisions


Despite the practice of courts deferring to educational leaders, at times, judges and justices can take a more active role in shaping educational practices. Trends in social mores and changes in best practices, among other phenomena, are ongoing, and music educators should be encouraged to track how these trends may impact how they assess student growth in their classrooms. Most trends come and go within a timeframe that does now allow any real change to occur, at least long enough to accurately evaluate the outcomes of the changes. In their discussion of future concerns regarding measurement and evaluation in music, Boyle and Radocy (1987) stated:

Education experiences many trends, counter-trends, and would-be trends that excite theoreticians and generate many articles. Sometimes the general public becomes enamored of a trend, and legislators, corporate executives, and various education-minded activists direct attention to schools in accordance with the trend. After a time, the trend dissipates and attention turns elsewhere, with or without any enduring changes. (p. 305)

Although trends are often short-lived, one trend that seems to have taken a foothold in educational policy is that of courts taking a more active role and deferring less often to school leaders. This is not surprising given the high stakes that are placed on student grades. Grades are often one of the deciding factors for college acceptance, scholarship allotment, job placement, and career path in general. Because of these high stakes (real or imagined), parents are more willing to use the courts when they feel that they have not been heard by school leaders. This trend has been reinforced as more school leaders become willing to connect academic and disciplinary actions when dealing with student outcomes (e.g., connecting behavioral outcomes to grades—such as engagement as a grade). In general, court cases dealing with student grades have had mixed outcomes, with some having the assigned grades upheld and a nearly equal proportion having grades overturned.

Dayton and Dupre (2005) believe that mixed rulings are likely to persist due to a wide range of issues including



• factual differences in the disputes,


• the differences between judges and their willingness to intervene,


• the differences in state statutes on local authority, and


• a philosophical divide in what grades should represent.





These four factors will most likely ensure continued findings for both school officials and those challenging their policies. Moreover, there is even some dispute as to what grades should represent, leading to greater confusion in the courts. While some feel that grades should represent little more than attendance and participation, others feel that grades must represent academic achievement and that “allowing non-academic factors to affect academic grades distorts the truth about students’ academic achievement, results in a misrepresentation of academic records, and opens the door to arbitrariness and abuse of discretion by school officials” (Dayton & Dupre, 2005, p. 591).


Findings That Uphold School Assessment Decisions

Dayton and Dupre (2005) found that in the cases where the grading policy was upheld, courts indicated that they based their decisions on one of three fundamental principles. The first, discussed earlier, was the expressed desire to defer to educators in all matters regarding to school policy (i.e., Barnard v. Inhabitants of Shelburne). The second principle was that in some cases, courts found that the plaintiffs’ (the students’) allegations could not be proven with evidence demonstrated in court. One example is Knight v. BOE. In this case, a high school student claimed a grade reduction based on attendance was unfair and was detrimental to his college application, even though s/he had been accepted to the only college to which s/he applied. The third principle arose in rulings regarding the status of damages claimed because of an assessment decision. In these cases, the courts ruled that these damages were either overstated or completely nonexistent. An example is the case of Raymon v. Alvord Independent School District (1981), where the court ruled that a reduction in an algebra grade did not influence the student’s overall grade or class standing.

This body of litigation raises the issue of what is academic and what is disciplinary. Since Barnard v. Inhabitants of Shelburne in 1913, courts have tried to defer to school leaders in matters that were deemed purely academic. In these academic cases, courts have even required less stringent adherence to due process. The test for deciding whether a school decision or policy was academic or disciplinary was established in Yarber v. McHenry, in which the Missouri Supreme Court found that if a sanction relates to the academic evaluation of a student, it is an academic rather than disciplinary issue. On the other hand, if a sanction does not directly bear on the academic evaluation of the student it is disciplinary rather than academic. In cases where “judges viewed these issues as primarily academic in nature, the deference they afforded to school officials was generally fatal to students’ cases” (Dayton & Dupre, 2005, p. 587).


Findings Overturning School Assessment Decisions

In cases where judges ruled to overturn a school’s assessment decisions, Dayton and Dupre (2005) outlined four primary reasons for the final decisions. The first was that courts found that a grading policy was contrary to state law. For example, in Barno v. Crestwood Board of Education (1998), a student with a 3.96 GPA had failed courses due to attendance, even though the majority of the absences were excused. The court ruled that this action was contrary to state law in that the Board of Education was only allowed to add subjects of study to curricula. Attendance was not a subject that had texts or could be tested; an extant state statute listed all subjects to be studied, and attendance was not included in that list. Other rulings in favor of student grade challenges have been based on finding that the grading policy exceeded the authority of the teacher, school, or school district. For example, in Katzman v. Cumberland Valley School District (1984), an 11th-grade student drank wine while on a field trip and was subsequently expelled and given failing grades in all classes. As the behavioral issue of drinking alcohol was not related to achievement, the student successfully challenged his failing grades.

The most common reason that courts have upheld grade challenges is that the grading policy was found to be generally arbitrary or enforced in a capricious or inconsistent manner (e.g., allowing the star soloist greater leeway than the student sitting in the back of their section; see Smith v. City of Hobart, later in this chapter). Some grade decisions have been overturned because the court found that the school violated the students’ procedural due process. One example is Yarber v. McHenry. In this case, a student was denied credit for an entire semester of work due to absenteeism without a formal hearing. Alternatively, in some cases, the students’ substantive due rights were judged to have been violated. In Hamer v. Board of Education, a student’s grades were reduced for leaving school during lunch due to an emergency even though the mother called the school to notify officials. That some teachers reduced the grade while others did not was found to be a capricious enactment of the school’s policy.

The majority of decisions since 1990 have resulted from students challenging their grades (e.g., Barno v. Crestwood Board of Education, Yarber v. McHenry, Smith v. City of Hobart, Oschsner v. Board of Trustees). The message to music educators is clear. Students must receive due process, and grading policies must be enacted and applied fairly and consistently.


Achievement Versus Nonachievement Assessments

In their study of secondary music educators’ assessment practices, Russell and Austin (2010) found that the majority of music educators still incorporate nonachievement criteria (i.e., attitude, attendance) in their assessment policies. Although the courts have been relatively silent about these criteria vis-à-vis grading, some decisions offer guidance for schools to avoid future grade challenge litigation. In Smith v. City of Hobart (1993), the student received a lower grade following a suspension. The court ruled that “to warrant an academic sanction, a student’s misconduct must be directly related to the student’s academic performance. A student’s grades should be a reflection of the student’s academic performance” (811 F. Supp. at 397). The court also argued that to grade a student based on any criteria other than academic achievement in the subject for which the grade is being given was tantamount to denying future academic institutions and employers an accurate description of that potential student or employee’s skills and knowledge. The court decision was that “a school board may not impose a grade reduction sanction for infractions that are not related to education” (Alexander & Alexander, 2005, p. 354). To do so, the court maintained, was to misrepresent the student’s true scholastic achievement for college entrance and other purposes.

As noted earlier, for some music educators the belief persists that grades should represent little more than nonachievement outcomes such as attendance and participation. Other educators, however, feel that grades must represent academic achievement and that “allowing non-academic factors to affect academic grades distorts the truth about students’ academic achievement, results in a misrepresentation of academic records, and opens the door to arbitrariness and abuse of discretion by school officials” (Dayton & Dupre, 2005, p. 591). Moreover, Russell and Austin (2010) argued that grading policies that focus on nonachievement outcomes diminish the value of the courses in the eyes of not only school administrators and parents but also the students.


Legislation: Statutes Impacting Assessment


Although most laws that impact education arise from case law, some of the laws that attract the most attention and scrutiny are the large-scale national statutes. In this section of the chapter, I discuss several of the large-scale education initiatives in the United States.


Federal Statutes


The federal statutes that are most discussed by teachers, administrators, parents, policymakers, and lawmakers; these are No Child Left Behind, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act with its accompanying Race to the Top, The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), and the Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) (1974). I discuss how each of these federal statutes may have influenced the assessment of students’ musical growth, however, because music is addressed minimally in these laws, their enactment has had minimal direct impact on music educators’ assessment practices.


No Child Left Behind

Few education laws have been discussed in greater detail or greater length than No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2002). When NCLB was first released, it received a great deal of acclaim. It included provisions to try to understand better and mitigate the achievement gap in schools. It required that schools provide students with highly qualified educators in each field (including music). The NCLB also created several unintended consequences. The focus on standardized tests in subject areas outside of music created a “drill and kill” approach to teaching so that schools might achieve a successful level of achievement, in order to avoid restructuring or even closure. In music, however, NCLB had very little real impact on how teachers assessed student learning in music classrooms. Furthermore, many music teachers lost instructional time with certain student populations as administrators removed students from class for additional reading and/or mathematics study in an effort to improve scores on required standardized tests.


American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009

In response to NCLB, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) was signed into law on February 17, 2009 (ARRA, 2009). The ARRA’s educational provisions addressed staffing and other issues in early childhood, K–12, and higher education that had been imperiled by state and municipal budget cuts. Moreover, as a means of stimulating the national and local economies, provisions in the ARRA supported the creation of additional construction jobs to build and improve the physical facilities of schools. The law also increased Pell grants and tuition tax credits in order to encourage more people to engage in higher education.

The law included the Race to the Top provision (H.R. 1532, 2011), which tied funding to Congress’s college and career readiness imperatives. One of the conditions of this funding was the adoption of standards and assessments designed to prepare students for a career or to enter college upon graduation. Although one may dispute that getting a job or getting into college are the primary reasons for higher education, this argument was the driving philosophy of Race to the Top. The Common Core State Standards Initiative (2018) was a multistate effort to develop and implement voluntary standards to meet these requirements. Moreover, data obtained from the assessment of these standards was to be used by policymakers and school leaders to make informed decisions about the effectiveness of schools, curricula, and teachers (discussed later in this chapter). It was hoped that these reforms would lead to innovation in instruction and increase teacher quality in the schools.

The major impact that the ARRA had on assessment in music education was the revision of the national standards in music education. The original standards, which were adopted in 1994, were replaced in 2014 with standards that were differentiated for each grade level and music class category, such as PreK–8 general music, composition and theory, music technology, guitar/keyboard/harmonizing instruments, and ensembles (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2014). The new standards addressed four strands of engaging with the arts: creating performing, responding, and connecting. The new standards aligned with common core, and made it easier for states that accepted Race to the Top funding to create state and local standards that strengthened the likelihood that school districts could obtain additional funding successfully. Although Common Core and Race to the Top changed how many music teachers allocated instructional time (e.g., finding opportunities to incorporate writing into lessons, etc.), relatively little changed regarding how we assessed students’ musical growth. Common Core had a more direct impact on music teacher evaluation (to be discussed later in this chapter).


Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act

The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) was signed into law in 1974. The purpose of FERPA was to ensure that parents had the right to view their children’s education records, make changes to the records, and to ensure that the information was not disclosed to those with no reasonable purpose to have access to them. Parents keep these rights until their child reaches age 18. Once a person reaches age 18, s/he can sign a consent form to give their parents the same access but are not required to do so. Specifically, the FERPA states that



• Parents or eligible students have the right to inspect and review the student’s education records maintained by the school. Schools are not required to provide copies of records unless, for reasons such as great distance, it is impossible for parents or eligible students to review the records. Schools may charge a fee for copies.

• Parents or eligible students have the right to request that a school correct records that they believe to be inaccurate or misleading. If the school decides not to amend the record, the parent or eligible student then has the right to a formal hearing. After the hearing, if the school still decides not to amend the record, the parent or eligible student has the right to place a statement with the record setting forth his or her view about the contested information.

• Generally, schools must have written permission from the parent or eligible student in order to release any information from a student’s education record. However, FERPA allows schools to disclose those records, without consent, to the following parties or under the following conditions (34 CFR § 99.31):

• School officials with legitimate educational interest;

• Other schools to which a student is transferring;

• Specified officials for audit or evaluation purposes;

• Appropriate parties in connection with financial aid to a student;

• Organizations conducting certain studies for or on behalf of the school;

• Accrediting organizations;

• To comply with a judicial order or lawfully issued subpoena;

• Appropriate officials in cases of health and safety emergencies; and


• State and local authorities, within a juvenile justice system, pursuant to specific State law. (20 U.S.C. § 1232g; 34 CFR Part 99)










For music teachers, FERPA has several implications. First, music teachers must keep adequate records of all assessments. A parent can ask any teacher to see assessment documentation. Music teachers can share a student’s grade with only the student or her/his parents or legal guardians. Parents must have access to student records, and teachers must know who can access a child’s records. If done electronically, teachers can maintain a log of who accesses the information. If records are kept in hard copy, the location of the files should be secure. In short, FERPA was enacted to ensure that a student’s privacy is maintained and to enable information to flow between parents and any school official working with their child.

The most contentious legal action regarding FERPA arose from the issue of a student grading another students’ work. Although an appellate court did rule that this practice infringed the right of a student as outlined in FERPA, the US Supreme Court overturned that finding in 2002 in Owasso Independent School Dist. No. I-001 v. Falvo. The court found that student grading of other student work was not a violation of privacy. Perhaps the most groundbreaking outcome of the ruling was Supreme Court Justices’ statement based on pedagogical beliefs, a significant departure from the Barnard Principles. In his majority decision, Justice Kennedy wrote:

Correcting a classmate’s work can be as much a part of the assignment as taking the test itself. It is a way to teach material again in a new context. By explaining the answers to the class as the students correct the papers, the teacher not only reinforces the lesson, but also discovers whether the students have understood the material and are ready to move on.

(Owasso Independent School Dist. No. I-001 v. Falvo, 2002)


Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

The Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA, 2004) was developed from the original statute called the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA), enacted in 1970 and in effect until 1990. Although six sections of IDEA exist,1 the section most applicable to how music teachers assess their students is the section regarding Individualized Education Programs (IEPs).

A student’s IEP is a legally binding document that teachers are required to follow. In an IEP, a special education professional, after much deliberation between school officials, parents, and other child specialists, specifies the services to be provided and how often, describes the student’s present levels of performance and how the student’s disabilities affect academic performance, and specifies accommodations and modifications to be provided for the student. The distinction between an accommodation and a modification is important for music teachers to know and impacts how a music teacher might assess a student with an IEP. Accommodations change how a student learns the material. A modification changes what a student is taught or expected to learn. The following is an example of the difference applied to a teacher-created classroom test.

Testing Accommodation. A music student with diagnosed anxiety issues may not be able to adequately demonstrate skill development if asked to do so in front of a large classroom. An accommodation may be allowing the student to demonstrate individual growth one-on-one with the teacher.

Testing Modification. A student with an IEP due to a physical ailment may not be able to perform on a given instrument in the same manner as other students. This student’s playing exam may be altered to only require the notes that it is possible for the student to perform.

The IEP needs to be followed by all of the student’s teachers, including music teachers. When unclear how an IEP would directly impact any music assessment, teachers should seek the advice and guidance from the relevant special education faculty and staff.


Teacher Evaluation

Teacher evaluations are an ongoing area of contention between individual teachers and school districts. Many evaluation-related disputes have been filed and resolved in the courts, and many rulings hinge on whether both procedural and substantive due processes were deemed adequate. Zirkel (2009) claimed that teachers have often been successful in their arguments against school districts when they can demonstrate that due process has been violated. Zirkel noted, however, that courts are trending in the direction of being less emphatic in upholding procedural due process claims (e.g., Davis v. Macon County Board of Education, 2006; Kuptz v. Youngstown City School District, 2008). Moreover, Zirkel noted, “on the substantive side, the trend has even more strongly supported district defendants, starting with traditional abstention to their expertise and continuing during the recent resurgence of this deference doctrine” (e.g., Ketschersid v. Rhea County Board of Education, 2005).

If a teacher is found to be not Performing well, school districts often create a remediation plan for that teacher to complete. This is not, however, a requirement in all places, and teacher dismissals without a remediation plan having been implemented have been held up in courts. Even in cases where state law explicitly specifies this prerequisite, courts in some jurisdictions have been less strict in enforcing it in recent years (e.g., Hellman v. Union School District, 2005). Teachers have been more successful in winning cases in which the teacher was dismissed due to low test scores. Some legal disputes have arisen from teacher claims of sexual or other civil discrimination issues. These cases have rarely been successful for the teacher due to the difficult nature of proving discrimination. In these cases, the burden of proof rests with the teacher (the plaintiff). Similarly, when teachers have claimed that they have been dismissed because of defamation, intentional distress, harassment, or any given torts cause, the defendants (administrators and school districts) are most commonly the winning side (Zirkel, 2009).

Teachers have been most effective at improving how they are treated in the teacher evaluation system when dealing outside of the courts. Zirkel stated:

The two legal forums where teachers have fared best have been state legislatures that have enacted more stringent requirements for teacher evaluation and labor arbitration in collective-bargaining states where the teacher union has negotiated strong procedural and substantive standards along with binding arbitration. Although courts generally uphold grievance arbitrators’ awards, the arbitrator might not side with the teacher (2009, p. 71).

Teachers may be able to improve their own evaluation systems through voting for leaders that support unions and binding arbitration agreements.


Moving Forward


What can one do with all of this information regarding the growing body of law regarding assessment? It may be beneficial to try to look at coming trends in court cases as well as possible actions that music teachers can take to help mitigate potential grade challenges. In this section of the chapter, I will outline the trends in the court decisions as well as some potential advice offered by previous writers and the implications for music educators so that we may move forward as a profession.


Trends

Although it is challenging to predict the future of case law or legislation, one phenomenon seems to be clear regardless of the topic of the law: courts are growing increasingly willing to take an active role in deciding what can and should happen in schools. In this chapter, I have traced the role of law in assessment from the original deference of the Barnard Principles all the way to the Supreme Court of the United States overtly stating their support for a specific pedagogical strategy. The courts have moved from basing all decisions on due process (procedural or substantive) to a willingness to make activist decisions without regard to due process. Music educators can create meaningful assessment schemes attentive to law and apply these rulings to their classroom assessment practice.

Based on information from case law, Russell (2011) offered several suggestions for music educators adapted from those outlines in Dayton and Dupre (2005). To close the chapter, I expand on these, based on my earlier suggestions (Russell, 2011, pp. 38–39).



1. Grading policies, as written and applied, must be consistent with applicable state and federal laws.
Implications for music educators. Provide students and parents with a written grading policy. However, before creating and distributing any handbooks or written documentation of your grading policy, check with your administration and district personnel to ensure that the policies you wish to enact do not extend beyond the bounds of state and federal laws. Additionally, make sure that you apply your policy as originally written in all circumstances. Music educators should ensure that their evaluation procedures remain consistent with school, district, and state policies.


2.  Grading policies should be rooted in academic judgments as much as possible.
Implications for music educators. Music educators who rely on affective, attitudinal, or attendance as major components of a grading policy may experience more grade challenges (especially if there are multiple outside of school attendance requirements that may result in a lower grade). The courts have found that these are not assessments of a student’s achievement or understanding of music and are therefore misleading as to the student’s academic competency in music. Achievement assessments must be given greater weight in the grading process than nonachievement criteria such as attendance and attitude.


3. Educators should provide students with appropriate procedural due process, including adequate notice, a fair hearing, and an opportunity for appeals to fair and objective parties.
Implications for music educators. Students deserve a fair hearing if they feel their assigned grade was reached in error. Teachers should establish a grievance process to address grade disputes within their classrooms and inform students of the school or district policy for grade challenges or grievances. If grades are documented well using a reasonable grading policy that has been fairly applied, grade challenges will most likely be found in favor of the teacher. These policies should be included in any literature given to students and parents that addresses how grades are determined.


4.  When in doubt, err toward providing more rather than less due process.
Implication for music educators. Teachers must afford students the opportunity to address a grade dispute directly with them. If an agreement cannot be reached, students should be advised to take the next step in the established procedure. Students and teachers should feel free to discuss assessment if a viable grading policy is in place and followed consistently.


5. Grading policies should be fundamentally fair as written and as applied, and any sanctions should be fair and proportional to the offense.
Implication for music educators. Grading policy must be fairly applied to each student in the class. Lowering student grades for relatively small offenses such as limited absences, tardiness, talking in class, forgetting a pencil in rehearsal, or failing a chair challenge may not be considered a fair or proportional response in a dispute. Such actions could be interpreted by a court to be disciplinary and not academic in nature.


6. When appropriate, consider providing an opportunity to students for constructive make-up work and attendance.
Implication for music educators. Find ways for students to make-up work that they miss. The rulings discussed in this chapter imply that no individual event (concert or class) is so critical that what was learned cannot be assessed at another time. A grade reduction for missing a single event is not based on the academic or musical achievement of a student and can be interpreted as arbitrary or capricious. Such practices also falsely imply that students learn music for the singular purpose of preparing a performance and not for musical growth and development. Assigned make-up work constitutes a valid, constructive learning experience for the student. For example, a student who misses a concert performance might be assigned to perform a chamber piece or solo for students in class or during lunch, or at a local event or institution.


7. Know and follow your own policies and assure that all persons responsible for administering these policies know and follow current policies.
Implication for music educators. Teachers work with many others to deliver instruction and develop their programs. These persons—assistants, private teachers in the school, color guard directors, student teachers, and others—must know your grading policy and apply it consistently and fairly. If challenged, consistency is key proof that your grading policy was not applied in a capricious manner.


8. Adequately document the administration of grading policies, from notice to students through and challenges by students or parents.
Implication for music educators. Protect yourself. Keep records of your grading policy, dates of assigned grades, and any documentation that may help defend any grades you assign to students.




These suggestions can serve as guidelines for the development and implementation of meaningful assessment strategies and procedures that can lessen the likelihood of a legal challenge. When such challenges do occur, teachers should not take them personally or be discouraged. Instead, they should follow the procedures they have established for students to receive due process and continue their work to develop and grow young musicians in the classroom.




Note


1. The six sections are Individualized Education Program, Free Appropriate Public Education, Least Restrictive Environment, Appropriate Evaluation, Parent and Teacher Participation, and Procedural Safeguards.
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CHAPTER 2



The Impact of State Testing on American Music Classrooms



Ronald G. Sherwin and Sarah H. McQuarrie



Introduction


In the United States, high-stakes state-mandated testing has become the norm for elementary and secondary students and teachers. Initially directed toward the assessment of the “core” subjects of math and reading, in some states these tests now include the arts and humanities. The results from these assessments are used not only to identify what students know and are able to do but also to assess teacher effectiveness. To address this, colleges and universities have added courses in assessment theory and practice into their music teacher preparation curricula, school administrators have added assessment to their professional development offerings, and professional organizations offer assessment resources and guidance. While the exposure to best practice in assessment should be positively reflected in music education in the United States, the effect of state tests on music teaching and learning is not fully understood. Further complicating the issue is the concern that the results from these assessments are not being used for their appropriate and intended purposes, but instead as political tools. In the United States, the degree to which state assessments have resulted in progress toward the improvement of music teaching, learning, and outcomes achievement is not fully known. In this chapter, we explore the impact of state assessment practice and policy on music teaching in the United States.

State testing of music and other subjects has affected what music teachers do. Classroom practice and rehearsals have changed in several ways, including but not limited to decreased student contact hours and reduced music budgets as schools strive to improve nonmusic state test scores and the association of student success on nonmusic assessments to music teacher evaluation. Some teachers have adopted the “music makes you smarter” theory, which predicts that students who study music will score higher on general statewide assessments (Rauscher, Shaw, & Ky, 1993). Still others simply accommodate any negative effects on their programs and develop ways to teach within a modified environment of less instructional time and resources. In fact, despite teachers’ reactions to “testing madness,” some teachers and a few highly visible representatives of the profession have begun to lobby for additional music-specific assessments to complement those in math and English. The rationales for this approach are equally varied and range from “what is tested is taught” to “the arts are core and should be treated equally.”

The real concerns for music educators are less where one positions oneself on the state-mandated assessment argument, and more about how the very existence of the situation and the resulting increase in assessment awareness, training, and implementation can (or should) improve American music education. With the vast amounts of time, energy, and fiscal resources devoted to the testing, the assumption is that teacher instruction and student learning improve as a result of these statewide assessments. When teachers administer assessments, analyze the data they collect, and use the results to modify and improve teaching and learning, they “close the loop” in the assessment process. However, as the momentum for state assessments began to grow, initial research revealed that educators were not necessarily changing their instruction, curricular, or assessment practices. We have found that this is changing, but in limited and perhaps less dramatic ways than might be expected given the size and scope of the assessment movement (McQuarrie, 2008). Our research reveals that classroom and rehearsal practice is not changing in proportion to the expansion of time and financial resources. Our findings lead us to suggest that those who can influence education policy and practice in the United States need to use increased state-level assessments more effectively to improve teaching and learning and thus improve music student learning.

Few will dispute that large-scale assessment affects most teachers and students regardless of subject. As a result, in order to fully understand the impact of state testing on music classrooms in the United States it is important to examine statewide assessment practices as a whole rather than focus only on music assessments. In this chapter, we examine the full scope of this impact in our previous and current studies of music teacher assessment practices, and synthesize these studies to provide an accurate analysis of the impact of the state testing on music teaching in the United States.


Definition of Terms

It is important that we begin with definitions of certain terms used in this chapter. “General statewide assessment” is defined as any nonmusic subject assessment (e.g., math, English, science, reading, etc.) required or recommended by state education departments. For example, either a statewide standardized English comprehension assessment or a district-designed English comprehension assessment is considered a general statewide assessment if either type is required or recommended by state education administration. A “statewide music assessment” is a specific assessment required or recommended by a state education administration that assesses music learning and/or skills. For example, a statewide standardized rhythm assessment or a district-designed rhythm assessment is considered a statewide music assessment if either type is required or recommended by state education administration.


Impact of General Statewide Assessments on the Music Classroom: Standards, Accountability, and “Testing Madness”

For many educators in the United States, large-scale testing began with the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB, 2002), the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA, 1965). Many classroom teachers have reacted negatively to these laws and the real or perceived effects they have on classrooms, and this has resulted in a prevailing attitude toward assessment that seems to comport with Colwell’s (2004) reference to this as a time of “testing madness” in the United States. Educators can perceive these top-down directives (be they mandatory or even strongly suggested) as an intrusion that brings more negative than positive change.

The question of whether these legislative initiatives had actual or perceived negative impact on music programs was heavily examined between 2002 and 2010. Of particular import to this chapter is the body of work addressing the all-too-common practice of reducing instructional time in untested subjects like music to increase instructional time in tested subjects. This practice is not supported by research. Graham et al. (2002) found that reduced instruction in subjects like art, music, and physical education does not achieve the desired effect of increased scores on nonmusic subject assessments. Because this practice continues, we have identified it as one of the impacts of state assessments on music teaching and instruction.

Reduction in instructional time is not the only area of concern resulting from state assessments, nor is it necessarily the most critical of the concerns. The focus on improving or maintaining test scores (especially on high-stakes tests), has in some cases led to a reduction in funding, student participation, and contact time for music (Beveridge, 2010; Heffner, 2007). Further, the impact may be disproportionally high in schools with high minority populations, and may result in not only less music instruction for students but also fewer opportunities for teachers to receive music-specific professional development (Beveridge, 2010; Von Zastrow & Jank, 2004). In some cases, federal laws like NCLB have led some school administrators to narrow their curricula to the point of marginalizing of the arts (Gerrity, 2007, 2009; Spohn, 2008).

These effects have not, however, weakened school administrator support of arts programs. Administrators continue to value music, but find themselves balancing various NCLB requirements, standardized testing, and internal factors such as scheduling (Abril & Gault, 2006, 2008; Beveridge, 2010). The combined effect of these conditions has been that administrators are sometimes forced to make decisions that negatively affect music instruction. Teachers who experience these decisions perceive the legislation and its effects on teaching and learning in their states.

The NCLB has certainly left its mark on the classrooms and opinions of music educators, but as with any federal legislation, it cannot be examined in isolation. The publicity surrounding NCLB and the accompanying accountability reform movement is notable not just for what it proposed but also for the fact that it drew attention away from the Goals 2000 (Goals 2000: Educate America Act of 1994). In terms of the impact on American music classrooms, Goals 2000 was a critical legislative action because it identified the arts as core subjects for the first time in American schools, and a path toward a more secure place for arts in public schools (Lehman, 1993). In some ways it did just that; for example, some high schools added or increased the amount of arts credits required for graduation. More importantly, it was a standards-based movement that placed at its core the identification of what a student needed to know and be able to do in the arts. This laid the groundwork for standards-based assessments of student achievement in music. This required the collection of the type of data critical to the process of using assessment to “close the loop”—where teachers analyze student learning data and use the results to modify instruction and improve student learning. Because trends in American education tend to be cyclical, the standards-based Goals 2000 was eventually replaced by the accountability-focused NCLB, and in this transition the arts lost their federally recognized status as a core subject.

As with all educational movements in the United States, the cycle continued and began to move again toward a standards-based approach with the addition of the Common Core Standards initiative (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices & Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010). This initiative essentially reintroduced a standards component to educational reform, but unlike Goals 2000, the arts were not included and the focus was on math and English/language arts. Further, despite being part of a standards-based trend, the forces behind the accountability movement remained strong, and while not mandated, the adoption and successful achievement of the standards had ramifications in terms of NCLB and the competitive grant program intended to stimulate educational reform at state and local levels known as Race to the Top (H.R. 1532, 2011). The result was continued pressure on districts, schools, and individual teachers (regardless of specialization) for student success. However, when the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (S.1177, 2015) passed, the NCLB was replaced and the federal Common Core Standards requirement was prohibited. Nevertheless, at the time this chapter was written, the move to ESSA had not lessened the accountability movement, in that use of large-scale and high-stakes testing remains. Further, the use of Common Core Standards by many states will continue under ESSA (which in some estimates is essentially a move to return some control to individual states), and accountability concerns remain.

Holding educators accountable for student success, while often both disconcerting and challenging to do fairly and effectively, is not without merit. However, in the case of Common Core Standards or similar initiatives adopted by states that choose to design their own programs, the issues for music educators become voluminous when student success in nonmusic testing is tied to their teaching, and the impact on their classrooms is not always positive (Lehman, 2014). Not surprisingly, many have little training in how to teach nonmusic subjects in music class, and the limited training they do have comes from isolated college courses required by their state’s department of education, or from short professional development offerings. Further, many of these teachers, even if appropriately trained, do not have contact with a large portion of the school population, and most likely entered the profession expecting to teach music and not math and language arts. Nonetheless, this is the reality facing many music educators in the United States, and while music educators are meeting this challenge in various ways, there are common themes emerging from their reports on classroom impact.


Music Educator Rationales for the Study of Music in Schools

Perhaps the most frequently used rationale to defend music study is that “music makes you smarter.” This idea gained significant impetus following the publication of research by Rauscher et al. (1993), whose results indicated that listening to Mozart prior to undertaking temporal-spatial tasks improved performance on those tasks. This was popularized as the “Mozart Effect,” and was touted as research-based support for music. Other researchers also found the nonmusic assessment scores of students who participate in musical activities are often higher than nonmusic participants (Corbett, McKenney, Noblit, & Wilson, 2001; Dryden, 1992; Noblit, Corbett, Wilson, & McKinney, 2009; Sherwin & Monte, 2016; Thornton, 2013), while others have found little evidence that a “Mozart Effect” exists (Pietschnig, Voracek, & Formann, 2010). Advocates have used this research as evidence to support the idea that music study not only improves musical skills and understandings but also contributes to a student’s mastery of other nonmusical subjects (especially those related to math, science, and problem-solving). It is clear that building a philosophy of teaching music or attempting to secure the place of music in the curriculum based on this argument is problematic.

The first, and perhaps most significant, problem with such a rationale is that it relegates the arts to that of a discipline that serves “more important” areas of study (Berube, 2003). To adopt an approach to teaching music predicated on music as a means to improve test scores in other areas of study is a slippery slope. Not only would it require the assessment of what a student knows and can do in music but also it would necessitate the development of methodology that establishes the correlation between musical achievement and achievement in other subjects. Such an approach would only serve to further erode what Colwell (2003) already notes is the problematic approach to music assessment in the United States. Further, and perhaps of greater importance, is that such a philosophy would have a potentially deleterious effect on the artistic and educational atmosphere in a classroom or rehearsal hall.

Some music educators assume the role of “perpetual arts advocate.” This approach often is not as successful as anticipated. However, when the desire to advocate for the field leads a music educator to attain a leadership position in her/his school or community, the effect on the music program is often positive. Further, when such advocacy leads to improvements such as arts grades included in GPAs or increased resources for music, music programs change for the better (Miksza, 2013). The advocacy approach is not always beneficial, though, because advocacy based on claims of non- or extra-artistic benefits can undermine the mission of music education in the long run. Additionally, the need for teacher and students to continually act as cheerleaders for their programs can create an environment counterproductive to artistic and educational outcomes that should be the focus of their efforts.

Regardless of whether an educator advocates for “music for music’s sake,” or takes what might be the initially easier approach (which Gee [1999a, 1999b] describes as using nearly any claim that might promote the political and economic survival of their program), one effect of state testing has been to force arts educators to deal with issues of time and resources in music classrooms and rehearsal halls (West, 2012). Whether teachers become more aware of movements such as the A+ Schools Program or read studies of core subject assessments of band students as compared to nonmusic students (Corbett et al., 2001; Dryden, 1992; Sherwin & Monte, 2016), the process of preparing to make intelligent arguments that address these issues can improve music teaching and learning.


Adaptation and Acceptance: Music Educators are Changing

For many years, music educators were expected to teach classroom music, musical ensembles, or private lessons for the majority of the school day. However, in the current climate of accountability in the United States and intense competition for funds based on student success on nonmusic assessments, the role of the music educator has adapted to these conditions. This has been especially true in schools that do not meet adequate yearly progress (AYP) under NCLB or do not meet the requirements of “Race for the Top.” Many music educators who face these situations convert time that was formerly dedicated to classroom preparation and other critical musical pursuits to student retention in music classes and finding additional resources. Others find their jobs changing from that of “music educator” to “educator of music and other tested subjects.” Some experienced music educators find this not only challenging but also unexpected and professionally disheartening. However, for many younger teachers who attended college after the implementation of NCLB, and now ESSA, these changes to teaching music are often addressed in state-required college courses on teaching nonmusic subjects, and as such are simply an accepted norm of the field.

Music educators who entered the field pre-NCLB expected that their careers would primarily involve teaching band, chorus, orchestra, and general music, and that they would most likely be able to focus on their particular area of expertise, and teach the age level they most enjoyed. Reinforcing these assumptions were college teacher preparatory programs organized around curriculum clearly leading to certification in instrumental or chorus, elementary or secondary. The post-accountability-movement classroom and rehearsal hall often do not work that way, and teachers must change their perceptions of music education and the role they see themselves playing in the greater school community.

Essential to music educator success is a disposition to be creative and flexible to a degree not previously required of music teachers (West, 2012). Music specialists are increasingly expected to expand their educational and artistic goals so that they contribute to school improvement efforts. As music teachers adapt to a profession changed by state-level assessment, teacher preparation programs have adapted curricula to address these professional responsibilities. As a result, teachers who enter the field after the introduction of high-profile federal assessment initiatives such as NCLB are prepared to meet assessment, measurement, and evaluation expectations.


Assessment and Accountability: Overreach

Perhaps the area that attracts the most concern among teachers is the practice of basing teacher evaluations on student success on assessments in areas not taught by those teachers. This practice has been rebuked by leaders in arts assessment as invalid and unfair (Lehman, 2014; Shuler, 2011b). Attempting to link the teaching effectiveness of arts educators with student success on assessments in math and English/language arts is at best placing considerable credit on the benefits of music study to aid in student learning of other subjects, and at worse negating the value of an education in the arts. This practice relegates arts educators to teachers who must first teach the skills and knowledge necessary to achieve success on nonarts assessments and then, when possible, teach the arts.

Further compounding the invalidity of this approach to teacher evaluation is the fact that many music educators are not prepared to educate students in nonarts subjects. Professors of music education tend to address the policies and initiatives related specifically to their field (Aguilar & Richerme, 2014). Further, in states with required nonmusic pedagogy courses, the content does not adequately prepare them to the degree that it would be reasonable to hold them accountable for student learning in these nonmusic subjects. This likely contributes to music educator attrition as well.


Transition


Factors Influencing the Culture of Assessment and Accountability in Music

The debate over whether the arts follow or drive cultural change is as complex as it is long-standing. The same is true of many of the changes experienced in arts education; however, in terms of assessment, the arts have done more following than leading. As core subjects have become the target of more and more state assessments, and funding tied to the results of these scores, music educators in the United States are finding themselves heavily influenced by the assessment practices of educators in subjects outside of the arts. Specifically, arts educators have become motivated by their observations of peers in tested subjects, as well as evidence suggesting that what is tested is supported with both classroom contact hours and financial resources. As a result, there has been an increasing population of music educators and music-education leaders expressing the need for statewide assessments similar to those used in core subjects. Essentially, the thought is that the negative impact of high-stakes testing in nonarts subjects could be remedied by having the arts included in those high-stakes tests (Heffner, 2007).

National Association for Music Education past-president David Circle (2005) argued publicly in support of music’s inclusion on mandated statewide assessments based in part on the belief that content included in a statewide test would by necessity become the content taught in the music room. Referencing the 1997 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) testing, he stated, “even though the results of the test did not indicate our students were very accomplished, there was a general feeling that at least NAEP and the nation recognized music education existed” (p. 4). However, he went on to note the inequity of music education and rightly questioned how music could be tested on a large-scale format when not all students have had the same opportunity to learn. The published responses from students and music educators were overwhelmingly against mandated music testing. Reasons for their opposition included (1) interference with performances; (2) limited evidence of validity, and (3) increased need for teacher training. When educators addressed the subject of increasing program validation through mandated testing, they suggested that research and public relations were better sources for evidence to strengthen music as a subject (Pisano, 2006; Wright, Humphrey, Larrick, Gifford, & Wardlaw, 2005). The respondents did not address the possibility that such assessments had the potential to support music teachers and improve teaching and learning, evidence of the attitude toward top-down assessment policy at the time.

The belief that “what is tested is taught” is not the only argument in favor of the implementation of state music assessments. Accountability of learning is another commonly cited reason for such assessments. However, despite (or more likely because of) the accountability movement, assessment for accountability has met with some resistance. Elliot (2006) states that mandated testing in music could create a situation in which “music teaching begins to resemble the worst kinds of math and English teaching in which tiny bits of verbal knowledge and simplistic skills are “examined” out of their normal and natural contexts of use and enjoyment” (p. 42). He goes on to suggest that the standards movement, and especially NCLB, are Creating a culture of fear and not a culture of learning and growth. When confronted with the issue of mandated testing, music teachers need to remember that their “primary ethical and education obligations are to our students—not to politicians, principals, state supervisors and MENC policy-makers” (p. 53).

Elliot’s argument is critical in that it refocuses the profession on students and is a reminder that the point of assessment in music education is to close the loop on teaching and learning. As already noted, the accountability and standards movements have led teachers to react in ways designed to ensure self-preservation, continued funding, and participation in music regardless of test scores. While the inclusion of music and other arts on state level assessments would likely achieve those results, it would be a disservice to both arts assessment advocates and music teachers to suggest that these results are the primary driver of their efforts. As Elliot (2006) reminds us, a music educator’s primary responsibility is to teach music, and the most critical and educationally sound reason for arts assessment is to obtain information that advances student learning and improves instruction. The question of whether state-level assessments in music should be implemented thus must move from a focus on changes in attitudes and philosophies to one of specific classroom practices. The critical concern is whether the implementation of state assessments and the resources they require have resulted in classroom-level improvements in music teaching and student music learning.

In order to understand the degree to which testing has changed music teaching and learning, it is necessary to examine how changes in music-specific state assessment policies and expectations (be they school, district, or state level) have resulted in changes to instructional practices at the classroom level. The research specific to assessment and music education is limited; however, there is ample research on assessment of content areas outside of the arts. The literature suggests that nonarts classrooms educators have (1) successfully changed their teaching in their efforts to align with mandated statewide tests, (2) reacted appropriately to the publicity accompanying such testing, and (3) ensured their students meet graduation requirements (Font-Rivera, 2003; Hebert, 2006; Miner, 2002; Vogler, 2002). It would logically follow that music teachers would change their practice with the introduction of similar music assessments.


Impact of Music-Specific Statewide Assessment on the Music Classroom

Identifying the effects of music-specific statewide assessments on American music classrooms is a critical but challenging undertaking because they vary by state. Some state education leaders have chosen to include the arts in state-level testing, while some have elected to assess only those subjects identified in the Common Core Standards. In addition, and somewhat complicating the question even further, some states had begun the process of designing and implementing music assessments pre-NCLB but were forced to stop due to funding issues or the focus on core subjects. The degree to which states that implement statewide music assessments have met with success in their efforts also varies.

The examination of the impact of state assessment on classroom instruction is complicated by the reality that each of the 50 United States has its own Department of Education, and the US Constitution gives the states autonomy to educate its citizens. As a result, assessment format and delivery differs widely between states. Some tests are administered individually, while some are included as part of other general knowledge/core tests; others are music-specific standardized tests, while still others are statewide assessments but based on district-created measures, classroom-teacher-implemented projects, or portfolios. Very few of these music-specific state assessments are mandatory, and with the constant change of state and national political agendas, many states have not had the opportunity to implement these tests on a long-term basis. These factors make it difficult to ascertain the exact impact of music statewide assessment on the actual teaching and learning in the music classroom.

Even in the absence of mandatory large-scale statewide assessment, at the time of this writing music educators are discussing the topic of assessment more than ever. National workshops and conferences are offering more and more sessions on assessing music learning, including entire preconference days dedicated to the topic. State departments of education are requiring assessment courses as part of their mandatory teacher-preparation curricula. The recently published National Core Music Standards include a collection of Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs), designed as models to aid educators with the assessment of the knowledge and skills outlined in the music standards (SEADAE, 2015).

The question is how does all this focus on assessment, specifically statewide music assessments, affect the teaching and learning that is occurring in the music classroom and rehearsal halls. Is the focus on research and professional development in assessment improving the way music educators teach and assess? Is it improving student learning?

In a 2008 study of elementary music educators teaching in a state that had designed, piloted, and recently implemented a voluntary statewide music assessment, McQuarrie (2008) found that the assessment practices of these educators had not necessarily changed since the introduction of the new statewide music assessment. Educators reported using assessment practices such as grading on nonmusical behaviors (participation, behavior, and effort) and gathering information with no formal means of measurement (assessing on observation). When asked about changes in specific assessment practices since the introduction of the state assessment, educators did note that many had increased their use and implementation of rubrics and the use of paper and pencil testing, while a small number reported a decrease in grading on behavior, effort, and participation. However, a majority of educators reported that there had been no change on any of their assessment practices since the introduction and implementation of the statewide assessment. When asked about their opinions regarding whether or not music statewide assessments should be mandatory, only about one-third of those surveyed believed such testing should be mandatory. McQuarrie concluded that a culture of assessment was not established during the short amount of time since the introduction of the state test.

We (McQuarrie & Sherwin, 2016) conducted a follow-up study to explore the assessment practices, perceptions, and beliefs of elementary music educators from the same state 12 years after the first assessment was piloted, and 8 years after the completion of the original study. The findings from the state’s 12-year focus on music assessment provide limited, but useful, information on impact the impact to actual practice. Ninety-six (96) music educators completed an online survey in which they responded to many of the same questions asked in the 2008 study, and self-reported their knowledge of and participation in the state assessment, use of assessment strategies, and beliefs toward large-scale statewide music assessments. The assessment was still voluntary in most districts but mandatory in a few.

The 2016 survey was a revised version of the original researcher-designed survey, the Washington Music Assessment Participation Survey (WMAPS). It was electronically administered through e-mails sent by the National Association for Music Education (NAfME) to all 635 NAfME members who taught elementary general music in the state of Washington. The follow-up response rate was similar to original study (2008, n = 100; 2016, n = 96), The demographics for gender and years of experience teaching music in the public schools were also similar. In 2008, 19.39% of the participants were male and 80.61%were female, compared to the 2016 results, in which 27.08% were male and 72.96% female. Both groups included experienced teachers with 42.27% of the 2008 respondents having over 20 years’ experience compared to 41.67% of the 2016 respondents. Tables 2.1 and 2.2 compare the demographics of the 2008 and 2016 survey participants.


Table 2.1 Percentages of Participants by Gender in 2008 and 2016




	Gender
	2008
	2016





	Female
	80.61
	72.96



	Male
	19.39
	27.08








Table 2.2 Percentages of Public School Teachers’ Years of Experience in 2008 and 2016




	Number of Years
	2008
	2016





	1–5
	14.43
	22.92



	6–10
	10.31
	12.50



	11–20
	32.99
	22.92



	20+
	42.27
	41.67







The updated WMAPS consists of 33 questions, 18 closed-response and 15 open-response. The majority of the survey questions focused on assessment techniques the participants used, asking them to rate their use of 12 assessment activities as frequently, sometimes, almost never, or do not use. Participants were then asked to self-report on whether or not they had changed their use of these techniques since the introduction of the state assessment. Finally, participants were asked whether or not they believed that statewide music assessments should be mandatory.

In the 2016 study, 77.90% of those surveyed reported having implemented the state assessment at least once, an increase from the 2008 study, which reported that only 59.60% had implemented the assessment. This increase may be due to the fact that educators are becoming more aware and knowledgeable about assessment, or simply because more schools and districts are making this specific state assessment mandatory for their educators. With the exception of one specific assessment strategy (formative assessments), the 2016 study results indicate that assessment practices have not significantly changed over the past eight years. Music educators in the state of Washington are still primarily grading on nonmusical behaviors (behavior, effort, and participation), and using observation without specific measurement tools. Of the 22.11% who had not, 7.37% had never heard of the assessment.

Table 2.3 presents a comparison of the reported use of “frequently used” assessment strategies by the 2008 and 2016 survey participants. The only notable change in the use of assessment strategies was the increased use formative assessments, which increased from 6.19% in 2008 to 54.26% in 2016. In the original study, 72.16% indicated they did not use formative assessments. However, based on open-ended responses that described classroom assessments and activities as formative assessments, McQuarrie (2008) surmised that music educators were actually using formative assessments then, but did not identify these assessments as formative because were unfamiliar with the term. We believe that increased awareness of the term “formative” and familiarity with formative assessment strategies has led teachers to identify and describe these more accurately, and that this accounts for the increase.


Table 2.3 Percentage of Assessment Strategy Types Used by Music Educators




	Assessment Strategy
	2008
	2016





	Paper and Pencil Tests and Quizzes
	10.00
	  8.42



	Individual Performance with Rubric
	40.00
	43.16



	Individual Performance with Informal Observation
	70.00
	81.05



	Grading Based on Participation
	80.80
	81.05



	Grading Based on Behavior
	59.00
	55.32



	Grading Based on Effort
	79.59
	69.47



	Standardized Music Achievement Tests
	  1.00
	  2.11



	Formative Assessment Strategies
	  6.19
	54.26



	Textbook Series Assessments
	  5.00
	  4.21



	Composition Projects
	  8.08
	15.96



	Critical Thinking Prompts
	23.96
	29.47



	Music Assessment Software
	  3.03
	  2.11







When asked what factors help determine the content they should assess, respondents showed little difference between 2008 and 2016. Music educators continue to rely heavily on personal classroom teaching objectives and state standards. We noted a slight increase in use of the national standards in 2016, which we attribute to the availability of the MCAs that are designed to assess the 2014 core music standards. Finally, a majority of both the 2008 and 2016 teachers indicated that they were not in favor of mandated statewide music assessments.

Overall, the 2016 survey respondents revealed little had changed since 2008. Music educators in this state continue to assess in the same ways they traditionally have, relying largely on nonmusical behaviors and nonmeasured activities as measures of student music learning.


Conclusion

What, then, has been the impact of state assessments on the music classrooms and rehearsal halls in American schools? Our evidence reveals that many music educators and their students have been affected negatively by government-driven “testing madness.” This is certainly true when the results lead to reduced budgets, teacher assignments in nonmusic subjects, teacher and student test anxiety, students excluded from music in order to receive additional instruction in core subjects, and the invalid practice of evaluating a music teacher’s effectiveness from standardized scores on state-level math and English tests. The findings of the 2018 follow-up WMAPS suggest that the most important goal of assessment, closing the loop of teaching and learning, is not as prevalent as it should be. Many educators appear to still base their assessments of music learning on nonmusical components such as behavior, effort, and participation, which cannot be used to modify instruction and advance student learning. Additionally, teachers may not have access to well-designed measurement tools that yield meaningful data that lead to analysis and use of results to improve teaching and learning.

Effective assessment is not about top-down government mandates; it is about improving music teaching and learning. While research that focuses on advances in assessment for this purpose remains limited, there is ample anecdotal and observational evidence, as well as peer-discussions, to suggest that the use of assessment results to modify instruction and improve student learning is becoming more prevalent. However, educational assessment can still produce feelings of anxiety, distrust, and frustration (McQuarrie, 2008). Nonetheless, the “assessment conversation” is an expected part of the music education dialogue and assessment expectations are no longer new.

Because teachers are now more aware of expectations of assessment and its value to their work, assessment evidence in music classrooms is growing. First, assessment initiatives and techniques that have been a part of the general education classrooms are now being adapted and translated into appropriate assessment practices. Second, standards-based report cards that indicate levels of specific musical knowledge and skills rather than achievement of nonspecific musical skills or behaviors are being developed and implemented. Further, the use of alternative, performance, and project-focused assessments is becoming increasingly visible in many music programs. As these approaches become accepted as the norm, we project that increased student achievement in music should follow, as evidenced in our observation of current preservice and recently graduated music teachers.

There is little doubt that moving beyond “teaching how you were taught” is one of the greatest challenges teachers face. Specifically, tertiary music educator preparation faculty now enable preservice music teachers to assess student learning. Regional and professional accreditors, such as the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) and the National Association of Schools of Music (NASM), hold teacher-preparation program faculty accountable for teaching and learning. To maintain their accreditation, higher education professionals must demonstrate how assessment improves teaching, learning, and programs, to the benefit of their students.

Continuous improvement in teaching and learning should be at the heart of any educational effort. In terms of the impact of state testing on music classrooms in the United States this would suggest that these measures should produce meaningful information about what students know and are able to do, teacher effectiveness, and material helpful for decisions on modifying, maintaining, and supporting instructional approaches. However, in reality the question of how these music and nonmusic state assessments are affecting music teaching and learning (either positively or negatively) is not that simple. There is enough evidence to suggest that a great deal of good has occurred, but it is equally clear that concerted efforts must continue in order to ensure that state-mandated testing benefits all programs and to promote learning in all areas.
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CHAPTER 3



High-Stakes Assessment in Music



Glenn E. Nierman



Standardized testing has been a part of the American educational landscape for a century. The Standford-Binet Intelligence Scale, first published in 1916, was designed to test what the individual is capable of learning. At about this same time, standardized testing began in music. Seashore, Lewis, and Saetveit published the Seashore Measures of Musical Talent, a standardized battery of music aptitude tests, in 1919. Interest in using standardized music tests for diagnostic purposes continued since that time to include Gordon’s Music Aptitude Profile (1965) and his Music Audiation series. The development of standardized testing for assessing achievement in music was not as widespread, but several quality music achievement measures, most notably Colwell’s Music Achievement Tests (1969), served the need for a valid and reliable way to assess growth and musical knowledge and skills.

Perhaps to the detriment of the profession, standardized aptitude and achievement tests in music are not commonly used in music education today; but by contrast, standardized tests for assessing achievement in other parts of the curriculum are indeed very much in use. In the elementary and secondary schools of the United States, the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), California Achievement Test (CAT), Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT), and Stanford Achievement Tests (SAT) are widely used and known. Further, the SAT exam administered by the College Board or the ACT exam administered by the American College Testing Program have been taken by several generations of high school students to meet college entrance requirements. Similarly, the Graduate Record Examination (GRE) is required for entrance into many graduate programs.

Until recently, except perhaps for the GRE and other graduate school entrance examinations, such tests were used primarily to inform decisions about the need for curriculum change and to predict students’ success in the future. They were typically not high-stakes tests. Students in K–12 settings were not told that they could not advance to the next grade level or denied a diploma on the basis of a single test score, although this probably happened on occasion. Sometimes students were admitted to a remedial or gifted program on the basis of a standardized test score; but for most American families, however, achievement tests provided information, not consequences. Likewise, until recently, teachers were not typically fired or given merit pay on the basis of a single test score. The educational landscape with respect to high-stakes testing has changed.


What Is High-Stakes Assessment and Why Is It Relevant Now?


Although some scholars trace the origins of high-stakes assessment back to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (Nichols & Berliner, 2007), practically speaking, high-stakes assessment in schools could be said to have begun in the 1980s with the publication of A Nation at Risk (1983). This report was very critical of American schools, criticizing them for spending too much time in the process of socialization of students and lacking high standards. The business community, led by the Business Roundtable (BRT), led the charge to ameliorate this scenario by advocating a return to a curriculum that emphasized the 3 R’s, insisting on high standards, and demanding accountability.


Music as a Core Subject

Thus began the music education profession’s effort to have music become one of the subjects recognized as important enough to be emphasized in the curriculum at the same level as reading, writing, and mathematics. In 1989, one of the most important events that led to the designation of basic subjects (later referenced as core subjects) was the Charlottesville Education Summit, a meeting of the nation’s governors and President George H. W. Bush. Leonard (1999) summarizes the importance of this meeting:

Based upon the deliberations there, six national education goals were developed. They were first announced by President Bush in his State of the Union speech on January 31, 1990; six months later, the National Education Goals Panel (NEGP) was established to monitor progress towards the goals. The six national education goals became one of the centerpieces of educational reform in the 1990s and were incorporated in the Goals 2000 legislation in 1994 (which also added two more goals). (p. 1).

In these six goals, reading, science, math, literature, history, and foreign language study were listed in content goals that were to be the focus of the basic K–12 curricula. Neither music nor the other arts were among the basic subjects listed.

In the years between the Charlottesville Summit and the passage of Public Law 103-227, the 2000 Educate America Act (National Association of State Directors of Special Education, 1994), the arts community, led by the Music Educators National Conference (MENC), worked diligently to write the National Arts Standards. The acceptance of these voluntary standards by then–Secretary of Education Richard Riley was a key factor in having the arts designated as a basic subject in the Goals 2000 legislation, meaning that students’ mastery of skills and concepts in these basic curricular areas was crucial to their success in leading meaningful and productive lives in the future. Language arts, math, and science were included in this list of basic subjects from the Charlottesville Summit, but education in the arts (including music) was an addition to this legislation.

In many states the designation of “basic subject,” at least for some basic subjects, was accompanied by higher standards and a demand for accountability, responses to the original “education ills” cited in A Nation at Risk. In some states, math and reading standards were accompanied by high-stakes testing. Johnson and Johnson (2006, 2009, para. 3) describe the educational landscape:

When the Louisiana state legislature appointed a School Accountability Advisory Committee in 1998, the state became the first in the nation to inaugurate high stakes testing with harsh consequences. Fourth- and eighth-graders were targeted for testing, and students who did not score at predetermined performance levels were to spend another year in the same grade. Low performing schools were to be sanctioned with increasingly severe measures. Within a few years, 7 states based grade promotion on a statewide test score, and by 2008, 24 states were anticipated to require passing a statewide test to graduate from high school (Education Week, 2006). Additional consequences of test results include monetary rewards to high-test-performing schools in 16 states; turning allegedly failing schools over to private managers in 14 states; sanctioning, with varying penalties, low-performing schools in 28 states; and allowing closure of low-performing schools in 10 states.

(Johnson & Johnson, 2009, para. 3)

Another law that caused many states to initiate high-stakes testing was the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) (Public Law 107-110, 2001) legislation, a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). This law, like its ESEA predecessors, was primarily enacted to ensure that all children have an equal and significant opportunity to attain a high-quality public education. There were also policies in NCLB that targeted teacher qualifications and professional development. Nevertheless, NCLB became synonymous with high-stakes testing. Again, Johnson and Johnson (2009, para. 4) describe testing in the NCLB environment:

NCLB mandates the annual testing—using each state’s achievement test—of every child in grades three through eight. The law requires that by 2014, every child must achieve proficiency in reading and math as measured by the high stakes tests, but it leaves the definition of proficiency to each state. NCLB links standardized test performance to sanctions for public schools that fail to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) by each subgroup of students based on special needs, minority status, English language proficiency, and socioeconomic status. Sanctions include the requirement that every school make public the achievement scores of each student subgroup. Schools that do not achieve AYP must help their students, who wish to do so, transfer to another school and pay the students’ transportation costs. Schools are required to provide special tutoring for low-performing students, typically done through contracts with private tutoring firms. In extreme cases, sanctions may call for the replacement of an entire school staff (Schrag, 2007). No Child Left Behind became synonymous with high stakes testing.

At the time this chapter was written, the high-stakes assessment scene is changing once again because of the passage of another reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act—Public Law 114-95 (2015), labeled the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015. After years of expanding US federal government involvement in education since the turn of the century as evidenced by NCLB, ESSA appears to be reversing the trend of a larger federal government involvement in US education. In fact, ESSA could be seen as a firm reaction (some might even say an overreaction) to a national perception that NCLB policies went too far in their educational dictates to states. The elimination of the federal mandate on teacher evaluation linked to student growth and test scores, a stipulation of ESSA, is one example. Another example is the elimination of the concept of AYP from the NCLB legislation. So in music’s path to designation as a basic/core subject, now termed a subject important to a “well-rounded” education in ESSA, there may be more freedom to design measurement tools to show the music students are making progress toward “achieving artistic [music] literacy” (National Coalition for Core Arts Standards, 2013, p. 10). The drama of the design of regulations and policies to implement ESSA will be carried out in Washington, as well as in the states that will need to reexamine their high-stakes assessment policies in light of ESSA.


The Many Faces of High-Stakes Assessment

Because of its history, the term “high stakes” has several connotations and unintended consequences that are quite controversial, and some cause great concern for music educators. For example, “high stakes” may bring to mind a single, defined state-mandated test. As stated by the Center for Public Education (2006):

State testing to document Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in accordance with NCLB is called “high-stakes” because of the consequences to schools [and of course to students] that fail to maintain a steady increase in achievement across the subpopulations of the schools (i.e., minority, poor, and special education students). (para. 7)

Music educators in the United States have lost their jobs because administrators felt the need to require students to have more math or language arts instruction rather than have them enroll in music or arts courses. Another negative consequence of high-stakes assessment involves direct consequences for passing or failing, that is, something is “at stake,” as when students who fail to reach a cut score on a high-stakes reading test are not allowed to take elective arts courses until they are reading “at level.”

The connotation of “high stakes,” as advocated in this chapter, is quite different and more general in its meaning. “High-stakes assessment,” as used in this chapter, simply means any assessment that has major consequences. For whom will there be major consequences? High-stakes assessment in the arts could have significant consequences for the individual and for society.1 Colwell (2002), although acknowledging, “the definition of ‘high-stakes’ is not firm,” expresses this connection between high-stakes assessment and “major consequences” for the individual by defining “high-stakes” as “generally referring to situations where the assessment determines whether a student passes a grade level, graduates from secondary or tertiary school, is licensed to teach, or is denied renewal of licensure of accreditation based upon an assessment” (p. 1129).

We, as music advocates in the United States, have now been quick to point out that in federal law (ESSA), music is specifically listed as one of the subjects required for a “well-balanced” education. By law, we are teachers of a basic/core/well-rounded subject. Colwell reminds us, however, that “basic subjects [now termed “well-rounded” subjects] are those subjects of sufficient importance to society that a high-stakes test may be required” (Colwell, 2002, p. 1129). For the most part, in the United States we use virtually no high-stakes assessments in delivering the precollege music program. (Although failure to qualify for the National Association for Music Education [NAfME] All-National Honors Orchestra may seem like a high-stakes event to a young American high school auditionee!) Perhaps it is time to start thinking of music, a well-rounded subject, as one that requires high-stakes assessment. Students who are not “making the grade” in their music or arts classes are at risk of lacking the skills and knowledge necessary to lead fulfilling and meaningful lives. There are major consequences for not being able to know and to do in the arts. These major consequences, coupled with the opportunity to redefine high-stakes assessment for music, a subject necessary for a well-rounded education, makes this the ideal time to reconsider the place of high-stakes assessment in music.


The Position Paper Format as Chapter Framework

The format chosen to reconsider the place of high-stakes assessment in music is that of a traditional oral or written position statement. One framework for a position paper/statement includes four segments—introduction, opposing views, supporting views, and a plan for implementation of the position. The most important single sentence in this framework is the position statement itself, which is typically stated at the end of the introduction and restated at the end of the presentation of supporting evidence for the position.

The introduction to the topic of high-stakes assessment has already been presented in the first two subheadings of this section. The history of high-stakes assessment in the United States has been traced from concerns about our educational system falling behind (A Nation at Risk) to the policies of the current, reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act (the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015). Further, various perceptions that shape individuals’ concept of high-stakes assessment have been examined, and the author’s concept of high-stakes assessment for this chapter has been articulated.

The position taken in this chapter is that music and the arts are basic subjects needed for a well-rounded education that require high-stakes assessment at every grade level to ensure that every child has an outlet for self-expression, a medium for developing interpersonal/social skills, and a means to understand himself/herself as a human being.

What follows in the next two sections will be the presentation of the pros and cons to this position. Although perhaps somewhat illogical to persuasive discourse, it is important to acknowledge differing views to ensure a full consideration of the issue at hand. Further, in stating opposing views, perspectives supporting the position are often given further support.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the chapter concludes with a plan for implementation of the position. Without offering some ideas about how to actually enact the position, the reader would be left with a purely philosophical argument that may not have the effect of promoting action in favor of the position.


The Bases for Opposing High-Stakes Assessment


The reasons for opposing high-stakes assessment come from a variety of sources, some of which are based in actual limitations imposed by the teaching environment. Music educators may feel they lack certain resources needed to implement meaningful high-stakes testing. Other opposition to high-stakes assessment comes from negative attitudes about high stakes assessments. Some of these negative attitudes are rooted in deep-seated beliefs reinforced by negative assessment experiences; others are simply rooted in tradition.


Assessment Implementation Limitations

Music educators, like many educators from other disciplines, often teach in environments that are less than optimal. Some lack the time necessary to fully implement the curriculum. Other music teachers deal with large numbers of students. Still others do not have access to the necessary professional development experiences that would allow for successful implementation of assessment practices into their teaching.

There are certainly those of our colleagues who would argue that arts educators in general, and music educators in particular, do not have enough instructional time with students to assess. Meaningful curriculum design for instruction in music is dependent not only on a framework for what students should know/be able to do and the processes needed to be mastered to develop artistic literacy (a framework provided by the 2014 National Music Standards [2014]), but also on a framework for the resources needed to implement those standards on which a curriculum is based. In other words, teachers also need to know what are the requirements for scheduling, staffing, equipment, and facilities that are necessary for successful standards/curriculum implementation.

To assist teachers with questions such as this, NAfME developed what are termed opportunity-to-learn (OTL) standards. The OTL standards (NAfME, 2015a) that accompany the revised 2014 national music standards (NAfME, 2014) are different from the OTL standards for music instruction (Music Educators National Conference [MENC], 1994a) that accompanied the 1994 music standards (MENC, 1994b). The 2015 OTL standards give specific guidelines for the number of instructional minutes needed with students in order to implement a “basic” music program and a “quality” music program at various levels. For example, the OTL standards (NAfME, 2015a) suggest, “At least ninety minutes of instruction in General Music are given to each student in each week” (Grade 3–5 General Music, Scheduling, Basic) and those suggested time requirements increase to the recommendation that “Class durations for General Music are commensurate with other core academic areas” (Grade 3–5 General Music, Scheduling, Quality) for a quality program.

It seems safe to assume, however, that at the midpoint of the second decade of the 21st century, the amount of instructional time available for most music educators to deliver a comprehensive music curriculum is even less than that recommended for a basic program. There is simply not enough time do rigorous, high-stakes assessment with so little time available for instruction.

Still others would argue that in a performance-based program, music educators are assessing all the time. We listen carefully and help our second graders who are not matching pitch to successfully match the pitch of the leader as students are asked to respond to the roll call in a singing voice. The middle school guitarist who insists that the first phrase of “We Are the Children” ends with an e minor chord (rather than G major) is encouraged to put down his/her guitar and listen to the phrase first while the class plays the song ending in e minor, then in G major, to determine which chord is correct. The high school choral director proudly proclaims that his/her show choir gave 25 public performances during the third quarter that included two contests in which knowledgeable peers assessed the choir to have performed excellently. If the group performs well, then the individuals in the group deserve an excellent evaluation. Music educators are assessing or are assessed all the time!

Furthermore, there are far too many students to assess and far too few standardized assessment tools to do such assessment. Colwell’s Music Achievement Tests (1969) have been out of print for years. The Iowa Tests of Music Literacy (Gordon, 1991) are available and are the only nationally standardized music achievement tests published in the United States. The Iowa Tests are based on the Gordon’s music learning theory constructs (2007), however; and unless Gordon’s methods are used in the music classroom, score validity is compromised. If I were provided the professional development necessary to know how to construct my own music measurement tools, where would I as a music educator find the time to design the measurement tools I need since I cannot go out and purchase them? Where would I find the time to assess each of my student’s musical progress?


Negative High-Stakes Assessment Attitudes

All of those arguments aside, the aspect of this proposal that would “stir the souls” of some is the fact that it is not just assessment of the individual student that is being advocated here (a “hard sell” in its own right among many of our colleagues), but high-stakes assessment. This is the very thing that has limited students’ access to the arts in many states and caused some music educators to lose their jobs. Again, the term “high stakes” has many different undertones—single assessment, loss of opportunities for failure, job loss—just to name a few. The angst surrounding the “Opt-Out” movement as parents and students express their displeasure with single, standardized, high-stakes assessments such as the (PARCC) assessment system (Partnership for Assessment for Readiness for College & Careers, n.d.) and Smarter Balanced (Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium, n.d.) is not soon to be forgotten by educators.


The Merits of High-Stakes Assessment


While acknowledging that music educators have several negative beliefs about high-stakes assessment and they do teach a large number of students within a very limited timeframe with neither extant assessment tools nor the time or expertise to develop relevant, high-stakes assessments, music educators should embrace high-stakes assessment. Music educators must look beyond the negative connotations of the term and support high-stakes assessment in the sense that music and the arts have something very important to offer the young people of our society; and without it, there is a danger that these young people may not be prepared to live a quality personal life. They may not have important skills necessary for the 21st century workplace.


Looking Beyond the Negative Connotations: What Music Has to Offer

What are some of these skills/understandings nurtured and awakened by studying music and the arts that are so important to the society and to the individual? The position stated previously names three such skills/understandings: self-expression, interpersonal/social skills, and self-understanding. It is beyond the scope of this chapter to make the argument that all of these skills/understandings are basic, core skills for life and without them, one might be just as disadvantaged as not being able to read. That case would not be difficult to make, however. Eisner (1999) argues that at the core of arts education is the ability to express oneself, to “create art, or as some might say, produce art-like creations.” He continues, “Students should acquire a feel for what it means to transform their ideas, images, and feeling into an art form” (p. 155). Acquiring interpersonal/social skills, while not the sole province of arts education goals, is certainly viewed by parents and other stakeholders, as an important function of music education (Sharer, 1994). Socrates, perhaps the greatest teacher of ancient Greece, taught his students to “Know Thyself.” Reimer (2003) wrote eloquently about the importance of the arts helping us to understand those feelings that are the core of our innermost being (pp. 72–102). Understanding feelings is key to understanding emotional response. Emotional well-being and stability are the foundation of a purposeful personal and professional life.

The importance of self-expression, interpersonal/social skills, and understanding one’s self is echoed in the thinking of a major organization in the United States receiving a lot of attention in terms of establishing 21st-century student outcomes. The Partnership for 21st Century Skills is a national organization that advocates for 21st-century readiness for every student. Their Framework for 21st Century Living (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2004, para. 5–7) describes the skills, knowledge, and expertise students should master to succeed in work and life in the 21st century. The learning and innovation skills are:



• Creativity and Innovation


• Critical Thinking and Problem Solving


• Communication and Collaboration (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2004, par. 7)






Creativity (self-expression), communication, collaboration—could music educators have authored a more amiable list of skills/understandings to which we are prepared to contribute? I think not. In American music education, the 2014 National Music Standards (NAfME, 2014) call for all students to develop their creative potential through composing and improvising. Images and sounds carry powerful messages in our life space; we seek to help students understand this communication and to make value judgments about them. The performing groups so prevalent in American secondary music curricula are fertile soil for the development of collaborative skills and attitudes.

Yes, assessment in these areas of creativity and communication is subjective, but there are skills and understandings that are prerequisite to these higher order processes that can be objectively assessed. Further, progress is being made on developing measurement tools to assess not just the products, but also the processes of creating, performing, and responding through NAfME’s Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs) (NAfME, 2015b). Further, these assessments are designed to be embedded in the curriculum so that students experience assessment as a part of the learning process (McTighe & Wiggins, 2011).

High-stakes assessments do not have to be in computerized, “bubble sheet” formats. There are few dimensions of music that have right or wrong answers; there are some questions and issues in the real world that do not have right or wrong answers. The “answers” may be more or less effective “shades of gray,” as opposed to right or wrong, “black and white.” What better place for students to learn this lesson than in the music (arts) classroom! We must become increasingly sophisticated in designing assessment tools that recognize multiple ways that an “answer” might be “correct.”

Given this list of 21st-century skills that American society deems basic and therefore necessary for a well-rounded education, it seems plausible, then, to make the case for music and the arts as high-stakes subjects. Music and the arts can contribute powerfully to developing students’ creative, communicative, and collaborative skills—skills that are essential to working and living in the 21st century. Is it possible to make this argument without implementing high-stakes assessment? Yes, possibly. Math and language arts, however (subject areas that American society has accepted in statute and practice as components essential to a well-rounded curriculum), have standards; and the achievement of those standards is assessed using high-stakes assessment in the United States. The connection between a subject area’s value to students and the use of high-stakes assessment in the subject area has been established and would be difficult to ignore. Colwell observes, “high stakes testing is a component of the standards movement, with most states developing such assessments in conjunction with their standards” (Colwell, 2002, p. 1129). If the arts contribute something to the child’s education that is so important that they could be dysfunctional without it, then it seems reasonable to be held accountable for growth in these areas. Assessment can help document students’ growth in the arts. If music educators want to be perceived as teaching a subject that is essential to a well-rounded education, then they (we) must be willing to document that growth in the artistic processes of creating, performing, and responding (including prerequisite skills and knowledge needed for growth in the processes) is occurring in students who are studying music and the arts.

Just as high-stakes assessment is a characteristic of basic/core (now called “well-rounded”) subjects, so assessment is frequently a requirement of increased funding in a subject area. The inclusion of assessment criteria as a condition for support may not be a requirement of all funding sources; but when competing for funds distributed by the US government, it is virtually a certainty. For example, even though states are no longer required to link teacher evaluation to student growth and test scores as a condition of federal funding under ESSA, there continues to be a separate, competitive funding program, entitled the “Teacher and School Leader Incentive Fund.” This fund allows states, school districts, nonprofits, and/or for profits, in partnership with a state or school district, to apply for competitive grants aimed at implementing teacher evaluation systems as a means of trying to learn more about effective and equitable ways of linking student performance to teacher performance (Public Law 114-95, Secs. 2211 & 2212). So while the connection between documented effectiveness through assessment as a condition of federal funding is now somewhat more relaxed than under NCLB policies, it is still accurate to say that another distinct advantage of developing a valid and reliable assessment plan for music and the arts would include the fact that proposals for change are more likely to be supported financially.

High-stakes assessment in the arts not only would make it more likely that the subject matter would be viewed as essential and would increase chances for funding change in the discipline but also is simply good educational practice. Assessment is a relevant part of the learning process. How students will demonstrate that they know something or are able to perform certain tasks should actually guide what to teach and how to teach it. In fact, in the book Understanding by Design (Wiggins & McTighe, 2006), a conceptual framework for curriculum development is proposed that advocates that educators should begin with identifying the desired results and then “work backward” to develop curriculum. Inherent in every objective statement should be the idea of how will the student demonstrate that he/she understands a particular concept or can apply a new skill.

Robert Duke identifies a fundamental question that assessment attempts to answer and in so doing, provides insight regarding the firestorm surrounding standardized testing in general (and perhaps high-stakes assessment in particular):

The current controversies over standardized testing are emblematic of this fundamental question: What should we accept as evidence that students have learned? Ancillary questions that appear often in discussions of public policy are intimately related to this fundamental issue. What should be the criteria for determining the success of a school? How do we know that our education dollars are well spent? (2005, p. 50)

It is this question—What should we accept as evidence that students have learned something important about music?—that should guide the development of a high-stakes assessment plan in music.

At this point, the position statement of this chapter bears repeating: music and the arts are basic subjects needed for a well-rounded education that requires high-stakes assessment at every grade level to ensure that every child has an outlet for self-expression, a medium for developing interpersonal/social skills, and a means to understand himself/herself as a human being. There seem to be more pros—both philosophically and pragmatically—than cons to support this position, and it is possible to design measurement tools to carry out such assessments.


Moving Toward High-Stakes Assessment in Music


If the argument is to succeed that high-stakes assessment in music is important and necessary to help orchestrate success and quality in the lives of tomorrow’s citizens, then how do we go about designing meaningful high-stakes assessment for music? Yes, there are the traditional characteristics of good measurement tools and assessment processes, such as the validity and reliability of the measurement tools and the quality of the assessment experiences themselves that need to be addressed, if implementation of the position is to be achieved. We must begin, however, by realizing that if the music education profession is to embrace high-stakes assessment, then attitudes toward this assessment must be changed. Applying a theory for attitude formation (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), the framework for the assessment must contain design principles that address the beliefs of music educators that are the basis for negative attitudes toward assessment.


Challenging Beliefs


Among the beliefs that foster music educator’s negative attitude toward assessment are the beliefs that (1) assessments in music are already adequate; (2) assessments have failed to engage the students in discipline-based activities that are authentic, interesting, and significant; and (3) there is a disconnect between music instruction, music assessment, and musical life in the real world.


Group Assessments are Sufficient

Perhaps because music educators teach so many students, some find it difficult to conceptualize how assessment of individual students’ musical performing knowledge and skills and their growth in creating and responding to music can be documented. Music educators’ lives, particularly music educators at the secondary level, are dominated by preparing for the next concert, contest, or festival. There seems to be insufficient time and lack of knowledge in how to go about assessing 120 individual students who make up the concert choir or the concert band, for example.

To counter these beliefs, music educators need to have experiences, first in their preservice teacher education programs and then continuing in meaningful professional development experiences, which show them how to integrate individual assessment into their teaching. It is possible to assess the ability of each of the 10 clarinetists in the concert band to play the concert G scale through warm-ups, using a soli/solo approach, or to assess the ability of second graders to keep a steady beat by bouncing a ball back and forth to each other while singing/playing a familiar song/game. Then, too, is it really necessary to give six concert performances for the community? Would four concerts be adequate? What is the purpose of a concert?


Assessments are Uninteresting and Invalid

Many of our colleagues who characterize music assessment as the “root of all evil” are not diametrically opposed to testing as a part of the learning process. They are opposed to tests that do not represent something interesting and significant about the discipline—some multiple-choice items, for example. (I recently encountered a 5th-grade general music worksheet from a series book during a student teaching observation that asked students to select what color [white, yellow, purple, or pink] best represented Beethoven’s mood while he was composing his Fifth Symphony). Asking students to identify the note names of pitches written on the staff for the C major scale is not an activity in which many young adults will engage as they encounter music in their adult lives. What is needed is a framework for assessment that contains exciting, authentic tasks that involve students in applying musical knowledge and skills as evidence of being engaged in higher levels of critical thinking and creating.

Fortunately, such a framework for exciting, authentic assessment tasks is now available. NAfME’s (2015b) MCAs in music “are tasks that provide formative and summative means to measure student achievement of performance standards in the National Core Music Standards. Each MCA focuses primarily on one artistic process (i.e., creating, performing, or responding) and is designed as a series of curriculum-embedded assessment tasks, each of which measures students’ ability to carry out one or more process components” (NAfME, 2015a, p. 2). In the MCA Ensemble Performing tasks, the focus is on the components of the process of performing, not just the product performed at the final concert. Therefore, in the NAfME MCAs, it is the students, not the teacher, who are responsible for selecting, analyzing, and interpreting music (components of the process of performing) to be performed. The students, with the help of the teacher, determine what needs to be adjusted and rehearsed. The teacher then evaluates, with the help of MCA rubrics, the students’ growth in their selection, analysis, interpretation, rehearsal, evaluation, refinement, and performance of music. This is an exciting and dynamic assessment task that is very similar to the process the students would use to select music to be performed at a sibling’s wedding, for example; and it is quite different from what might occur in a traditional rehearsal in which the students merely follow the musical directions from the teacher, who has analyzed, interpreted, and refined the music in advance.


Assessments are Disconnected

Whether some of our colleagues recognize it or not, there seems to be a large discrepancy between musical encounters in the real world and musical encounters in the music classroom. Then there is often a large gap between the learner’s experiences in the classroom and the content of assessments. Those who recognize these gaps will certainly have a negative view of assessment as not being relevant. Music learning experiences in the classroom, music assessment content, and real-world musical encounters must be aligned. Certainly, for too long we have focused classroom music learning almost exclusively on learning to sing or to play an instrument and to be able to understand notation in the United States. Like the National Music Standards (MENC, 1994b), the 2014 National Music Standards (NAfME, 2014) call on music educators to be more comprehensive in their approach to classroom music experiences. Perhaps if we design a framework for high-stakes assessment that aligns closely with how students will interact with music when they encounter it in their adult lives, a more positive attitude toward assessment in music will be fostered.

Consider this example of a cornerstone assessment task designed for 5th-grade general music students:

A leading cat food company is going to start a brand new line of cat food using music as its theme. The cat food company wants to have elementary students do the music for the commercial. Your class has been selected to perform on this commercial. The cat food commercial director would like each member of your class to write and perform one composition for the commercial.

The director requires that you create and perform a commercial that demonstrates an understanding of how tempo, rhythm, and dynamics relate to the new cat food. The director will give you time to practice before performing the selection. Then you will need to describe your composition to the director.

(Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, 2015, p. 4)

Note that this assessment task focuses on both performing and creating. It gives students a glimpse of how music is used in the real world to communicate.

All of this seems to raise the question: What is significant and meaningful about music? Certainly what we do to promote creativity and critical thinking, for example is not the sole province of the arts; but can we show through assessment data that music and arts study does indeed contribute to these important 21st-century skills? Yes, in time and with focus on research in this area, it seems possible to support this claim. What is important for students to know about music and be able to do with music that can be applied not only in the workplace beyond school, but in the everyday lives of students who read newspapers, make value judgments about products in the marketplace, watch movies, listen to iPods, vote, and try to repair their homes? Let us figure out what this content is and present it in authentic, musical ways that constitute a series of high-stakes musical assessments.


Validity and Reliability

It is understood that these high-stakes musical assessments must be of high quality and must be supported by ample validity and reliability evidence. Perhaps in the absence of readily available measurement tools in music, I should have replaced the term “high stakes” in the content of this chapter with the term “high quality” and avoided all of the negative connotations of “high stakes.” While this choice would have been overwhelmingly less politically charged, I do not think it is the right term. If music is to be seen as a basic/core/well-balanced subject, then we must show that something is “at stake” here if students’ education does not include music and the arts.


Characteristics of High-Quality, High-Stakes Assessments


There are several principles that should provide a framework for these high-stakes assessment items that could assist in implementation. High-stakes assessments in music should be: (1) developed in conjunction with standards, (2) grounded in authentic, discipline-based thinking and activities that are in accord with how people encounter music in the real world, (3) implemented in a series of assessment tasks (not a single test), and (4) used to position students for success in the discipline (as opposed to identifying those who have failed to demonstrate minimum competencies in the discipline) by providing diagnostic information to teachers.


Assessment and Standards

Assessment and standards go hand in hand. In some ways, this principle seems contradictory to the way many curriculum models present the process of curriculum development (Taba, 1962; Tyler, 1950; Walker, 1990). First, goals and objectives are established based on the needs of students and the needs of society in general and the community in particular. Then the teacher designs learning experiences in which content identified in the objectives is presented using certain instructional strategies and learning materials. Finally, assessment occurs to see whether the objectives have been realized. In the operational curriculum, however, the teacher should be thinking about how students will demonstrate skills and understandings (assessment) from the moment he/she begins to write the objectives.

In the United States some music educators have begun to use the 2014 Music National Standards as a framework for curriculum development and assessment planning. These revised standards go beyond the product orientation of the first National Music Standards (MENC, 1994b), to recommend a process orientation based in three artistic processes—creating, performing, and responding. (A fourth “process,” connecting, is embedded in the three artistic processes in the 2014 National Music Standards.) In contrast to the curriculum development model presented in the preceding paragraph, the 2014 Standards were based on a model explained by Wiggins and McTighe in Understanding by Design (2006), in which they recommend, in essence, beginning with the tests. What is it that students should know and be able to do in order to grow in abilities to create, perform, and respond to music? The MCAs previously discussed are the foundation for the 2014 National Standards. They were developed concurrently. Although the MCAs were designed to be used as a template for both formative and summative music assessment, they could certainly be a framework for high-stakes music models as well, adjusted for differences in district music curricula.


Discipline-Based Actions

If the high-stakes assessment tasks are to be authentic, then they should be grounded in engaging the students in processes by which they will encounter music in their lives. The NAEP Assessment in Music of the 1990s was also designed in a framework of performing, creating, and responding tasks (Persky, Sandene, & Askew, 1998, p. 3). How do students interact with music? They perform it; they create it; they respond to it. These actions would seem to provide an excellent framework for the high-stakes assessment content.

The problem is that they are costly to design and to administer. The 1997 version of the NAEP assessment used all three of these processes to assess 8th-grade students. The assessment designers found ways to assess individuals performing within the context of a group making music, and methods of assessing improvising, for example, using wireless microphones to capture individual student music making and electronic keyboards to measure improvisatory skills. Unfortunately, the 2008 version was limited to only assessing 8th-grade students’ ability to respond to music using a multiple-choice format (Shuler, Lehman, Colwell, & Morrison, 2009, p. 12).

We must find cost-effective ways to design assessments that use creating and performing as well as responding. With the help of technology, it is possible not only to assess the creative product but also to view the individual’s creative process as well. Teachers are already using Smartmusic (n.d.) software and hardware, as well as smartphones, to record individual students’ music making in group settings for assessment outside of class time.


A Series of Assessments

A third principle essential to the implementation of high-stakes music assessment involves committing to a series of assessments to occur throughout the year, rather than one summative assessment. Perhaps the assessments would be organized in a series of three to four modules that could be administered in any order to allow maximum flexibility for the teacher to deliver instruction within the time, space, and material limitations of a particular building or district. This would take away the negative connotations of a high-stakes test given only once with “high-stakes” consequences, that is, failure to pass from grade to grade.


Assessment for Success

Finally, it is important that students and teachers feel that high-stakes assessment in music is not punitive. In the United States, students’ parents spend significant amounts of money to have their children’s athletic and musical skills assessed by established athletes and musicians in summer camps, for example. They want their children’s skills to be diagnosed so that the instructors might lead them in activities and guided practice designed to foster growth and improve the requisite skills needed to participate at more advanced levels of the activity, resulting in more meaningful and rewarding experiences for their children. Why should there be different expectations for music in schools during the academic year?

If designed appropriately, the music assessment can be written to serve a diagnostic function so that teachers can help guide students to success. The assessment should always provide accurate information as to the level at which the student is Performing. It should be designed to measure growth as well. With the information in hand, the teacher can modify objectives and design learning experiences that will lead to growth for the individual student.


Chapter Summary

If indeed the arts promote self-expression, the development of interpersonal/social skills, and understanding of self, then students who do not achieve in subjects that promote these skills and understandings must certainly be at risk of not being successful in the workplace and perhaps in their personal lives as well. Having music in students’ lives has the potential to help them to relate to others and to understand who they are as compassionate, humane persons, for example. Perhaps if more people had developed this understanding, the violent incidents that have unfolded in K–12 (ages 5–18) classrooms and college campuses around the world might not have taken place. The mastery of the outcomes of musical/artistic study is a serious matter that society must conclude is important, and therefore assessments in the well-rounded subjects are “high-stakes” assessments.

High-stakes assessments need not have negative connotations or consequences. My position here does not support the practice of holding students back a grade-level because of their deficiencies in musical analysis; instead, I believe high-stakes assessments can yield the appropriate diagnostic data to improve instruction so that students complete their secondary schooling musically literate and prepared to encounter music for a lifetime as a creator, and/or performer, and/or an informed listener and consumer who is able to respond meaningfully to a musical encounter. These assessments do not need to be one-time tests divorced from the excellent music making and learning that is occurring in some classrooms and will be a prevalent part of students’ adult lives. High-stakes assessment in music is about fostering growth in musical knowledge and skills in the individual for a lifetime of enjoyment, creative fulfillment, and self-understanding. If music educators at every level do not start thinking that students not making satisfactory progress in music are “at risk,” how can we expect the public to value music education?




Note


1. The writer does not endorse the idea that high-stakes arts assessment results alone should have major consequences for teachers, because teachers are only one factor in a child’s “life space” (Lewin, 1951) that may help clarify reasons for learning or failure to learn. Peers, parents, and environmental conditions inside and outside the school may also be significant factors in learning.
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CHAPTER 4



The Status of Arts Assessment in the United States



Marcia McCaffrey and Linda Tracy Lovins



Introduction and Parameters


This study was undertaken by SEADAE (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education, 2012, 2016), the professional organization for directors of arts education (DAEs) at state departments of education (SEAs) in the United States whose responsibility it is to oversee and manage state-level work related to arts education. Incorporated in 2005 and granted 501(c)3 status in 2006, the organization maintains a nationwide infrastructure of DAEs in state departments of education. SEADAE membership is necessarily fluid and—at the time of this writing—consisted of 45 states and the Department of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA), which manages schools around the world to serve the children of military service members and Department of Defense civilian employees.

Comprising education specialists in dance, media arts, music, theatre, and the visual arts, SEADAE members typically have educational expertise in one or more disciplines. However, DAEs’ state responsibilities necessitate egalitarian attention to all arts disciplines. Consequently, this study on arts assessment is somewhat unique to this publication: rather than addressing music singularly, it is inclusive of all arts disciplines.


The 2008 Study


SEADAE was awarded a grant by the US National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) in fiscal year 2008. Its focus was on “gathering data relevant to arts assessment and associated professional development (PD) in member states across the nation” (Lovins, 2010, p. 23). Although some SEAs lacked an arts education specialist at the time of data collection, 37 states were represented in this project, working collaboratively within regions under the leadership of their respective regional representatives.


Research Questions

To provide alignment across the regions, five research questions were designed to guide SEADAE’s work in 2008 (for the full report, see Lovins, 2010). Professional development in arts assessment for DAEs and arts educators was of great concern, as was the need for documenting the status quo of arts assessment and related training across the states. The research questions guiding the 2008 study were:



1. What are the arts assessment professional development needs and priorities of state education arts directors and their partners?


2. What are the promising practices, resources, and current tools for arts assessment being used in the states?


3. How have arts education directors and their partners been engaged in professional development related to assessment in the arts?


4. Did the regions provide one or more professional development opportunities that addressed the region’s needs and priorities?


5. Was the level of regional knowledge and repertoire of arts assessment strategies among arts education directors at state education agencies, their partners, arts, education, and teacher leaders improved?






The promising practices, resources, and extant tools for arts assessment in the states ranged from hard-copy documentation to information provided on SEADAE’s and other websites. In addition, there were examples of assessment programs, publications, individuals, and organizations available for assistance.

Several states were involved in sophisticated assessment activities, while others were less so at the state level. In no way did the data suggest that some states were ahead of or behind their counterparts across the nation; philosophy, policy, economics, and simple geography each played a major role in determining the degree to which states were, and chose to be, involved with arts assessment.

Several states’ DAEs had participated in SCASS Arts, one of the State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards (SCASS) projects of the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO). Membership in SCASS Arts represented an investment by SEAs, so it was expected that member agencies would have the necessary support for provision of assessment tools, strategies, and professional development for their constituents.

State policy and adoption of new or revised arts standards for learning often implied or included direct mandates for assessment. These were generally expected to be local, classroom assessments that addressed the degree to which students met a given state’s learning standards in an arts discipline; if a state mandated arts assessment, however, the means of implementing the assessment was left to schools and districts. Policy and/or state law also occasionally required schools and districts to report assessment results for their annual Report Cards, but the data sought was confined to “high-stakes” content areas, to the exclusion of the arts, world languages, physical education, health, and others.

Most SEAs worked extensively to provide assessment models and tools; the degree to which DAEs could do so in the arts varied from state to state, based on policy and mandates. The data indicated there was a clear need to continue partnership development with postsecondary institutions for both in-service and preservice teachers; more than one region noted a dearth of graduate and undergraduate courses on arts assessment, either discipline-specific or integrated.

High-quality assessment to inform both classroom practice and educational policy was deemed critical. As schools, districts, and states arrived at an intersection forged by (1) the accountability requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), known at its 2001 signing into law as No Child Left Behind (NCLB); (2) varying philosophies of arts education and assessment in the arts; and (3) an increasingly challenging economy, it was suggested that state leadership would be critical to successfully positioning arts assessment at a higher level in the overall educational scheme.


SEADAE: The Organization Behind the Research


To understand the complexity of the work the 2015–2016 study endeavors to describe, it is important to understand the organization behind the research, particularly the parameters within which its members work. SEADAE’s mission is to “support the professional effectiveness of individual members and provide a collective voice for leadership on issues affecting arts education” (SEADAE, 2012). The organization’s vision is for an educational system in which all PreK–20 students gain artistic literacy through equitable access to quality, sequential, standards-based learning opportunities in dance, media arts, music, theatre, and the visual arts. SEADAE’s work is supported by individual member contributions, project-specific agency contributions, and grants from the NEA, Hewlett Foundation, National Association of Music Merchants, Educational Theatre Association, and National Association for Music Education.

Collectively, SEADAE relies on members’ expertise specific to the arts and other areas of education, such as federal ESEA Title programs or assessment literacy, test development, and item analysis. SEADAE further strengthens members’ and its own organizational capacity by seeking expertise from its members and national partners, which serves the organization, its partners, and arts education well.

Because of its state-based roots and collective national footprint, SEADAE’s members and elected leadership concurrently interact with key stakeholders in the arts education community at local, state, and national levels. Uniquely positioned at the nexus between local and national perspectives, SEADAE members have developed a comprehensive overview and understanding of the American arts education ecosystem, enabling SEADAE to provide leadership at local, state, and national levels and provide a critically important voice for empowering change in arts education.

SEADAE strives to leverage the collective knowledge and experience of its membership to build capacity across the organization, creating a community of experts with common beliefs about the provision of a quality arts education through our nation’s public schools. Primary among these beliefs is that all arts disciplines are of equal value: dance, media arts, music, theatre, and the visual arts are the disciplines that collectively constitute “the arts,” and the unique capacities of each discipline resonate in important, yet often different ways with individual students. Therefore, each arts discipline is recognized as part of a well-rounded education for all students. While not every state has policies that reflect this parity among arts disciplines, SEADAE members endeavor to represent each arts discipline on equal terms, regardless of personal expertise or confines of state policy. This absence of bias is considered a substantive asset by the organization and its partners.

In the United States, each state has an obligation to fulfill federal legislative mandates signed into law through the ESEA, known at its December 2015 signing as the Every Student Succeeds Act, or ESSA (National Association for Music Education, 2016). States are further obligated by legislative mandates established through the laws and regulations within their own boundaries. These state and federal requirements, working in tandem, drive policy decisions at the state level. Therefore, SEADAE members’ work is at once similar and different: similar because of in-common federal education legislation, and different because of the variances among states’ regulations. The US Constitution, US Bill of Rights, 10th Amendment, limits the authority of the federal government, whereas, “The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people” (National Archives, n.d., Article the 12th). In the US Constitution, education is omitted as a federal power; therefore, the states hold primary authority and responsibility for its provision.

Due to these two policy drivers, SEADAE members work in federal and state spheres to serve educators and their students at the local level, and their portions of work designated as state- or federally based varies from person to person. Regardless of the variances created by states operating under their own laws, much commonality exists among members’ SEA assignments, making clear the value of members’ propensity for sharing resources, tools, and approaches to work, including analyses and interpretations of federal and state policies, practices, resources, and initiatives.

Directors of arts education commonly make policy recommendations that form the basis for what public schools are expected to provide for students regarding opportunities to learn in arts education; support local districts and educators as they strive to meet state and federal regulations and mandates; and review and analyze data from a variety of sources to identify and track changes in the status and condition of arts education in their state. They also inform constituents of model practices and trends that define current or foreshadow future educational practices in the arts; manage the state adoption process for student achievement standards in the arts; and develop and implement quality assessment tools and processes associated with state achievement standards in the arts.

One of SEADAE’s most significant assets is its ability to collect information from members in efficient and timely ways. Members value the views gathered from within the organization and prioritize responding to the many requests for information. The data for the 2015–2016 study on the status of arts assessment across the United States was collected by surveying all DAEs, sorted into categorical trends, and reported out similarly.


Development of the 2014 National Core Arts Standards

The SEADAE played a major role in the initiation and development of the 2014 National Core Arts Standards (National Coalition for Core Arts Standards, 2014). In 2010, SEADAE convened more than 50 national partners to pursue reimagined national achievement standards in arts education (National Coalition for Core Arts Standards, 2016). Two main reasons drove this action: the first was political; the second had to do with “shelf-life.”

The 2008 election of US President Obama ushered in new federal policies and philosophical positions that drove decision-making at the state level. One such initiative, the federal Race to the Top (RttT) grant, was applied for by many states and seen as a way to bring much-needed resources to states and schools whose funding was greatly challenged by the financial crisis of 2008. Race to the Top was “designed to spur systemic reform and embrace innovative approaches to teaching and learning in America’s schools. Backed by an historic $4.35 billion investment, the reforms contained in the Race to the Top grant will help prepare America’s students to graduate ready for college and career, and enable them to out-compete any worker, anywhere in the world” (US Department of Education, 2009).

The grant required states to adopt rigorous standards for student achievement. Most states’ grant applications confirmed their commitment to the newly minted Common Core State Standards in English language arts and mathematics. SEADAE members believed that, in the shifting sands of this educational landscape, arts educational opportunities for students would be significantly overshadowed if updated and more rigorous standards in the arts were not pursued. SEADAE saw this as a time to rally partners toward creating a new set of voluntary national arts standards, and pressed for action.

In the United States, student academic standards have typically been developed by a group of like-minded individuals and organizations at the national (not federal) level, vetted and adopted at the state level, and implemented at the local level. The first voluntary national arts standards in the United States, the National Standards for Arts Education, were developed by a national consortium of arts leaders in 1994 (Consortium of National Arts Education Associations, 1994). In less than a decade, 49 of 50 states developed and adopted their own state arts standards. Some states’ standards were essentially the same as the 1994 national model; others made significant adaptations; and still others created arts standards that were quite different from the 1994 National Standards for Arts Education.

Because education is state-centric, state policy has generally emphasized state-generated standards. Some also mandate revisions on a time-based cycle, while others have no such mandates. Over time, early adopters of the 1994 standards updated their state documents once or, sometimes, twice. Some states gravitated toward the artistic-process model first released in the 1994 assessment framework for the 1997 National Assessment of Educational Progress in the Arts (Arts NAEP). Conversely, other states made no changes to their standards documents at all. As time went on, states’ standards became increasingly more disparate and individualized in the articulation of student learning in the arts. This, in turn, led to deep variances in the goals and objectives of standards-based arts education in schools and classrooms across the nation.

While every state has the right to develop its own standards, there are benefits to establishing a degree of alignment among states by building state standards from a single, national model. A distinct benefit of aligned standards for educators is the resulting increase in well-vetted, research-based resources designed under the aegis of national arts education organizations and other respected partners. Alignment to national standards also increases availability of high-quality instructional and assessment models, as well, providing significant savings in time and money for states, districts, and schools. Alignment is also beneficial to students, who often experience educational disjointedness in the current mobile society, particularly when they converge in higher education arts programs.

As the 1994 National Standards for Arts Education reached their 15th anniversary in 2009, coupled with new initiatives from the US Department of Education, SEADAE members were becoming more outspoken in what they saw as a critical need in arts education: new national standards. Once other stakeholders in arts education agreed that reimagining national arts standards was a priority, a structure and timeline for developing new standards emerged and a leading group of change-agents coalesced to form the National Coalition for Core Arts Standards (NCCAS). Managed and facilitated by SEADAE, a Leadership Team was convened to create the standards framework and guidelines, provide research, and seek grant funding. The professional arts education organizations supported discipline-specific teams to lead and write the standards based on the framework, guidelines, and research provided by the Leadership Team (College Board, 2011a, 2011b, 2011c, 2012a, 2012b, 2012c, 2014).

At the time of this 2015–2016 study, 14 states had already adopted new state standards informed by the 2014 National Core Arts Standards, with several more states in the process of updating theirs using the new standards as the foremost model. In a standards-based educational system, measuring student learning against those standards is key; standards and assessment go hand-in-hand.


Model Cornerstone Assessments

With the 2014 release of the National Core Arts Standards, the NCCAS Leadership Team made a point of simultaneously releasing Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs) for each arts discipline at selected grade levels. By doing so, they highlighted the standards’ measurability, promoted performance-based tasks as a leading form of best-practice assessment, and underscored the integral relationship of standards and assessments.

In 2015 and 2016, SEADAE received two NEA grants on behalf of NCCAS to support a national pilot and benchmarking process for MCAs; the first was awarded for elementary MCAs, and the second for high school MCAs. Based on findings from the pilots, the professional arts education organizations will revise and refine the MCAs to provide research-based models for assessing student learning against the National Core Arts Standards.

SEADAE has pursued additional investments in arts assessment. Through a project grant from the NEA, SEADAE and Young Audiences partnered for a National Arts Assessment Institute in Chevy Chase, Maryland (July 2014). The 75 attendees immersed themselves in “unpacking” the MCAs of the then-soon-to-be-released National Core Arts Standards and learning about arts assessment across the nation, including work from Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Michigan, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Tennessee.


The 2015–2016 Study


With the 2014 publication of the National Core Arts Standardsand the impending replacement of NCLB by ESSA in 2015, it became clear that conditions and resources at national and state levels had undergone significant change since the completion of the 2008 SEADAE study of arts assessment practices. Rather than replicate the 2008 study, new questions needed to be designed relative to current policy and practice.


Research Questions: 2015–2016 Study

The questions around which the 2015–2016 study was designed probed for greater depth and detail than previously sought in 2008, endeavoring to provide information about what is being done in arts assessment, who is doing it, how, and why. The questions on which the subsequent survey was designed were as follows:



1. What drives arts assessment?


2. What priorities are associated with arts assessment, and how are states addressing them?


3. Who is engaged in arts assessment and in what capacity?


4. What (professional development) needs exist and how are they being addressed?


5. How is technology impacting arts assessment?


6. How are arts assessment results used?







Separation of State and Local Control

As the study progressed, the need to ascertain which states considered themselves “local control” states arose. Emailed responses from SEADAE members within a few hours of posing the question revealed that all states considered themselves “local control” states in regard to educational practice.

High-stakes decisions in education are generally made through state legislatures and/or state boards of education. “Local-control” states relinquish control over a broad range of related decisions to district boards of education and school administrators. The following provides a clear explanation of the separation between local and state activity:

In education, local control refers to (1) the governing and management of public schools by elected or appointed representatives serving on governing bodies, such as school boards or school committees, that are located in the communities served by the schools, and (2) the degree to which local leaders, institutions, and governing bodies can make independent or autonomous decisions about the governance and operation of public schools (Great Schools Partnership, 2016).

While an arts education may be required by state law, local boards and administrators determine how the law is addressed, including what will be offered and the degree of funding with which it will be supported.

For purposes of this study, a number of assessments were excluded. Although addressed as a facet of arts assessment activity, program evaluation was not investigated as a separate entity, nor was any activity associated with the Arts NAEP or the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS).


Method of Data Collection


SEADAE members are located across the nation and work with their peers primarily through virtual meetings. Due to time constraints, limited funding, and each SEA’s priorities, face-to-face meetings of SEADAE members are rare, even within regions. Therefore, a digital survey was designed within the framework of the research questions.


Refining and Preparing the Survey Items

Once potential survey items were written, feedback was sought from several DAEs in states of varying sizes across the nation. All DAEs selected for this purpose had considerable experience in their state roles and in research. Once the survey questions were refined, based on their input, an overview of the anticipated survey was made available to all DAEs via a virtual meeting, and a recording was digitally archived for on-demand member use.

The survey questions were refined once again, and the resulting online survey was launched. Follow-up to nonrespondents and to respondents whose surveys were incomplete was provided via e-mail and phone, and the window of time for completing the survey was extended to accommodate DAEs’ work flow to every extent possible.


Other Considerations

All items and variables within the items required a response in order to proceed, with the exception of an optional “Other (please specify)” at the end of each item. This allowed respondents to add or expand on information not allowed for within the variables.

Because assessment language varies widely across states, a glossary was provided to help align responses to variables within the survey. The glossary and a sample of the survey were posted on SEADAE’s wiki for respondents’ in-process use.

Several respondents to this survey are or have been engaged in arts assessment initiatives at multistate or multinational levels, knowledge of which could have influenced their responses. To focus respondents’ feedback solely on arts assessment activity within the confines of their immediate areas of responsibility, each survey item included “in your state.”

While some knowledge of school and district arts assessment activity and resources is available to DAEs, such information is often anecdotal in nature. Because DAEs work in “local-control” states, it is difficult to provide detailed data regarding specific activities occurring solely at school and district levels. For purposes of this survey, respondents were asked to offer their “expert opinion and professional judgment … to provide the most accurate, representative responses possible” and were respectfully accorded the option of selecting Unknown in response to several variables.

Three preliminary questions were devised to provide context for data analysis. These questions identified respondents’ geographical area of responsibility and SEADAE region, and asked whether respondents’ states had been awarded and made use of RttT funding for “hard-to-assess content areas.” To allow SEADAE members the ability to respond freely, more specific identifiers were avoided and an informal nondisclosure policy was adopted as a premise of seeking specific, sometimes politically sensitive information (see Figure 4.1).
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Figure 4.1 The survey items, in research-question context.






Data Analysis

The data were analyzed holistically, then examined in subsets where such comparisons proved illuminating. The subsets most often used for comparison were based on “yes/no” responses related to the use of RttT funding: “Please indicate whether your state has received and made use of federal RttT funding for development of assessments in the arts.”

Both whole numbers and percentages were examined for clarity in presentation of data. It was determined that reporting data in percentages provided a clearer, more consistent picture of the results.


Findings


The survey was distributed to current DAEs or an appointed proxy, therefore the number of responses is significantly smaller than would have been expected from a survey of school, district, and state arts education stakeholders. Out of a total population of 46 member agencies/states, 42 responded and 40 completed the survey. Respondents included 38 SEA employees, the DAE from DoDEA, two SEA-appointed state arts council representatives to SEADAE, and a state arts council representative known to have extensive knowledge of a state for which data could not otherwise have been collected. This represented a response rate of 91% and a completion rate of 87%. Additionally, 6 states responded Yes to the RttT question (14%); there were 36 non-RttT states (86%), 34 of whom completed it. The data provided via the incomplete responses were included in the analysis, and all data were reported in percentages to accommodate for differing numbers of respondents to later items.


Question 1. What drives arts assessment?

Item 1a-  In your state, what drives arts assessment activity at the local level?

Item 1b-  In your state, what drives arts assessment activity at the state level?

In Item 1a, respondents were asked to indicate the strength of nine potential drivers on a basis of Always, Often, Sometimes, Rarely, and Never, as shown in Table 4.1. They could also choose Other and provide details of additional drivers in an associated text box. No definition of “activity” was provided, allowing respondents to consider classroom assessments, planning, professional development, and all other related work as activity.
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As shown in Graph 4.1, 54.8% of all respondents indicated that educator evaluation/teacher accountability for student learning always or often drove arts assessment activity at the local level. Local policy (as determined by school administrators or district boards of education) was a close second (47.7%), followed by state policy (38.1%) and school/district accountability for student learning (35.7%). Student accountability for learning (30.9%) and state initiatives (28.6%) ranked next. Slightly more than one in five respondents indicated significant driver strength in research-based instruction or federal initiatives, such as waivers or RttT, and a desire for parity among all content areas (11.9%) ranked last among all listed drivers of local arts assessment activity.
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Graph 4.1 Responses to Item 1a, drivers of arts assessment at the local level, in order of selection frequency based on total of “Always” and “Often”





When examined in order of frequency (see Graph 4.2) for Always and Often, in total, it became clear that state activity in arts assessment activity was driven most often by state initiatives (52.4%) and policy (50.0%). These two drivers were followed closely by educator evaluation/teacher accountability for student learning (47.6%). While these three drivers were each identified as Always or Often by roughly half of all respondents, the remaining drivers identified as Always or Often dropped to a rate of one in three or fewer: federal initiatives (33.3%), research-based instructional practice (31.0%), school/district accountability for student learning (31.0%), and student accountability for learning (29.3%). The remaining two drivers were selected as Always or Often by approximately 1 in 5 respondents and 1 in 10 respondents, respectively: desire for parity among all content areas (21.5%) and local policy (9.6%).
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Graph 4.2 Responses to Item 1b, drivers of arts assessment at the state level, in order of selection frequency based on total of “Always” and “Often”





When viewed in terms of whether a state received and used RttT funding, the results were significantly different for Items 1a and 1b. As shown in Graph 4.3, local arts assessment activity was driven, first and foremost, by educator evaluation/teacher accountability for learning, reported by 100% of all RttT respondents. The second-highest driver was the federal initiative, itself (83.3%). In contrast, fewer than half of all non-RttT respondents selected educator evaluation/teacher accountability for learning as Always or Often (47.2%), matched closely by local policy (44.5%). In further contrast to those funded by assessment-based RttT monies, the third-highest reported driver of local activity in non-RttT states was state policy (36.1%), which ranked sixth of nine for RttT states.
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Graph 4.3 Comparison of responses to Item 1a, drivers of arts assessment at the local level, in order of selection frequency based on total of “Always” and “Often” in the context of RttT funding for “hard-to-assess” content areas





As shown in Graph 4.4, high positives for drivers of state-level arts assessment activity were reported by respondents from RttT states, rating both federal initiatives and educator evaluation/teacher accountability for learning at 100%. In these states, state initiatives also ranked high (83.3%) for Always and Often. This was in contrast to responses from non-RttT states, which ranked both state initiatives and state policy highest (47.2%), but at significantly lower levels, followed by educator evaluation/teacher accountability for learning (38.9%).
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Graph 4.4 Comparison of responses to Item 1b, drivers of arts assessment at the state level, in order of selection frequency based on total of “Always” and “Often” in the context of RttT funding for “hard-to-assess” content areas






Question 2. What priorities are associated with arts assessment, and how are states addressing them?

Item 2- In your state, to what degree are the following priorities associated with arts assessment, and how is your state addressing each?

Item 3- In your state, what type(s) of assessment best address the outcomes associated with your state’s arts standards?

Two survey items were designed to gather information about state priorities associated with arts assessment. The nine variables in Item 2 first required respondents to select High, Moderate, Low, or N/A to indicate the degree to which each potential priority was associated with arts assessment in the state. They were then asked to indicate, in a text box per variable, how their state was addressing each. The variables to which they were asked to respond were: teacher accountability; school/district accountability; program accountability/sustainability; statewide standardized assessment; district-wide common assessment; academic parity (e.g., among arts disciplines, among all content areas); advocacy (justifying relevance of the arts in today’s educational landscape); funding (e.g., availability, distribution); research or pilot program(s); and other (please specify). At the end of the variables, respondents were given an opportunity to describe “other,” if selected, and/or elaborate on one or more responses.

Similar to the results of Item 1b, educator evaluation/teacher accountability for learning (51.2%) was identified as a high priority most often (see Graph 4.5). Following that was a significant drop in priorities identified as High, selected by only one in four respondents or fewer for school/district accountability for student learning (24.4%) and advocacy/justifying relevance of the arts in today’s educational landscape (22.0%).
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Graph 4.5 Responses to Item 2, indicating the degree to which these priorities are strongly associated with arts assessment, in order of frequency





The nine variables in Item 2 required respondents to describe how their states were addressing each priority. Teacher accountability engendered 28 responses, ranging from “hot topic” to generic systems set up by the state for local use in all content areas, requiring adaptation to arts instruction. School/district accountability responses covered a variety of topics, including a focus on Common Core State Standards (rather than the arts), school improvement reporting, program reviews, and more. One state was described as having a “monitoring and evaluation system for public school districts. The system shifts the monitoring and evaluation focus from compliance to assistance, capacity-building, and improvement.”

Program accountability was largely identified as a matter of local control; in one case, student enrollment formed the basis for accountability. A few states require school and district reporting in the arts as part of their annual “report cards,” often to show compliance with state law/policy, unrelated to courses offered or student growth. In response to statewide standardized assessment, two respondents noted stakeholder discussions in progress for such assessments in the arts, and a third noted a non-SEA initiative for common arts assessments. The topic of district-wide common assessments prompted comments on several district initiatives, most often centered on end-of-course assessments for secondary students. Again, policy, design, and monitoring were cited as matters of local decision.

Academic parity among arts disciplines and among all content areas drew comments about local control and a statewide focus on Common Core State Standards and STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math). Content-area parity was most often described as supported through other, nonassessment contexts. One respondent described advocacy as follows: “Advocacy initiatives seem directed more around the benefits of arts education and the arts as part of a well-rounded education rather than using arts assessment results to justify arts in schools.” Other respondents, however, noted some use of arts assessment as a rallying point by statewide organizations.

A few respondents noted that funding was tied to specific initiatives or sources, such as adoption of the National Core Arts Standards or grant funding. By and large, however, funding was identified as a matter of local decision-making with no ties to arts assessment as a driver. One RttT respondent cited a state-provided platform and test-item bank for districts to use at no cost, but noted that not all districts take advantage of it.

Respondents cited several state and district-level research or pilot program(s). Links to specific programs and resources were made available by respondents in the optional “links to resources” item provided at the close of the survey.

In addition to the nine priorities, which were selected on the basis of researcher experience and anecdotal evidence, respondents could add priorities specific to their states and elaborate on them in Item 2+. This generated a significant amount of text and important anecdotal data, two-thirds of which offered descriptions of initiatives, projects, and more. One respondent cited a pilot project based on another state’s model, while a second respondent mentioned a new governor’s STEM task force as a potential opportunity for STEAM funding (i.e., STEM plus Arts). A teacher evaluation system was described as the “biggest driver of arts assessment” by one respondent, while another reported adoption of the National Core Arts Standards as a current, multiyear driver of activity inclusive of arts assessment. Yet another respondent wrote, “arts and arts assessment are being increasingly used as indicators of the quality of schools and arts programs, and as an indicator of an interest in whole child education.”

Under the presumption that development of state standards in the arts implies a level of priority, respondents were asked in Item 3 to identify the type(s) of assessment that “best address the outcomes associated with your state’s arts standards,” indicating the strength of benefit on a scale of 0–4, with 4 being the greatest. Data was analyzed based on assessment types rated as 4 or 3. The variables to which they responded were: assessment FOR learning; assessment OF learning; embedded assessment; performance assessment; portfolio; constructed response; selected response; common assessment; classroom assessment; competency-based assessment; authentic assessment; and other (please specify). At the end of the variables, respondents were given an opportunity to describe “other,” if selected, and/or elaborate on one or more responses.

As one might expect of the arts, performance assessment (73.25%), assessment OF learning (65.8%), and portfolio (65.8%) ranked very high as the best means of measuring student learning outcomes (see Graph 4.6). These were followed closely by assessment FOR learning, authentic assessment, and classroom assessment, all less than .5% over 63%. Selected response (e.g., multiple choice; true-false) and constructed response (e.g., short answers, essays) ranked very low at 29.3% and 17.1%, respectively. Of note was the low ranking of common assessment (29.3%), indicating that fewer than one in three respondents reported having knowledge of such assessments shared between schools or across all schools within a district. In addition to comments regarding local control, one respondent noted a “hope that districts choose the best mix of formative/summative assessment for the various arts disciplines, and then consistently apply that across district schools.”
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Graph 4.6 Responses to Item 3, showing best types of assessment to address state standards outcomes, in order of strength based on a total of “4” and “3” (on a scale of 0–4, with 4 being highest)






Question 3. Who is engaged in arts assessment and in what capacity?

Item 4a- In your state, who is engaged in arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives?

Item 4b- In your state, indicate in what capacity the following are engaged in LOCAL (district, school, or classroom) arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives.


Item 4c- In your state, indicate in what capacity the following are engaged in STATEWIDE arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives.

To learn about stakeholder participation, the survey first posed a general question (Item 4a) about what potential stakeholders were engaged in arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives. Using the same variables as in Items 4b and 4c, we asked DAEs to specify one or more options, as appropriate, within Local Assessments, State Assessments, N/A, and Unknown, as applied to each variable. This covered a variety of known participants, some of whom the data showed were involved at statistically insignificant levels.

As indicated in Graph 4.7, arts teachers (90.2%), district administrators/arts supervisors (75.6%), and school administrators (63.4%) ranked highest for involvement with local decisions, development, and/or initiatives in arts assessment. Statewide arts education associations (45.0%) ranked fourth in this arena, well above other statewide groups. When state activity was considered, 6 of 10 stakeholder groups emerged most frequently: the state education agency (37.5%), arts teachers (36.6%), statewide professional arts education associations (35.0%), higher education (35.0%), district administrators/arts supervisors (31.7%), and the state’s arts consortium/coalition (30.0%).
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Graph 4.7 Responses to Item 4a, indicating the degree to which various stakeholders participate in local and state arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives





Items 4b and 4c requested the details of that involvement, with eight variables offered for each stakeholder group (see Table 4.2). Because the reported levels of involvement indicated in Item 4a were statistically insignificant for several groups, Items 4b and 4c were analyzed for the six highest stakeholder groups: arts teachers, school administrators, district administrators/arts supervisors, statewide professional arts associations, the state education agency, and higher education. Non-arts teachers, professional test-development companies, state arts education alliances, and arts consortia/coalitions were omitted.
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Arts teachers and district administrators/arts supervisors reported that they were significantly involved in most areas of local arts assessment activity (see Graph 4.8), with arts teachers involved to a greater degree in assessment design (72.5%), professional development delivery (70.0%), test-item development (70.0%), piloting/field-testing (57.5%), and assessment administration (57.5%) than district administrators/arts supervisors. In the areas of reporting results (55.0%) and data analysis (52.5%), however, district administrators/arts supervisors were reported as involved more often than arts teachers. One in 10 respondents also reported district administrators/arts supervisors functioning as fiscal agents/funders for local arts assessment activity. School administrators were reported by significantly fewer states as involved in most areas of local arts assessment.
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Graph 4.8 Responses to Item 4b, indicating the capacities in which school and district personnel are involved in local arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives





While school and district personnel’s involvement in local arts assessment activity was reported as significant in several areas, nondistrict agencies and organizations were reported as less involved in all areas (see Graph 4.9). Respondents reported that professional development was the most significant contribution as follows: statewide professional arts organization(s) (42.5%), state education agency (40.0%), and higher education (22.5%). Respondents in at least one in five respondents also reported involvement of the state education agency in the areas of reporting results (22.5%), assessment design (22.5%), test-item development (20.0%), and data analysis (20.0%). SEAs were alone in being reported as fiscal agents/funders of local arts assessment activity.
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Graph 4.9 Responses to Item 4b, indicating the capacities in which agencies and organizations are involved in local arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives





Local school and district personnel, particularly arts teachers and district administrators/arts supervisors (shown in Graph 4.10), were most often included in all aspects of state-level decision-making and assessment development. Arts teachers were most prominently involved in four areas: professional development delivery (50.0%), test-item development (45.0%), assessment design (42.5%), and piloting/field-testing (42.5%). District administrators were most likely to be involved in delivery of professional development (42.5%), reporting results (37.5%), and assessment design (35.0%). Few school and district personnel were identified as fiscal agents or funders; in that area only, school administrators were reported as more likely to act as fiscal agents (5.0%) than the other two stakeholder groups.
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Graph 4.10 Responses to Item 4c, indicating the capacities in which school and district personnel are involved in state arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives





As shown in Graph 4.11, statewide professional arts education associations (50.0%) were most likely to provide professional development related to state work in arts assessment, with state education agencies (47.5%) and higher education (30.0%) ranked close behind. In the remaining state-level activities, state education agencies figured most prominently in all areas, and were reported as the sole fiscal agent or funder among all statewide arts stakeholders.
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Graph 4.11 Responses to Item 4c, indicating the capacities in which agencies and organizations are involved in state arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives






Question 4. What (professional development) needs exist and how are they being addressed?


Item 5a- In your state, what professional development needs exist for you and/or other trainers in arts assessment?


Item 5b- In your state, how is professional development in (arts) assessment delivered?

Item 5c- In your state, how is professional development in (arts) assessment funded?

Item 6a- Excluding the professional development addressed in Question 5a, what is needed in your state for implementation of arts assessments to support achievement of your state’s arts standards?

Item 6b- In your state, who has reasonable access to the following (arts) assessment resources?

While the initial focus on perceived needs in arts assessment was on professional development, the survey provided an opportunity to examine the “how” of professional development and additional needs, as well. Items 5a, 5b, and 5c examined professional development alone, while Items 6a and 6b examined needs other than professional development. Professional development was examined in terms of needs, delivery, and funding; additional needs were examined in the realm of arts assessment related to achievement of states’ arts standards and access to assessment resources. Because arts education stakeholders often receive assessment training that is not specific to the arts, the survey items were designed to capture all professional development in assessment.

In Item 5a, respondents were asked to identify the professional development needs for themselves and/or other trainers in arts assessment, indicating the strength of need on a scale of 0–4, with 4 being the greatest. The variables to which they were asked to respond were: classroom-level assessments aligned with arts standards; test-item development; types and purposes of assessments; validity and reliability; data analysis; connecting data to instruction; assessment design (e.g., types, timelines, frameworks); copyright requirements in assessment; assessment delivery (e.g., paper-and-pencil, digital); reporting and discussing results; and other (please specify). As with previous items, respondents were given an opportunity to describe “other,” if selected, and/or elaborate on one or more responses.

As shown in Graph 4.12, classroom-level assessments aligned with arts standards (80.0%) and connecting data to instruction (77.5%) were perceived as the highest needs for professional development, with reporting/discussing results (67.5%) and data analysis (65.0%) following closely behind. Validity and reliability, assessment design, and types and purposes of assessments were reported as high needs by 57.5% to 60.0% of all respondents, while professional development related to test-item development, copyright, and assessment delivery were reported at relatively low rates (30.0% to 42.5%).
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Graph 4.12 Responses to Item 5a, indicating professional development needs for DAEs and other trainers, in order of strength based on a total of “4” and “3” (on a scale of 0–4, with 4 being highest)





Item 5b asked DAEs to report the strength of professional development needs for themselves, other trainers, and arts teachers on a scale of 0–4, with 4 being the greatest. For purposes of analysis, responses of 4 and 3 were considered, in total.

When asked how professional development was most often delivered to themselves, other trainers, and arts teachers (see Graph 4.13), respondents ranked personal study as the most frequent means of accessing training for all stakeholder groups at rates of 82.5% (DAEs), 70.0% (other trainers), and 80.0% (arts teachers). DAEs also reported their organization, SEADAE (80.0%), as the second most likely source for professional development. In addition to personal study, other trainers were reported as gaining professional development most often from online training (62.5%) and state service (arts education) organizations (47.5%). Following personal study, 70.0% of respondents reported that arts teachers were accessing professional development in (arts) assessment most often from the state service (arts education) organizations, followed by online training (62.5%), higher education (57.5%), and training in their workplace (57.5%).
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Graph 4.13 Responses to Item 5b, indicating the means/sources of professional development delivery to DAEs, other trainers, and arts teachers





In Item 5c, respondents were asked to identify funding sources for professional development, choosing all that applied. This item acknowledged that professional development often focuses on “assessment,” rather than on “arts assessment.” Sources included: SEA; grant(s) (philanthropic); federal (US Department of Education [USDOE]) funds; NEA grant(s); state service organizations; local school/district; out-of-pocket; and other (please specify). Respondents were then given an opportunity to describe “other,” if selected, and/or elaborate on one or more responses.

When queried as to funding sources for professional development, choosing all that applied, 77.5% of respondents reported local schools/districts with greatest frequency, as shown in Graph 4.14. Out-of-pocket (i.e., self-funding) was reported by 47.5% of respondents and state service (arts education) organizations by 45.0% of respondents. While philanthropic grants, federal funds (i.e., USDOE, NEA), and state funds (i.e., SEAs) were reported as sources of funding, they were selected with relatively limited frequency when compared to the professional development funding provided by local schools and districts.
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Graph 4.14 Responses to Item 5c, indicating funding sources for professional development in (arts) assessment, in order of selection frequency





RttT-funded states (83.3%) aligned with non-RttT states (76.5%), reporting local schools/districts most frequently as professional development funders (see Graph 4.15). With access to significant federal funds, these states (50.0%) appeared to be almost equal to their non-RttT counterparts (44.1%) in reporting state service (arts education) organizations as funders of professional development, yet were less reliant on other sources of funding for professional development.


[image: image]
Graph 4.15 Responses to Item 5c, indicating funding sources for professional development in (arts) assessment, in order of selection frequency in the context of RttT funding for “hard-to-assess” content areas





Items 6a and 6b examined arts assessment needs beyond professional development. Item 6a required respondents to indicate what, other than professional development, is needed for implementation of arts assessments to support achievement of their state’s arts standards. Respondent were directed to choose all that applied: better or more funding; technology, policy; time; local buy-in; SEA support (within chain-of-command); and/or other (please specify). Respondents were then given an opportunity to describe “other,” if selected, and/or elaborate on one or more responses. With the ability to choose “all that apply,” as shown in Graph 4.16, slightly more than three in four respondents to Item 6a indicated a need for better or more funding (77.5%), followed by time (72.5%), local buy-in (67.5%), policy (65.0%), state education agency support (55.0%), and technology (35.0%).
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Graph 4.16 Responses to Item 6a, indicating needs other than professional development for implementation of arts assessments to support achievement of state arts standards, in order of selection frequency





Recognizing that resources are only valuable if stakeholders have appropriate access to them prompted Item 6b. The list of variables, shown in Table 4.3, was generated from known resource types in arts assessment development and cross-referenced with important users of that information.
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Access to (arts) assessment resources was analyzed separately for RttT (Graph 4.17) and non-RttT states (Graph 4.18), showing some notable differences. RttT states reported that DAEs (83.3%) had twice the access to test-item banks in the arts than their non-RttT counterparts (41.2%). With the exception of access to (arts) assessment experts, which 50.5% of all RttT DAEs reported having, RttT DAEs and arts teachers had significantly greater access to (arts) assessment presentations, conferences, and institutes (66.7% each); higher education resources (e.g., classes, experts, research) (50.0% each); print resources (66.7% each); and released test samples (66.7% each) than their non-RttT peers.
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Graph 4.17 Responses to Item 6b, indicating stakeholder access to arts assessment resources, as reported by RttT states
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Graph 4.18 Responses to Item 6b, indicating stakeholder access to arts assessment resources, as reported by non-RttT states





Local administrators and assessment teams in RttT states were reported as having significantly greater access to test-item banks in the arts (50.5% each) and higher education resources (50.0% and 33.3% respectively), and local administrators in these states were reported as having significantly greater access to released test samples (50.0%) than their non-RttT counterparts. In contrast, fewer than one in four (23.5%) arts teachers in non-RttT states were reported as having access to arts assessment item banks, whereas their RttT peers were reported at a rate of one in two (50.0%).


Question 5. How is technology impacting arts assessment?

Item 7- In your state, how is computer-based technology impacting arts assessment practices?

Based on previous anecdotal reports of digitally delivered assessments in music and other arts, and assessment work relative to the National Core Arts Standards, a query was included regarding the role of technology in various facets of arts assessment. Strength of impact was to be identified on a basis of 0–4, with 4 being the greatest. The variables were: test design/development; delivery of assessment (e.g., paper-and-pencil, digital); cost savings; sharing resources; expansion of assessment options (e.g., additional delivery and response modes); delivery of professional development in assessment; student attitudes; evaluation/grading; data analysis; and other (please specify). As with previous items, respondents were given an opportunity to describe “other,” if selected, and/or elaborate on one or more responses. Data was sorted for access to RttT funding and analyzed in frequency groups of strong impact (4 and 3); little or no impact (2 or 1), and no impact (0).

In RttT states (Graph 4.19), test design/development, delivery of assessment, and delivery of professional development, all identified by 66.6% of respondents, were the facets most strongly impacted by the use of technology. Also resulting in high positives were cost savings, expansion of assessment options, and data analysis, selected by 50.0% of all respondents. Technology was most often reported as having little or no impact on sharing resources (16.7%) in RttT states. Of note is that 33.4% of RttT respondents reported the impact of technology on student attitudes as strong.
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Graph 4.19 Responses to Item 7, indicating strength of technology impact on arts assessment activities, reported by RttT states as strong (4 or 3); little or no (2 or 1), or no impact (0)





Respondents from non-RttT states (Graph 4.20) reported similar findings, but to a lesser degree. Although the highest positive was reported for sharing resources (38.3%), slightly more than one in three respondents reported technology as having a strong impact on expansion of assessment options, delivery of professional development, and data analysis (35.3% of all non-RttT respondents). Slightly more than one in four respondents (26.5%) in non-RttT states reported technology as having a strong impact on cost savings and evaluation/grading.
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Graph 4.20 Responses to Item 7, indicating strength of technology impact on arts assessment activities, reported by non-RttT states as strong (4 or 3); little or no (2 or 1), or no impact (0)





Respondents described broad differences in the role of technology, from advanced statewide use, excluding the arts, to districts embracing its use, despite there being no technology initiative in the state. One respondent cited the critical role technology has played in “all arts learning, for students and teachers, across the state, especially in our most isolated communities.”


Question 6. How are arts assessment results used?

Item 8 required respondents to indicate how arts assessment results are used at local and state levels. For each variable, they could select Local, State, N/A, and/or Unknown. The variables were: instructional planning in the classroom; school evaluation/school grade; teacher accountability; program accountability; funding distribution/penalties; arts program retention/sustainability; assessment restructuring; conference/professional development design; and other (please specify).

As shown in Graph 4.21, respondents most often reported the use of arts assessment data at the local level for instructional planning in the classroom (67.5%); only 2.5% reported using such data at the state level for instructional planning in the classroom. In fact, very little use of arts assessment data is made at the state level: the uses most often reported were for presentation at local conferences/professional development design (25.0%), teacher accountability (22.5%), and school evaluation/school grade (20.0%).
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Graph 4.21 Responses to Item 8, indicating the degree to which arts assessment results are used at local and state levels, sorted in order of selection frequency in the context of local usage





Among additional descriptions provided by respondents were several that pointed again to this being a matter of local control. They described data as being used only for parent-teacher conferences or for teacher evaluation, but one respondent noted that several districts in his/her state “that develop and implement such fine arts assessment programs may use the results in many ways as indicated in Item 8.”

At the close of the survey, respondents were given the option of providing links to current or recently developed state resources, initiatives, projects, programs, and so forth in arts assessment. They were also invited to include brief descriptions with each link, as shown in Table 4.4.


Table 4.4 Open-Ended Responses for Additional Resources, Initiatives, Programs, and Projects




	#
	Optional Response Item



	1.
	http://ok.gov/sde/arts#Assess



	2.
	http://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/curriculum/arts/index.htm



	3.
	www.pdesas.org: This is our state curriculum website. The Homeroom icon takes the participant to assessment models within the SLO process. The Teacher Tools section has a professional learning community called Assessment Literacy. The Publish Your Best community has teacher-developed lesson plans with embedded assessments.



	4.
	Maryland will begin statewide arts assessment development workshops in February, 2016.



	5.
	Maine Arts Leadership Initiative: https://www.maineartsassessment.com/; Maine Department of Education Arts Resources: https://www.maine.gov/doe/arts/resources/index.html; Maine Arts Commission: https://mainearts.maine.gov/Pages/Programs/MAAI



	6.
	Multiple Pathways Initiative in progress; http://www.p12.nysed.gov/ciai/multiple-pathways/; High School (Grade 9) Arts Assessment Sampler Draft and Statewide Assessment of the High School Graduation Requirement for the Arts at http://www.p12.nysed.gov/ciai/arts/pubart.html



	7.
	New Jersey is a second-tier Race to the Top state. As such, it was required to create a model curriculum framework that could be used by all districts, but was required for the priority districts and strongly encouraged for the state focus schools (those scoring in the bottom 5% and 10% of schools, respectively). The frameworks can be found on the Departments’ website at http://www.state.nj.us/education/modelcurriculum/vpa/. Assessment exemplars have also been developed that align to the Student Learning Outcomes identified in the framework, derived from cumulative progress indicators embedded in the visual and Performing arts. Publication of the assessments is pending and will be available soon.



	8.
	http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Learning-in-Ohio/Fine-Arts



	9.
	The California Arts Project: https://www.lacountyartsedcollective.org/sites/lacaec/files/media/pdf/materials/ complete_handbook.pdf?md=16—This is an overview of the offerings of this project. 2. CCSESA Arts Initiative, Arts Assessment Resource Guide: http://ccsesaarts.org/arts-learning/assessment/3. California Department of Education, Visual and Performing Arts Framework, Chapter 5 Arts Assessment: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/documents/vpaframewrk.pdf#search= VAPA%20Framework&view=FitH&pagemode=none



	10.
	http://www.azed.gov/art-education/assessment/



	11.
	Delaware Performance Appraisal System-all research, rationale and protocol for implementation of teacher evaluation—http://www.doe.k12.de.us/domain/186



	12.
	http://www.coloradoplc.org/assessment



	13.
	New Mexico has developed End of Course exams (EOCs) for Art and Music, and has started looking at Theatre and Dance information. Our Assessment Bureau is developing the EOCs with art and music teachers, higher education contacts, and arts coordinators. The DAE recommended some of the participants, attended some of the meetings, and reviewed the final documents. The DAE looks for the assessments to become more authentic and sophisticated as the process moves forward. Web links: https://webnew.ped.state.nm.us/bureaus/assessment/end-of-course-exams/, then open A to Z, go to A, open assessment/accountability/evaluation, then go to assessment; then to EOCs; then EOC information; and then to EOC blueprints.



	14.
	Program Review: http://education.ky.gov/curriculum/pgmrev/Pages/default.aspx



	15.
	A few years back, there were common arts assessments developed and used by some districts. Some of those assessments influenced the NCAS model cornerstone assessments.



	16.
	http://ncasw.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/



	17.
	www.michiganassessmentconsortium.org/maeia



	18.
	Virginia Department of Education Fine Arts Web page: http://www.doe.virginia.gov/instruction/fine_arts/index.shtml








Discussion

Five major findings emerge from the 2015–2016 study:



• Educator accountability is currently the most consistent driver of arts assessment in the nation.

• In the absence of state policy and funding, “local control” plays an important role in the provision of arts-specific professional development for educators and in the creation of valid and reliable arts assessments of student learning.

• Professional development in arts assessment is most often provided online and/or at cost to the consumer.

• The efficacy of technology in arts assessment is little-known and its power underused.

• Policy, funding, and time remain the greatest needs for consistently high-quality, research-based assessment of student learning in the arts.





Evaluating educator effectiveness emerges as a key driver of arts assessment across the states, but most particularly in states that were awarded federal RttT funds for the arts as one of the hard-to-measure content areas. By extension, knowledge of the nuts and bolts of arts assessment becomes more critical in this era of accountability.

In our state-centered educational system, which relies heavily on “local control” decisions, the responsibility for arts assessment falls most often to the arts educator in the classroom and, if available, a district administrator/arts supervisor. To support these grassroots efforts, DAEs provide guidance, professional development, access to tools and models, and expertise for statewide and organizational initiatives, as available and allowed within SEA parameters. Outstanding work in arts assessment exists in pockets: schools, school districts, consortia, statewide arts education organizations, states, and national organizations have toiled diligently to provide fair, valid, and reliable assessments, both for students within their purview and as models for others to use in their own work.

Professional development has been identified repeatedly as a requirement to valid and reliable practices in arts assessment; training DAEs and arts teachers, alike, in assessment literacy and arts-specific assessment is critical. Too often, gaps in assessment literacy result in disjointed systems in arts assessment. Consequently, the more assessment literacy one has, the more likely it is that coherent systems will be put in place.

Tracking opportunities for arts-specific professional development and access to resources in arts assessment for teachers and administrators at the local level is challenging; there is currently no vetting system to ensure the quality of professional development offerings. Educators are often left to their own devices to find opportunities online or at conferences, if able to attend, and they often bear the cost for such professional growth opportunities themselves. SEADAE was cited as a significant provider of professional development in arts assessment for DAEs, suggesting that the organization may be positioned to provide portions of that expertise outward in a manner that grassroots educators can readily access from anywhere in the nation.

Anecdotal data also indicates that professional development in assessment provided by schools, districts, and SEAs is often generalized to all content areas or to those addressed by Common Core State Standards and high-stakes testing. In those cases, DAEs and arts teachers must rely on transposing to their own arts discipline(s) what was presented.

Technology has a significant role to play in advancing arts assessment. Stakeholders are largely unclear about how the power of technology can be harnessed to make assessment a more informative instructional tool, yet it can be the breakthrough catalyst for bringing to scale a movement toward quality arts assessment practices. Much can be learned from extant models and tools, and DAEs readily share available best-practice models with peers and other partners, as funding parameters and copyright allow. Of course, these models are most easily shared among arts education stakeholders who work from closely aligned learning standards, but transferability in technology is likely to be high, nonetheless.

Several respondents articulated excellent support within their SEA chain-of-command, regretfully noting, however, that priorities and budget constraints often overcome best intentions. It is not surprising, in this time of high-stakes testing, that many educators across all content areas have come to believe that “what is valued is tested, and what is tested is taught.” Like the legs of a three-legged stool, policy, funding, and time are all vital to a fully supported program of valid and reliable arts assessment. These imperatives translate into priorities, and priorities into perceived value.

Proof is found in Michigan’s Model Arts Education Instruction and Assessment project (MAEIA), the arts arm of the Michigan Assessment Consortium (MAC) (Michigan Assessment Consortium, 2016a, 2016b), a professional association of educators who believe quality education depends on accurate, balanced, and meaningful assessment. The MAC members work to advance assessment literacy and advocate for assessment education and excellence. This project, in which SEADAE is a partner, exemplifies what happens when policy, time, and funding conjoin with technology to advance arts assessment practices.

As a result of the data analysis and review of open-ended responses, several provocative questions emerged:



• To what degree does a lack of arts assessment policy in states impede engagement with local and state stakeholders in arts assessment activities? Are there deeper issues at hand?


• Is an arts education sufficiently valued in our culture to be considered an educational priority, equal to other content areas?


• Will the ESSA (S.1177, 114th Congress, 2015–2016), with its emphasis on providing a well-rounded education, become a pivot point for states to balance content areas more equally, bringing the modest influx of policy, funding, and time so necessary to arts education and assessment of student learning in the arts?






Despite these questions, this much is clear: arts-supportive policy generates positive outcomes. Here is a prime example from a response to the final survey question:

New Jersey is the first state in the nation to include the arts as part of its annual school report card. The result has been that some schools that historically ranked highest among the state’s schools have been bumped by new schools that have high academic achievement levels within their school population and robust arts programs. For the first time that I can recall, principals have gone on record touting the integrity of the arts program offerings as an indicator of school quality. Moreover, within weeks of the Department’s mandate of the inclusion of the arts in the school State Report Cards, the magazine that rates New Jersey’s schools changed its ranking criteria to include access to opportunities for learning in the arts. The reason cited for the change was that having a robust arts curriculum was a powerful indication of its interest in the return to a focus on “the whole child.”

What about policy intentions, and do such intentions matter? For example, states that funded arts assessment work through RttT grants were driven by the requirement for teacher evaluation. These states developed a variety of assessment tools for this singular purpose. Arguments can be made as to whether student achievement alone is a fair measure of teacher effectiveness; regardless, this was the driver that moved arts assessment practices forward in RttT states.

The federal policy shift from NCLB to ESSA provides a landmark opportunity for the arts to be included in local and state accountability systems in the United States. Possibilities abound with this new legislation: because of ESSA’s emphasis on provision of a well-rounded public education to all students and its flexibility for local districts and states to redesign aspects of their accountability systems, the stage is set for significant modifications in how states and schools demonstrate high-quality education. States and schools may now be able to shift the focus of using student assessment results as a measure for educator evaluation to the more relevant purpose of using assessment results to improve teaching and learning.

The comprehensive goals expressed in A Facets Model for State Arts Assessment Leaders (Brophy, 2014) (see Figure 4.2), presented at the SEADAE Arts Assessment Institute (July 2014), identify focal points to guide DAEs in the work ahead. The facets model relies on professional development for and by state arts leaders and teachers.
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Figure 4.2 A facets model for state arts assessment leaders (Brophy, 2014).





The facets of arts assessment leadership are a subset of knowledge and skills that pertain to successful leadership in arts education. Many facets are new applications to, or uses of, regularly employed skills; others are extensions of current tasks. These facets are interdependent, rather than discrete, working in tandem with other skills to advance arts assessment in any given state. Of course, assessment literacy is foundational to this work, as well. State-level leadership depends on using all facets in a combination optimized for each individual.

Under ESSA Section 8002: Definitions (Professional Development) (S.1177, p. 290), federal funds are available to support professional development for educators. Title IIA includes an emphasis on content-knowledge development. Instead of arts teachers spending professional development time listening to detailed data analyses of student performance in reading and mathematics, they could be engaged in such content-specific professional development as increasing their ability to assess and analyze students’ achievement in the arts.

There is significant momentum in arts assessment across most of the nation. SEADAE has learned a great deal from states’ earlier work (e.g., Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Kentucky, Michigan, South Carolina, Texas, and Washington) and has model projects in MAEIA, the MCAs, and state initiatives that draw on the flexibility of ESSA to create assessments in the arts.

The will to engage in arts assessment activity is strong. Technology exists to assist in the delivery of professional development; provide accessible and economical means of administering and analyzing assessments; and capturing, storing, and sharing student work. Policy changes at the federal level may well work in favor of arts education. Through leadership, strong organizational relationships, and a shared vision for change, the United States is on the precipice of an arts assessment evolution.


Suggestions for Further Study

In addition to the questions posed in the Discussion, several areas for further study remain. Some were set aside as being too cumbersome to include in this study; others arose during the administration of the survey and subsequent data analysis. They are:



• What knowledge can be gleaned from an analysis of arts assessment policy and practice in states having strong policy in place?


• To what degree do arts education stakeholders have access to professional development that addresses “arts-specific assessment,” rather than “assessment?” Does it make a difference?


• How can SEADAE facilitate provision of widely available professional development to arts education stakeholders, including those at the grassroots level, and in what areas should professional development be provided by SEADAE?


• What are the benefits and challenges of cross-pollinating assessment practices across arts disciplines and across state lines?






As arts educators across the nation become involved in the unfolding of state and local practice under the ESSA, change is inevitable. What is certain is that DAEs are prepared and eager for arts education stakeholders at all levels to commit to and become engaged in well-designed arts assessment for today’s authentic approach to measuring student outcomes.
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CHAPTER 5



Connecticut Common Music Assessments

Collaboratively Building Capacity and Exemplars



Richard G. Wells and Scott C. Shuler



During the 1990s and continuing over two decades, Connecticut’s State Department of Education developed partnerships with the state’s professional arts education organizations and local school districts on a series of initiatives to provide statewide professional development and develop model curriculum and assessment centered around national arts standards. These partnerships, and the arts teachers they engaged, laid a strong foundation for the development of standards-based local curricula and collaboratively developed, Common (e.g., generally applicable) Arts Assessments in music and the visual arts.

The unique combination of the sustained duration of Connecticut’s efforts, the scope of participation in the work (which included a growing number of teachers from other states), and on-site expertise resulted not only in the development of high-quality products (e.g., units, assessment tasks, the MeasureSuccess.org web site) that have been used nationwide and sometimes internationally, but also in countless valuable insights into the nature of quality performance assessments in music and effective procedures for their collaborative development. Indeed, the National Coalition for Core Music Standards (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2014) and their accompanying Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs) (Shuler, 2016) all benefited directly from Connecticut’s work.

In this chapter we trace the evolution of Connecticut’s assessment work in music, using specific tasks to illustrate the learning about assessment that occurred along the path toward Common Music Assessments. In the process, we address four central questions:



1. Why and how did Connecticut and other music educators complete this work?


2. What is important or unique about Connecticut’s work?


3. What was learned from the work that is valuable to music education or to education in general?


4. How can the products of the Common Music Assessment initiative be accessed and used?







Goals 2000 Grant


Soon after the 1994 National Arts Standards were published, the Simsbury Public Schools were awarded a grant from the Connecticut Department of Education as part of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act (H. Res. 1804, 1994).1 This grant was designed to develop interdistrict projects to improve student learning, by helping schools produce school improvement plans based on the then new standards (National Association for Music Education, 1994).

The Goals 2000 project provided an opportunity for music teachers from across Connecticut to work together in the development of common assessments in grades 4, 8, and 12, the levels for which the 1994 National Arts Standards (National Association for Music Education, 1994) were published. These assessments were for general music classes as well as Performing ensembles. The teachers who participated in this project worked in a variety of urban, suburban, and rural districts; several were highly respected leaders in their districts and in state professional organizations.

The tasks that were developed by this group comprised some of the first tasks that were posted on CTcurriculum.org,2 an innovative website designed to store and disseminate examples of standards-based units, assessment tasks, scoring scales, and scored student work. (This site, a precursor to MeasureSuccess.org [Eastconn 2010a, 2010b, September], is discussed later in this chapter.)


The Piloting Process

After experimenting with each of the scoring scales in classrooms, each teacher collected and scored their students’ work. Meetings took the form of collaborative discussions within task development teams, during which teachers shared ideas and instructional strategies that had emerged from experimentation in their classrooms. Often the innovative practices of individual teachers served as starting points for general experimentation, which led in turn to collaboratively developed assessments that were refined, piloted, and benchmarked by all of the teachers on a task team. The success of this collaborative process, as well as the collaborative skills its participants developed, laid the foundation for procedures subsequently used in the Common Music Assessment initiative.

As teachers shared the work of their own students, they initially struggled to detach themselves from their own students’ work. Teachers often wanted to share information about particular students, such as, “he was just getting over a cold” or “she was nervous.” This combination of personal ownership and, in many cases, professional vulnerability interfered with the objectivity needed for teachers to score work solely on what they heard or saw, devoid of background information on individual students. Teachers needed to feel “safe” as they shared student work.

After some experimentation with different approaches, project leaders and teachers developed general protocols for reviewing work, including the following:



• teachers replaced student and school names with alphanumeric codes before sharing student work with the group;

• teachers were not allowed to mention that any student was “theirs” or provide background information during scoring; and


• teachers were to base any scoring on what they heard or saw, and avoid speculation about factors that may have affected the work. (However, they were asked to take notes about recurring issues, as fodder for later discussion about revisions that might be needed to the task or scoring scales.)







The Tasks


Several categories of tasks were developed as part of the Goals 2000 project. We describe them here.


Solo Performance

The solo performance series of assessments was designed to evaluate students’ ability to perform alone and unaccompanied. They included both procedures for collecting student performances (e.g., the results of assessment tasks) and analytic scales to score that work.


Ensemble Performance

The ensemble performance assessment used many of the traits that were typically present in contest adjudications. However, instead of limiting scoring to a traditional overall rating supported by a few comments, a more descriptive scoring device was developed that attempted to define clearly each level of performance within individual traits.


Ensemble Critique

Recognizing the importance of student decision-making as a foundation for cultivating independent musicianship, project participants were interested in the value of self-assessment in the educational process. Drawing on the work of Arts PROPEL (Myford et al., 1995), teachers experimented with different strategies to elicit students’ self-assessment, from open-ended narrative responses to bulleted focused responses. They also began to ask students to identify their own strengths and weaknesses and to develop strategies to improve their own performance, moving beyond dependence on a teacher for feedback.

Although at first teachers found self-assessment very time-consuming to administer and score, they ultimately found it extremely powerful in fostering student learning. Students who engaged in self-assessment developed a better understanding of and were better able to apply the criteria by which they were being evaluated, and were thereby empowered to take greater charge of their own learning. These discoveries led subsequently to the inclusion of self-assessment in almost every Connecticut Common Arts Assessment unit/task.


Sight-Reading

The sight-reading assessments that were developed for this project were scored on a limited number of traits. At the 4th-grade level students were assessed only on pitch and rhythmic accuracy; at the middle and high school level, tone quality and expressive markings were added as traits.

Several instructional strategies improved students’ success on these assessments. For example, students were more successful if they had practiced sight-reading as part of a well-planned sequence of instruction; otherwise, they struggled with this assessment. Prior experience with sight-reading assessment also had a strong, positive impact—students needed to be comfortable with sight-reading on demand and having their performances recorded. Prior experience listening to and critiquing their own performances had a similarly positive impact.


Arranging

High school students found the arranging task both interesting and challenging. The task directed students to select a familiar song and create an arrangement of it for their ensemble. Some student produced a surprisingly high quality of work, in spite of having had little or no prior instruction in arranging, which could only be explained by what they had gained during years of listening experiences and ensemble participation. Several students demonstrated facility in the creative process that exceeded their achievement as performers.


Impact of the Project

Although as the Goals 2000 project ended most of the tasks had only been prepiloted, and were therefore in second draft form, the development and piloting process provided participants with valuable assessment experience that they continued to apply in their classrooms and in subsequent statewide projects. The overall process and specific protocols used in this project for collaboratively developing, piloting, and refining assessments provided models that were further refined during Connecticut’s Common Arts Assessment project in music.


3 District (3-D) Grant

While the initial assessments developed for the Goals 2000 grant were still being piloted, the Connecticut State Department of Education funded a second grant for a small group of school districts to develop, refine, and disseminate curricula based on the then-new 1994 National Arts Standards (National Association for Music Education, 1994). This grant provided funding for professional development during the school year and summer institutes designed to develop capacity of the music and visual arts teachers in three school districts, which were selected based on their commitment to curriculum development; the strength of their arts program leaders; differences among their communities (suburban, urban, and semirural); and differences in their approach to curriculum development, which included Understanding by Design (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005), Making Standards Work (Reeves, 2002), and traditional. Recognizing the strong links between curriculum and common expectations, project participants also developed assessments to be embedded in their curricula, which were sometimes piloted by all three school districts.

This grant enhanced the spirit of collaboration and diversified leadership in the state. The models developed in the project were shared in varied professional development settings. The music/arts program leaders in these districts eventually became presenters at statewide summer institutes and helped train additional leaders; the authors went on to co-lead the Common Music Assessment and National Core Music Standards initiatives. Under the overall leadership of the secondary author, then serving as arts consultant in Connecticut’s State Department of Education, this project contributed to developing capacity in the state.


Connecticut Guide to K–12 Program Development in the Arts

The process just described, of developing three high-quality but distinct local guides, yielded insights and models that provided the foundation (and a number of appendices) for the Connecticut State Department of Education’s Guide to K–12 Program Development in the Arts (Connecticut State Department of Education, 2002). The latter document—which provided guidance in many areas critical to school districts, including tools for developing standards-based curricula, assessments, and instruction—was circulated widely across the nation, and was sometimes used as a textbook for university curriculum courses.

Many of the ideas presented in the Connecticut guide were subsequently incorporated into the conceptual framework published by the National Coalition for Core Arts Standards (SEADAE, 2014). This included inclusion of philosophical foundations and lifelong goals, as well as the organization of curriculum and assessment around Artistic Processes. The guide also provided examples of assessment tasks, in music as well as the other arts.


SCASS/Arts

Connecticut’s multiyear participation in the State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards in the Arts (SCASS/Arts), sponsored by the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), also helped inform arts assessment work in the state. One important feature of SCASS/Arts was that it brought together assessment experts and psychometricians as well as arts educators from a number of states. This combination of expertise provided fertile ground for the development and refinement of arts assessment ideas. The group developed and piloted a number of innovative performance assessment ideas that contributed to the work in Connecticut. The secondary author, Connecticut’s arts consultant, served as the state’s representative and cochair of the group; the primary author served first as a consultant and, subsequently, as one of the state’s designated representatives.


Inter-District Music Composition Grant

The Connecticut Composition Project, directed by the author, was funded by a Connecticut State Department of Education Interdistrict Cooperative Grant, the primary goal of which was to reduce racial, ethnic, and economic isolation. This project provided opportunities for students from diverse Connecticut school districts to learn from each other as well as from practicing composers and composition teachers. Many teachers who participated in this project and the CMEA Composition Festival subsequently became active participants in the development of composition tasks for the Connecticut Common Music Assessment project.


CTcurriculum.org and MeasureSuccess.org

Participants in the SCASS/Arts project struggled with several challenges as they attempted to pilot, benchmark, and disseminate performance assessments and student work on a nationwide scale. Limited access to the Internet and slow (then mostly dial-up) data transfer speeds limited the ability of project participants to collaborate on the development of tasks, share student work, and engage teachers in the field. Once tasks had been piloted and refined, the project lacked efficient means of disseminating the tasks and, particularly, the student work, which usually consisted of media products whose size in digital form was considered large at the time (Shuler, 2016).

Connecticut’s SCASS/Arts representatives resolved to explore technological solutions to these issues to facilitate their own ongoing, statewide work. In 2000 a small grant from the Connecticut Commission on the Arts to the Area Cooperative Educational Services (ACES) regional education service center was used to contract for the development of www.CTcurriculum.org, a web-based database (no longer available) designed to house and disseminate units with embedded performance tasks and scored student work, not only in music and visual arts but also in other subject areas. As this site was gradually populated with compelling units/tasks developed through a series of statewide initiatives, teachers across the United States and around the world who were looking for high-quality assessment models discovered and began using or adapting Connecticut’s tasks.

It would be difficult to overstate the importance of CTcurriculum.org and its successor sites to the work Connecticut completed over its two decades of arts assessment development and piloting. The fact that the tasks were immediately accessible to any educator who had Internet access meant that professors and presenters could download and display them for use in preservice and in-service training; teachers could refer to units/tasks during at-home preparation, then present benchmark work to their students to illustrate scoring scale levels and model high-quality achievement. As usage of CTcurriculum.org increased over time, educators began to develop new applications for the posted units/tasks, such as using the common assessments to anchor local curriculum and presenting benchmark student work at inservice sessions to spark faculty conversations about local expectations.

These new applications of the site led in turn to requests for new capabilities, which were gradually added to the site with the support of subsequent grants from the US Department of Education, the National Endowment for the Arts, Connecticut’s professional arts education organizations, and the Connecticut State Department of Education. In particular, the addition of a “cloning” feature in generation three of the site, which enabled users to copy and edit existing tasks and scoring scales for adaptation to their own students, made its units/tasks more teacher-friendly than the static pdf files available on many other online lesson/unit sites.

Beginning in 2009 Eastconn, another Connecticut-based regional education service center, refined the design and expanded the capacity of the old CTcurriculum.org site to create a considerably more robust, fourth-generation platform that was eventually renamed MeasureSuccess.org, and began populating the new site with some of the best units/tasks from the original site. The functions of the new site were piloted and further refined through its use in national piloting of MCAs in music, an extension of the National Core Arts Standards initiative that involved dozens of teachers across the United States in piloting tasks based on the new standards during 2014–2015 and 2016–2016 school years.


The Connecticut Common Arts Assessment Initiative


In 2006, the secondary author returned to his position of Connecticut’s arts consultant after serving for one year as assistant superintendent for the Simsbury Public Schools, where he had noted an increasing emphasis on assessment data in school decision-making. He proposed that the next monthly meeting of the Connecticut Arts Administrators Association (CAAA) be extended, to permit an in-depth discussion of how best to help prepare arts educators for success in the emerging, data-driven educational environment. The CAAA’s long history of arts leadership—consisting of district arts leaders, university arts education faculty, and elected officers from the state’s professional arts education organizations—made it the logical forum and launch pad for statewide initiatives. By the end of their daylong deliberations, CAAA members had voted to make the collaborative development of broadly useful, standards-based assessments and student benchmarks the group’s top long-range priority, and had appointed a task force to oversee the project. Thus was born the Connecticut Common Arts Assessment Initiative.

The CAAA task force determined that the primary goal of the Common Arts Assessment initiative would be to develop common tools to measure student learning at the district and classroom levels based on state standards. These assessments would be available for teachers and districts to use on a voluntary basis to:



• monitor and improve student learning in the arts;

• ensure that all students have the opportunity to learn in the arts; and


• promote collaboration and exchange of instructional ideas among teachers.





The CAAA task force further determined that these assessments should be:



• developed by arts educators;

• based on the knowledge and skills outlined in Connecticut’s arts standards (at that time almost identical to the 1994 National Standards in Arts Education);

• aligned with the 1997 NAEP framework—e.g., the three Artistic Processes of Creating, Performing, and Responding, which also served as the basis for Connecticut’s portfolio-based Beginning Educator Support and Training (BEST) program for supporting and assessing beginning teachers (and very similar to the framework for the 2014 national core arts standards);

• focused by adding content expectations (something missing from the 1994 Standards and present in greater detail in the new National Core Arts Standards; and


• practical, to be useful in a range of art and music classrooms.





Although the assessments were designed to be used by districts as tools to monitor and improve student learning in the arts, they also were designed to permit comparisons of learning across schools and districts by providing benchmark student work for each task to illustrate levels of performance. However, the overriding goal of the project was to inform, improve, and strengthen teaching and learning in the arts, not to grade and sort students or teachers (Shuler & Wells, 2010).

The Connecticut Common Arts Assessment project was launched before the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (No Child Left Behind Act, 2002) began to refocus teacher accountability on student test scores. The lack of high stakes at the project’s inception allowed it to gain statewide momentum with minimal resistance from educators, as it was then free of the political and punitive connotations that assessment has since taken on for many teachers (Ravitch, 2013). By the time the US Department of Education began to require data-driven teacher evaluation systems to obtain waivers, completed tasks were available for teachers to adopt or adapt voluntarily to measure their students’ achievement and growth (Shuler, 2016).

The authors had learned from earlier projects, particularly their Goals 2000 and SCASS/Arts work, that practicing music educators preferred to adopt or adapt units/tasks for use in their classrooms that had been developed by other teachers. They therefore involved teachers in all aspects of the Common Arts Assessment project, including:



• developing tasks that were practical for music classrooms;

• developing units, as appropriate, in which to embed assessment items/tasks;

• piloting tasks and collecting and scoring student work;

• reviewing and refining tasks and scoring tools;

• selecting student work to benchmark/anchor levels on scoring tools; and


• making the results of this work available on www.CTcurriculum.org.






Professional Development Benefits

Although the primary focus of the Common Arts Assessment project was to develop useful assessment tools, the processes used in the initiative also yielded unexpectedly powerful professional development outcomes. Participating music teachers enjoyed the opportunity to collaborate with other highly motivated subject matter colleagues on a project of common interest, an opportunity that many mentioned they had rarely if ever experienced in their local districts. The teachers who participated in this project met two or three times during the school year and, in addition, often participated in professional development and benchmarking sessions held during the summer. They were able to brainstorm, experiment with ideas in their classrooms, and meet in smaller groups between formal meetings to discuss results and edit their tasks.

The success of collaboration as a means to improve teaching and learning evident in this project is consistent with a growing body of research (Dufour, 2015; DuFour, Eaker, DuFour, & National Education Service, 2004; Schlechty, 2011; Wagner & Kegan, 2006). Teachers found the professional and interpersonal aspects of these opportunities so rewarding that many maintained a sustained commitment over the multiyear duration of the project, volunteering a significant amount of time without remuneration. Several successful veteran participants assumed the role of task leaders for specific tasks, serving as organizers and facilitators of their peers’ work. Other teachers made their assessment work the focus of graduate school papers.

To ensure that Common Music Assessments were useful in a variety of settings, the leadership team recruited teachers from districts across the broad spectrum of District Reference Groups (Connecticut State Department of Education, June, 2006), a system designed by the Connecticut Department of Education to classify local school districts based on community and district demographics. Piloting teachers worked in a variety of types of districts, as did the teacher-leaders who emerged to take on leadership of specific tasks (Figure 5.1).
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Figure 5.1 Districts participating in the project and their reference group.

*Indicates district that had teachers who took a leadership role in the project, by chairing or cochairing a task development team.





District administrators had to make a substantial financial investment by paying for substitutes so they could release teachers to attend project meetings, yet the number of participating teachers increased year after year (Figure 5.2) because both groups of educators found value in the work and its impact on teaching and learning. Clearly participants valued the opportunity to work collaboratively with other teachers who shared common interests and needs. They also recognized the contribution that their units/tasks were making to their profession, as other music teachers not only in the United States but also around the world often reported accessing and using tasks that had been posted on CTcurriculum.org. Many pilot teachers mentioned that they had told music educator friends and colleagues in other states about the work. The following is an unsolicited, representative comment received from one of the piloting teachers:
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Figure 5.2 Projected growth, 2007–2014.





I want to thank you for including me in the 2nd grade singing task. It has been a very interesting exercise all around. This has been the best professional development that I have done in years. It’s been wonderful to get together with other teachers and talk about how we each deal with singing at the 2nd grade level. It has really gotten me thinking about what we expect from our students and how best to measure their performance. (Adams, personal communication, 2010)


The Common Music Assessments


In this section, we present the Connecticut Common Music Assessments in detail.


Emphasis on Performance Tasks

Although project leaders initially considered including selected response items in Common Music Assessment tasks, performance tasks were ultimately determined to be the best vehicle for achieving the goals of the project. Performance Assessments were chosen:



• to measure what is valued most in music education, by asking students to demonstrate the authentic application of knowledge and skills in the actual making of music as a complex activity (Creating and Performing), rather than limiting assessment to discrete knowledge and skills (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005);

• to model for teachers how units based on the three Artistic Processes can integrate instruction, leading to students’ attainment of multiple standards; and


• to provide an opportunity for staff development based on unit design rather than item development, which allowed teachers to have meaningful discussion about how different instructional approaches can impact student learning.





Units and assessments were designed to accommodate a variety of approaches to curriculum design and development. CTcurriculum.org designers met with representatives of contemporary approaches commonly used in Connecticut: Understanding by Design (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005), Making Standards Work (Reeves, 2002), Concept Based Curriculum Development and Assessment (Erikson, 2007), and Performance-Based Learning (Hibbard, 1996). They reached consensus on a mutually acceptable unit template for the database featuring field names that would be useful to educators regardless of approach, thereby facilitating collaboration.

Each assessment in the Common Music Assessment initiative focused on one of two Artistic Processes: either Creating or Performing. The three Artistic Process model used in this project was very similar to the Artistic Process structure originally proposed by project coleader Scott Shuler as the basis for the 1997 NAEP framework (National Assessment Governing Board, 1994) as well as the National Core Arts Standards released in 2014 (SEADAE, 2014). Because efficient assessment of Responding lends itself more readily to selected and short constructed responses, work on Responding tasks was deferred.

Figure 5.3 presents the series of Creating and Performing tasks that were developed or planned through this project. Except where indicated otherwise, assessments whose titles appear in normal print went through a complete process of development, piloting, and benchmarking; those listed in italics were proposed but not completed.
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Figure 5.3 Assessments completed, piloted, and proposed.

Note: Tasks that appear in capital letters were completed or piloted; tasks in italics were proposed.





Goals 2000 and NAEP task development work had afforded Common Arts Assessment project leaders opportunities to experiment with different approaches to developing units/tasks intended for widespread adoption. Several of the music tasks developed during those prior initiatives had initially been designed by university faculty based on theories of assessment, whereas other music tasks and most visual arts tasks had been built on individual teachers’ favorite units/tasks. Almost without exception, practitioners proved more likely to embrace and pilot the latter, because teacher-developed tasks tended to be more practical and representative of real-world classroom practice.

Regardless of origin, every Common Music Assessment unit/task changed significantly as it went through multiple rounds of piloting, discussion, and refinement. Eventually, the project leaders (e.g., the authors) learned to warn overly optimistic task authors that “the one thing you can be sure of about any scoring scale you develop for tasks is that it will be wrong. You will need at least two rounds of piloting, scoring, and revision to make it ‘right.’” Indeed, one of the reasons that the Common Arts Assessment initiative yielded high-quality units/tasks as well as important insights for the field is that the iterative development and refinement process was sustained over so many years.

During the first year of the project, leaders decided to begin by developing two assessments: Fifth Grade Singing and Eighth Grade Composition.



• Singing was selected as a focus because it is the closest thing to a universal priority in elementary music curricula.

• Composition, on the other hand, was selected to leverage change in traditional music curricula. By developing and posting online a composition unit with embedded assessment that was unofficially endorsed by the State Department of Education, project participants hoped not only to encourage more widespread instruction in composition but also to encourage districts to provide greater resources for composition (MIDI keyboards, software, etc.) in middle school music classrooms.





The following is a summary of tasks that were developed and examples of what was learned during their development and piloting. The complete tasks and scoring scales can be found on MeasureSuccess.org, at the URLs provided in Appendix 5.1.


Performing Process (Singing) Tasks


singing and self-evaluation grades 2–8 (ages 7–13)

During their development of singing units/tasks CMA participants addressed several challenges not only to assessments of singing, but of the Performing process in general (Shuler, S.C., 2008).


selecting appropriate literature

As repertoire was selected at each grade level, an effort was made to choose high-quality, age-appropriate songs. This involved finding pieces that were not too difficult for all students to sing at a specific grade level, but at the same time provided challenges that could yield differing levels of performance. Those who piloted the tasks decided to select from folk literature. Final selections were made only after the development team reviewed (and often scored) recordings of students Performing each of the pieces.

Both the 1994 and 2014 national music standards encourage teachers to incorporate songs in their curricula that reflect a variety of styles, cultures, meters, tonalities, and so forth. As task design teams worked on singing assessments for each grade level, they endeavored to select for piloting and benchmarking an appropriate variety of song literature across the grade 2 through 8 span. The list of songs that were ultimately chosen for benchmarking singing assessments at each grade level follows:

2nd Grade  Rocky Mountain

3rd Grade  Land of the Silver Birch

4th Grade  Liza Jane

5th Grade  Music Alone Shall Live

6th Grade  Sansa Kroma

7th Grade  La Nanita Nana

8th Grade  Long Long Ago

A notated copy of the selected song was included with each assessment, because folk songs by their nature appear in many variants. As is discussed further later, early piloting revealed that some teachers were not sufficiently modeling or encouraging musicality in singing. Hence, pilot teachers chose to add expressive markings (articulation, dynamics, phrasing) to the notation of some songs to guide the teaching and scoring of Expression.


traits used to score student performance (singing)


Task designers wrestled with whether they should design concise rubrics consisting only of traits that produced varied student scores on a particular task and song, or more generalized rubrics that could be applied to varied literature. In highly rhythmic songs, for example, students who were able to sing the text almost invariably exhibited accurate Rhythm (as distinguished from Tempo). In such cases, task designers considered omitting the Rhythm trait from the rubric, but were concerned that important data might be lost if future users of the task substituted another type of song. In other, less rhythmic songs selected for tasks (e.g., “Aura Lee”), students did exhibit varied scores on the Rhythm trait. Ultimately, the labeling of some traits remained consistent across grade levels (Tempo, Expression), and the labeling of others evolved across grade levels (e.g., Singing Voice—Vocal Technique—Tone Quality).


expression Project leaders were surprised that student scores in Expression did not vary significantly on work collected during initial piloting of the grade 5 singing assessment, and even more surprised when some elementary pilot teachers opposed including Expression as a trait. Those teachers asserted that students should only be assessed on their accuracy (Pitch and Rhythm) and whether they use their Singing Voice, which had been the traditional emphases of their own classroom instruction. Based on the absence of expressive singing in most of the student work that had been collected, some even argued that Expression might be an unreasonable expectation for grade 5 students. To help resolve the issue, a few teachers retaught the song to students while modeling and emphasizing expression. Those teachers discovered that their students not only learned to sing expressively but also, when asked to do so, sang more accurately.

What followed this revelation was one of the most remarkable of the many collaborative professional development experiences that occurred during the Common Music Assessment initiative. Once team members realized that they needed to teach expression, a discussion ensued of how the selected song—in this case, “Music Alone Shall Live”—might be sung more expressively. Different team members shared and modeled how they might change dynamics during the repetitions of the title phrase, and where they might phrase (breathe). Collectively, the group reached a consensus about how they would teach their students to shape the song, and in the process inspired one another to bring greater musicality to their classrooms. This anecdote illustrates one of the many ways in which this project provided participants with a powerful professional learning community.


procedures for administration

Piloting confirmed that students’ performances were stronger when they had had prior experience singing by themselves and being recorded. Students who had not been regularly asked to sing by themselves in class were less successful on these tasks, especially at the primary level, and many found being recorded for the first time very intimidating. Teachers who recorded their students on a regular basis as part of instruction were able to elicit performances that more closely reflected those students’ regular work in class.

Most students in grades 2 through 4 proved comfortable being recorded in class. Finding that students in grades 5 through 8 were more self-conscious, some pilot teachers gave them the option of being recorded by themselves during lunch, or before or after school. At the middle school level, some teachers allowed students to record themselves in a separate room.

Piloting revealed that when teachers provided live prompts for student performances, variations in the starting pitch and tempo of their prompts made it difficult to score and compare student work for benchmarking purposes, because starting a song on a different pitch or tempo often changed its difficulty level. This revelation led to another professional development outcome, as piloting teachers reported they had begun practicing to improve the consistency of the pitch and tempo of their prompts, such as by working with a piano or metronome at home. To facilitate benchmarking, however, task leaders decided to create a recorded prompt for teachers to use when assessing their students.


student self-evaluation of performance

One of the primary goals of music education is for students to develop their musical independence (Shuler, 2011). Toward that end, both the 1994 and 2014 national music standards call for students to self-assess their own performances as well as assessing others’ performances.

Piloting revealed that most students had had limited if any experience with self-assessment, so these units required teachers to alter their traditional instructional practice by incorporating scaffolded (e.g., carefully sequenced) opportunities for students to self-assess prior to administering the assessment. Teachers found themselves asking student to identify problems in their own and others’ work and offer suggestions for improvement. This was quite a change for many students, who had previously relied primarily on their teachers for feedback. In order to successfully self-assess, students needed first to understand the traits and standards of a high-quality performance, then to be able to identify how they were doing in comparison to these standards. To achieve a successful performance, they next needed to learn and apply strategies to meet or exceed the standards they had internalized.

Another discovery from the piloting process pertained to the conditions under which students self-assessed. Initially, some piloting teachers suggested that instructional time be saved by asking students to self-assess immediately after their performance. Others asserted that students should have an opportunity to listen to a recording of their performance when completing their self-assessment form. The design team therefore conducted an experiment to compare the results of these two approaches, an experiment that turned out to be short-lived when it very quickly became clear that allowing students to hear recordings of their performances yielded self-assessments that were far more accurate. That procedure was therefore written into the Administration directions for each task.

Teachers found that engaging students in self-reflection:



• Helped students understand the criteria under which they were being assessed. Students learned to assess themselves. They gained a greater understanding of the concepts that underlay the vocabulary associated with the assessment criteria.

• Increased students’ responsibility for their own learning. They became aware of the qualities that make a successful performance and how they were doing in relation to those qualities. They were also more motivated to seek and apply strategies to improve their performance.

• Led to important changes in instruction. The teachers became mentors who elicited student thought, rather than trainers who provided all of the answers.





Consistent with the philosophy behind the Artistic Process model, students were asked to assume responsibility for their own learning to help them achieve lifelong independence as musicians.

One intriguing outcome of the piloting process was the emergence not only of grade-level-specific sets of traits and levels that teachers could apply when assessing students but also—particularly in the early grades—of smaller, parallel subsets of traits and score levels that students could use to self-evaluate, often with developmentally appropriate modifications in wording. Although assessment experts often suggest that students help develop the criteria/traits by which they are assessed, one insight that emerged from the Common Arts Assessment project is that teachers cannot limit their measures of growth solely to those traits that students can assess and the number of discrete levels of performance that students can identify, or they lose information about children’s progress that is valuable for designing instruction.

In both the Common Music Assessment and Common Art Assessment projects, pilot teachers found that the way student responses are collected had a great impact on the quality of students’ work. Data repeatedly revealed the need to provide students with:



• a different or differently worded list of traits;

• a more detailed or more restricted range of levels within traits;

• differently worded questions to improve student comprehension;

• scaffolding to increase the likelihood that students would include desired elements in their response, such as separate columns for each of those elements or word banks to prompt the use of subject-specific terminology;

• various strategies to work around construct-irrelevant issues, such as by reducing the impact of reading and writing language literacy by providing selected response opportunities when constructed responses added little additional information; and


• format changes to improve readability or the coherence of students’ responses, sometimes as simple as providing appropriately spaced lines in the boxes used to collect written constructed responses.





Another insight that emerged from piloting was what project leaders came to refer to as the “Three Bears” effect. One year pilot teachers would give students too much scaffolding, impose too many restrictions (such as on composition tasks), or expect too much information in student responses; after piloting, the team would revise the task to provide or expect too little; and only after the third year of piloting would they achieve an appropriate (“just right”) balance. This discovery provided one of the most important principles that emerged from Connecticut’s various unit/task development initiatives: it takes at least three rounds of piloting to refine and benchmark a performance task.

In each self-assessment, students completed a checklist or a rubric that was parallel to the one the teacher used for assessment. Piloting revealed that elementary students were unable to score some traits that were scored by the teacher, and the self-assessment forms were revised through multiple iterations to present grade-level-appropriate formatting and vocabulary. In the upper grades, students were able to use the same form as the teacher.

Multiple attempts to pilot constructed-response items at the second grade level revealed that students lacked the vocabulary or conceptual understanding to express in writing additional information about their performance beyond what could be captured through a rating scale or checklist. Students in grades 3 through 8, on the other hand, proved able to convey useful additional information through their written responses. Several formats were piloted at these levels—varying wording for the directions and prompts, word banks, and the overall format and size of boxes and lines—before arriving at the final version.

Differences among teachers in their use of music terminology surfaced during the assessment design process, as pilot teachers discussed the word banks designed to scaffold students’ constructed-response writing. Teachers generally agreed that students’ ability to apply musical terminology appropriately to label and describe musical events and characteristics—such as the elements of music—was an important indicator of their conceptual understanding, and therefore should be required in the assessments. For word banks and other unit/task applications, pilot teachers agreed to use the glossary terms and definitions published with the 1994 and 2014 national standards wherever applicable.

Acting on their belief that students should play some role in constructing classroom assessments, piloting teachers solicited feedback about the self-assessment forms from their classes. For example:





• Although 5th-grade students generally accepted the premise that they should identify areas of their own work needing improvement, they also wanted to be able to highlight their strengths. The task design team therefore added to the form an opportunity for students to place a star next to a trait in the scoring scale that they felt they had done particularly well and to provide further explanation.

• Early designs of the second-grade self-assessment form called for students to make simple Yes or No decisions regarding whether each trait was evidenced in their performances. However, many students told their teachers that they needed a “Sometimes” option, to give themselves credit for demonstrating at least some evidence of traits such as “I sang with my singing voice.” The final scales reflect the students’ recommendations.





The accuracy of students’ self-evaluations was measured by the degree to which students’ self-assigned scores aligned with scores assigned by their teacher. Students in higher grade levels were also assessed in a third category: their ability to identify and propose appropriate solutions to performance problems.


Creating Process (Improvisation and Composition) Tasks


Developing, piloting, and refining assessments for the Creating process in music was challenging, stemming largely from the fact that Creating has not been a traditional emphasis in music curricula. Indeed, as this chapter was being written, leaders of the NCCAS MCA project in music were struggling to find pilot teachers for Creating tasks.

Fortunately for the Common Music Assessment initiative, Connecticut’s Beginning Educator Support and Training (BEST) program had for a number of years required beginning teachers to demonstrate their ability to teach all three Artistic Processes in order to renew their teacher license. Hence, both young teachers and their experienced mentors were already familiar with the Creating Artistic Process. Furthermore, some Connecticut K–12 music programs had a history of teaching music composition, and a number of elementary teachers had been trained in improvisation-friendly pedagogic approaches such as Orff Schulwerk and music learning theory. Collectively, these teachers provided enough of a “gene pool” to provide Creating task leaders as well as cadres of interested piloting teachers willing to learn from those leaders.

After considerable discussion, pilot teams decided to develop separate series of Creating tasks for improvisation and composition.


2nd-grade (age 7) rhythmic improvisation

The 2nd-grade improvisation task is a call-and-response form designed to measure students’ ability to spontaneously create a rhythmic response to a prompt provided by the teacher.

The task might be thought of as “trading ones”:



1. Teacher performs a 4-beat rhythmic prompt on a neutral syllable, chosen from options provided in the teachers’ guide (see Figure 5.4).

2. Student responds with a 4-beat rhythmic answer (improvised)


3. Teacher immediately creates another 4-beat prompt, sensitive to the student’s first answer (improvised)


4. Student responds to teacher’s created prompt with another 4-beat rhythmic answer (improvised)
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Figure 5.4 Example of rhythmic prompts.





When reviewing student work, pilot teachers found that when prompts were presented expressively, students’ responses to those prompts were not only more expressive (e.g., chanted with shape and inflection), but also more creative and compelling, than when teachers’ prompts were mechanical. Hence, similar to the finding reported earlier regarding the 5th-grade singing task, piloting of the 2nd-grade improvisation task revealed that Expression plays a major role in students’ success on the task.

One of the remarkable attributes of this task is its efficiency—meaningful information about six important musical outcomes (aka, traits) can be harvested from a task that takes less than 15 seconds per student to administer.


3rd-grade (age 8) bass-line improvisation

This task requires students to improvise a bass pattern to Down by the Station. The students’ responses are assessed based on the extent to which they followed the chord changes (with some passing tones) and their incorporation of rhythmic variety. This task went through 2 years of piloting and refinement, but the last version of the scoring device was still considered to be in draft form when the project ended.


5th-grade (age 11) composition and self-evaluation

One of the key differences between composition and improvisation from an assessment perspective is that, in the Western tradition, compositions are often preserved and shared through some form of visual representation—usually traditional notation, but occasionally graphic notation. Unfortunately, the amount of general music instructional time provided in many elementary schools leaves little time to teach notational literacy.

The design teams working on composition tasks wrestled with the appropriate role of notation in the units/tasks they developed. On the one hand, teachers did not want to limit students’ work to what they were able to notate, because students’ musical ideas are often more sophisticated than their skill in writing notation. On the other hand, national standards call for students to develop skill in writing notation.

Music pilot teachers found that scoring student compositions was enhanced by knowledge of students’ intent. Unfortunately, students sometimes struggle technically to perform what they have notated, and/or incorrectly notate the musical ideas they have in their minds. Pilot teachers found that they were able to triangulate students’ intent from a combination of students’ performances, students’ notation, and students’ written comments on their recorded performance in which they identified any discrepancies between what they performed and their intent.

Another discussion during the process of designing the grade 5 composition task focused on whether students should be required to compose settings of text.



• Advocates of allowing students to decide whether to incorporate text pointed out that this approach would allow broader range for students’ imagination and also allow the task to be used in instrumental music classes.

• Advocates of requiring text setting pointed out that this approach would link to language arts instruction; provide a rhythmic scaffold to help students generate musical ideas; and engage students in Creating songs, a medium in which they would be engaged as performers and listeners throughout their lives.





Early piloting proved both approaches successful, so the scoring scale was designed to include an optional section to be used only when scoring text settings.


7th- and 8th-grade (ages 13 and 14) composition

The 7th- and 8th-Grade Music Composition and Self-Evaluation Tasks are very similar.

In the 7th-grade assessment students are asked to compose an original melody in ABA or AABA form over a given chord progression that demonstrates their understanding of the key concepts of unity/variety and tension/release. As in the 5th-grade assessment, students are assessed based not only on their composition but also on their self-assessment and written reflection. Their self-assessment includes the same scoring device used by the teacher as well as constructed responses focusing on the composition’s cohesiveness, interest, and adherence to the guidelines of the assignment.

The 8th-grade assessment task is more open ended. The form is ABA, but students may add an introduction and/or coda. The students must provide a harmony part for at least one of the sections of their composition.

As the use of technology became more common in music classrooms, students began to create compositions with rhythms, melodies, and meters far more complex than they were capable of notating. Notational software generated notation of their work. Hence, students’ use of notation was scored on these tasks only when generated by hand.


Limitations of the Common Music Assessments

Unlike the MCAs, the Common Music Assessments do not address all of the steps (referred to in the National Core Arts Standards as “process components”) of the Creating and Performing Artistic Processes. The teachers who developed the Common Music Assessments prioritized practicality, striving to streamline them for efficiency. Users of the Common Music Assessments may therefore choose to supplement the tasks by incorporating modules from the MCAs.

Common Music Assessment leaders deferred work on high school units/tasks due to limited time and resources, coupled with their recognition that the broad array of music courses offerings in secondary schools would require a commensurately broad array of units and assessments.

The authenticity and standards-based design of the Common Music Assessments support the construct validity of these tools (Shuler, Brophy, Sabol, McGreevy-Nichols, & Schuttler, 2016). Project leaders and participating teachers collaboratively developed and adhered to procedures and protocols designed to increase the likelihood that scoring tools, supported by consensus scores on benchmarked or “anchor” student work, would prove reliable when used by other teachers, particularly if those teachers underwent calibration training. In fact, although Common Music Assessment project leaders did not encounter the principles of evidence-centered design (ECD) (Haertel et al., 2016) until after the end of the project, they discovered that the procedures they had developed and applied bore a remarkable resemblance to ECD.


Contributions of the Common Music Assessment Initiative

The Common Music Assessment initiative has had a significant impact on professional practice, not only in Connecticut and its neighboring states but also nationwide. Participants in the initiative experienced powerful collaborative professional learning, in the process deriving principles that they not only applied in their own classrooms but also shared with peers. Many pilot teachers reported presenting workshops based on CMA work at the local, state, and national levels. Several became leaders in their schools and districts, assuming roles that were sometimes formal (e.g., music/arts supervisor, principal, assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction) and sometimes informal (e.g., lead teacher, assessment committee chair for high school accreditation). As project participants followed career paths that took them outside the state and region, they brought their Artistic Process–based approach to teaching and assessment with them.

Participants in the development of the Common Arts Assessments made a number of discoveries along the way that should inform any future work on performance assessments and scoring scales in the field. Numerous examples of such discoveries are presented in this chapter, such as the grade levels at which students are capable of certain kinds of self-evaluation, the efficacy of using recordings to facilitate that self-evaluation, and the prompts that elicit reflection useful for analytic scoring and analysis. The procedures that were developed for collegial sharing and scoring of student work from participants’ classrooms are also applicable in a variety of settings, ranging from standard-setting at the local level to the identification of benchmark work in large-scale projects.

Teachers who participated in this project developed much greater clarity about the intent and application of national standards in their classrooms. As they examined student work from colleagues’ classrooms they were often surprised to see the high level of work of which students at particular grade levels are capable, especially in less commonly taught areas such as Creating. Deep conversations between teachers who were struggling to embrace new expectations expressed in the standards and exemplary peers whose students’ work demonstrated success enabled the former to harvest insights from their pioneering peers.

Project participants and other Common Music Assessment users expanded the scope of their own curriculum and instruction to include areas such as Creating, and began to pay attention to whether they were empowering their students to make more musical decisions as called for in the standards. Teachers discovered that it was impossible to teach all of the vocabulary, skills, and knowledge required by a Common Music Assessment during the course of a single unit, so they began to deliver more foundational instruction in preceding grade levels. Hence, Common Music Assessments had their intended “backward design” impact on curriculum (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005) as teachers back-mapped them onto their sequential curricula.

Districts’ increasing emphasis on data motivated many arts educators who had not previously conducted periodic formal assessment of their students to begin seeking high-quality tools they could use as a starting point. Thousands turned to the Internet, finding and using CTcurriculum.org (the predecessor site to MeasureSuccess.org, discussed further below) as a source of performance tasks and scoring scales that they adopted or adapted to their classrooms. Some educators began to work with colleagues in their districts to create periodic assessment systems based at least in part on Common Music Assessments.

Connecticut’s arts curriculum and assessment initiatives first sparked the development of CTcurriculum.org and, later, MeasureSuccess.org. These Web-based tools initially provided a means of disseminating Goals 2000 and Common Music Assessment work. However, as the sophistication of participants increased, they began using the site in creative ways. For example:



• Some teachers created and stored their own units and student work exemplars on the site.

• Connecticut’s Regional School District No. 15 posted its music curriculum on its webpage and embedded direct links to Common Music Assessments within the curriculum display, thereby providing public access to the program’s assessment tools and expectations.

• Faculty in teacher preparation programs directed their future teachers to the site to find examples of well-designed, standards-based units with embedded assessment and to see and hear what students can accomplish when provided with high-quality instruction.





As use of the CTcurriculum.org site became more widespread, more educators extended the focus of their professional learning communities (PLCs) beyond numeric data (e.g., scores) to actual student work. Teachers began requesting that new features be added to the site to facilitate collaborative work, many of which were implemented in the fourth generation, MeasureSuccess.org. For example, some faculty who incorporated Common Music Assessments into districtwide assessment wanted to use the provided benchmark student work to calibrate entire departments to a common set of expectations. This suggested the need for one or more group leader to be able to invite multiple teachers to upload student work and scores to a single task and analyze the results. This new feature of MeasureSuccess.org is one of several that were piloted and refined during the MCA piloting process.

The Common Music Assessments initiative has had a direct impact on nationwide development and piloting of both the National Core Music Standards and MCAs in music (Shuler, 2016). Common Music Assessment project leaders cochaired the development of the 2014 music standards, and several Common Music Assessment participants served on subcommittees writing standards for specific grade levels. The MCA template is patterned closely on the template that was developed and refined during the Common Arts Assessment project (Eastconn, 2000b, 2010a). Common Music Assessment units/tasks informed the development of MCAs, and former Common Music Assessment participants served as MCA pilot teachers.

The MeasureSuccess.org site played a key role in the NCCAS MCA initiative in music. All music MCAs were housed on and disseminated through the site. Piloting teachers uploaded their own students’ work and scores to the site, where they also did “blind scoring” of other pilot teachers’ work. The MCA project managers and statisticians used the site to monitor which pilot teachers had completed their work, communicate with stragglers, and export scoring data for analysis. After the MCAs are in final form they will be made publicly available on MeasureSuccess.org, thereby enabling local districts to use or adapt MCAs for local systems of assessment and calibrate their teachers using benchmark student work.


Summary

Connecticut’s Common Music Assessment initiative has had a significant positive impact on the field of music education and, more broadly, on arts education. Building on a series of statewide initiatives structured around the Artistic Process model, it provided learning opportunities that fostered a generation of leaders in music curriculum and assessment, including educators who have presented and contributed at the national and international levels. The units/tasks it produced have been adopted or adapted by countless music educators in districts across the United States, and informed the development of the National Core Arts Standards and MCAs. Key elements of the project included an emphasis on student self-assessment and the power of teacher communities (PLCs) centered around examining student work. The fourth-generation MeasureSuccess.org site that was developed to support this and other Connecticut projects provides a platform that not only supported MCA development but also provides a tool for PLCs to engage in transformative processes such as benchmarking, standard-setting, and calibration.





appendix 5.1

Common Arts Assessment Project

2nd Grade Rhythmic Improvisation—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/286

2nd http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/279

3rd Grade Bass-Line Improvisation—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/292

3rd Grade Singing and Self-Evaluation—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task-/view/280

4th Grade Music Composition and Self-Reflection—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/291

4th Grade Singing and Self-Evaluation—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task-/view/281

5th Grade Music Composition and Self-Reflection—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/290

5th Grade Singing and Self-Evaluation—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/282

6th Grade Improvisation and Self-Evaluation—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/289

6th Grade Singing and Self-Evaluation—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/283

7th Grade Music Composition and Self-Reflection—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task-/view/288

7th Grade Singing and Self-Evaluation—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/284

8th Grade Music Composition and Self-Reflection—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/287

8th Grade Singing and Self-Evaluation—CAAP

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/285


Goals 2000 Assessment Tasks

4th Grade Singing Alone—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/307

4th Grade Ensemble Critique—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/299

4th Grade Ensemble Performance (General Music)—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/316

4th Grade Improvisation—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/294

4th Grade Composition—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/303

4th Grade Performing Alone on an Instrument—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/305

4th Grade Sight-Reading (Vocal)—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/312

4th Grade Singing Alone—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/307

8th Grade Ensemble Performance—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/297

8th Grade (12th Grade) Sight-Reading (Instrumental)—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/313

8th Grade Improvisation—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/295

8th Grade Music Composition—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/302

8th Grade Concert Program—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/315

8th Grade Ensemble Critique—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/298

8th Grade Instrumental Ensemble Performance—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/297

8th Grade Performing Alone on an Instrument—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/306

8th Grade Sight-Reading Vocal—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/311

8th Grade Singing Alone—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/308

12th Grade Arranging—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/300

12th Grade (8th Grade) Individual Performance in a Group (Choral)—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/293

12th Grade (8th Grade) Individual Performance in a Group (Instrumental)—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/293

12th Grade Performing Alone on an Instrument—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/304

12th Grade Improvisation—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/296

12th Grade Music Composition—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/301

12th Grade Sight-Reading (Vocal)—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/310

12th Grade Singing Alone (Vocal)—Goals 2000

http://www.measuresuccess.org/task#/view/309




Notes


1. This grant was awarded by the Connecticut State Department of Education (Goals 2000: Educate America Act [P.L. 103-227, Simsbury Public Schools]) to develop school improvement plans and to assist the state in Creating a statewide goals plan by June 1995.

2. Originally on http://www.ctcurriculum.org, these tasks have now been moved to http://measuresuccess.org.
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CHAPTER 6



The Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project



Steven N. Kelly, Beth Cummings, and Mary Grace Gordon



On February 17, 2009, US President Barack Obama signed into law the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) (H.R. 1., 2009). This legislation was intended to stimulate the American economy, support job creation, and invest in critical sectors, including education. One purpose of the ARRA was to create a foundation for education reform by supporting investments in innovative strategies that would most likely lead to improved results for students and provide long-term gains in school and school system capacity, while increasing productivity and effectiveness (US Department of Education, 2009b).

To fulfill its educational goal, the ARRA provided $4.35 billion to create the Race to the Top Fund for the purpose of strengthening education while also increasing integrity and transparency. The Race to the Top Fund was a competitive grant program designed to encourage and reward states for (1) creating conditions for education innovation and reform, (2) achieving significant improvement in student achievement outcomes, (3) closing achievement gaps, (4) improving high school graduation rates, (5) ensuring student preparation for success in college and careers, and (6) implementing ambitious plans in four core education reform areas:



1. Adopting standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college and the workplace and to compete in the global economy;

2. Building data systems that measure student growth and success, and inform teachers and principals about how they can improve instruction;

3. Recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and principals, especially where they are needed most;

4. Turning around our lowest achieving schools (US Department of Education, 2009b).





Race to the Top was intended to play a critical role in educational systems, provide administrators, educators, parents, and students with the data and information needed to continuously improve teaching and learning, and help meet President Obama’s goal of restoring, by 2020, the nation’s position as the world leader in college graduates (US Department of Education, 2016a).

Monetary grant awards in the Race to the Top program went to states that were assessed by the US Department of Education and determined to be national leaders in creating ambitious yet achievable plans for implementing coherent, compelling, and comprehensive education reform. States who were Race to the Top recipients were charged to develop effective reforms and provide examples for other states and local school districts throughout the country to follow (US Department of Education, 2009b, 2015a, 2015b).

On August 24, 2010, the US Department of Education announced that the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) was a recipient of the federal Race to the Top Phase 2 competition. Consequently, the FLDOE received funding for the creation of competitive grants for which school districts could apply to develop assessments in subject areas that were deemed “Hard to Measure.” In 2011, the Florida Department of Education awarded the Polk County Florida School Board a total of $5.7 million to develop a statewide assessment tool in the performing arts. The grant awarded two Race to the Top Performing Fine Arts Assessment Projects for “Hard-to-Measure” areas (Project C—Dance, Elementary Music, Secondary Vocal Music, Theatre; and Project D—Secondary Instrumental Music).

During the 3-year project, over 450 Florida performing fine arts educators worked together to develop test blueprints, item specifications, and well-vetted test items. At the project’s conclusion, the test items and an online platform were made available to Florida school districts and teachers for the purposes of assessment and accountability of individual student learning in the performing fine arts. Consequently, the Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project formulated new models of assessment in the performing arts that became available to dance, music, and theatre educators and schools districts across Florida, a primary goal of the Race to the Top initiative.


The Need for the Florida Performing Arts Assessment


Historically, assessment has been a key component of every educational reform movement in the United States and one of the most important diagnostic tools a teacher can use to improve student achievement. Assessment is more than grading as it involves objectively measuring student achievement and teacher effectiveness (Asmus, 1999). Assessment influences planning, and the determination of needs for program and instructional modification. Teachers need assessments to better determine how well students have mastered materials and skills, evaluate teaching strategies, and develop future instructional approaches. Parents and students need assessment to evaluate progress and determine future instructional goals. Policymakers use data from assessments to assist in making decisions regarding many issues throughout the country. Yet, as a profession, music education has been largely void of assessment tools for which validity and reliability evidence have been developed and methods generate data to help guide instructional development (Colwell, 2016; Mark, 1996). The neglect of a strong comprehensive approach to an assessment in the arts has contributed to a vague perception of the value of arts education within the United States (Colwell, 2016; Mark, 1996). A variety of reliable data pertaining to the contribution that arts education makes toward an individual’s complete education is necessary to support efforts by individuals and professional organizations to maintain arts programs in schools and communities.

Nationally advancing assessments has not always been a prominent issue in American education, but rather has been a state or local school district issue. However, as concerns regarding equality of educational opportunity and differences in academic achievement across the country have become increasingly more prevalent, assessment has become the bar by which all aspects of education are measured. Discussion concerning the need for an increased focus on assessment of educational achievement began in the early 1960s, with the first formal national assessment occurring in 1969 (National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2015) and the first music assessment occurring in 1971–1972 (Mark, 1996). The development of the first national assessment initiative involved a diverse group of individuals including researchers, state education officials, contractors, policymakers, students, and teachers. This initial movement increased the involvement of the federal government into state educational systems through a series of federal legislations designed to address concerns for educational achievement and instructional quality (Mark, 1996; Spring, 2014).


Closing the “Achievement Gap”

Closing the achievement gap has been a longitudinal goal of education reform in the United States. The first legislation that led to a stronger national focus on education and assessment was the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) enacted in 1965. President Lyndon Johnson was president of the United States, and he believed that an equal education for all Americans should be a governmental priority (US Department of Education, 2016c, 2016d). The ESEA act set forth a number of goals; one was to identify reasons for societal gaps in educational achievement, and to design methods to reduce these learning gaps. In 2001, the ESEA was reauthorized as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) (H.R. 1, 2002), and the law addressed the resolution of continued gaps in educational achievement. This legislation, signed by President George W. Bush, required that all students across the country achieve the same minimum academic standards. In contrast with the NAEP assessments that were administered to a sample population of American students, the NCLB required tests that measured all students’ performance against state-adopted academic content standards in reading, math, and science. Furthermore, the NCLB raised the goals for proficiency every few years to a higher level requiring that each year, schools must make adequate yearly progress so that by 2014, 100% of students would be proficient in the established benchmarks (California Department of Education, 2016). The NCLB program marked the first time in American history that the federal government became directly involved in mandating local curricular decisions (Spring, 2014). Examples of this involvement could be seen across the country in mandated statewide testing and graded evaluation of schools.

Not surprisingly, the achievement gap also exists in arts education within the United States. For example, in 2008, the National Report Card on the Arts highlighted significant differences by gender, race, and ethnicity among 8th-grade students in music and visual arts (Keiper, Sandene, Persky, & Kuang, 2009). Miksza and Gault (2014) found wide variances in the amount of musical offerings among elementary schools based on location, race, and socioeconomics. Furthermore, according to data from the 2008 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) (US Department of Education, 2009a, June), average scores in music were 22 to 32 points higher for white and Asian students than for black and Hispanic students. Female students scored 10 points higher than male students. Differences in achievement and curricular offerings among arts education programs, along with a concern for how the arts contribute to a student’s total education has brought the issue of arts assessment to the attention of educational agencies and school districts. Of particular interest was developing methods for assessing performance standards within the arts. A result was increased interest among states to develop reliable assessments in the arts for which sufficient validity evidence was available (Pistone, 2002).


Race to the Top

Under President Barack Obama, the US Congress passed Race to the Top legislation in 2009 that expanded NCLB to further involve the federal government in states’ educational responsibilities. This legislation (H.R. 1, 2009) continued many of the principles of NCLB and expanded it to include the role of assessment of benchmarks and standards in education (US Department of Education, 2016a, 2016b). The essential idea of Race to the Top was to incentivize educational improvement through state-developed systemic plans that empowered states departments of education to create and implement comprehensive improvement agendas that they believed would increase student achievement and narrow achievement gaps in their states (US Department of Education, 2015a, 2015b). Race to the Top also provided competitive grants to states and school districts to promote success and innovative comprehensive statewide education plans. The vision sought to bring together leaders from every level of school governance, from classroom teachers to state-level officials, to develop plans that would help prepare students for success in an information- and innovation-driven job market, where a quality education is essential both to national economic strength and to individual opportunity (US Department of Education, 2015a).

As part of Florida’s Race to the Top state initiative, the FLDOE broadened the scope of assessments and provided competitive grants for the creation of high-quality, balanced assessments in seven “Hard-to-Measure” subject areas that included the performing arts. School districts that were awarded the grants were to develop a resulting test item bank accompanied by formative and summative assessments for the highest enrolled courses, which could subsequently be used by Florida school districts as End-of-Course assessments in these courses. The original focus of End-of-Course assessments was to provide information needed (1) to improve public schools by reporting the learning gains of all students, and (2) to inform parents of the educational progress of their children. End-of-Course assessments were to be rigorous, available statewide, standardized, and developed or approved by the FLDOE (FLDOE, 2012b).


Development of the Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project


A valid authentic assessment the performing arts had long been a goal of Florida arts educators. To begin the developmental process, a sound philosophical basis was sought to better explain and justify the project throughout the state.


Philosophical Foundation

The Florida Performing Fine Arts Project was intended to address many historical issues associated with arts assessment. The performing fine arts were labeled by the FLDOE as “Hard-to-Measure” subject areas whereas arts learning and growth is often evaluated using subjective measures in group settings, and this assessment initiative specifically focused on individual student achievement in the arts. The subjective nature of the performing fine arts creates significant challenges, since there is frequently more than one correct way to express or perform the art, which is then often accepted or rejected by an individual’s personal preference. Additionally, because most arts teachers engage teams of students in performance activities as part of their daily classroom work (dance, ensemble, band, chorus, orchestra, acting troupe) the assessment of student achievement must occur in the context of this group performance. Consequently, project leaders believed that the assessments should be designed to reflect activities and experiences authentic to the performing fine arts classroom environment through two assessments: (1) a performing task, and (2) a written test with responding questions (Cummings & Gordon, 2011).

The concept of an authentic performing arts assessment was strongly influenced by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). A primary objective of the 1978 NAEP Music Assessment was to ensure the objectives to be assessed reflected actual content taught in schools (NAEP, 1981; Oliver, 2007). An authentic arts assessment seeks to determine student progress while the student is involved in “real-world” experiences where knowledge and skills can be directly applied (Asmus, 1999). The NAEP sought to help fine arts educators better illustrate authentic academic skills gained through arts participation with an emphasis on performance tasks rather than answering multiple-choice questions. One of the most important outcomes of the NAEP arts initiative was the development of an arts content framework designed to guide task development and scoring procedures for music, theatre, dance, and visual arts (National Center for Educational Statistics, 1998, 2016). Known as the “artistic process,” task-related activities that were common across each of the arts areas were identified and became the focus of the assessment process. The artistic process consists of experiences in three interrelated artistic activities: responding, performing, and creating (National Center for Educational Statistics, 1998, 2016).


Artistic Process

Artistic process: Responding to artistic works and performances, performing an existing work with understanding/interpretation, and/or creating a new artistic work.

The Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project reflects the artistic process. A survey of teachers across Florida followed the findings of the NAEP project indicating that 60%–70% of the time spent in a performing fine arts classroom was dedicated to performance activities. Additionally, 25%–35% was spent on knowledge and skills that can be measured in a traditional response measurement such a multiple-choice question and 5% was spent on creating new work, which would greatly influence the structure of the assessments. (Cummings & Gordon, 2011).


Project Design


From the beginning, the philosophy of the Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project was to include highly qualified teachers and other experts in the field of performing arts and in assessment to be a part of the development team. Project leaders believed that individuals teaching the arts should play the leading role in shaping how students are assessed in the performing fine arts. This belief meant that practicing classroom teachers would be central in developing test items. Additional organizational partners included the Florida Dance Education Association, the Florida Music Educators’ Association, and the Florida Association for Theatre Education in its first year. Other participants included 126 field-test faculty, as well as 48 choreographers/dancers, composers and actors; with 28 staff and consultants. Overall, 43 of 67 Florida school districts were involved in the project over the 3-year period (Cummings & Gordon, 2011). Furthermore, the majority of the participants stayed with the Project for the entire 3 years. A breakdown of the project participants included:



1. Leadership that included a director, project manager, and steering task force. The steering task force comprised school district performing fine arts supervisors, content area teacher/administrator specialists, and component organization leaders. Additional guidance within the steering task force regarding assessment techniques was provided by Dr. Timothy Brophy, Director of Instituional Assessment at the University of Florida and Dr. John Seybert, the Coordinator of Music Education at Seton Hill University.

2. One hundred sixty-five (165) item writers and reviewers, who were public school performing arts teachers from 30 Florida school districts. These individuals were trained to write and review test items for the assessment in years I and II.

3. One hundred forty scorers, who were public school performing arts teachers from 36 school districts, joined the Project in Year III.

4. The American Institutes for Research (AIR). The inclusion of the American Institutes provided assessment expertise, training, and systematic item management throughout the project. Established in 1946, AIR is an independent, nonpartisan not-for-profit organization that conducts behavioral and social science research on social issues and delivers technical assistance both domestically and internationally in the areas of education, student assessment, statistical and research methods, health, usability, and workforce productivity (American Institute for Research, 2016).





The Project’s Steering Task Force developed the key qualifications for a successful teacher applicant, and subsequently created the online application with scoring criteria that was the basis for selecting the item writers, reviewers, and scorers. Item writers, reviewers, and scorers created the test items, reviewed items for accuracy and clarity, and provided a basis for scoring all test items. The qualifications for item writers, reviewers, and scorers included:



• Three (3) years of classroom teaching experience—minimum,


• Florida Department of Education Dance, Music or Theatre certified educator,


• Experience in curriculum writing at the local, district, or state level,


• Experience in assessment development at the local, district, or state level,


• Membership in of one of these professional organizations (Florida Dance Education Organization, Florida Music Education Association, and Florida Association for Theatre Education) was preferred,
• Knowledge of Florida Next Generation Sunshine State Standards (NGSSS) in Dance, Music, and Theatre,


• Letter of support from their school principal or immediate supervisor.







The scoring criteria for selecting writers, reviewers, and scores were based on the individual’s:



• Curriculum development experience


• Assessment development experience


• Writing skills


• Overall application






Teachers applied to become item writers, reviewers, and scorers, and the steering task force ranked the applications based on the established criteria. The selected teachers were notified of project acceptance and provided access to the project’s online training modules. Following the initial online training, the teachers were required to attend an additional face-to-face multiday training where a thorough training on test development was presented by consultants from AIR. A stipend and travel expenses were covered by the project for this training. Item writers, reviewers, and scorers were provided with ongoing training by AIR throughout the duration of the project. Additional professional development was delivered through face-to-face meetings, webinars, and virtual modular training that included:



• How to write, review, and score test items


• How to create test blueprints, item specifications, and test maps


• Common Core and the performing fine arts


• Field-testing


• How to use the item bank and test platform







Preparing to Assess the Standards

Before development of the assessment items could commence, the benchmarks in Florida’s NGSSS for the Arts (FLDOE, 2012a, 2012b) had to be carefully reviewed. The NGSSS benchmarks were specifically designed to provide instruction and accountability to ensure that students are college and career ready (FLDOE, 2012a; Letellier, 2012). The NGSSS benchmarks were created by a select group of K–20 teachers, administrators, and advocates to address increased grade-level expectations that focus on developing higher order critical thinking skills and processes, aesthetic awareness, analysis, technology, creativity, multifaceted problem-solving, and learning for transfer (FLDOE, 2012a; Smith, 2014). The NGSSS benchmarks challenge performing arts educators to strengthen their focus on process and depth, while promoting rigorous student inquiry and self-assessment as a natural part of the learning process (Letellier, 2012).

The NGSSS in the arts are organized in a sequential order, which increases in rigor through grade levels. Discipline specific content in dance, music, and theatre were framed under “Big Ideas” common to all arts disciplines in order to help learners make connections that strengthen learning and to provide teachers a broad overview of what students should know and be able to do. Big Ideas were concepts considered by the project’s leadership as major organizational points for arts education in Florida. Big Ideas provided a broad overview of what students should know and be able to do in the arts. The common Big Idea categories were: Critical Thinking and Reflection; Skill, Techniques, and Processes; Organizational Structure; Historical and Global Connections; and Innovation, Technology, and the Future (FLDOE, 2016) (see Figure 6.1).


[image: image]
Figure 6.1 Big ideas and understanding benchmarks.






Weighting the Benchmarks

Following a sequential spiral curricular instructional and learning approach, basic skills and information skills and concepts within the NGSSS are introduced to students in early grades (ages 5–8) and then reintroduced as students progress through different grade levels (FLDOE, 2012a; Letellier, 2012). With nearly 900 benchmarks within the NGSSS for dance, music, and theatre (FLDOE, 2012a), it became evident that not all benchmarks carried the same significance in the performing fine arts classroom. Data from the survey of Florida teachers at the beginning of the project showed that 60%–70% of classroom time in the arts focused most frequently on performance instruction, the benchmarks in Critical Thinking and Reflection; Skill, Techniques, and Processes; and Organizational Structures (Cummings & Gordon, 2011). Therefore, Florida performing fine arts teachers, based on their instructional practices and knowledge of curriculum, weighted and categorized the benchmarks as: (1) “essential,” (2) “important,” and (3) “nice-to-know.” By transfer, the benchmarks that were “essential” to learning were to receive more attention in the development of items. This led to the development of the Test Blueprints.

The Test Blueprint (see Figure 6.2) identified objectives and skills that were to be tested and the relative weight on the test. A Test Blueprint was a detailed, written plan that includes the course name, the benchmarks and their weight, the expected amount of time for the assessment to function, the types of items (selected response/multiple choice, short answer, extended response/essay, and performance task), the number of each type of item, and their point values. Additionally, the Test Blueprint divided benchmarks into responding, performing, and creating categories outlined in the artistic process (see Figure 6.2).


[image: image]
Figure 6.2 Sample test blueprint.





The project’s next step was to define how each benchmark should be assessed to demonstrate student achievement or mastery of the benchmark. The item specifications were used to clarify the benchmarks, the limits of the content to be assessed, the depth of knowledge addressed, and what content would be contained in the stem of the question and in the responses. The item specifications (see Figure 6.3), developed by the steering task force and leadership team, were a resource used by test item writers and reviewers to develop all items for the Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessments.


[image: image]
Figure 6.3 Sample item specification.





This document also contained sample test items to further assist teachers in preparing students in the classroom. Once item specifications were completed and approved, the test item writing commenced. Based on the item specifications, the writers, reviewers, and scorers had a goal of creating an item bank of approximately 4,969 assessment items at 13 grade levels, kindergarten through grade 12. Subsequently, 5,069 multiple-choice, short-answer, extended-response, and performance task items were fully reviewed and accepted in the state test item bank by the completion of the project (Cummings & Gordon, 2011).


Project Challenges


Item Development and Review

The initial project schedule was established in 2011 and was intended to be flexible enough to make necessary adjustments throughout the 3 years of the grant period (Cummings & Gordon, 2011). The first-year review process (see Figure 6.4) was highly beneficial to the item writers and reviewers because there were ongoing opportunities to collaborate on the revision of newly created test items while the protocol for writing test items was being refined. Although the skills of the item writers and reviewers improved quickly, this circular process slowed the development of items.


[image: image]
Figure 6.4 Review process.





Consequently, during the second year, a multistep review process was incorporated. When a writer submitted an item, the item was assigned to a reviewer, who accepted the item, accepted it with revisions, or rejected the item. If the item was accepted, it was advanced to a second reviewer, who also accepted, accepted with revisions, or rejected the item. If accepted, the item was advanced to the leadership team, where the item was reviewed a third time and accepted, accepted with revisions, or rejected. Once the item completed the review process, it was advanced for review by the FLDOE (Cummings & Gordon, 2011).

An additional challenge in the construction of test items included the development of audio and video media. Originally, the project was instructed by the FLDOE that only music and pictures that are within the public domain could be used. The term “public domain” referred to creative materials that are not protected by intellectual property laws such as copyright, trademark, or patent laws. Anyone can use a public domain work without obtaining permission, but this policy greatly limited the media that could be used, as US copyright law encompasses most recordings of music and pictures that are available under public domain. With copyright as a constant concern, the project leadership contracted with Digital Worlds Institute (2016) at the University of Florida to create original and copyright-free images, as well as audio and video recordings that were used in the test items based on specifications provided by item writers.


Item Bank and Test Platform

The Web-based item bank and test platform (IBTP) was developed as a tool for storing test items, developing tests, and as a delivery system to students. A platform is a computer-based system that enables students to take the test online. Although an item bank platform was expected in the Fall 2011, the FLDOE provided neither the item bank platform nor a test item development platform (Pearson—Equella) until the Fall 2012, with the addition of the actual item bank test platform in 2013. In the interim, the project began using a free open source software course management system called Modular Object-Oriented Dynamic Learning Environment (2016), or Moodle, as a platform for writers and reviewers to share and collaborate in the development of test items. This platform allowed secured access to writers and reviewers for collaboration during the beginning of item development. These items were subsequently transferred to a platform developed by AIR, where item development continued. The test items transferred to and developed in the AIR platform were manually transferred to the FLDOE item development platform (known as Equella) when a digital transfer was not available. Test items transferred in or developed in the Equella platform were eventually digitally transferred to the FLDOE/Pearson IBTP.

The test item bank was ready for field-testing during the 2013–2014 school year for responding items only, a delay from the originally planned testing to begin in the spring of 2013. The FLDOE delayed field-testing, renamed as item try-outs, until November 2013, due to the delays in the development of both the Equella and FLDOE/Pearson IBTP platforms. Schools in three Florida school districts participated in the field-testing: Osceola, Pinellas, and Polk. These included the Florida areas of Kissemee/Orlando, St. Petersburg, and Lakeland (Cummings & Gordon, 2011).

The overall purpose of the field-test or item try-out, was to assure clarity of the instructions for administering and taking the test, evaluating intended time allowances, and to get preliminary data on how specific test items performed. Additional outcomes were to determine (1) the degree to which the students successfully managed the online delivery format; (2) whether students responded appropriately to the various item types (multiple choice, short answer, essay, and performance tasks); (3) whether the scorers were using the scoring rubrics effectively; and (4) Whether the instructions were clear and provide adequate information to administer each item type. There was no field-testing or item-tryout of performance tasks.

The results of the field tests confirmed that the 30–45 minutes allowed for the computer-based test was enough time for students to complete all of the responding test items. Challenges with technical issues did occur. Among these issues were making sure that the computers students were using had updated media players and java scripts to operate the test platform. Despite the technical challenges, students were able to navigate the online assessment environment and self-reported their enjoyment of the media that they heard or observed during the test. Scorers were trained in the summer of 2012 and successfully scored the short-answer and extended-response items. There were limited data provided through the platform on how the multiple-choice items performed, but a review of the data was completed with trained scorers who made recommendation to the leadership team on accepting items with no change, accepting revised items, or rejecting items entirely.


Pilot Administration

Establishing test reliability through a school district–based pilot administration was a primary goal following the conclusion of the project’s development. From September 2014 through May 2015, Polk County (Florida) Public Schools fully used the FLDOE test item bank to develop nearly 276 course-specific written assessments based on the original blueprints developed by the Performing Fine Arts Project. Corresponding performance tasks were also developed and administered based on tasks that were developed by the project. Students enrolled in fine arts courses in grades 3–12 (over 52,000 students) were administered a two-part fine arts “End-of-Year” (EOY) assessment. This administration became the baseline for assessments in Polk County School District for the 2015–2016 year. Other Florida school districts and cities that have also accessed the test item bank include Brevard (Melbourne), Osceola (Kissimmee/Orlando), and Pinellas (St. Petersburg/Clearwater).

Performance tasks were first administered in March of 2015 with two types of tasks: (1) prepared and (2) on-demand. For the prepared example, students were given 2 weeks to learn and rehearse the task (i.e., a song, etude, monologue, or dance combination). Each student was recorded performing the task, and the performance was scored by the classroom teacher using the rubrics developed by the project. For the on-demand example, students were given a limited study time (up to 1 minute) and were individually recorded performing the task by the teacher (sight-reading/improvisation). These tasks were also scored by the teacher using the project-developed rubric. A scorer verification team of highly qualified teachers (teachers selected by the leadership team for their expertise in their content area of music, dance, and theatre) was convened and trained on interrater reliability techniques. The reliability process involved randomly selecting 10% of the classroom teacher scores to review in order to determine accuracy and reliability of classroom teacher scoring. This scorer verification team was trained through calibrating each three-person team based on specific rubrics (see Figure 6.5) and including discussion issues on areas such as bias and sensitivity. A classroom score was considered to have acceptable variance if it fell within ± 1 of the verification teams’ score when there was one to three rubric value and up to ± 3 when there were four or more rubric values. The results showed that less than 4% of the classroom teachers needed additional training on scoring when the random sampling of their scores did not meet the acceptable variance.


[image: image]
Figure 6.5 Sample scoring rubrics.





The written portion of the assessment was administered in April and May of 2015 as a computer-based test. These assessment items were all multiple-choice items and were scored electronically by the automated scoring system within the testing platform. The tests contained from 16 test items (for younger students) to 30 items (for older students). All tests were administered by the music teacher, and students completed the test within in a 45-minute time period. Teachers in schools that did not have ready access to computers administered the assessment in a paper/pencil format using answer sheets downloaded from the FLDOE/Pearson testing platform. Care was given to ensure students had adequate access to audio and video files where appropriate. These answer sheets were scanned into the testing platform at the school level using scanners provided by the school district. Data were collected and collated at the district level for an item analysis of each test item that appeared on these exams. The leadership team assembled a review team of district fine arts teachers in the summer of 2015 to review and analyze each test item used. This item analysis provided guidance in identifying ambiguous question stems, distractors that contained multiple plausible answers, audio or video examples that did not correctly represent the question, and to review the curriculum for relevance to what is taught. Based on these criteria, the reviewed items were accepted as written with no modifications, revised, or rejected. Less than 1% of the items were rejected.


Feedback on Initial Testing

While it was expected that there would be challenges to implementing a new assessment system and the use of a new testing platform, the project used findings to modify and improve its process and materials to move forward. The findings and recommendations are listed below.

Recording performances. Knowing that recording of individual students is time consuming, teachers are encouraged to give students ample time to become comfortable performing in front of each other so they do not require an isolated recording situation.

The value of individual performance assessments. Teachers gained valuable information on the individual progress of student performances well above what is normally observed in the regular teaching situation and through traditional arts assessment techniques. The requirement for all students to perform individually was shown to be powerful. Positive attitudes on the part of the teachers and students will prevent this type of assessment from becoming punitive. There was no indication that students who participated in the performance assessments chose a different elective in 2015–2016 in order to avoid the performance tasks.

Media in the test items. Students were interested in the dance, music, and theatre media used in the responding test items.


Strengthening planning and teaching. Review of written test items often showed a lack of in-depth teaching and learning of certain concepts. This information may be used to inform planning and developing more effective teaching techniques in the classroom.

Every teacher was provided their students’ raw scores for study and comparison. Teachers were able to compare the outcome of the raw scores of the fine arts assessment with that of the standardized English language arts (ELA) and math scores from statewide assessments. The fine arts raw scores were scaled to indicate exceptional, proficient, moderate, and little to no mastery. Comparing this information provided the teacher with a better picture of the academic progress of each student. As a result, teachers and administrators are able to develop a more rigorous curriculum to meet the needs of students.


Conclusion

The assessment developed for the Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project met the goals of the Race to the Top grant with (1) the development and implementation of an assessment specifically designed to measure student achievement of the Florida arts curriculum, (2) the involvement of practicing teachers to develop authentic assessment items that require students to demonstrate real-time performance-based skills, and (3) an effort to establish validity and reliability. The project helps to become more aware of the performing fine arts’ contributions to a complete education by encouraging greater critical thinking skills and a more broad connection of the performing fine arts across a typical school curriculum. Furthermore, the data from the project provides teachers and policymakers with more accurate data regarding teaching and learning in the performing arts classroom. These data can be used to identify where achievement gaps exist in performing arts education in Florida and develop approaches to address these gaps.

The end result of the Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project was a test-item bank of more rigorous questions based on the NGSSS as well as guides in the form of blueprints and item specifications that are still currently available to Florida performing fine arts educators and schools districts. Teachers may now use items from the test-item bank to develop more authentic assessments in the arts based on the needs of the individual school or school district. This authenticity provides the potential of assessments to demonstrate how well students have mastered skills and knowledge outlined in the state benchmarks and associated with the artistic process of creating, performing, and responding in dance, music, and theatre. Participants in this project stressed the importance of making performance tasks a significant part of the assessment process in performing fine arts as educators continue to refine authentic fine arts assessments that are a reflection of what occurs in the classroom. The success of this project is a tribute the hundreds of performing arts teachers in Florida who played a significant role in the Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project.
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CHAPTER 7



Kentucky Policies and Practices for Assessment in Music Education

Past, Present, and Future



Robyn K. Swanson and Philip E. Shepherd



Introduction

In 1989, the Kentucky Supreme Court ruled the existing P-12 educational programs for students in Kentucky public schools unconstitutional (Hoyt, 1998). Resultant was the Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1990 (KERA), House Bill 940, KRS 158.645 (Kentucky General Assembly, 1990). The purpose of KERA was to systematically reform finance, governance, and curriculum (Clark, 2003; Foster, 1991; Freedom Kentucky, 2010; Hoyt, 1998). Such invasive reform in Kentucky’s education laws and policies captured national attention and many states’ policymakers kept a watchful eye on how Kentucky would totally overhaul curriculum, instruction, and assessment.

The first step in curriculum reform was the development of the KERA framework composed of learning goals with academic expectations. These learning goals transformed what all Kentucky students should know and be able to demonstrate at high levels of achievement in an ever-changing world (Kentucky Department of Education, 1990, 1994). The initial KERA learning goals were to ensure that students are able to do the following:



1. Use basic communication and mathematics skills for purposes and situations they will encounter throughout their lives.

2. Develop their abilities to apply core concepts and principles from mathematics, sciences, arts, humanities, social studies, practical living studies, and vocational studies to what they will encounter throughout their lives.

3. Develop their abilities to become self-sufficient individuals.

4. Develop their abilities to become responsible members of a family, work group, and community, including demonstrating effectiveness in community service.

5. Develop their abilities to think and solve problems in school situations and in a variety of situations they will encounter in life.

6. Develop their abilities to connect and integrate experiences and new knowledge from all subject matter fields with what they have previously learned and build on past learning experiences to acquire new information through various media services (KDE, 1990).





In Senate Bill 1 (Kentucky General Assembly, 2010, March 8), a seventh learning goal was added. Learning Goal 7 is: Express their creative talents and interests in visual arts, music, dance, and dramatic arts.

Learning Goal 2 identified the arts (dance, drama-theatre, music, visual arts) as core disciplines. It was problematic that music and visual arts were the only arts programs taught in most Kentucky school districts by P-12 (Music or Visual Art) Kentucky certified educators. Hence, all education reform initiatives included restructuring the existing P-12 arts programs (music, visual arts) and developing new dance and drama-theatre programs. Determining how dance and drama-theatre content and skills would be absorbed through the music and visual art classes or developing separate programs became an issue for school districts. Partnerships between the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) and several Kentucky arts agencies were established to identify and reform content knowledge, skills, teaching, and evaluation practices relevant to each art form.

Specific academic expectations for each core content discipline were developed to assist educators in designing instruction and assessment so each student would be afforded the opportunity to demonstrate his/her achievement of the learning goals. As the KDE categorized subjects into core content disciplines, humanities was added to the arts subjects thus incorporating language arts and other languages. The academic expectations for the arts and humanities are:

2.22 Students create works of art and make presentations to convey a point of view.

2.23 Students analyze their own and others’ artistic products and performances using accepted standards.

2.24 Students have knowledge of major works of art, music, and literature and appreciate creativity and the contributions of the arts and humanities.

2.25 In the products they make and the performances they present, students show that they understand how time, place, and society influence the arts and humanities such as languages, literature, and history.

2.26 Through the arts and humanities, students recognize that although people are different, they share some common experiences and attitudes.

2.27 Students recognize and understand the similarities and differences among languages.

2.28 Students understand and communicate in a second language (KDE, 1990).1

A significant component of KERA was the systemic reform of how all school districts across the Commonwealth were accountable for preparing students with needed knowledge and skills to be successful throughout their lifetime. According to Foster (1991), “school effectiveness is defined by the Reform Act in terms of the proportion of students who are successful” (p. 36). Therefore, statewide assessments were implemented with all students being evaluated in the same content areas and grade levels so a measure of performance could be established. The Kentucky State Board for Elementary and Secondary Education (KBE) established a threshold level of improvement for each school with re-evaluation every 2 years, related to student performance at the benchmark level, school attendance, and graduation rates (Foster, 1991). The measurement used to determine a school’s effectiveness score had the same four levels of criteria—novice, apprentice, proficient, and distinguished—used in the statewide assessments of students’ performances (KDE, 1994).


The First Generation of KERA Assessment: Kentucky Instructional Results Information System (1992–1998)

The first generation of KERA assessment was the Kentucky Instructional Results Information System (KIRIS) (1992–1998). KERA Learning Goal 2 disciplines (reading, mathematics, science, social studies, writing, arts/humanities, and practical living/vocational studies) were assessed at specified grade levels 4, 5, 7, 8, 11, and 12. Types of test items were developed and administered in three distinct assessment components dependent on the content area or discipline being assessed. These included (1) traditional assessments (multiple-choice and open-ended questions); (2) performance events (performance task involving individual and group problem-solving skills); and (3) portfolio assessments (student-chosen collection of work) (KDE, 1994). KIRIS student achievement scores were categorized into four levels: novice, apprentice, proficient, and distinguished (KDE, 1994).

The arts (dance, drama-theatre, music, and visual art) assessments (traditional assessments and performance events) were administered to students in grades 5, 8, and 11 (KDE, 1994, 1996). Initially, the science and the arts disciplines were the two content areas that had performance assessments. The arts and humanities became part of the high-stakes accountability system and it was in administrative regulation that assessments for the specific content areas were aligned to the respective academic expectations (Kentucky Department of Education, 1999, 2002, 2005b, 2005c, 2006b, 2006c).

Throughout the curriculum-instruction-assessment restructuring process, KDE invited P-12 school administrators, public school teachers, university professors, and others, to engage in the development and implementation of a curriculum framework for instruction and assessment practices. The writing teams created (KDE) Transformations: Kentucky Demonstrators for Curriculum and Assessment (1994), guidelines that assisted P-12 administrators and educators in the design of learning tasks aligned to Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, Handbook I (1956) as a means to prepare students for KIRIS assessment (KDE, 1994). During the evolution of the KIRIS assessments emerged the 1994 National Standards in the Arts, which became beneficial resources for Kentucky arts educators (dance, drama-theatre, music, visual arts) who were developing curriculum and assessments (traditional, performance events) for their respective arts discipline. The KIRIS traditional test item constructs (multiple choice and open response) were used as a model for the second generation of KERA assessment, the Commonwealth Accountability Testing System (CATS) item development (Kentucky Department of Education, 1999, 2002). There are no remaining KIRIS performance events items available.


The Second Generation of KERA Assessment: Commonwealth Accountability Testing System (1998–2009)

From 1998 to 2009, CATS was the construct for developing the statewide accountability assessment programs. With CATS assessments, content areas assessed under KIRIS remained the same but, due to unreliability and prohibitive costs, the performance events were eliminated. The traditional assessments, paper-pencil multiple-choice and open-response formats, were retained. The CATS assessments included the state-level Kentucky Core Content Test (KCCT) and national-level Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Fifth Edition (CTBS/5). The arts, including music, were assessed through the CATS and as in KIRIS were administered to students in grades 5, 8, and 11 (KDE, 2004, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c, 2006a, 2006b, 2012b) (See Appendix 7.1 for an example of 2004 Sample Released CATS Items: Grade 5; Appendix 7.2 for an example of 2004 Sample Released CATS Items: Grade 8; Appendix 7.3 for an example of 2004 Sample Released CATS Items: Grade 11).



Box 7.1 Framework for the 2014 National Core Music Standards

Creating Artistic Process:

Process components: Imagine, Plan and Make, Refine and Evaluate, Present.

Performing Artistic Process:

Process components: Select, Analyze, Interpret, Rehearse-Evaluate-Refine, Present.

Responding Artistic Process:

Process components: Select, Analyze, Interpret, Evaluate.

Source: (SEADAE, 2014). National Core Arts Standards (2014).





Unique to CATS assessments was the identification of content that would be assessed for each KERA identified discipline; thus emerged the title, the Kentucky Core Content Test (KCCT). The KDE, KCCT Arts Advisory Committee investigated the 1993 “Three Artistic Process Framework for Assessment Model: Creating, Performing and Responding” as evidenced in the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) arts assessments (NAEP, 1997). Scott Shuler, who was a member of the NAEP arts assessment team, served as an arts consultant to the Kentucky Department of Education, to advise in the development of the first KCCT document (version 1.0). As feedback was provided, version 2.0 and, finally, version 3.0 evolved. KCCT Version 3.0 was the first version used in the design of arts assessments (Kentucky Department of Education, 1999, 2002).

In 2002, Shuler revised the three artistic process framework for assessment model to include process components for each artistic behavior and it became the framework for the Connecticut Department of Education’s Common Arts Assessment Initiative (Connecticut Department of Education, 2007; Shuler, 2008, 2011; Shuler, & Wells, 2010). The framework for the 2014 National Core Music Standards was organized in a similar version (see Box 7.1).

In June 2006, the administrative regulation 704 KAR 3:303 cited the Program of Studies for Kentucky Schools Primary-12 as the minimal standards Kentucky educators will use for teaching and assessing content disciplines (KDE, 2006c; Swanson, Wood, & Shepherd, 2008). The KDE released in August 2006, the Kentucky Core Content for Assessment 4.1 (CCA 4.1) (KDE, 2006b). The core content, which represents Kentucky’s academic expectations, is a subset of the content standards in the program of studies (KDE, 2006c). Beginning in spring 2007, statewide assessment in all content areas, referred to as CATS were aligned to the CCA 4.1 version (KDE, 2006c).

The arts and humanities (music section) CCA 4.1, a marginally revised version of the CCA 4.0, organized by subdomains, incorporated the National Standards for the Arts (l994) and what students should know and do in music, and included Webb’s (1997) depths of knowledge (DOK) (KDE, 2005c, 2006b, 2006c). Webb (1997) acknowledged there should a cognitive match with what is taught and what is assessed. In 2002, Webb defined DOK as a theory, labeling levels of the expected cognitive understanding in relationship to the demands of the assessment (Shepherd & Harmon, 2006; Webb, 1997). DOK labels 1, 2, or 3 were included with each CCA 4.1 content item (KDE, 2006b). These arts and humanities subdomains or Big Ideas in the final version of 4.1 were undergirded with the creating, performing, and responding artistic behaviors. The subdomains (Big Ideas) were Structures in the Arts, Humanity in the Arts, Purposes for Creating the Arts, and Processes in the Arts for primary through grade 8. At the middle and high school levels, another subdomain, Interrelationships Among the Arts, was added (KDE, 2006c). Since the processes of creating and performing could not be measured in an on-demand pencil and paper assessment, the subdomain of Processes in the Arts was not included in the CATS exams (KDE, 2006c, p. 4). Multiple-choice and open-response test items in a pencil-paper test format were prepared for each arts discipline (dance, drama/theatre, music, and visual art) with achievement levels identified as novice = 1, apprentice = 2, proficient = 3 and distinguished = 4 (KDE, 2004, 2005a, 2006b). Scoring procedures for the CATS open-response items were conducted by a team of teachers who compared the individual’s answers to a predetermined anchor set of scores for each level 4, 3, 2, 1, and 0, with 4 deemed the highest score (KDE, 1996). It was mandatory that consensus among the scoring team was determined before assigning the individual’s open-response test score (KDE, 1996). The CATS assessment item blueprint accountability weight for an arts and humanities test was open-response questions count 2/3 and multiple-choice questions 1/3 (KDE, 2006a) (See Appendices 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3 for sample CATS released items for grades 5, 8, and 11, KDE, 2004).

From 2004 to 2009, twelve (12) different test forms for the CATS arts and humanities tests comprising twelve (12) multiple-choice items and one (1) open-response item, a paper stimulus–paper response assessment construct, were randomly distributed (KDE, 2004, 2005a, 2006a; Swanson et al., 2008). The KDE had established a different accountability weight in relationship to the number of questions included for each art form: dance, drama/theatre, music, visual art, and literature at specified grade levels. (KDE, 2004, 2005a, 2006a). Refer to Figure 7.1.
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Figure 7.1 CATS arts and humanities test item allocation (KDE, 2004, 2005a, 2006a; Swanson et al., 2008).






Large-Scale Music Assessment Initiatives in Other States

Kentucky was not the only state creating large-scale music assessments at the turn of the 21st century. The data-driven policy environment along with evidence-based research practices and assessment mandates within the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (2002) necessitated state departments of education to design large-scale music assessments. However, Kentucky arts assessments were considered high-stakes and the results were used for the purpose of school accountability (Herpin et al., 2005). Each KERA-designated core discipline including the arts was assigned a specific accountability weight.

During the 2007 Symposium on Assessment in Music Education held at the University of Florida the following researchers reported on the development and status of statewide music assessments (Brophy, 2008). Scott Shuler reported on the status of large-scale assessment in relationship to NAEP (NAEP, 1997) and referenced the use of his three artistic process model in Connecticut, Kentucky, and Washington (Shuler, 2008). Timothy Brophy described the Florida Music Assessment Project and explained the three-part music listening-based test: In Part 1: Listen, Analyze, and Select, the students would listen to a musical selection and respond to a question linked to the music selection. In Part 2: Read and Select, the students created responses to written content questions. In Part 3: Symbol Identification and Notation, students were expected to “identify musical symbols and written notation by hearing performed rhythmic and melodic patterns” (Brophy, 2008, p. 147). Bret P. Smith shared the performance tasks and rubrics developed for the State of Washington’s Classroom-Based Performance Assessments (CBPAs) (Smith, 2008). Ching Ching Yap and Tara Pearsall explained the South Carolina statewide collaborative effort in the design of Web-based music assessments composed of performance tasks and multiple-choice test items (Yap & Pearsall, 2008). Robyn Swanson and Melanie Wood presented the collaborative pilot study between the KMEA and the KDE regarding the development and piloting of P-12 music listening assessments (Swanson et al., 2008) (See Appendix 7.4 for Grade 5: Music Listening Test Sample Multiple Choice Items; Appendix 7.5 for Grade 5: Music Listening Test Open Response Item; Appendix 7.6 for Grade 8: Music Listening Test Sample Multiple Choice Items; Appendix 7.7 for Grade 8: Music Listening Test Open Response Item; Appendix 7.8 for 2004 High School Music Listening Test Open Response Question).


Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment (MLA) Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11 (2002–2006)

In 2002, CATS arts and humanities test items, paper stimulus–paper response in multiple-choice and open-response formats were aligned to only one artistic process, responding. Therefore, the purpose of the KMEA/KDE Music Listening Assessment (MLA) Pilot Project was to authenticate the responding to music, paper stimulus–paper response test items by creating multimedia stimulus–paper response formats, pilot the music listening test items, and compare those results to CATS music test scores toward probable inclusion in the statewide assessment system (Swanson, 2003, 2004; Swanson et al., 2008). The music listening assessments, grades 5, 8, and 11 (ages 11, 14, and 17) included 12 multiple-choice questions and 1 open-response test question, an answer sheet, and a CD whereby each test question was narrated followed by the musical example (Swanson, 2004, 2006; Swanson et al., 2008). The music listening test items were modeled in accordance with the CATS guidelines and in compliance with standards for educational testing and measurement (American Educational Research Association, 2014). The researchers replicated all procedures KDE had previously used to establish validity and reliability for CATS test items (See Appendix 7.4 for Grade 5: Music Listening Test Sample Multiple Choice Items; Appendix 7.5 for Grade 5: Music Listening Test Open Response Item; Appendix 7.6 for Grade 8: Music Listening Test Sample Multiple Choice Items; Appendix 7.7 for Grade 8: Music Listening Test Open Response Item; Appendix 7.8 for 2004 High School Music Listening Test Open Response Question).

Critical to the success of the MLA was a joint meeting (September 2002) with the KMEA leadership and the KDE Associate Commissioner of Assessment and the National Technical Advisory Panel on Assessment and Accountability (NTAPAA) to propose the purpose of the Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project. Synthesis of research to create the premise for the MLA included Assessing the Developing Child Musician: A Guide for General Music Teachers (Brophy, 2000), The National Standards in the Arts (1994), and the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB, 1997) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), Arts Education Assessment Framework (Swanson et al., 2008). The outcome of the collaborative meeting was in favor of the MLA experimental study and appointed the KDE arts and humanities consultant to assist the KMEA task force, composed of leadership and members, in all phases of the research process (Swanson, 2003; Swanson et al., 2008). The NTAPAA recommended the MLA pilot project begin with high school level students and requested a report after the first phase of experimentation (Swanson et al., 2008).

For CATS item development, KDE had selected and trained Kentucky educators from all core content disciplines to serve on the Content Advisory Committee (CAC) (KDE, 2002, 2005b). The responsibilities of the CAC were to develop, revise, and/or delete released test items and examine the existing test blueprint. Most of the 50 Kentucky music educators who served as MLA item writers for the three grade bands, 5, 8, and 11 were former CAC members (Swanson et al., 2008).

Standardized music tests which included listening components, such as the Education Testing Series (ETS), (2003) The Praxis series: Music Content Knowledge Exam Study Guide, and both Edwin Gordon’s Primary Measures of Music Audiation (1979) and Intermediate Measures of Music Audiation (1982), were scrutinized to determine a model for test item design with listening prompts. Other significant resources referenced for item design were Highlights of the NAEP 1997 Arts Assessment Report Card (Office of Educational Research and Improvement, 1998), Critical Thinking in Music: A Trilateral Model (Brophy, 2000, Fig. 5-3, p. 235), The Summary of Steps and Guiding Questions for Developing Standards Based Assessment in Music, Benchmarks in Action: A Guide to Standards-Based Assessment in Music (Lindeman, 2003, Fig. 6, p. 13), and the NAEP Arts Education Assessment Framework (NAGB, 1997). Critical analyses were applied to selecting the appropriate music example, duration of the music listening example, and alignment to the specific version of Kentucky CCA. High school music listening exams were aligned to CCA 3.0, 1999, and Grade 5 and 8 Music Listening Exams reflected CCA 4.0 and 4.1 (2005c, 2006b). Copyright permissions were secured so recorded music selections could be used for pilot test experimentation (Swanson et al., 2008).

The KMEA music item writers were trained by the KDE arts and humanities consultant about test item construct, which included design of the stem, bias, appropriate use of music terminology, and so forth, and prepared item matrices. For high school tests (Grade 11), 55 multiple-choice and 6 open-response questions were written (2002–2004); for the middle school tests (Grade 8), 57 multiple-choice and 7 open-response questions were written; and for the elementary school tests (Grade 5), 52 multiple-choice and 5 open-response questions were written (2004–2006) (Swanson, 2004, 2006; Swanson et al., 2008). During each phase of the music listening item development process, six Kentucky University/College music education professors reviewed each question, offered revisions for some items, and selected and validated which items should be included in the grade level specific pilot tests (Swanson, 2004, 2006). The KMEA project director under advisement from the respective music writing teams created the tests.

After the first phase of administering the MLAs to 1,114 Kentucky high school students from 25 schools representing diverse demographics and geographic locations (2004), the KMEA project director presented the technical report to the NTAPAA and KDE Office of Accountability and Assessment Commissioners (Fall, 2004). Both national and KDE assessment experts compared the (sample) MLA multiple-choice mean of .87 to the CATS (2004) mean of .60 and the (sample) MLA open response mean 2.2 to the CATS (2004) mean of 1.9 and recommended continued MLA test item experimentation. The second phase (2005–2006) included the retesting of the high school level items by administering the same tests to grade 8 students as well as expanding the pilot study to include replicating the high school level test item development processes and testing procedures in the design of grade 8 and grade 5 MLAs (Swanson et al., 2008).

Beginning with Phase 2 of the MLA, the KDE Office of Accountability and Assessment selected what schools should be considered for the grade 5 and grade 8 pilot music listening assessment sites. Therefore, in 2006, 519, 5th-grade and 694, 8th-grade students were administered the music listening exams. Table 7.1 presents grade 5 and grade 8 comparisons between the 2005, 2006 CATS multiple-choice and open-response question test scores and the sample (MLA) test scores.


Table 7.1 CATS and Sample (MLA) Test Scores




	Test items
	Grade 5
	Grade 8





	2005 CATS multiple-choice test item mean
	  .70
	    .63



	2006 CATS multiple-choice test item mean
	  .68
	    .59



	Sample multiple-choice test item mean
	  .51
	    .67



	2005 CATS open-response test item mean
	1.9  
	1.7



	2006 CATS open-response test item mean
	1.8  
	1.9



	Sample open-response test item mean
	1.94
	1.9





Source: Swanson et al. (2008).



Upon examination of the data in Table 7.1 it could be theorized that adding the music listening prompt was a viable test option for statewide music assessments. The MLA researchers conducted data analyses regarding why the mean of the Grade 5 multiple-choice music listening items was below the 2005 and 2006 CATS multiple-choice item mean scores. The researchers concluded that three test items contained new content that had been added to the 4.1 version of the CCA so the content was unfamiliar to the students. If those three test questions had been exchanged for other music listening multiple-choice test items it is probable the mean score would be more equal to the 2005 and 2006 Grade 5 CATS multiple-choice item mean scores (Swanson et al., 2008) (see Appendix 7.4 for Grade 5: Music Listening Test Sample Multiple Choice Items; Appendix 7.5 for Grade 5: Music Listening Test Open Response Item; Appendix 7.6 for Grade 8: Music Listening Test Sample Multiple Choice Items; Appendix 7.7 for Grade 8: Music Listening Test Open Response Item; Appendix 7.8 for 2004 High School Music Listening Test Open Response Question).

When developing the grade 8 music listening exams, the researchers decided to add another dimension to the test by inquiring which format of the CATS music exams they preferred, either the CATS paper stimulus–paper response or multimedia stimulus–paper response? Of the 694 students surveyed, 92% (641) selected the music listening version and 8% (53) the traditional CATS format (Swanson, 2006; Swanson et al., 2008).

In the final MLA report to NTAPPA and KDE, the KMEA project director recommended that this type of music listening exam could easily be administered via computer. Given the music and narration of the test items are on a CD, the test format could be technology designed to be user-friendly, allowing the students to touch the screen for their answer selection and affording students the opportunity to return to a test item and listen again to the music prompt and question. During the pilot study, the exam was administered to an entire group at once and no musical examples or questions were repeated (Swanson, 2006; Swanson et al., 2008).

Even though the KDE Office of Assessment and Accountability supported the MLA pilot project, cost and lack of technology in some school districts to adequately control the reliability of test administration were the reasons why music listening prompts were not included in the statewide CATS core content tests. However, when KDE developed the Arts and Humanities College and Career Readiness Pathways (2014–2015) and identified support skills high school students needed to demonstrate their preparedness for careers in the music industry and college, the evaluation tool was a technology-generated portfolio. The contents of a music assessment portfolio included audio/video recordings of student’s solo/ensemble performances, content knowledge and skills exams, and so forth with pre-established accountability weights. The high school level MLA exams were a criteria included in these assessments.


2009–2016: The Unbridled Learning Accountability Model and Kentucky Music Assessment Practices

When the Kentucky General Assembly (2010) passed the revised 2009 Senate Bill 1 (KRS 158.6451), the assessment and accountability model for Kentucky schools was revised with mandates authorizing KDE to create and implement a new system by the 2011–2012 academic year (Gross, 2009). Resultant was the creation of the unbridled learning accountability model with four strategic priorities for advancing the achievement of Kentucky students. These were labeled as Next-Generation Learners; Next-Generation Instructional Programs and Support; Next-Generation Professionals; and Next-Generation Schools/Districts (KDE, 2012c, 2012d). The goals of the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers National Assessment Consortium were realized in the Unbridled Learning Accountability System (KDE, 2012c, 2012d; US Department of Education, 2010). Refer to Figure 7.2 for an illustration of the unbridled learning accountability model.
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Figure 7.2 Unbridled learning accountability model (KDE, 2012d, p. 2).






Arts and Humanities Program Reviews

Statutes within Senate Bill 1 (KRS 158.6451) eliminated the traditional (multiple choice and open response) student assessments in the arts and humanities, practical living and vocational (renamed career) studies, and writing (Kentucky General Assembly, 2010), and replaced them with program-centered evaluations (Rodriquez, 2010). Therefore, to measure program quality and opportunities to learn, the KDE division of Next-Generation Instructional Programs and Support developed and implemented program review evaluations for those core content disciplines. Standardized assessments for math, language arts, science, and social studies were retained in alignment with the adopted discipline specific Common Core Standards (Kentucky General Assembly, 2010).

As defined in Senate Bill 1, a program review is “a systematic method of analyzing components of an instructional program, including instructional practices, aligned and enacted curriculum, student work samples, formative and summative assessments, professional development and support services, and administrative support and monitoring” (KRS 158.6453(1)(i); Kentucky General Assembly, 2010).

Hence, the KDE program review standards and definitions are shown in Box 7.2.



Box 7.2 KDE Program Review Standards and Definitions



1. Curriculum and Instruction—focuses on student access to a quality curriculum aligned with standards and quality instructional practices, supported by research.

2. Formative and Summative Assessment—the use of classroom-based assessment to inform instruction and measure student progress.

3. Professional Learning—teachers participate in professional learning opportunities relevant to their personal needs and learning goals.

4. Administrative/Leadership Support and Monitoring—the level of support provided by school and district leadership to implement quality programs.





Source: KDE (2012a).





Criteria for each program review standard were defined in a template that included an accompanying scoring rubric with demonstrators, characteristics, a question to focus the thoughts of the program evaluator and four levels of implementation categorized as limited/no implementation, needs improvement, proficient, or distinguished. The KDE held school districts accountable to achieve the proficient level of performance on each program review (KDE, 2012a, 2012d). (Refer to Figure 7.3 for an example of the 2012 arts/humanities program review template.)
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Figure 7.3 2012 arts/humanities program review template (KDE, 2012 a, pp. 18–19).





The KDE used a publication, Kentucky Teacher to disseminate questions and answers about the program reviews. Two pertinent questions were: (1) What role does the school-based decision-making council (SBDM) play in program reviews and who serves as members on the review team? And, (2) how and when will program reviews be used in accountability? The answer to question (1) cited local SBDM councils that were charged with gathering the findings from each program review team. Those teams were to be composed of educators from the respective discipline and across disciplines, school leaders, parents, students, relevant community stakeholders, and so forth. In response to question (2), all program reviews including the arts and humanities would be field-tested in the academic year of 2010–2011 and in 2012–2013 would count as 20% of a school’s total score within the Next-Generation Instructional Programs and Support in the unbridled learning accountability model (Rodriguez, 2011).

To manage and store the collection of data for such large-scale assessments as program reviews, the KDE worked with contractors to develop an online environment called the Adaptive System of School Improvement Support Tools (ASSIST) (KDE, 2012c). Evidence was critical for program review assessments, because each school’s discipline-specific program review committee evaluated the documentation (standard, demonstrator, characteristic) submitted on ASSIST. The committee’s score was determined by comparing the performance level of annually collected evidences to characteristics within the rubric and was assigned a rating with supporting rationale. Once the data was submitted into ASSIST, the program review results became part of an overall school’s accountability score (KDE, 2012c).

During 2011–2012, program reviews in arts and humanities, practical living/career studies, and writing began as a pilot study, whereby schools and districts could become familiar with the criteria used for completing a review. Full implementation began in 2012–2013. On October 31, 2013, KDE Commissioner Terry Holliday provided positive comments about the unbridled learning assessment and accountability model and stressed:

the wealth of academic, graduation and college and career readiness information. Program Reviews add to the system by providing insight into how our schools are instructing students in subject areas that are not traditionally tested, but remain an important component of students’ overall educational experience. (KDE, 2013, para. 3)

The KDE (2013) solicited external reviewers, experts in their respective disciplines, to evaluate the demonstrators and characteristics for each four standards to ensure that the requirements, expected evidences, and outcomes for what constitutes a quality program were authentic and reliable measurements of student performance as well as indicators for program improvement and/or effectiveness (Swanson, 2014).

Kentucky administrators and educators grappled with what types of evidence should be included in the arts and humanities, practical living/career studies and writing program reviews. Even though professional development opportunities were offered, there was not a definitive answer about what constitutes program effectiveness. Therefore, in spring 2015, a pilot program review audit was implemented with the purpose to determine consistency between ratings, rationales/evidence, and the perceptions of faculty, students, and parents (KDE, 2015b). The pilot audit yielded two critical issues. One, schools were generally overrating themselves, and two, there was not a clear understanding about how to substantiate the evidence with the score (KDE, 2015b, 2015c). Based on those results, a full audit process for program reviews was implemented for the 2015–2016 academic year.

The purpose of the 2015–2016 program review audits was to assist schools with the use of evidence to make informed decisions about the ratings selected for each characteristic and to help build rationale that clearly explained how the evidence used to select a rating could be justified (KDE, 2015b). Initially 24 schools were randomly selected for audits. This included six schools for each program review area, arts and humanities, practical living and career studies, writing, and K–3 primary programs. Protocol for the program review audit includes:



• a team of auditors, composed of Kentucky administrators, educators, and experts in the subject areas selected by KDE, initially conducted a desk review of four selected characteristics within a school’s program review reported in ASSIST;

• the team requested that the school also choose four different characteristics that best represented the specific program and electronically provide three examples of evidence to support the ratings for all eight characteristics;

• next, the team conducted a site visit, where teachers, administrators, students, and SBDM councils were interviewed and any additional evidence to support ratings was gathered. The audit team looked for triangulation of data with an effort to find evidence from at least three different sources to support school-selected ratings;

• a report of findings was generated by the audit team and provided to the school along with commendations and recommendations. No ratings were changed as the result of the audit process (KDE, 2015a, 2015b, 2015c).





With accountability points being awarded to schools for arts/humanities program review evidences linked to the four standards, demonstrators, and characteristics, random audits became the means to investigate the integrity and honesty of the reports.

Based on results of the audits, program review templates were revised in February 23, 2016, and the discipline, arts and humanities, was renamed visual and Performing arts (VPA) (KDE, 2016b). Refer to Figure 7.4 for an example of the revised VPA program review template.
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Figure 7.4 Visual and performing arts (VPA) program review template example. For further information, see arts and humanities (visual and performing arts) 2016 program review http://education.ky.gov/curriculum/pgmrev/Pages/default.aspx.






Kentucky Professional Growth Effectiveness System

In 2014, Kentucky music educators were grappling with not only program review evaluations but also teacher evaluations, titled the Professional Growth Effectiveness System (PGES). The PGES was linked to the Next Generation Professionals component of the KDE unbridled learning accountability model. The PGES was modeled after Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching (2011), which identified four domains of teaching responsibilities. These are planning and preparation, classroom environment, instruction, and professional responsibilities (Danielson, 2011; KDE, 2014, 2016a). Beginning in fall 2015, the Kentucky Teacher Internship Program (KTIP) revised internship requirements to match the PGES teacher effectiveness model (KEPSB, 2015). Therefore not only experienced music educators but also first-year interns were trained in all components of the Danielson model. During the October, 2013, National Association for Music Education (NAfME) conference in Nashville, Tennessee, training sessions were held using the NAfME Workbook for Building and Evaluating Effective Music Education in General Music (NAfME, 2013). Information gleaned from the training correlated with the Kentucky PGES and became a viable resource when preparing music educators for teacher evaluation.


Kentucky’s Adoption of the National Core Arts Standards

In spring 2015, the Kentucky Board of Education (KBE) approved the adoption of the National Core Arts Standards (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2014). and renamed those standards as the Kentucky Academic Standards for Visual and Performing Arts with full implementation commencing in the 2016–2017 academic year. Only slight modifications were necessitated, because the NCAS are in alignment with the mandates established for content standards in Senate Bill 1 (2010) and are:



• focused on critical knowledge, skills, and capacities needed for success in the global economy;

• fewer but more in depth to facilitate mastery learning;

• based on evidence-based research;

• internationally benchmarked; and


• aligned from elementary to high school to postsecondary education so that students can be successful at each education level. (Rodriquez, 2015, p. 2)






As the NCAS leadership and writing team members were drafting standards for each arts discipline (dance, media arts, music, theatre, visual arts), conversations transpired with Jay McTighe about the development of Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs) as support materials to the standards. McTighe and Wiggins (2013) theorize that when standards are unpacked into a curriculum, the process should include four broad categories: “1) Long Term Transfer Goals, 2) Overarching Understandings, 3) Overarching Essential Questions, and 4) a set of recurring Cornerstone Tasks” (p. 8). The framework for the NCAS reflects McTighe and Wiggins’ ideas for goals, overarching understandings, and essential questions anchored by cornerstone assessment tasks (SEADAE, 2014). According to McTighe and Wiggins (2013), cornerstone tasks, are:

curriculum-embedded tasks that are intended to engage students in applying their knowledge and skills in an authentic and relevant context. Like a cornerstone anchors a building, these tasks are meant to anchor the curriculum around the most important performances that we want learners to be able to do (on their own) with acquired content knowledge and skills. … They honor the intent of the Standards, within and across subject areas, instead of emphasizing only the content measured more narrowly on external accountability tests. (p. 10)

The MCAs authentically measure student attainments of standards, and as of 2015–2016 are being field tested across the country. Student work examples of the NCAS will be collected, and anchor sets will be established for scoring purposes. Since Kentucky adopted the NCAS, the state will have access to the field studies results and student work. The MCAs are classroom-based performance tasks designed to measure multiple years of arts instruction. The MCAs are developed at grade 2, 5, and 8 with three proficiency levels for high school: proficient, accomplished, and advanced. All of the arts’ MCAs are currently available on the National Core Arts Standards (SEADAE, 2014) website and can be used by any teacher who is teaching to the NCAS standards. Another valuable resource for music educators when developing cornerstone tasks is Measuring What Matters (McTighe & Wiggins, 2011).


College and/or Career Ready Arts Portfolios

As illustrated in Figure 7.2 (Unbridled Learning: College- and/or Career-Ready for All Model), Kentucky, like most states, has a unique accountability system. One aspect of the system, Next Generation of Learners, offers points for students who are verified by a certification or Capstone Assessment to be college and/or career ready. Schools get 1 point toward accountability for each student who is deemed college ready or career ready, and 1.5 points for students who are deemed college and career ready. Unfortunately, this system has encouraged a practice in Kentucky whereby students are counseled out of arts elective courses into career and technical education (CTE) pathways, so that students can be deemed both college and career ready. It is evident that several high schools in Kentucky require students to be both college and career ready before they can graduate from high school. Dr. Terry Holliday, Kentucky’s Commissioner of Education (2009–2015) (2015, May 29), requested that college- and career-ready pathways be created for the arts so that the practice of counseling students out of arts elective courses would not be necessary for schools to get full points for accountability. So, to gain an understanding of how music programs were being impacted, the Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) conducted a survey of public high school music teachers in December 2015. Two questions were asked.



1. Are students in your high school required to enroll in a career pathway?


2. Are students in your high school required to be career ready to graduate?






From the 202 public high schools in the state, 47% (94) of music educators responded. In response to question 1: 52% (49) said “yes,” and 48% (45) said “no”; and question 2: 32% (30) said yes, and 68% (64) said “no” (KMEA, 2015).

During 2015, the author Philip Shepherd served as the manager of the KDE’s Office of Next Generation Learners Division of Program Standards Academic Core Branch. Under his leadership, current and former arts education and industry stakeholders from across Kentucky were brought together to design the VPA college- and career-ready pathways, modeled in accordance to the current Kentucky CTE pathways. Based on discussions with the stakeholders, it was decided that the most “realistic and authentic” means of assessment were for students to demonstrate readiness in the arts through electronic (Capstone) portfolios. To establish consistency with content format and scoring processes across the arts disciplines, it was determined that each VPA portfolio should include: a short essay (250 words) stating why a student chose the particular pathway; a professional resume; and discipline-specific student work. For example, a music student’s Capstone portfolio could include audio and/or video files, music listening assessments (multiple-choice/open-response test items), theory exams, and so forth. The criteria used to score a student’s Capstone VPA portfolio were: Not (College/Career) Ready, Proficient, Accomplished, or Advanced. These proficiency levels align to the current National Core Arts Standards and the Kentucky Academic Standards for the VPAs (SEADAE, 2014; KDE, 2015a). The VPA development teams designed scoring guides and scoring sheets. The KDE recruited some VPA high school students to upload their work into the Continuous Improvement Information Technology System (CIITS). The CIITS provides an online environment called Student Workspaces that offers the appropriate format for students to upload portfolios.

Via a pilot study (June 2015), 25 scorers (current and former arts educators) representing all art disciplines (except media arts) scored 44 Kentucky high school VPA portfolios. There is no data available related to the VPA Capstone portfolio scoring procedures. The KDE suspended the project because current leadership believed the VPA pathways did not lead to career readiness status and industry certification or endorsement was nonexistent. However, this type of technology-generated authentic assessment would offer high school music students the opportunity to showcase their Performing experience (resume) and expertise (audio/video files, written tests, etc.) analogous to what music professionals post and upload to their websites.


Music Assessment in Kentucky: Successes and Lessons Learned

Arne Duncan, US Secretary of Education from 2009 to 2015, presented The Future of Reform in Kentucky at the Improving Productivity in Kentucky’s Schools and Districts Conference, and expressed gratitude to the Commonwealth of Kentucky for being the first state to systematically reform education (Duncan, 2011; Kentucky General Assembly, 1990) through the development of standards-based education with identified academic expectations and high-stakes accountability assessments. He stated that Kentucky was the leader in developing academic expectations for learning, which have become the centerpiece for all curriculum-instruction-assessment practices within American school systems. When state departments of education were developing statewide arts education programs beginning in the early 1990s, the State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education (SEADAE) used Kentucky arts education programs as models. Over the last 26 years, music and all arts (dance, drama/theatre, visual arts) educators have experienced systemic change in curriculum-instruction-assessment through experimentation with a variety of arts assessment processes ranging from individual student assessment (KIRIS, CATS) in a high-stakes, large-scale accountability system to assessment of quality programs evaluated through VPA program reviews. In retrospect, there have been successes in each of the assessment formats as well as lessons learned.

The KIRIS and CATS individual student assessments were positive for the arts disciplines (dance, drama/theatre, music, visual art) because:



• each art form and its contents were included in all reform initiatives, specifically best practices in innovative curriculum, instruction, and assessments;

• the individual student’s score for each art form was factored into a school’s overall accountability score;

• there was an increase in the number of certified music and visual arts educators employed in school districts, and


• there was an expanded focus on arts education with the addition of Learning Goal 7: students express their creative talents and interests in visual arts, music, dance, and dramatic arts within Senate Bill I (Kentucky General Assembly, 2010).





Lessons learned about the mandated state assessments were:



• limitations placed on the scope of arts content that could be appropriately assessed through paper-pencil tests, resulted in a shift from a doing (performing and creating) arts process to a knowing about the arts, responding process;

• the design of test items, multiple choice and open response, included only terminology related to the structural elements within each art form, purposes, and humanities (historical periods and cultures) identified in the KCCT documents;

• there was a void of measuring progress in the artistic processes of performing and creating, the primary goal of arts programs; and


• the Kentucky General Assembly’s enactment of Senate Bill I (2010) eliminated individual student arts assessment from the state assessment and accountability system.





Another positive for music assessment in Kentucky was the KMEA/KDE MLA experiment. The use of listening prompts escalated the traditional pencil-paper test items to one of authenticity, and instead of imagining that you hear Twinkle, Twinkle, Little Star, you listen to an excerpt of Twinkle, Twinkle, Little Star prior to answering the question. As reflected in the KMEA/KDE project data, such an approach to measuring student knowledge and understanding of music allowed for a more in-depth measurement of the responding process as well as students’ preference for real-life application of music knowledge and understanding through listening-based assessments.

Three factors may impact the future of arts assessment as a component within the Kentucky accountability system. These are:



• the outcomes of the 2015–2016 arts/humanities program review audits;

• the political climate regarding all KDE program reviews, and


• the implementation of the US Department of Education’s regulations regarding the Every Child Succeeds Act (ESSA) (S. 1177, 2015), wherein music is identified as a core subject.





Lessons learned include the 2014–2015 KDE proposed Arts Advanced Placement (AP) courses and the college- and/or career-ready arts portfolios that were not implemented. However, it is reassuring that individual student assessment portfolios are effective even at the large-scale level, because the College Board (2016a, 2016b, 2016c) AP Central: Course Descriptions and How AP Capstone Works websites describe the Arts AP Capstone with similar program requirements as Kentucky’s Capstone electronic portfolio assessment did, as The Advanced Placement Visual Arts Portfolios. According to the College Board, advanced placement course requirements lead to AP Capstone Diploma or AP Seminar and Research Certificate.

A success within KDE is the stable technology environment such as the CIITS. Kentucky high school music students could create portfolios to demonstrate growth in knowledge and skills through various forms (audio, video files) of authentic performance assessment as well as written documentation (resume, research papers, etc.) in relationship to the state-adopted Kentucky Academic Standards for the VPAs and in turn, use these electronic portfolios to audition for arts employment and college entrance.


Future Implications for P-12 Music Programs in Kentucky

Since the passage of the Every Child Succeeds Act (ESSA) S. 1177 (2015), with music specified as a content subject, there appears to be a promising future for music education across America. The National Association for Music Education (NAfME, 2016) provides music educators with a plethora of resources in relationship to music and its role in the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015). A specific document written to assist music educators in comprehending all aspects of the law is the Full Legislative Analysis of All Key Music and Arts Provisions of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA [S. 1177]) (NAfME, 2015).

Another innovative national education movement identified to improve the American economy is to add arts disciplines to the existing science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) programs, renaming it STEAM (Stem to Steam, 2016). In response to the STEAM initiative, the Georgia Department of Education (2017) has proposed a new teacher certification, K–12 STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts, and Mathematics) similar to the existing STEM certification program. Such certification practices may pose other states to transform existing arts (predominantly music and visual art) certification programs to include a STEAM teacher license.

Florida, South Carolina, and Washington developed large-scale arts assessments along with the selected states of Colorado (Hudson, 2014) and Connecticut (Shuler, Wells, & Nystrup, 2013). These state efforts and the Western States Arts Federation (2010) provided assessment models for Kentucky arts educators to review. Another significant model for consideration is the (2013) Michigan Blueprint of a Quality Arts Education Program: Michigan Arts Education Instruction and Assessment (MAEIA) project because like Kentucky, program reviews are an essential component of statewide assessment (Michigan Assessment Consortium, 2013). Furthermore, the State of Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) (2015) has available numerous Performance Assessments for the Arts as well as Connecticut Common Arts Assessments (Shuler et al., 2013). So, as Kentucky music educators design formative and summative assessment tasks, state-developed models can become quality resources.


Conclusion

Past and present curriculum, instruction, and assessment practices signify Kentucky as a leader in systemic education reform and embrace the mission of: Every Child Proficient and Prepared for Success (Kentucky Department of Education, 2016b). Beginning in the academic year 2016–2017, the Kentucky Academic Standards for the Visual and Performing Arts will be implemented and arts educators will have access to MCAs, so it can be surmised that rich and robust arts, specifically music assessments linked to standards-based curriculum and instruction, will emerge. The future is difficult to predict, but undoubtedly all constituents involved will make every attempt to provide the best P-12 music programs possible for all children within the Commonwealth of Kentucky.




appendix 7.1

2004 Sample Released CATS Items: Grade 5


Music Multiple Choice Question: Grade 5

Use the music below to answer the question.

[image: image]





1. The notes in the spaces of the treble clef music staff shown above from bottom to top are

A. FACE


B. FGAB


C. CAGE


D. EGBD










(KDE, 2004, Arts and Humanities, Grade 5, p. 30; Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E., & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, p. 172, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).


Music Open Response Question: Grade 5


Instrument Families

Instruments make different sounds and are grouped together into families based on how these sounds are produced. The four instrument families are strings, woodwinds, brass, and percussion.



• Name TWO of the families of instruments and identify ONE instrument from


• EACH family.

• Explain how sound is produced by EACH of the two instruments.





(KDE, 2004, Arts and Humanities, Grade 5, p. 32; Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E., & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, p. 172, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).




appendix 7.2

2004 Sample Released CATS Items: Grade 8


Music Multiple Choice Question: Grade 8



1. Which instrument belongs in the woodwind family?

A. trumpet


B. clarinet


C. cello


D. xylophone










(KDE, 2004, Arts and Humanities, Grade 8, p. 26; Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E., & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, p. 173, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).


Music Open Response Question: Grade 8


New Musical Instruments

Imagine that you have designed a new musical instrument that is capable of producing delicate, high pitches.



1. Explain how the instrument works (produces sounds).

2. Explain how it would be used in a musical ensemble or performing group.

3. Tell what existing instrument influenced your design.





(KDE, 2004, Arts and Humanities, Grade 8, p. 76; Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E., & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, p. 173, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).




appendix 7.3

2004 Sample Released CATS Items: Grade 11


Music Multiple Choice Question: Grade 11



1. The Renaissance period was an important period in music history. The term Renaissance means

A. recovery

B. rebirth

C. illumination

D. exploration









(KDE, 2004, Arts and Humanities, Grade 11, p. 42; Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E., & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, p. 174, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).


Music Open Response Question: Grade 11


Time Machine to the 60s

You are able to travel through time via a time machine. You choose to travel to the decade of the 1960s because you have a report due for your humanities class. Since your report is about music of that decade, you visit several years during the 1960s to listen to music of that period.





1. Describe two ways that the issues and/or events of the 1960s (for example, the civil rights movement, the Vietnam War) affected the music of that time period.

2. Describe two effects that music had on social change and/or people’s beliefs in the 1960s.





(KDE, 2004, Arts and Humanities, Grade 11, p. 44; Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E., & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, p. 174, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).




appendix 7.4

Grade 5: Music Listening Test Sample Multiple Choice Items


All directions and test questions on the Grade 5 Music Listening Exam are narrated on a CD. Students receive the test questions and an answer booklet. The testing time for 12 multiple-choice questions is 15 minutes, and 30 minutes is allowed for the open response question. The actual test question number is provided.

Example of the Testing Directions:



• Read the question.

• Listen to the musical example.

• Select only one answer per question.





Selected Listening Examples: Multiple Choice Grade 5

Question # 2

The form of the following musical example is:



A. call and response


B. round


C. two-part (AB)


D. three-part (ABA)






Aligns to 4.1 CCA, DOK 2

Musical Example: Round: Make New Friends (Traditional Song)(B)

Item Statistic: M = . 37

Question #12

Choose the dynamics which you hear in the musical example.



A. forte (f)


B. forte (f), piano (p)


C. piano (p)


D. piano (piano), forte (f)






Aligns to CCA, DOK 1

Musical Example: Theme from the Surprise Symphony by Franz Joseph Haydn (D)

Item Statistic: M = .57

(Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E., & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, p. 175, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).




appendix 7.5

Grade 5: Music Listening Test Open Response Item


Open Response Question: Music in a Ballet

Prompt:

Composers use instruments to represent characters in a ballet.

Instructions:

Listen to the following example.

Answer:



• Identify the musical instruments you hear which represent the characters.

• Identify the instrument’s family.

• Tell how the instrument’s timbre or sound describes the character.





Aligns to 4.1 CCA, DOK 3

Musical Example: Dance of the Sugarplum Fairy by Pyotr Tchaikovsky

Statistics:

CATS 2005 OR M = 1.9 CATS 2006 M = 1.8 Pilot OR M = 1.94

Scoring Guide:



ScoreDescription


4Student names three instruments and identifies their family of instruments. Student appropriately explains with detail how the instrument’s timbre or tone color describes the selected characters for each instrument.

3Student names two instruments and identifies their family of instruments.
Student generally describes how the instrument’s timbre or tone color describes the selected characters for each instrument.

2Student names two instruments and identifies their family of instruments. Student provides a limited explanation of how the instrument’s timbre or tone color describes the selected characters for each instrument.

1Student demonstrates a minimal understanding of the instruments and their families and describes irrelevant characters.

0Student’s response is totally incorrect or irrelevant. (Swanson, 2006b)






CATS 2005 MC M = . 70 CATS 2006 MC M = . 68 Pilot MC M = . 51

(Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E. & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, pp. 176–177, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).




appendix 7.6

Grade 8: Music Listening Test Sample Multiple Choice Items


All directions and test questions on the Grade 8 Music Listening Exam are narrated on a CD. Students receive the test questions and an answer booklet. The testing time for 12 multiple-choice questions is 15 minutes, and 30 minutes is allowed for the open response question. The original pilot test question number is provided.

Example of the Testing Directions:



• Read the question.

• Listen to the musical example.

• Select only one answer per question.





Selected Listening Examples: Multiple Choice Grade 8

Question #1

The dynamic level best illustrated by this musical example is:



A. pp pianissimo


B. mf mezzo forte


C. mp mezzo piano


D. ff fortissimo






Aligns to 4.1 CCA, DOK 2

Musical Example: O Fortuna from Carmina Burana by Carl Orff (D)

Item Statistic: M = .63

Question # 7

The tempo that best describes this music is:



A. Adagio


B. Allegro


C. Moderato


D. Presto






Aligns to 4.1 CCA, DOK 2

Musical Example: Adagio for Strings by Samuel Barber (A)

Item Statistic: M = .56

CATS 2005 MC M = .63 CATS 2006 MC M = .59 Pilot MC M = .67

(Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E., & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, pp. 178–179, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).




appendix 7.7

Grade 8: Music Listening Test Open Response Item


Open Response Question: Title: Music is Stylin’

Prompt:

Music is all around us, created for different purposes.

Instructions:

Listen to the following musical example.

Answer:



• Identify the style of music from the listening example.

• List 3 instruments you hear that common to this style.

• For what purpose do you think this music was written? Explain you answer.





Aligns to 4.1 CCA, DOK 3

Musical Example: It Don’t Mean a Thing If You Don’t Have That Swing by Duke Ellington

Statistics:

CATS 2005 OR M = 1.7 CATS 2006 M = 1.9 Pilot OR M = 1.9

Scoring Guide:



ScoreDescription

4Student correctly identifies style, three instruments used, and one purpose. Student included in depth and insightful discussion.

3Student correctly identifies style, two instruments used, and one purpose. Student included an adequate description of the purpose.

2Student correctly identifies style, one or two instruments, or one purpose. Student demonstrated a limited understanding of the purpose.

1Student demonstrates a minimal understanding of the question or the prompt.

0Student’s response is totally incorrect or irrelevant.





(Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E., & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, p. 180, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).




appendix 7.8

2004 High School Music Listening Test Open Response Question: Performance Ensembles


Prompt:

Music composers create differences in timbres by using different types of performing ensembles to perform their music.

Instructions:



A. Listen to the two listening examples.

B. Describe the differences in timbre between the two examples.

C. Describe how the differences in timbre define the performing ensemble in each example.





Musical Examples:

Ode to Joy (German text) from the Ninth Symphony by Ludwig van Beethoven

String Quartet in D (The Lark) by Franz Joseph Haydn

Scoring Guide:



4 The student compares the differences in timbre in the two music examples providing in-depth and insightful details in the comparison. The student completely and accurately describes how the differences in timbre and the use of musical instruments/voices define the performance ensemble.

3 The student compares the differences in timbre in the two music examples providing adequate details in the comparison. The student describes how the differences in timbre and the use of musical instruments/voices define the performance ensemble, but the response may be incomplete or include some incorrect information in the description.

2 The student compares the differences in timbre in the two music examples providing little or no supporting details in the comparison. The student provides a minimal description of how the differences in timbre and the use of musical instruments/voices define the performance ensemble, and the response is incomplete and/or includes incorrect information in the description.

1 The student compares the differences in timbre in the two music examples providing no details to support the comparison. The student is unable to provide a relevant description of how the differences in timbre and the use of musical instruments/voices define the performance ensemble.

0 The student is unable to address any part of the directions in a relevant manner.





2004 CATS M = 1.9 Sample M = 1.9 (Swanson, 2004)

(Copy Right Permission granted from GIA: Swanson, R. K., Wood, M. E., & Shepherd, P. (2008). Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11. In T. S. Brophy, (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice, p. 181, Chicago, IL: GIA Publications).




Note


1. It is interesting to note that the KERA goals and academic expectations remained law in Kentucky at the time this chapter was written, and all educational reform initiatives were required to comply with the original legislative mandate.
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CHAPTER 8



Washington State’s Classroom-Based Performance Assessments

Formative and Summative Design for Music Education



AnnRené Joseph



Introduction

How does one state assess the arts? This is the question the state education agency for personnel in Washington State asked when developing statewide assessments for the arts, from 2001 to 2006. When the newly hired program supervisor for the arts (PSfTA) for curriculum, instruction, and assessment for the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) asked this question, the answer came from thousands of teachers, advocates, policymakers, parents, students, and education leaders. Under the PSfTA’s leadership, facilitation, and guidance, OSPI created, developed, designed, piloted, measured, named, implemented, and reported arts classroom-based performance assessments (CBPAs) for dance, music, theatre, and visual arts, and at the benchmark grades of 5 (age 11), 8 (age 13), and 10 (age 15), now referred to as elementary/primary, middle, and high school levels.

This inquiry began in fall 2001, with the hire of the new PSfTA. The Washington State Legislature approved funding for assessment development (Washington State Legislature, 1993), and key stakeholders were invited and assembled to brainstorm and share their ideas and concerns, hopes, and support for this development and work in spring 2002 (Dannemiller & Jacobs, 1992). Teachers, advocates, policymakers, parents, students, and education leaders were involved in this development process and the associated accountability reporting requirements. Individuals in these circles of influence provided input and assisted in the processes to design, create, develop and provide feedback, and pilot, review, train, approve, and provide the individual performance samples of student work in all four arts—dance, music, theatre, and visual arts at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. Their input and personal participation demonstrated their belief in and the value of the state’s educational policies, laws, and practices regarding arts education as an integral part of basic education for all learners (Washington State Legislature, 1993). Further, the federal education law No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001, required individual states to define the arts in their states. Washington State defined the arts as dance, music, theatre, and visual arts, making all four arts core subjects, basic education, and essential academic learning requirements (NCLB, 2002).

The process initially included the development of arts summative performance assessments unique to Washington State, with the goal to provide evidence that students could meet and exceed the four arts essential academic learning requirements (EALRs) in compliance with and accountability of state law, Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 28A.230.095 (Washington State Legislature, 2004/2006/2011). Refer to Appendix 8.1 for a comparison of the approved 2001 EALRs (Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction [OSPI], 2006c) with the approved 2011 Washington State K–12 Arts Learning Standards (OSPI, 2011a/2014a) and the Washington State K–12 Options for Implementing the Arts Standards through Music by Grade Level (OSPI, 2011b/2014b).

This chapter summarizes a 15-year story, from 2001 to 2016, about Washington’s state-developed and -approved CBPAs and how they became woven into accountability, arts instruction, teacher practice, and student and teacher evaluation in Washington State. It specifically focuses on the CBPA design and development regarding the 22 music CBPAs (refer to Appendix 8.2), and how the summative design transitioned into a formative design for ongoing assessment of, for, and as learning.

This chapter is divided into four key phases of the CBPA story and development. These four key phases are: History and Development (2001–2006); Implementation, Professional Development, Refinement, and Reporting (2006–2011); Music CBPAs Journey in Progress: Legacy for Student and Teacher Success (2011–current); and Summary: Washington State’s Music CBPAs: Teaching + Learning + Assessment of, for, and as Student Achievement = Success, via Creating, Performing/Presenting and Responding (Joseph, 2004/2005, 2005, 2006, 2015, 2016; Joseph & Rakoz, 2010; Joseph, Valentine, & Atkinson, 2016).


History and Development (2001–2006)


The original intent and four purposes regarding the creation, design, professional development, implementation, adaptation, reporting, and accountability of teachers, districts, and the state of Washington to provide high-quality instructional practices in arts education that were ongoing, comprehensive, sequential, and standards-based, were met. The four original purposes are listed here, taken from the letter of introduction inside of each of the original 60 CBPAs, 15 of which were music CBPAs created from 2003 to 2006 for training the state and teachers (OSPI, 2003a/2006a, 2003b/2006b, 2003c/2006c, 2004/2006, 2005/2006, 2006a, 2006b, 2006c).

The purpose of this student sample assessment task is fourfold. The CBPA student samples do the following:



1. Inform teachers immediately if students know and are able to do what is expected of them to demonstrate their understanding at the benchmark:


2. Inform teachers regarding their instruction, namely, strengths, weaknesses, and gaps to be addressed;

3. Enhance and become a part of instruction and a tool to measure if learning has occurred and how well it has occurred; and


4. Model high-quality CBPAs by including:

a. Directions for administration,


b. Rubrics for scoring, and


c. Exemplars as samples for future development in classrooms and districts (OSPI, 2004/2006, p. 2)










Summative performance assessments in the arts became an integral and useful resource for authentic assessment of and for student learning, achievement, and accountability. Each CBPA was specifically designed to “draw out” and “lead out” the dancer, musician, thespian, and visual artist inside of every student in the state’s 296 school districts who had the opportunity to experience a CBPA. A systemic structure was created from 2001 to 2006, providing intentional alignment of the CBPAs to the OSPI arts vision, mission, goals, and purpose for resources, activities, and professional development, as well as advocacy and partner organizations for arts education for all learners in Washington State schools. The funding, communication, and professional development for teachers was provided and supported by the Washington State Legislature (2004/2006/2011). This funding was facilitated and organized by OSPI leadership. Similar development processes that been established for the development of statewide and mandated assessments in all core subject areas were adapted for the arts, social studies, and health and fitness (OSPI, 2001/2009). The development processes—while led, financed, and coordinated by OSPI—encouraged the partnerships and involvement of all 296 school districts and 9 regional Education Service Districts (ESD) agencies, and included the involvement of state education, partner, and advocacy organizations.

Statewide reporting of student progress for the arts, social studies, and health and fitness, in 2001 (Washington State Legislature, 1993) was scheduled to begin with the school year 2008–2009 (Washington State Legislature, 2004/2006/2011). The time needed to create, develop, pilot, provide professional development to the field, implement, and prepare a state for such reporting was anticipated to be 5 years.


Vision for the CBPAs


The Washington State Legislature had defined grade levels 5 (age 11), 8 (age 13), and 10 (age 15) as the benchmark levels for assessment of student learning for all subject areas, per state law (Washington State Legislature, 2004/2006/2011), when the initial OSPI conversations about arts performance assessment development began in the fall of 2001. The vision for arts assessments was to encourage instruction in music, individually measure how well the instruction had been taught and learned, and increase K–12 (ages 5–18) learning in music (Joseph, 2015). Arts assessments would be designed to measure what teachers valued, wanted, and expected students to know and be able to do in alignment with state learning standards in the arts (music), at the elementary, middle, and high school levels (Joseph, 2003, 2004/2005). The vision for the CBPAs was clear, and their success as formative and summative performance assessments—initially developed as summative performance assessments by the Washington State education agency—became a part of state law and policy to hold school districts accountable for providing high-quality opportunities for instruction in the arts (Washington State Legislature, 1993, 2004/2006/2011).


Vision, Mission, Goals, and Purpose Formula for the Music CBPAs

Arts education has been included in the definition of basic education for over 20 years (Washington State Legislature, 1993). The OSPI began the development process by bringing together teacher leaders and teaching artists in all four arts disciplines of dance, music, theatre, and visual arts, as well as key leaders in all of the arts education and arts advocacy organizations; including key stakeholders in education organizations, higher education, and legislators. The OSPI leadership and representatives from the testing company (Riverside Publishing Company [RPC] of Chicago) served as listener/observers. Listening and learning were and would be the key indicators of the new PSfTA’s leadership of CBPA development. Envisioning what arts assessments could be was the focus of this initial meeting in June 2002. Further, the CBPA design’s foundation and underlying principles embraced the newly approved OSPI Arts mission, vision, and goals statements, as well as the OSPI Arts motto, regarding the artistic processes of creating, performing, and responding processes for learning in the arts (OSPI, 2011a/2014a, p. 3). These were developed by key arts education and advocacy partners in October 2001, and are listed here:

OSPI Arts Mission. The Arts—communicating and integrating, life, literacy, and learning, through experience for all learners.

OSPI Vision Statement. The Arts, which include dance, music, theatre, and visual arts, will be effectively integrated into student educational experiences in all Washington State schools. Our belief is that quality instruction in The Arts shall be provided by Arts specialists and classroom teachers and supported by partnerships with professional organizations and community programs in the Arts. This partnered instruction will enhance both student literacy, and meaningful, purposeful, and enjoyable educational learning opportunities. It will also support student preparation for life as a contributing 21st century citizen. We further believe that the arts integrate with all other subject areas to create learning opportunities for all learners that communicate achievement, respect, freedom, and fun.

OSPI Continuous Goal. Our continuous goal for the arts is to offer and support a comprehensive and sequential, standards based K–12 arts program, in dance, music, theatre and the visual arts, available to all learners in all 296 school districts in Washington State.

OSPI Arts Motto. The Arts: CPR for Learning! C = Creating; P = Performing; R = Responding.
 (OSPI, 2011a/2014a, p. 3)

Development of assessments for the arts was supported by the state education agency, by the state legislature, and by the music and arts educators, as well as classroom teachers (Washington State Legislature, 2004/2006/2011). There was solid foundational support to begin to develop the work, with a vision for statewide implementation and annual implementation verification reports to hold districts accountable (Washington State Legislature, 2004/2006/2011). High-stakes testing (tests that required passage for high school graduation) across the nation sent a message to educators, parents, students, and key stakeholders that “what gets tested gets taught” (Tarpley, 2002). Furthermore, music and arts educators in Washington State were willing to develop a 50-point high-stakes test at all three benchmark levels, to be a part of the assessment system menu, and included with the core subjects considered basic education in Washington State (Washington State Legislature, 1993). While a 50-point high-stakes test of constructed response, selected response, and true and false response items was not the way that music and arts teachers taught, the willingness and volunteer nature of the music and arts educators to participate in such development was the key to the success of any assessment design that might be created.

The OSPI State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) decided that the development of the arts assessments would not include selected or constructed response items, or true and false items. Samples of selected, constructed, and true and false items from the New York State arts assessments had been adapted to the four Washington State Arts EALRs and presented to the SSPI in the fall of 2002. These sample assessment items had been prepared by the PSfTA, with the assistance of Riverside Publishing Company (RPC) staff, for feedback, suggestions, guidance, and approval from the SSPI, and in keeping with the willingness of the stakeholders to consider such an assessment.

Such items were rejected in favor of allowing the PSfTA and her teams of teachers in dance, music, theatre, and visual arts to create a new and unique arts performance assessment design that would allow students to create, perform, present, and respond to meet the four state arts EALRs and their component expectations to encourage standards-based instruction in all four arts disciplines. The CPBAs (or assessments) would enable students to individually demonstrate their arts learning in aural, visual, kinesthetic, and tactile ways (Dunn & Dunn, 1992).


Riverside Publishing Company Contract, 2003–2006

The OSPI provided the vision, support, funding, resources, and leadership for the creation and development of summative arts performance assessments with a contracted testing company. The testing company selected for this work was Riverside Publishing Company (RPC), from Chicago—the same testing company that developed the Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL)—which is no longer used (OSPI, 2010b). Initially, this work was labeled classroom-based assessments (CBAs) for the arts (dance, music, theatre, and visual arts), social studies, and health and fitness (Washington State Legislature, 1993). Each of these three subject areas was assigned an RPC staff member for ongoing training, guidance, direction, support, and contract specification deadlines and responsibilities, during the 3-year CBA development processes.

The four (4) Washington State K–12 Arts Learning Standards (OSPI, 2011a/2014a), referred to as arts EALRs, are delineated in a comparison chart that shows the minor revisions from the original EALRs (see Appendix 8.1; OSPI, 2011a/2014a, pp. 4–7). And CBPAs were included in the learning template of Washington State K–12 Arts Learning Standards (OSPI, 2011a/2014a, p.19) as well as the K–12 Options for Implementing the Arts Standards through Music by Grade Level (2011b/2014b, pp. 3, 13). The learning template, which provided clarity via a graphic organizer, also provided visual representation of the arts CBPA formula: “Teaching + Learning + Assessment of, for, and as Student Achievement = Success, via Creating, Performing/Presenting, and Responding.” Use of this template had been approved by OSPI as integral to illustrating how teachers could plan to meet and exceed State arts learning standards and expectations, and include the CBPAs as integral in instructional processes and methodologies (College Board, 2011, pp. 34–37; Ellis, 2006, p. 1; Joseph, 2004/2005, p. 11).

The premise of the development for authentic arts assessments and the measurement of authentic practices of the music and arts educators needed to be clear, communicated extensively, and supported. A core value of the CBPA development process was to “involve people in the process whom the process would effect,” as well as embracing a core belief that “people help support what they help to create” (Covey, 1989). Noteworthy, the development of a systemic structure of laws and policies to sustain, promote, expand, and support the vision into reality for the students in Washington State public schools was created to sustain the work regardless of leadership and staff changes. The CBPAs evolved into a model for summative and formative arts performance assessments for the nation and the world (College Board, 2011; Joseph, 2015; NCCAS, 2014; OSPI, 2006a, 2006b; Stites, Bland, & Campbell, 2009; Stites & Malin, 2008).

The support, leadership, and vision from OSPI and the arts office were integral to the entire process. A decade of sustained leadership from the PSfTA throughout the development, implementation, and reporting was essential to the success of the CBPAs.

Initially, the PSfTA submitted a written and illustrated vision and goal of the design of the CBPAs to the assistant superintendent of assessment and research, for review, approval, and recommendations; and for the required approval and agency support by the SSPI in the fall of 2002. The State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards Arts Education Consortium (SCASS/Arts) invited the PSfTA to attend their fall 2002 symposium, which at the time, included six member states. The SCASS/Arts consortium was in the process of creating selected and constructed response arts assessment items. Attendance at this symposium solidified the vision for OSPI that Washington State, in collaboration with RPC, would create and pilot performance assessments for all four arts, and at the state established benchmark levels of grades 5 (age 11), 8 (age 13), and 10 (age 15) (SCASS/Arts, 1999).

A strong coalition of statewide key stakeholders was developed through the collaboration of OSPI’s program supervisors for the arts, social studies, and health and fitness and OSPI leadership. This coalition included an official agency letter and application process for the development of the respective basic education (Washington State Legislature, 1993) teacher teams, in the fall of 2002.

The plan of action, vision, and processes included the selection of teacher leadership teams for the development. The name given to the arts team was Arts Assessment Leadership Team (AALT). The same process for development of the other core subject area summative assessments was strictly followed with the selection of the AALT teacher teams, requiring support by their districts for attendance at development meetings, for access to their district teachers regarding the piloting and repiloting of the CBPAs, and for access to staff regarding professional development at the district and state levels. Further, a 3-year development and RPC contract timeline was strictly followed with regard to convening key stakeholder groups throughout the process, and at various intervals for input, review, and discussion. These stakeholder groups included regional and state education and arts advocates, OSPI assessment staff, technology and contract staff, and RPC staff, the regional ESDs, the Washington Education Association (WEA), the state parent teacher organization (PTA), and all arts education organizations.

Development timelines were strict, and included significant dates for the large-scale statewide pilots, receipt of student samples, range-finding, and review and revision requirements with RPC personnel involved in partnership with OSPI leadership and the AALT. This step-by-step and detailed process for each of the teacher teams and extended support groups for the arts, social studies, and health and fitness expanded the strong coalition of support and statewide partnership that assisted and promoted the work undertaken. Noteworthy was the support received from the state education agency, state legislature, and state board of education, as well as the 296 school districts, regarding the development of the authentic and performance assessments for these three subject areas.

This strong collaboration between the three subject areas allowed for a collective development vision which enabled teachers in all three subject area disciplines to focus on the processes of development of the CBAs and CBPAs; piloting; revising; professional development; district, regional, and state leadership; and reporting processes and systems. The name and acronym for the CBPAs, were created during the development process for the arts assessments because they were performance-based. After approval by the OSPI assistant superintendent for assessment and research, the arts CBAs were officially referred to as CBPAs, following the first statewide pilot that demonstrated the success of the performance-based CBPA items and prior to the second large-scale statewide pilot (All Acronyms, 2015/2016/2018).

The purpose of the CBPAs was clearly defined and included with the instructions, training, communication, and development of the CBPAs to guide and screen the development and design with the teachers and RPC, and reviewed and examined by OSPI assessment staff and leadership in partnership with the PSfTA. Three key points were addressed with each CBPA item, which created a clear foundational structure for the successful and intentional development, screening, piloting, and approval of each CBPA in use at the present time and for the past 15 years. Each item addressed the artistic processes of creating, performing/presenting, and responding, included the four arts EALRs and 15 representative component elements, and evidenced the purpose for the CBPA design included in the front of each CBPA, prior to the directions for administration. Specifically, the CBPA authentic design “began with the end in mind” (Covey, 1989), by imagining what high school students who had received music instruction throughout their 12 years of school should know and be able to demonstrate in musical knowledge and skill, and in alignment with the arts EALRs (see Appendix 8.1; OSPI, 2011a/2014a, pp. 4–7). This intentional and particular method of developing similar educational resources is now referred to as “backward design” (McTighe & Wiggins, 2012).

The CBPAs were adaptable—designed to accommodate all learners, all learning situations, all schools and facilities, all arts teachers and their methodologies—and based on valid research while well grounded in best practices (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Wiggins, 1998). The CBPAs were designed to be sustainable over time, and “CBPA” became a common acronym in discussions about arts assessments across the nation and around the world. The CBPAs measured what teachers valued and taught, and what students learned related to the arts EALRs. The expectation was that all students in the 296 school districts would be able to experience a CBPA in dance, music, theatre, and visual arts at each benchmark level, and at least one time at each benchmark level. This happened and continues to happen in schools where all four arts are taught, and where school leaders promote this vision for student brilliance and achievement via the arts (Bethel’s Fine Arts Newsletter [BFANL], 2006; Merrin, 2010).


Formula for CBPA Design Structure and Purpose

The initial vision for the CBPAs was to develop CBPAs as summative performance assessments of learning in a pretest format with large-scale high-stakes testing in mind. Following the first and initial pilot of 12 CBPAs, teachers, as well as students, reported that the CBPAs were also performance assessments for learning (Arts Education Partnership [AEP], 2002; Black & Wiliam, 1998; Covey, 1989; Dannemiller & Jacobs, 1992; Gladwell, 2000/2002; Joseph, 2003; Likert, 1932; Lui, 2004; Marzano, Kendall, & Gaddy, 1999; Pistone, 2002; Wiggins, 1998; Wiske, 1998). Practical significance was reported throughout all three pilots. Teachers and students were asked to provide feedback, reflection, and suggestions during the ongoing development.

The initial formula for the CBPA design and development was “Curriculum + Instruction + Assessment for/= Learning” (Joseph, 2004/2005, p. 2). The formula of the CBPA design evolved into Teaching + Learning + Assessment for Student Achievement = Success (Ellis, 2006; Joseph, 2004/2005, 2005, 2006, 2016; Joseph & Rakoz, 2010; Joseph et al., 2016). As the development and pilots continued, from 2001 to 2006, and as the professional development of the teachers in music and the arts continued, the formula for the CBPA design became Teaching + Learning + Assessment of, for, and as Student Achievement = Success, via Creating, Performing/Presenting and Responding (Joseph, 2015, 2016; Joseph & Rakoz, 2010; Joseph et al., 2016; Stites & Malin, 2008, p. 19; Stites et al., 2009).

OSPI’s state superintendent of public instruction (SSPI) directed the arts teams to focus on learning in and through the arts to demonstrate communication skills, thinking skills, and 21st-century skills to educate the “whole” child, and to demonstrate “where hearts and skills unite to enhance achievement” (Bergeson, Letter to Washington State Educators, January 20, 2004; Bergeson, Heuschel, Hall, & Lahmann, 2004). Her support, as well as the combined support of the OSPI deputy superintendent, the assistant superintendent for assessment and research, and the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction, provided the agency support for the ancillary services that would be needed to develop and complete the work within the constraints and timelines of the RPC contract.

The PSfTA created (with the assistance of the OSPI technology support staff) two OSPI Arts websites for immediate access to all of the resources created—one for arts teaching and learning, and one for arts assessment (OSPI, 2015a, 2015b). Budget support for funding was secured with the state legislature and agency support, and with the advocacy and support of partners, education organizations, and—most importantly—the arts specialists and general educators. Free Web access allowed for the CBPAs to be consistently and continually reviewed, keeping the process completely transparent. Input from all interested parties and circles of influence was encouraged and submitted via feedback forms from those involved and those curious. Approved processes for statewide communications to all 296 school districts, regarding professional development and celebrations of the ongoing development, and including student samples for feedback at all state leadership, research, curriculum, and arts conferences, evolved into an aligned systemic structure that had been successful with other core subjects regarding statewide assessment, and continues with success at the time of this writing.

The development and collaboration processes connecting the subjects of the arts, social studies, and health and fitness, was a model for the nation, as well as a model for the regions and school districts, regarding professional development and professional learning communities (PLCs) of these three subject areas. This collaboration strengthened the passage of state education policy and school district practices. The OSPI created a statewide “adoption model” where districts participated in voluntarily adopting the state produced CBPAs and reporting of arts education accountability practices by 2008–2009, per RCW 28A.230.095 (Stites & Malin, 2008; Stites et al., 2009; Taylor & Nolen, 2005; Washington State Legislature, 2004/2006/2011).

The 31-member AALT provided a stratified random sampling of students from all nine Washington State ESDs for the three statewide pilots. Student samples were voluntarily submitted to RPC from remote, rural, suburban, and urban districts, and included samples from all demographic and socioeconomic regions and educational settings.

The AALT participated in range-finding training, from RPC staff, to ensure they would be able to consistently score the CBPA student samples being considered for the anchor, practice, and qualifying exemplars included in the production of the full and limited CBPA training sets, using the four-point rubrics, and selected from the 350,000 student samples voluntarily submitted to RPC from the statewide pilots. The student exemplars selected for the 60 CBPAs developed with RPC passed the range-finding tests for validity and reliability, and revealed practical significance from the teachers piloting the items.

The AALT became the “teachers of teachers” and “leaders of leaders” to train the field on how to administer, score, and report CBPA success with individual students in all four arts disciplines. Professional development was created for training teachers and district leaders. Additionally, all previously used production processes with and for the basic education subjects included in the development of the summative assessment system referred to as the Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL), and unique to OSPI, would be provided for the implementation of the arts CBPAs. Summative assessment vocabulary was used, defined, and taught for consistency in communication and professional development of the field, and in alignment with the WASL vocabulary regarding common assessment terminology in Washington State (OSPI, 2010b).

The CBPAs required students to create, perform, present, and respond to demonstrate their achievement of state arts learning standards (OSPI, 2006c, 2011a/2014a, 2011b/2014b). The contract with RPC involved the development of the original and initial sixty (60) CBPAs, and included the production of seven digital versatile discs (DVDs) of student samples in dance, music, theatre, and visual arts. This contract included fifteen (15) CBPAs each for dance, music, theatre, and visual arts; with five (5) CBPAs produced for each of the four arts disciplines at the benchmark levels of grades 5 (elementary, age 11); grades 7, 8, and 9 (middle and junior high, ages 12–14); and grades 10, 11, and 12 (high school and alternative high school settings, ages 15–18), all in accordance with state law for the development of such assessments (Washington State Legislature, 1993, 2004/2006/2011).

The AALT member-driven process exceeded expectations and lasted 6 years. This included piloting, revising, repiloting, sharing, and professional development on CBPA implementation in their districts, regions, and statewide. The AALT assisted in creating a statewide professional development model to effectively implement and enhance the acceptance of the use of CBPAs as an integral part of instruction, illuminating a need for specialists to teach arts subjects.

The statewide “adoption model” of the CBPAs would evolve into a “development model” wherein individual districts developed their own common CBPA tasks from the statewide “adoption model” at the benchmark levels of grades 5 (age 11), 8 (age 13), and 10 (age 15). The “development model” eventually evolved into a “benchmark model,” wherein individual districts developed common benchmarks and scoring rubrics, based on the pattern and design of the OSPI CBPAs and rubrics, and enabled schools and teachers to develop their own (music and arts) performance assessment tasks (Stites & Malin, 2008, pp. 19–20, 34; Stites et al., 2009, pp. 8, 17, 27, 30–32) to operationalize the benchmarks.

Promotion of the CBPA development process was a transparent, inclusive, living process that encouraged feedback, participation, and input from all key stakeholders. This resulted in the following narrative, which was repeated by the PSfTA and the AALT in countless settings, presentations, conferences, and articles:

Washington State’s Arts Performance Assessments (CBPAs) have been utilized by music educators in Washington State beginning in 2003 to the present day. They were designed, developed, and implemented to ensure that all learners in Washington’s 296 (now 295) school districts had access to high quality arts instructional practice in dance, music, theatre, and visual arts K–12. 

(Joseph, 2015, p. 45)

Teacher practice, as well as Washington State policy was modified to allow time for students to experience instruction in music and the arts (OSPI, 2011a/2014a, 2011b/2014b). This change in policy and practice was and continues to be supported by the Washington State Legislature to hold the present 295 Washington State school districts accountable for the provision and measurement of dance, music, theatre, and visual arts instruction and student learning (Washington State Legislature, 1993; 2004/2006/2011).


Implementation, Professional Development, Refinement, and Reporting (2006–2011)


Beginning in January 2002 and continuing annually thereafter, the PSfTA and members of the AALT presented professional development sessions about the arts CBPAs and developing arts learning standards in all four arts disciplines, as well as presentations by teaching artists and arts organizations. These annual presentations of the ongoing development of the arts CBPAs, at the state conference, represented the importance of the process and product, and solidified the support of the education community for the arts as core subjects and a part of basic education for all learners.


OSPI Annual January Conference in 2006

The original 60 CBPAs debuted via hard-copy samples online on January 7, 2006, at the OSPI Annual January Conference 2006. This debut allowed those in attendance the opportunity to assist in trialing the new website. The CBPA menu debuted the 60 CBPAs developed from 2003 to 2005, in all four arts disciplines, which included the original 15 music CBPAs. The contract with RPC involved the development of the original and initial 60 CBPAs, and included the debut of seven DVDs of student samples in dance, music, theatre, and visual arts with corresponding labels to accompany the CBPA booklets—also color-coded. The DVD student performance samples provided the anchor, practice, and qualifying student exemplars that corresponded with the written responses, and visual arts student samples in the hard-copy and online versions of the CBPAs. These resources provided all that teachers needed to conduct professional development and use and implement the CBPAs in their districts, schools, and classrooms.

In 2006, a partnership, collaboration, and support session for the systemic structure to sustain, grow, and enhance arts education was featured with the PSfTA, and key stakeholder groups from the Washington State Arts Commission (now ArtsWA), ArtsEdWA, (formerly Washington Alliance for Arts Education), the Washington Alliance for Better Schools (WABS), and the Washington State Arts Alliance (WSAA). This alliance contributed to the success and promotion of the Arts CBPAs to all stakeholders regarding arts education across the state and nation (Joseph, 2004/2005, 2005, 2006; Spilka & Watts, 2005; Washington State Arts Commission [WSAC], 2006).


Statewide Scoring Training Event, 2006

The Statewide Scoring Training Event (SSTE) 2006, occurred on February 6–7, 2006 (OSPI, 2006b), with the full support of OSPI, the 296 school districts, the WEA, and the state and national arts education and advocacy groups. The SSPI confirmed her support for the CBPAs to over 900 educators in preparation for state reporting of progress in the Arts beginning in 2008–2009 (Washington State Legislature, 2004/2006/2011). The SSTE 2006 coincided with the Arts Education Partnership (AEP) National Forum being held in Tacoma, Washington, at the same time. The SSPI attended and keynoted in a plenary session at the AEP forum, and invited participants of the AEP Forum to attend SSTE 2006. The PSfTA also presented the CBPAs in an AEP break-out session, sharing CBPA student performances and written samples, and connecting AEP research and best practices to educational pedagogies demonstrated in the student samples illustrating the CBPA process (AEP, 2002, 2006, 2012; Bach, 2005a, 2005b; BFANL, 2006; Dunn & Dunn, 1992; Ellis & Fouts, 2001; Ericsson, 1996; Findlay, 1971; Fiske, 1999; Gardner, 1983, 1993; Gladwell, 2005; Herbert, 2004; Holcomb, 1996, 1999; Hunter, 1976; Ingram & Sikes, 2005; Joseph, 2004/2005, 2005; Kodály, 1974; Lakoff, 2004; Nash, 1974; Orff, 1974/1980; OSPI, 2003a/2006a, 2003b/2006b, 2003c/2006c, 2004/2006, 2005/2006, 2006b; Pistone, 2002; Spilka & Watts, 2005; Stevenson & Deasy, 2005; Wheeler & Raebeck, 1972; WSAC, 2006). Two State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education (SEADAE) attended, one of whom was a SCASS member. AALT members led the 12 break-out sessions in dance, music, theatre, and visual arts, at the elementary, middle, and high school levels, for each of the two days of the training event (BFANL, 2006; Washington Music Educators Association [WMEA], 2006). This was the “tipping point” of the acceptance of the CBPAs, when those in attendance returned to their school districts with hard copies of the CBPA booklets in all four arts disciplines, as well as the DVDs, and conducted their own district and school professional development, pilots, and expanded development of the CBPAs (Gladwell, 2000/2002; Stites & Malin, 2008; Stites et al., 2009).

The AALT collected CBPA feedback regarding the initial bank of 60 CBPAs from the over 300 elementary, middle school, and high school music, dance, theatre, and visual arts teachers, as well as various administrators who attended the CBPA SSTE 2006. This followed the initial release and debut of the OSPI arts assessment website, which provided information regarding the CBPA prompts, the EALRs, and components that would be measured, as well as how students would be assessed (Americans for the Arts [AfTA], 2006). The student performance exemplars were produced ensuring they were secured and provided on color-coded DVDs that corresponded with the CBPA booklets by arts discipline: dance was yellow, music was purple, theatre was green, and visual art was blue. Surveys were collected from the teachers from 2004 to 2005 as to how the written booklets and DVDs should be produced for the arts, in alignment with how arts education professional development was occurring in districts.

The recommendation was to produce the CBPA booklets and with corresponding DVDs by arts discipline, with booklets containing elementary, middle, and high school CBPAs. This format for the CBPA training sets and DVDs worked in all instances; including professional development sessions with all four arts disciplines participating at the same time (refer to Appendices 8.1 and 8.2). The labeling on the DVDs and booklets provided clarity for those who knew about the materials, as well as those who knew nothing about the process or CBPAs.


CBPA Development 2006–2008

Additional CBPAs were developed from the recommendations made by the teachers attending the SSTE 2006. The music AALT members revised the CBPAs from 2006 to 2008. These additional and revised CBPAs were designed to measure skills and expectations in the developing music standards that music teachers felt needed to be further or initially addressed, and provided more options, examples, adaptations, and expansions for student demonstration of knowledge and skills via creating, performing, and responding processes—both individually, and in music ensembles for general music, band, choir, and orchestra. Thus, the initial bank of 15 music CBPAs expanded to the 22 music CBPAs which have been available from January 7, 2009, to the present (OSPI, 2003a/2006a, 2003b/2006b, 2003c/2006c, 2003/2006/2008/2015, 2004/2006, 2005/2006, 2006a).

These newly developed CBPAs were piloted by the volunteer school districts from those teachers making the recommendations, as well as a stratified random sampling of students from all nine Washington State ESDs for the three statewide pilots. The pilots showed that each of the initial 60 CBPAs, plus the 16 CBPAs added to the menu following the SSTE 2006, provided interrater reliability and validity, passed bias and sensitivity requirements, and expanded the use of and participation in the CBPA implementation with enthusiasm. These 22 music CBPAs continue to be available on the OSPI arts assessment website, and offered in the iGrants annual implementation verification state reporting form (OSPI, 2015a, 2015b, 2018). All CBPAs allow for all students to demonstrate their arts learning and achievement at least once, and in theory and practice, every year of their attendance in Washington State public schools.

From 2006 to 2011, school district personnel provided ongoing professional development during state- and district-approved in-service days. Teachers who attended local, regional, state, and national conferences learned from their peers through stories about their implementation of the CBPA processes. Districts developed their individual processes for holding themselves accountable for arts instruction and learning in all four arts, and individual teacher and district reporting forms that provided specificity for student achievement based on their unique arts programs and staffing (Stites & Malin, 2008, pp. 19–20, 34; Stites et al., 2009, pp. 8, 17, 27, 30–32).


Music CBPAs Journey in Progress: Legacy for Student and Teacher Success (2011–Present)

Individual arts learning and achievement has been assessed in Washington State at the elementary, middle and junior, and high school levels, since March of 2003 via state-created CBPAs that measure student achievement of state arts learning standards. This chapter has focused specifically on the inclusive developmental processes engaged to produce the CBPAs. The formula for student success using CBPAs remains: “Teaching + Learning + Assessment of, for, and as Student Achievement = Success via Creating, Performing, Presenting, and Responding” (Joseph, 2004/2005, 2006, 2015, 2016).

These processes were supported by research, professional development and implementation, state policy and district accountability, state education agency expectations, private and public arts partnerships, and the inclusion of the CBPAs as an integral part of music instructional practices and methods (Asbury & Rich, 2008; DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 2010; Gladwell, 2008; Hattie, 2009; Heath & Heath, 2007; Hetland, 1999; Keiper, Sandene, Persky, & Kuang, 2009; McMillan, 2007; Stevenson, 2006; Taylor & Nolen, 2005, 2008; Thomas, 2006; US Department of Education and its Institute of Education Sciences [IES], 2010).

The CBPAs were and continue to be described as “groundbreaking” (Ellis, 2006, p. 4); as well as an “ambitious and unique project” (Smith, 2013, p. 1). Further, CBPAs have informed and been used as a model for the national model cornerstone assessment pilot projects currently being developed in alignment with the National Coalition for Core Arts Standards and in alignment with the new federal law replacing NCLB and referred to as the Every Student Succeeds Act, (ESSA) passed in 2015 (ESSA, 2015–2016; Jones, 2018; OSPI, 2018; NCCAS, 2014).

The same 22 music CBPAs that were available during the school year 2008–2009 (the first year of required district reporting to OSPI for use of such state-developed assessments and/or other strategies aligned with the arts learning standards; Washington State Legislature, 2004/2006/2011) were still available for use by Washington State music educators at the time this chapter was written. All of the 22 music CBPAs (six for the elementary school, eight for the middle school and junior high school, and eight for the high school) were updated in 2015, and remain on the OSPI-Developed Performance Assessments for The Arts (formerly CBPAs) website for free access and downloading, or for use directly from the website with current technology advancements (OSPI, 2015a, 2015b, 2017, 2018).


Summary

The support of the SSPI and her leadership team members from October 2001 to January 2009 was integral in the success of the CBPAs and their development; the design and implementation of associated professional development, revisions, and refinements; and statewide reporting processes. Most importantly, the expectation for statewide support from all 296 (now 295) school districts was realized and remains to the present. All of the initial OSPI leadership, teaching, learning, and assessment staff, from the SSPI to all key OSPI cabinet members, and including the OSPI PSfTA credited with the CBPA design and development processes from 2001 to 2011, have since retired or moved on. Significant, the use of the CBPAs, annual state implementation verification reports, and other strategies to hold school districts accountable for music and arts instruction remains intact and sustained by state law and policy (SBE, 2012, 2014; Washington State Legislature, 1993, 2004/2006/2011, 2012, 2014).

The 2017–2018 school year marked the tenth consecutive year of statewide reporting about music and arts education in Washington State (OSPI, 2016, 2017, 2018). Millions of CBPAs have been implemented, adapted, and reported in 10 years, and the results of such accountability are multifaceted. Reporting forms are annually due June 30 and now include the addition of technology in the report. School districts suggested this date to ensure the report was submitted prior to staff changes and summer vacations, and to align with the state fiscal year calendar. A 5-year report of the high-level statistics regarding the numbers of CBPAs and/or other strategies voluntarily reported and percentages of the current 285 school districts submitting the implementation verification report data follows in Tables 8.1 and 8.2 (OSPI, 2008a, 2008b, 2009, 2010a, 2011–2012, 2011a/2014a, 2011b/2014b, 2012–2013, 2013–2014, 2014–2015, 2015–2016, 2015a, 2015b, 2017, 2018).
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Table 8.2 CBPAs Reported via Washington State Annual Implementation Verification Report




	Year
	All Arts CBPAs Combined*
	Music CBPAs





	2011–2012
	200,071
	N/A**



	2012–2013
	136,413
	N/A



	2013–2014
	211,523
	N/A



	2014–2015
	183,459
	125,000



	2015–2016
	198,427
	150,000





* All Arts refers to dance, music, theatre, and visual arts CBPAs and/or other strategies reported

** Data regarding high level numbers of music CBPAs (and other arts) reported began with the 2014–2015 Washington State annual implementation verification report.

Source: Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), Summary of findings (OSPI, 2011–2012, 2012–2013, 2013–2014, 2014–2015, 2015–2016).



The CBPAs have become an integral part of school district and state accountability for offering and assessing the individual and group progress of students studying music. This fact has, in turn, resulted in the increase of the high school graduation requirement for the arts from one to two credits (SBE, 2012, 2014; Washington State Legislature, 2012, 2014).

The four CBPA goals, stated at the beginning of this chapter, regarding the original vision, purpose, and intent of the CBPAs, were met, as reported by Smith (2013):

It appears that there is growing consensus that the program has met its goals in compliance with state law, and has served as an advocacy tool for access to instruction, highly qualified teachers, and program preservation in times of financial worry. (p. 16)

Reports, presentations, and articles about; scrutiny and adaptations of; and research studies examining and comparing the CBPAs have been conducted since their inception and throughout their design, development, implementation, and state reporting. The CBPAs have been presented at countless district, regional, state, and national conferences as well as international conferences (All Acronyms, 2015/2016/2018; AfTA, 2006; AEP, 2012; Baker et al., 2008–2009; Bach, 2005a/2005b; Bergeson et al., 2004; College Board, 2011; Dunn, 1995; Ellis, 2006; Englebright & Mahoney, 2012; Gazzaniga, 2008; Hemenway, 2010; Jones, 2018; Joseph, 2003, 2004/2005, 2005, 2006, 2013, 2015, 2016; Joseph & Rakoz, 2010; Joseph et al., 2016; Mangentini et al., 2010; McQuarrie, 2008; McQuarrie & Sherwin, 2013; McTighe & Wiggins, 2012; Merrin, 2010; NCCAS, 2014; OSPI, 2001/2009, 2001/2015, 2018; SBE, 2012, 2014; Shaw, 2007; Smith, 2008, 2013; Spilka & Watts, 2005; Stites & Malin, 2008; Stites et al., 2009; Tarpley, 2002; Ullman, 2006; Washington State Legislature, 1993, 2004/2006/2011, 2012, 2014; Weatherred, 2005, 2006; WMEA, 2006; WSAC, 2006).

Since the fall of 2002, the OSPI CBPAs have been a part of ensuring that music education is offered by highly qualified and certified instructors. The CBPAs also ensure that comprehensive, sequential, and standards-based instruction in music, which is aligned with state and national learning standards for music, is offered during the school day, and for all learners PK–12 (ages 3–18). It is noteworthy that instruction in music is considered core, basic, essential, and academic in Washington State, to be annually reported by district in an implementation verification report (Washington State Legislature, 1993, 2004/2006/2011, 2012, 2014).

The CBPA models continue to inform educators, parents, policymakers, and organizational partners regarding student achievement in the arts. The CBPAs continue to be used, modeled, adapted, enhanced, and presented. Their use and adaptability has sustained momentum and has left a powerful legacy for the effective measurement of student arts achievement using formative and summative methods (Lynden School District Departments [LSDD], 2018).

The CBPA performance assessment design has survived the test of time, leadership and staff changes, and educational policy changes. Additionally, the CBPA design has shown to be adaptable to most every student, including students with various exceptionalities, limited language learners, those in home-hospital or who are incarcerated, students homeschooled, and those in private and charter settings, and students in various alternative settings, including online learning. Furthermore, the CBPAs have proven to be adaptable to each teacher’s context for use in their classrooms.

The design of the Washington State CBPAs was cited and used as a national example by the College Board (College Board, 2011) for the development of the National Core Arts Standards (NCCAS, 2014) and the subsequent arts assessments. Most recently, an adaptation of the CBPAs was cited in the New Hampshire arts assessment development (Butrymowicz, 2016).

The use of arts assessments was intended to increase the amount of arts instruction for every student in Washington State’s public schools across 296 (now 295) school districts. State policy and practice regarding arts education was sustained, increased, and expanded during the 10 years of the development and implementation processes, resulting in the increase of high school graduation requirements in the arts from one credit to two credits, in order for students to have enough instruction to meet and exceed the state arts learning standards. This new law regarding the increase of high school graduation requirements in the arts started with the freshman class of 2015, who are the graduating class of 2019 (OSPI, 2001/2015, 2016; Washington State Legislature, 2012, 2014).

In conclusion, the CBPAs have become and continue to be an integral part of music and arts instruction in the state of Washington. The use of the CBPAs with students immediately informs Washington State music teachers what their students know and are able to demonstrate. Immediately, teacher practice changes to assist students in meeting and exceeding Washington State Arts Learning Standards in countless lessons informed by the use of the CBPAs and the data they provide. The CBPAs have become an integral part of instruction, via product and process, and—more importantly—as assessments of, for, and as learning that result in student achievement and success.




appendix 8.1

Comparison Chart of Washington State Arts Essential Academic Learning Requirements (2001) and Washington State K–12 Arts Learning Standards (2011)






	Four Arts Essential Academic Learning Requirements (EALRs)
	Essential Academic Learning Requirements (EALRs)—The Arts1
	Washington State K–12 Arts Learning Standards2





	 
	The student understands and applies arts knowledge and skills.
	The student understands and applies arts knowledge and skills in dance, music, theatre, and visual arts.



	 
	The student demonstrates thinking skills using artistic processes.
	The student uses the artistic processes of creating, performing/presenting, and responding to demonstrate thinking skills in dance, music, theatre, and visual arts.



	 
	The student communicates through the arts.
	The student communicates through the arts (dance, music, theatre, and visual arts).



	 
	The student makes connections within and across the arts to other disciplines, life, cultures, and work.
	The student makes connections within and across the arts (dance, music, theatre, and visual arts) to other disciplines, life, cultures, and work.





Source: Washington State Arts Learning Standards Comparison Chart Template created by AnnRené Joseph, July 2016 (OSPI, 2006c, 2011a/2014a, 2011b/2014b).






appendix 8.2

Comparison Chart Washington State’s Classroom-Based Performance Assessments 2006–2017
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Notes


1. Approved November 2001 (OSPI, 2006c, pp. 59–60).

2. Approved April 2011 (OSPI, 2011a/2014a, pp. 4–7, 2011b/2014b, pp. 5–8).

3. Released February 6–7, 2006. Included scoring notes, student samples, EALRs assessment expectations.

4. Released January 7, 2009. Included scoring notes, student samples, EALRs and components, and assessment purposes. Archived OSPI 2009 revised CBPA menu at http://archive.li/sdgAu

5. Revised with OSPI Arts learning standards 2011/2014. Posted without scoring notes and student samples at http://www.k12.wa.us/Arts/PerformanceAssessments Posted with scoring notes at https://www.psd1.org/Page/339

6. EALR = Essential Academic Learning Requirement.
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CHAPTER 9



the texas music assessment

Grassroots Development of a Statewide Music Test



Michele L. Henry



Statewide testing is not a new concept in education, and the proliferation of state tests and the high profile of the results continue to increase. Subject areas incorporated in statewide testing vary, but tests typically contain math and language arts (reading and/or writing), with science and social studies often included. Only recently have other subject area specialists begun to explore the viability of statewide testing in their fields, and among them are music educators.

In 2012, the state of Texas created the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) as a replacement for the previous Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) tests, as the new state-mandated tests (see Box 9.1 for a complete history of the Texas testing program). The STAAR tests include mathematics, reading, writing, science, and social studies combinations for grades 3–8, typically between the ages of 8 and 14. High school students must pass end-of-course (EOC) exams for specific courses within these same curricular areas (see Table 9.1) (Texas Education Agency, 2012). Individual students must meet or surpass minimum composite score requirements on EOC tests in each area to earn a diploma. Additionally, school accountability ratings are determined based on overall performance of the student body.
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Box 9.1 History of Testing Programs for the State of Texas

Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS)—First state-mandated test, in use from 1980 to 1985, administered to students in grades 3, 5, and 9 in reading, mathematics, and writing.

Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS)—In use from 1986 to 1990, tested reading, mathematics, and writing in grades 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11; first state test that students were required to pass to earn a diploma.

Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS)—In use from 1990 to 2002, tested reading, mathematics, and writing, ultimately given to students in grades 3–8 and 10, science and social studies tested at 8th grade, Spanish-language tests available for students in grades 3–6, four end-of-course exams provide optional method for meeting graduation requirements.

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)—In use from 2003 to 2011, assessed mathematics, reading, writing, English language arts, science, and social studies, students tested in grades 3–11; promotion tied to test results for students in grades 3, 5, and 8; graduation requirements expanded to include English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies.

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR)—In use beginning in 2012, assesses mathematics, reading, writing, science, and social studies; students tested in grades 3–8; End of Course (EOC) tests for subject areas applicable for graduation; graduation requirements include achieving a set composite scores in each test subject area (Texas Education Agency, 2010).





In the midst of the development and implementation of this new testing system across the state, music educators were not idle. While music has a state-mandated curriculum in Texas, there is no accompanying state-mandated test in music. In 2004, the Texas Music Educators Association (TMEA), in conjunction with the Texas Music Administrators Conference (TMAC), identified the need for a music assessment tool that would allow music educators in the state to determine the extent to which their programs and students are meeting the state-mandated curricular requirements. Past president of TMAC Jim McDaniel cited the need for a standards-based “assessment tool that will enhance and enrich student learning, monitor progress in grades 3–12 (8- to 18-year-olds), improve the quality of the individual program, provide teachers the tools to self-analyze their overall teaching performance, and bring credibility and respect to music education as a core subject” (2009). The intent was for this tool to be used by music educators and districts to assess the quality of music instruction and to use the results to advocate for those things that might increase the quality of instruction. The intent was not for the assessment to become a part of a mandated battery of tests statewide, or for the results to be used overtly as a form of teacher evaluation. “It is not our desire to have this project be perceived as or become a high-stakes test through which music loses its distinctive quality in the classroom and the only objective becomes to pass the test. It is also not intended to replace the individual student performance evaluated by the teacher” (McDaniel, 2009, p. 47). It is significant that the impetus for the project came not from a state agency or legislative body attempting to impose procedural control over instruction or for the purpose of evaluating teacher performance. Rather, music educators and music administrators across the state saw a need for assessment and documentation within their own classrooms and programs and initiated these efforts.

In 2004, representatives from TMEA and TMAC began work toward the development of a test that assessed the state-mandated curriculum in music. An originating committee, made up of members of both TMEA and TMAC, met to determine development procedures and a timeline. While TMAC’s ultimate goal was the creation of a music assessment tool that could be used across the state, TMEA was also interested in the intermediary step of developing a curricular document based on the music portions of the state-mandated curriculum, with the idea of making this document available to those without access to a district-developed curriculum. According to TMEA Deputy Director Frank Coachman, “a common expectation was needed in order to establish a statewide assessment tool. The TMEA/TMAC Curriculum was established in order to have grade-level learner expectations based on the TEKS. These expectations were used in creating items for the assessments” (personal communication, March 29, 2016). The curricular document was viewed as particularly valuable to small districts and schools with a single music educator teaching multiple levels and/or specialty areas outside their own area of expertise. It was also thought to be of assistance to nonmusician administrators and others who might need assistance interpreting what individual curriculum statements might look like in a band, choir, orchestra, or general music classroom.

No outside funding was sought for the development of the Texas Music Assessment (TMA). Volunteer members of both TMEA and TMAC contributed their time and expertise toward completion of the project. Meetings with the assembled members of the task force were held predominantly at the TMEA offices in Austin. The TMEA staff, in particular Deputy Director Frank Coachman, contributed significant time to the project as a part of their assigned duties. Beyond the dedicated staff hours, TMEA also financed travel expenses for committee members and meetings held on location with industry representatives during the search for a distribution vehicle for the assessment. At all times, participants came from the membership of TMEA and/or TMAC or one of the potential industry partners. Figure 9.1 presents the members of the originating committee and focus committees for each area.
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Figure 9.1 Originating Committee and Focus Committee members for the Texas Music Assessment (taken from https://www.tmea.org/assets/pdf/TX_Music_Curriculum:K_5.pdf).






Curriculum Development

Initially adopted in 1998 and revised in 2013, the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) represent the state-mandated curricular content across all disciplines. Music is among the required subject areas with a state-mandated curriculum. Thus, the TEKS served as the foundation for the creation of the TMA. The complete TEKS document is divided by subject area and grade level (Texas Education Agency, 2016). Grade levels include kindergarten through grade 5 (8- to 11-year-olds), Levels 1–3 in middle school (12- to 14-year-olds), and Levels I–IV in high school (14- to 18-year-olds).1 The TEKS are articulated within a general music context for kindergarten through grade 5 (10- to 11-year-olds). The TEKS are articulated predominantly within an ensemble-based context for Middle School Level 1 through High School Level IV. During the initial construction of the curriculum document, and the ensuing test construction, the committee was operating under the original set of music TEKS, which were categorized as Kindergarten through Grade 5 (10- to 11-year-olds), Grade 6–8 (11- to 14-year-olds), and High School Levels I–IV (14- to 18-year-olds). With the revision of the TEKS in 2013, the categorizations changed to those stated above. Middle School Level 1 still includes both general music (typically in 6th grade) and ensemble options for fulfilling curricular requirements. For the sake of clarity in this narrative, the original categorizations employed during curriculum and test construction are used.

Part of the need for a revision of the categorizations came from the revision of course requirements for middle school, in which a fine arts course is required every year. However, those courses do not have to advance in level or be in the same fine arts area. Therefore, middle school and high school levels indicate a level of specialization that may not always be commensurate with grade level. For example, a student could take a High School Level I course, as a first course in high school, in any grade (i.e., enrolling in a Level I choir as a 12th-grade student because it is the first year in a choir class). It is also common for ensemble-based classes with students of varying levels of experience to encompass TEKS for multiple levels within a single course (i.e., an orchestra that has 9th- to 12th-grade students with 1–4 years of high school course experience in the subject). In this instance, individual students would be held to the expectation of their experience level.

After the plan of work for a curricular document was developed, focus committees were formed for each specialty area—elementary general music, band, orchestra, and vocal. Some focus committees further divided by grade level to narrow the scope of the task and to allow contributions from specialists at given developmental levels. Using the TEKS document for fine arts (Texas Education Agency, 2015), the focus committees interpreted each of the standards and substandards in the context of their discipline specialty. The curriculum statements identified appropriate content for each TEKS standard at each grade level and specialty area, and included demonstrable means for determining competence. Figure 9.2 provides examples of selected TEKS substandards for elementary general music, as well as middle school and high school performance-based ensemble classes in band, orchestra, and choir. These draft documents were then sent to alignment committees to ensure continuity between grade levels and between specialty areas. The resulting documents were made available publicly through the TMEA website in February 2007. Complete documents for K to 5th-grade general music (5- to 11-year olds), 6th-grade general and ensemble-based music (11- to 12-year-olds), 7th- and 8th-grade ensemble-based music (12- to 14-year-olds), and High School Levels I–IV ensemble-based music (14- to 18-year-olds) can be found on the TMEA website at www.tmea.org/resources/teaching-resources/music-curriculum (see TMEA, 2010).
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Figure 9.2 TMEA/TMAC K–12 music curriculum samples (taken from http://www.tmea.org/resources/teaching-resources/music-curriculum).






First Assessments of Knowledge-Based General Music Content

The curriculum documents became the basis for constructing test items for the statewide assessment, which aided construct validity for the test content. In 2007, an assessment writing committee began developing knowledge-based items, creating questions drawn from each of the knowledge-based TEKS strands and the accompanying TMEA/TMAC music curriculum document. The assessment targeted three levels: grades 3–5 (8- to 11-year-olds), grades 6–8 (11- to 14-year-olds), and Levels I–IV in high school (14- to 18-year-olds).

In the spring of 2008, an assessment deployment committee met to determine the delivery method for the assessment, deciding on a Web-based format using Filemaker Pro Server with Web functionality using PHP scripting language (FileMaker, 1998. The committee also articulated minimum requirements for testing stations, which included individual work stations with computers that have a Web browser, sound card, and embedded media player, headphones, and identification codes for each student and each test generated by TMEA. The Web-based delivery system, hosted through the TMEA servers, allowed for multiple-choice and short-answer responses to visual and listening content. Figure 9.3 presents screenshots of sample questions for 4th-grade general music (9- to 10-year-olds) corresponding to TEKS strand 1.1 (B): “Use standard terminology in explaining music, music notation, musical instruments and voices, and musical performances” (TEA, 2015). The sample questions pertain to the TMEA/TMAC curricular goal of having students “recognize and label the Treble Clef and the parts of the music staff including: meter, tempo markings, dynamics, genres, and vocal/instrumental groups” (TMEA, 2008). An article in the August 2008 Southwestern Musician (Coachman, 2008) solicited interest from schools to participate in pilot testing during the fall semester.
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Figure 9.3 Sample questions from the TMA for 4th grade.





A pilot test was conducted early in the fall of 2008, with the goals of testing the delivery format, validating the appropriateness of the testing level, and providing initial benchmark scores. Fifth-grade students (10- to 11-year-olds) in six school districts west Texas, the greater Dallas–Fort Worth area, and the Austin area completed the 4th-grade level test, which consisted of 24–40 multiple-choice questions. Additional pilot tests were conducted in the spring of 2009, using students both from the fall pilot and new students who were completing 4th-grade music instruction. A total of 843 students completed the pilot testing during 2008–2009. The mean score on the TMA was 59% for knowledge-based content, and socioeconomic factors were not significantly related to performance (Coachman & Massoth, 2012). The results of the initial pilot tests were presented at the TMAC conference, where TMAC members raised concerns about the rigor of the assessment, the ability to assess higher-order thinking skills in the current format, and the need for a performance-based component of the assessment. According to Kathy Kuddes, director of fine arts for the Plano Independent School District, “It was important for this assessment to be authentic. It had to be a reflection of the kind of teaching and learning that is taking place in our music classrooms. Without a performance element, and with only lower-level knowledge questions, the test falls short of our needs—both for advocacy and for teacher development” (personal communication, March 28, 2016). Lisa Roebuck, assistant director of fine arts for Round Rock Independent School District, identified concerns with “terminology that was not consistent between instruction and assessment, as well as the need for testing accommodation for students with special needs and students for whom English is not their first language” (personal communication, April 4, 2016).


Performance-Based Assessment


During the summer of 2009, a writing committee was assembled to construct middle school and high school level content. In addition to knowledge-based items, the committee articulated the need for performance-based items, particularly at the secondary level. While performance is an inherent part of music instruction at all levels, the overwhelming majority of secondary-level courses in Texas schools are ensemble based. In order for the assessment to be an authentic representation of these students’ achievement, a means of assessing individual TEKS-based performance was necessary.

The secondary-level writing committee determined that performance-based items should assess the individual, rather than the ensemble. The items should be TEKS-based, drawing performance parameters from the TMEA/TMAC curriculum document, and should include both prepared performance and on-demand performance (sight-reading). Instrumental prepared performance would include two predetermined representative excerpts. Vocal prepared performance would include one accompanied melody and one unaccompanied melody, both of which would be predetermined. On-demand performance would adhere to established sight-reading processes employed in the Texas All-State vocal audition process. New committees were formed by specialty area to develop appropriate content for the tests based on the skill-based TEKS strands.


Performance-Based Delivery Mechanism

Meanwhile, TMEA officials contacted the MakeMusic Corporation, makers of SmartMusic software (MakeMusic, 1992), in the fall of 2009, to inquire about the possibility of collaborating in the development of a delivery system for test questions requiring student performance. Originally known as Vivace and marketed by Coda Music Technology beginning in 1994 as a responsive computer-based accompaniment tool, more recent versions of the renamed SmartMusic software had the capability of inputting live performance from a wide variety of instrumental timbres and providing immediate feedback concerning the accuracy of both pitch and rhythm, a feature colloquially known as “red-note/green-note.” However, one obstacle to using SmartMusic as the delivery system was the inability of the technology to capture and assess vocal performance. The algorithms for voice sampling presented different issues than did the development of instrumental sampling capabilities. According to Dan Massoth, vice-president for education solutions for MakeMusic at the time, “the uniqueness of individual vocal timbres, particularly the need to sample young voices in a variety of developmental stages, and the octave displacement for male and female singers were complicating factors.

Additionally, determining the onset of sound for pitch detection presented new challenges when working with voices. Voices have a greater tendency to produce sound later, making it difficult to determine the point at which sampling should occur, affecting the accuracy of both pitch and rhythm detection” (personal communication, April 6, 2016). Yet, in order for the TMA to use SmartMusic, the lack of vocal assessment capabilities had to be addressed.

At the request of TMEA, and with a potential for a partnership that would open up a new and substantial market for their product, MakeMusic partnered with TMEA/TMAC and began working toward creating vocal capabilities that would match the extant instrumental capabilities in SmartMusic software (MakeMusic, 2011b). According to Massoth,

We had been interested in developing the vocal component for many years. However, that effort required a substantial commitment of time and resources. Prior to TMEA’s interest in using SmartMusic for their assessment tool, voice recognition had not risen to the top of our priority list. At the time that we were approached by TMEA, it was becoming clear that in order to satisfy their request and others who may be interested in using SmartMusic to assess musical skills in all classroom situations, the vocal component had to be developed. We needed to make our product capable of assessing any performance music task, and the lack of vocal capability was a glaring omission. (personal communication, April 6, 2016)

MakeMusic engineers consulted with vocal assessment committee members to construct new voice-specific protocols for the software, most notably the need for a tonicizing prompt prior to any vocal task, which is unnecessary for instrumental tasks. It was particularly important for the committee members that the tonicizing protocols align with the standardized procedures used in the Texas All-State Choir audition process. Committee member Robin Brockway-Nichols stated,

In order to provide consistency and stability, it is vital to align the procedure used to reproduce the tonic chord when preparing music assessment tests. In Texas, the widely accepted practice is to reproduce a broken tonic chord—do-mi-sol-mi-do-(low) sol-do—at the start of the study period and also before the performance. This procedure is reassuring to our students and allows them to internalize the pitch center before attempting the exercise. (personal communication, March 3, 2016)

In addition to the software-derived scores for the prepared performance tasks, which address only pitch and rhythm accuracy, musicality rubrics (see Figure 9.4) were developed for additional criteria addressed in the TEKS. The rubrics, designed by the originating and vocal assessment committee member Michele Henry, in consultation with band and orchestra specialists, addressed skills such as bowing, phrasing, diction, expression, and tone. It was determined that the musicality scores would represent a percentage of the overall score, and that percentage would be determined on a sliding scale based on grade and/or experience level. For 6th-grade students (11- to 12-year-olds), scores for prepared performance items would be weighted 75% for pitch and rhythm accuracy and 25% for musicality. The musicality portion of this proportion increases 5% for each increase in grade/experience level, culminating in a high school Level IV proportion of 45% for pitch and rhythm accuracy and 55% for musicality (see Table 9.2). The rationale being that pitch and rhythm accuracy becomes the expectation at some point, with the differentiating score coming in the area of musicality.
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Figure 9.4 TMA musicality rubrics for skill-based items.





Initial pilot testing of the voice recognition feature of SmartMusic occurred during an All-State Choir camp at Baylor University in July 2011. As reported by Henry (2014), a sample of high school vocalists from across the state (N = 138) completed a computer-based sight-reading assessment using a beta version of SmartMusic with voice-recognition capability, as well as a pre- and posttest survey about their music backgrounds and perceptions about technology. While virtually none of the singers had experienced computer-based vocal assessment, a majority of the singers (69%) held a positive or neutral opinion of the possibility. After testing, the proportion of singers reversed, with 69% subsequently holding a negative opinion of computer-based vocal assessment. The singers were most frequently bothered by the inability to set their own tempo. A smaller group of volunteers was selected for an introductory session to the software (n = 47), in which the features of the software were demonstrated and the capability of the singer to manipulate the settings during practice sessions was highlighted. While 31 of these singers had indicated a negative opinion prior to the small group session, all but one of the singers was favorably disposed toward it after gaining an introduction to the features. Henry concluded there is

great potential for using technology in vocal sight-reading instruction and assessment. However, it is important that students’ introduction to it be intentional and thorough. Adequate practice and comfort must be established for students to trust and appreciate this new instructional tool. (p. 58)

The same precept must hold true for assessment. It is vital that those being assessed with technology thoroughly understand the features of the assessment tool and process, so as not to create validity issues. Demorest (1998) determined that assessment and familiarity with the testing procedures is an important part of the instructional process and can significantly impact achievement. Ideally, the testing vehicle used would also be available for student practice prior to assessment.

The first pilot testing of performance-based items in the schools was conducted in November 2011, which coincided with the release of the first commercial version of SmartMusic with vocal recognition. These pilot tests included 8th-grade band (9 schools), 8th-grade orchestra (7 schools), and 6th-grade vocal (6 schools) from the Dallas/Fort Worth, Austin, Houston, and central Texas areas (N = 597). Percussionists performed on keyboard/mallet instruments. Each student prepared solo selections prior to testing. The instrumental prepared items were “Yankee Doodle Boy” for upper instruments including flute, clarinet, oboe, alto and tenor saxophone, trumpet, violin, viola, and keyboard and “Theme from Symphony No. 1” for lower instruments including bassoon, baritone saxophone, horn, trombone, euphonium, tuba, cello, and double bass. Both instrumental selections came from SmartMusic’s library of available instrumental files. Vocalists prepared both an accompanied and an unaccompanied selection. The accompanied selection was “The Water Is Wide,” arranged by Morris Stevens for these testing purposes (2011). The unaccompanied selection was one verse (16 measures) of “Aura Lee” in the key of G Major (traditional folk melody, transcription by Stevens, 2011). Vocal committee members and SmartMusic representatives had two concerns going into the testing process. Committee members were concerned that singers would only have visual access to the vocal line, and not the accompaniment (see Figure 9.5), a nonstandard practice for vocalists calling into question the authenticity of the assessment. SmartMusic representatives were also concerned about the length of the unaccompanied selection and the potential for pitch drift to affect accuracy scores due to the length of time without a reference pitch. These same concerns were not present for instrumentalists, as they are accustomed to reading only their part, rather than the full score, and the lack of need for a reference pitch for instrumentalists to maintain key/tonality. Two sight-reading items were also included on the pilot test for all performance areas. Figure 9.6 shows a sample vocal sight-reading melody for 6th grade (11–12 years old).
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Figure 9.5 Prepared accompanied 6th-grade vocal selection for November 2011 pilot testing, delivered through SmartMusic.
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Figure 9.6 6th-grade vocal sight-reading melody for November 2011 pilot testing, delivered through SmartMusic.





Orchestra student accuracy scores for the prepared piece averaged at 51.8%, 52.9% for accompanied sight-reading, and 51.4% for unaccompanied sight-reading (n = 159). Band student accuracy scores for the prepared piece averaged at 42.4%, 63.9% for accompanied sight-reading, and 62.7% for unaccompanied sight-reading (n = 196). Vocal student accuracy scores for the accompanied prepared piece averaged 48.7%, 18.4% for the unaccompanied prepared piece, and 8.1% for sight-reading (n = 242). Orchestra students were the most consistent among their three tasks, having no discernable difference in mean scores. Band students were substantially stronger sight-readers, both in comparison to their orchestra counterparts and in comparison to their own prepared scores. Vocalists’ scores on the prepared accompanied task were similar to their instrumental counterparts. However they were less than half as successful at the prepared unaccompanied task. The sight-reading assessment revealed almost no success at this task.

In terms of test development, these results revealed two items of interest. The most successful population/task was 8th-grade band sight-reading, stronger even than their prepared performances. Perhaps this may be explained by the more frequent use of the SmartMusic software within band programs, including many of those participating in the pilot study. As the results of Demorest’s study (1998) revealed, familiarity and practice with the testing procedures can impact the outcome of the testing. It is unclear why band performers score far lower on the prepared selection. If it was simply due to lack of preparation, the scores should have been similar to sight-reading.

The other piece of information derived from these pilot tests concerned results for the vocal assessments. Keeping in mind that the vocal students were 6th graders (11- to 12-year-olds), while the instrumentalists were all 8th graders (13- to 14-year-olds), the vocalists compared favorably for the prepared accompanied piece (48.7% compared to 46.5% for all instrumentalists). Yet, scores for the prepared unaccompanied piece were significantly and substantially lower, and sight-reading scores represented almost no appreciable demonstration of skill. The favorable prepared accompanied results for younger vocalists may indicate that pitch and rhythm accuracy is an easier skill for singers, when provided with a tonal framework or accompaniment. However, when the framework is removed and the performance has no accompaniment, either prepared or during sight-reading, the task is drastically more difficult for vocalists. Lower scores on the vocal sight-reading portion may also be attributed to the fact that these students were tested during November of their 6th-grade year. This is typically the first curricular choral experience for middle school students in Texas, and they would have had only approximately 8 weeks of instruction prior to testing. This was likely not enough time for them to become familiar with the content and the procedures involved in individual sight-reading assessment. Additionally, these tests were conducted using a beta version of SmartMusic with voice recognition capabilities. At the time, there was no commercially available product that would have allowed vocal students to gain any experience with computer-assisted assessment prior to the pilot testing.

After testing was completed, a sample of the teachers—approximately 46%—were asked to score the musicality of their students’ performances on the prepared accompanied piece. Scoring was completed through audio recordings stored within the SmartMusic system, using the rubrics shown in Figure 9.5. Scores were calculated using the scoring key in Table 9.2. Eighth grade band students (n = 20) achieved the highest musicality rating, with a mean score 29.45 out of a possible score of 35. Eighth-grade orchestra students (n = 85) achieved a mean musicality rating of 20.72 out of 35. Sixth-grade vocal students (n = 173) achieved a mean musicality rating of 13.44 out of a possible score of 25. While the orchestra and vocal scores were somewhat similar—59% compared to 54%—the band scores were substantially higher. This may be attributed to the fact that the band scores represented only one program. The scores may have reflected teacher bias while grading his/her own students, or this may have been a particularly strong program in terms of musicality. Pitch and rhythm accuracy scores for these students were similar to the overall mean scores for band. Orchestra scores reflected three programs. Vocal scores reflected four programs. These results indicate a need for either an outside scorer or a second scorer, in order to ensure reliable musicality scores for student performances.

Following the initial assessment experience, a choral teacher at one of the assessment sites partnered in a study to determine the effectiveness of using the technology as a part of the instruction process, to better prepare students for the assessment process (Petty & Henry, 2014). Beginning 6th-grade choral singers (N = 83) were randomly assigned to either technology or no technology instructional groups. Each week, singers were given sight-reading instruction using identical materials and an opportunity for individual assessment. The technology group received group instruction and individual assessment using SmartMusic. The no technology group received group instruction using overhead projection and assessment with voice recorders. Results indicated that the overall population improved significantly from pretest to posttest, with no significant difference between the technology and no technology groups. The results imply that instruction with technology is not essential for singers to be assessed using technology, as long as they are receiving individualized opportunities during instruction.

After the initial performance pilot testing using SmartMusic, TMEA’s next goal was to combine delivery platforms so that both knowledge- and performance-based questions could be delivered together in one sitting. The ability to assess both knowledge and skill was necessary to provide a complete assessment of TEKS-based achievement by students in Texas schools.

At the same time the combined knowledge- and skill-based platform became a priority for TMEA, MakeMusic was undergoing significant changes at the corporate level. Between 2010 and 2014, the company underwent four changes in leadership (MakeMusic, 2011a, 2012, 2013b; Motiwala, 2011) and eventually merged into LaunchEquity Partners (MakeMusic, 2013a). In 2014, the company was relocated from Minnesota to Colorado (Grayson, 2014). During this time, the focus of the company shifted away from expanding vocal offerings or from developing their delivery system to incorporate knowledge-based content. In addition, most of the MakeMusic personnel who had been collaborating with TMEA had left the company during this time. After a period without progress toward the next phase of development of the Texas Music Assessment, it became apparent to TMEA that MakeMusic would no longer be a viable collaboration partner. According to Coachman, “After working with MakeMusic on establishing a full assessment tool including traditional questioning, listening, and performance assessment, MakeMusic chose to only pursue the performance assessment functionalities and withdrew their support for producing a full featured assessment system” (personal communication, March 29, 2016).

The proliferation of software and Web-based teaching aids for music instruction increased exponentially during the first decade of the 21st century. Textbook and publishing companies saw the opportunity for providing supplemental materials to accompany, or in some cases replace, print materials. As developments were made in software applications, the potential for interactivity became more accessible. TMEA began to explore a partnership with Hal Leonard, Inc., using their existing Web-based capabilities to capture student responses and performance. TMEA perceived that the advantages of a partnership with Hal Leonard would include the size of the company and their dedicated infrastructure, along with the influence that the Texas market could provide in terms of financial motivation to coordinate instructional materials with the assessment platform.

One drawback to the use of Hal Leonard’s technology was the inability to provide instant feedback on the accuracy of performance questions, because they did not use red note/green note technology. While recordings of performances—possibly even video recordings instead of only audio recordings—could be captured and stored, all scoring would have to be done by human judges rather than through computer algorithms. Given the sheer volume of potential participants in the state, this was a significant consideration.

At the time of TMEA’s exploration of a potential partnership with Hal Leonard, two complicating factors emerged. The new textbook adoption cycle for music in the state of Texas was ramping up, culminating in product rollouts at the 2015 TMEA Clinic/Convention. Given the significance of the Texas market, many of Hal Leonard’s resources were diverted into those efforts. Concurrently, Hal Leonard acquired Noteflight (Noteflight, 2007), an online notation software (Noteflight, 2014). The acquisition of Noteflight diverted further attention away from developing an assessment platform tailored to the needs of TMEA.

In the summer of 2014, TMEA was approached by Music Prodigy, Inc. Founded in 2008, Music Prodigy employed several of the individuals who had been a part of MakeMusic during the development of the SmartMusic technology, particularly in the development of voice-recognition capabilities during the partnership with TMEA. Music Prodigy was interested in providing the delivery platform for both knowledge- and skill-based assessment that was needed to administer the TMA. According to Doug Eicher, Chief Revenue Officer for Music Prodigy, “Music Prodigy, with a proven technology to immediately assess student performances, was entering the student market and saw an opportunity to collaborate using the proven TMEA assessment items. Music Prodigy is built on a modern technology platform and is unique because it instantaneously assesses student performances and provides teacher and administrative reporting, demonstrating increased student results. Music Prodigy works on iOS and Android mobile platforms, Mac OSX, and Windows PC, and supports voices and all instruments.”

The Music Prodigy application (Music Prodigy, 2008) had the red note/green note capability available, and also had developed a quiz feature that allowed the creation of knowledge-based questions. Music Prodigy had further refined the sound-sampling process for instruments and voices that allows for multiple individual voices to be assessed simultaneously.

During the 2015 TMEA convention, TMEA Deputy Director Frank Coachman and Music Prodigy representatives made presentations to the TMEA State Board, demonstrating the combined platform capabilities for administering the TMA. This was the first time a comprehensive, single-platform test had been realized (see Figure 9.7). The response was extremely positive, and further pilot testing across the state was planned for the 2015–2016 school year.


[image: image]
Figure 9.7 Screenshot of combined knowledge and performance platform delivered by Music Prodigy.





The most challenging portion of creating the TMA has been determining and securing the delivery system for the assessment, particularly for performance-based content. Technological tools, previously not in existence, had to be developed in partnership with the music industry. The need to balance the specific needs of the TMA, while respecting industry desire to create a marketable and profitable tool in its own right, resulted in a prolonged development phase, including a number of restarts when it became apparent that the two entities had differing priorities.


Using the Texas Music Assessment

After more than a decade of development, the TMA is poised for implementation. Pilot testing of the full test—both knowledge- and skill-based content—took place during the 2015–2016 school year. The piloting included both formative and summative testing at all grade levels. Results from these pilot tests became available during the fall of 2017.

In addition to changes made as a result of expanded pilot testing, revision of the current question bank for knowledge-based content is underway. In the fall of 2015, the revised TEKS for music (TEA, 2015) went into effect. Although most changes were due to a reorganization of the content rather than substantial amount of new or different content, items in the question bank are being relabeled and the proportion of questions from each of the standards will be adjusted accordingly.

By arrangement with TMEA, Music Prodigy charges two dollars per student to access the Quiz feature only. Individual schools are responsible for covering this cost. If students or teachers would like access to Music Prodigy’s complete offerings for instruction or assessment, a subscription is required. Subscriptions are available at two levels. For schools wishing to purchase content for an entire program (per teacher and their students), basic access including all Music Prodigy features and access to thousands of titles is available for $1,500 per year. For $1,800 per year, the subscription also includes specialty content from publishers such as Hal Leonard, Alfred, Kendor, and others. Individuals can subscribe for $20 per year to have access to the app and the basic content. To access the specialized content, the individual subscription cost is $30. For either subscription level, individuals and teachers are able to import their own content into the app.

At this point, TMAC/TMEA does not foresee this assessment tool becoming part of mandatory statewide testing. Rather, it is expected that individual teachers, schools, or districts may want to make use of the resource to evaluate their own programs and track their students’ progress over time. Using the Quiz feature within Music Prodigy, individual teachers can tailor content to the specific needs of their students.

Although not its original intent, districts may choose to use the tool as a part of teacher assessment, if they desire a music-content based means of determining teacher performance. It is also possible that the results may be included when the state determines school accountability ratings, which are currently under revision due to the change to the STAAR testing system. There has been some discussion of an additional level of ratings that would indicate distinction based on the offerings and quality of programs beyond those accounted for through STARR. Schools that choose to undergo the music assessment (among others measures) may be eligible for this special status.


What We Have Learned

“Music is a subject in the core curriculum. With that comes the responsibility of making sure our students across the state have the same opportunities to learn and experience music education” (McDaniel, 2009). Efforts to construct a statewide music assessment in Texas were initiated by members of state music administrator and music educator organizations. The process was driven by a desire to connect the assessment to state-mandated curriculum in music, and therefore to retain as much authenticity and validity as possible. Scores of music educators across the state have been involved in the development of the assessment. It has truly been a grassroots effort, which has resulted in substantial buy-in from the teachers and district administrators who have been a part of the process, who have used the assessment, and who think of this test as “our own.”

After the initial pilot testing, the Pflugerville Independent School District began using the TMA annually. During its first year of use in spring 2010, the district used the exact same version of the test that was used for pilot testing. That year, 1,281 students completed the test, with a 55% success rate. The following year, elementary music teachers in the district consulted the question bank and prepared a district version of the test, which still represented each of the TEKS strands required at their grade levels. In 2011, the success rate was again 55% (n = 1,130). In 2012, the success rate rose to 58% (n = 1,565), and in 2013 the success rate topped out at 61% (n = 1,048). To date, over 5,000 students have taken the TMA in this district. The increasing scores indicate the benefits that come with a flexible test that districts and teachers can adapt to their campuses and programs.

While not all TMAC or TMEA members were excited about the advent of a statewide assessment, many concerns have been allayed. “I was initially concerned about the lack of performance elements in the assessment, but now that we have that capability, I believe the assessment can serve as a helpful tool to assist developing teachers to be more effective in their classrooms” (Kuddes, personal communication, March 28, 2016). A Spanish-language version of the TMA was debuted in 2011, addressing issues for many of those for whom English is not their first language. Initial concerns were also expressed, primarily by members of TMAC, about the cost and technological requirements for the TMA. In addition to the computer hardware equipment required for every test participant, the cost of using industry partners and investing in their products to complete the performance-based portions of the TMA are considerable. While the cost of computer hardware has significantly dropped and access for individual students has drastically increased since work began on the test construction, the costs of industry products is still prohibitive in many instances.

I am still trying to figure out where the funds will come from for us to adopt the software that matches up with the assessment. Even at two dollars per student, that cost is still unrealistic for my district, as I’m sure it is for others. It is important for students to have the opportunity to be taught and to have practice opportunities using the same technology that will be used for the assessment.

(Roebuck, personal communication, April 4, 2016).

Until funds are designated by schools or districts, these costs may prove prohibitive for some hoping to use the tool. Perhaps the instructional value of the tool will persuade some districts to fund the technology as a part of their instructional budgets, also accounting for access to the tool for assessment purposes.

Through this process, many lessons have been learned, the first of which is the importance of content. Before any test construction occurred, an instructional curriculum based on the state-mandated standards was articulated and made available to teachers and administrators across the state. The curriculum addressed both knowledge and skills acquired in general music classrooms and ensemble classrooms at each grade/experience level. The content for the TMA came directly from this curriculum document, providing inherent content validity to the assessment.

The next lesson learned is the importance of the delivery system being tailored to the content. In the case of the TMA, as with almost any teacher-created assessment, the delivery system and testing procedures did not exist previously, and had to be created by the test development committee. A Web-based means of data collection for knowledge-based questions was less complicated and able to be implemented through Filemaker Pro Server and housed on the TMEA servers. Data collection for the performance-based questions posed the greatest challenge of the entire process. The means for assessing performance-based content had to match up with established procedures for performance assessment across the state, or it would call into question the authenticity of the assessment. The tool also had to have the technological capability to assess performance accurately. The complexity of technologically assessing the accuracy of musical performance, particularly with vocal input, proved beyond the capabilities of local resources. In fact, it was initially beyond the capability of any preexisting commercial product. Through collaborations with industry partners, the necessary advancements have been achieved, but it was not an easy or quick process.

Finally, TMEA and TMAC have learned the importance of having ownership and autonomy over the test, its content, and its delivery. Because the effort to develop the TMA was initiated and funded by these entities, rather than by outside agencies or in response to mandates from elsewhere, they had the liberty to determine content, delivery systems, and access and use of the tool. Because TMEA and TMAC did not accept outside funding or work within another bureaucratic system, the applicability, attitude, and buy-in of music teachers and administrators in the state is greater than it may have been otherwise.

Those seeking to create a quality assessment tool for their own purposes—whether it be in a single classroom, a single school district, or a broader assessment of musical learning such as a statewide assessment tool—should prioritize the validity of the content, should seek out a delivery platform that lends credibility to the test through authenticity and ease of use, and should make opportunities available for students to familiarize themselves and practice with the delivery system before any high-stakes testing occurs.




Note


1. At the time this chapter was written, the complete set of Music TEKS could be found at http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/rules/tac/chapter117/index.html.
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CHAPTER 10



Assessment in Music Education

A Colorado Partnership



Mark Hudson and Karol Gates



The Colorado Landscape

The state of Colorado has a population that is as diverse as its geography. From small towns set high in the Rockies or far out on the eastern plains where the mountains are not even in sight, to densely populated metropolitan areas such as Denver and Colorado Springs, each school district is under local control by state constitution, which mandates that school district boards of education are to “have control of instruction in the public schools of their respective districts” (Colo. Const. Art. XX, §§ 2, 15). In Colorado, while the State Department of Education carries out legislative policy and oversees the work of each district, each district is governed by a duly elected Board of Education. Each board determines specific policy, and each district functions autonomously. Therefore, approaches to all aspects of public education can vary widely from district to district. With the exception of the state standardized test, this variance in methodology applies to assessment as well.

In Colorado, the music education profession has been given a seat at the table of planning, and asked to assist in determining its own destiny with regard to what constitutes authentic and effective assessment in music. As practitioners in the state were deeply involved in the creation of the new Colorado Academic Standards in Music, they then turned efforts toward how to effectively assess mastery of those standards. The Colorado Music Educators Association (CMEA) is the primary body of practitioners that has been intensely involved in this work from the beginning. This partnership began with a very few individuals in CMEA leadership positions who responded to calls to service in various efforts related to a number of education reform mandates. The number then grew, establishing a model for cooperation that soon expanded to other state arts organizations. As a result, the Colorado Arts Education Coalition, composed of leaders from all Colorado arts education organizations, was formed. Arts educators in the traditional disciplines of dance, music, theatre, and visual arts are actively involved in the work of educational reform in Colorado.

One of only six such states, Colorado’s constitution guarantees school districts great latitude in terms of curriculum, resources, and above all, control of funding. Legislative policy or rules for implementation of policy may provide parameters for local school boards to consider. The state (of Colorado), however, cannot mandate curriculum or instructional programming. Thus, processes, resource development, and discourse around curricular mandates/requirements have intentional flexibility and customization elements built within them.

The Colorado Association of School Boards provides the following explanation of local control (Colorado Association of School Boards, n.d. para. 3):

The Colorado Supreme Court possesses the ultimate authority to interpret the state’s constitution, and emphasizes, “control of instruction requires power or authority to guide and manage both the action and practice of instruction as well as the quality and state of instruction” [Denver Bd. of Educ. v. Booth, 984 P.2d 639, 648 (Colo. 1999)]. The court further explains that such control allows localities to tailor educational policy to suit the needs of each district, free from state intrusion [Owens v. Congress of Parents, Teachers and Students, 92 P. 3d 935 (Colo. 2004)]. As such, and practically speaking, “local control of instruction” translates into the ability of individual school boards to make decisions on issues such as curriculum, personnel, budget, school calendars, graduation requirements and classroom policy. (p. 228)

Colorado Senate Bill 08-212 (titled Preschool to Postsecondary Education Alignment Act) was signed into law in May 2008 (Senate Bill 08-212, 2008). In addition to mandating a complete review and revision of the existing state academic standards, this law required “a system of assessments that are aligned with the preschool through elementary and secondary education standards and are designed to measure student levels of attainment of the standards” (Colorado Stat. 212, 2008, p. 12). Other requirements included the longitudinal measurement of a student’s academic progress and the use of authentic assessment methods “such as portfolios, projects, and performances, so long as the assessment methods are valid and reliable and align with the preschool through elementary and secondary education standards” (p. 13). These mandates specifically included all subject areas that are not assessed by the state standardized test. Finally, the assessment instruments used were to be research-based, designed to measure student progress within the classroom context, and for the express purpose “to help direct teachers’ practice within the classroom with each student” (p. 30). As a result of this process, academic standards in all subject areas, including music, underwent a thorough review and revision by a select committee of practitioners from each academic discipline.

In addition to this important legislation, in May 2010, the Colorado Legislature passed and Governor Bill Ritter signed Senate Bill 10-191, which established new requirements for evaluating teachers and principals (Colorado Department of Education [CDE], 2010). Among other requirements, this law mandated that at least 50% of a teacher’s evaluation be determined by the academic growth of the teacher’s students. The new system was piloted within select districts in the 2012–2013 academic year, then implemented statewide in 2013–2014 as a “no fault” pilot program, and was finalized in 2014–2015. The law also directed the state to develop a resource bank that identifies assessments, processes, tools, and policies that a school district may use to develop an evaluation system that addresses the requirements of the law (CDE, 2014a). Above all, the assessment tools and models were to be fair, valid, and reliable.

Taking the variety of parameters as described here into account, along with the instructional shifts embedded within the Colorado Academic Standards for Music, Colorado music education leaders entered into a unique opportunity to become design thinkers—committed to transforming typical practice. Stanford University’s Institute of Design, a “hub for innovators,” defines design thinking as “a methodology for innovation that combines creative and analytical approaches and requires collaboration across disciplines” (Stanford University Institute of Design, 2016, para. 1). This approach seems to speak directly to the skills and abilities we wish to develop in our students, to go beyond the mere pursuit of a final product/performance. Thinking about the innate elements within music education, it is through the process of music education that learning takes place. Therefore, assessment in music should be focused more specifically on the process of learning. In the past, the focus has been almost solely on the product—what students can do at a given point in time, usually “demonstrated” in a performance. While this is certainly important as a summative measure, it does not typically indicate the growth of a given student’s musical progress. Assessment in music, specifically aligned to the Music Academic Standards in Colorado, demands ongoing and regular attention by educators. All too often, it appears this critical element of education is given little attention, unless circumstances require otherwise. Music educators have begun to explore authentic ways to measure the process and student progress of learning music. This has required a new way of thinking while honoring current practice around product/performance. Key leaders and members of the Colorado Music Educators Association have responded to requests by the CDE for assistance, with the aim to open music educators to these discussions around change and influence a deeper focus on process and progress in addition to product/performance. Through this collaborative partnership, not only have assessments been developed for the CDE Assessment Resource Bank (CDE, 2014a) but also the Association has devoted numerous sessions and workshops during the annual Clinic-Conference to this topic, often with CDE staff present and conducting such sessions.


Policy

In 2008, the Colorado legislature passed the most sweeping education reform law in its history, Senate Bill 08-212, Colorado’s Achievement Plan for Kids (Preschool to Postsecondary Education Alignment Act, 2008). The goal of CAP4K was to align Colorado’s preschool through postsecondary education system calling for new standards and assessments for Colorado’s children, with a focus on both school readiness and post-secondary and workforce readiness.

In response to the mandates of Senate Bill 08-212, the CDE began a complete review and revision of academic standards in all subject areas. A yearlong process was begun to revise and update academic standards in 10 content areas, including music. Following an open invitation throughout the state to educators, parents, the business community, and professional associations such as the Colorado Music Educators Association, among others, a content-specific committee for each content area was selected by a name-blind process. Thirteen individuals were then appointed to serve on the Colorado Academic Standards Music Subcommittee, representative of communities and school districts from throughout the state. The subcommittee began its work by reviewing the current state music standards as well as national and international benchmarks. After numerous meetings for writing, editing, review, and revision, a draft of the new music standards was made available to the public as well as national content experts for feedback. Following this review process, the subcommittee was reconvened in order to incorporate received input into revisions. The final drafts were presented to the State Board of Education for approval.

The State Board of Education adopted the resulting Colorado Academic Standards in 2009, which included grade-by-grade expectations Preschool through the 8th grade, and two sets of standards for high school grades 9–12. One of the key instructional shifts embedded within the Colorado Academic Standards for Music was the inclusion of a way to incorporate the needs of students interested in a more nontraditional approach to music experiences and learning. Educators who served on the music subcommittee felt it necessary to provide for the “other 80%,” nontraditional students interested in music, that is, those students who choose not to participate in the more traditional ensembles and music classes.

The term “other 80%” originated in a research study conducted by Dr. David Bryan Williams, professor emeritus at Illinois State University (Williams, 2012). Stemming from a recommendation of the Tanglewood Symposium (1967) that music education be provided for all students, including nonperformers, Dr. Williams and his graduate students investigated the current state of participation in school music programs. The study concluded that some 82% of students in grades 7–12 were not enrolled in traditional performing ensembles. This number represented little change from the time of the Tanglewood Symposium. Based on this finding, Williams suggested that traditional music programs in secondary schools serve less than 20% of students, severely limiting the impact of music education on American youth.

With this construct, in mind, in order to provide opportunity and experiences for a larger population of students, a set of standards for the traditional performance-based music curriculum, the “Performance Pathway,” and a second set, the “Generalist Pathway,” aimed at the nontraditional student, were created by the music subcommittee. It was hoped that this less performance-based, more flexible set of standards would encourage the creation of more courses that would be focused on the creative process and alternative experiences for a wider population of students.

The four Colorado Academic Standards in Music, (1) Expression of Music, (2) Creation of Music, (3) Theory of Music, and (4) Aesthetic Valuation of Music, are organized into the following categories (CDE, 2009):



1. Prepared Graduate Competencies (concepts and skills that all Colorado students must master),


2. Standard (the topical organization of an academic content area),


3. Grade Level Expectations (GLE, the concepts and skills of a standard at each grade level), and


4. Evidence Outcomes (indications that a student is meeting an expectation).





Each Grade Level Expectation (GLE) also includes 21st Century Skills and Readiness Competencies, which feature the following:



1. Inquiry Questions (sample questions for teachers and students to consider),


2. Relevance and Application (real-world relevancy), and


3. Nature of the Discipline (characteristics obtained from the GLE).





The complete Colorado Academic Standards in Music (CDE, 2009) may be viewed on the CDE website in their entirety or by grade level in either PDF or Word, and by content, grade level, and specific Prepared Graduate Competency. A number of other tools are available as well, including Family and Community Guides and Curriculum Design Tools.

Senate Bill 10-191, the Ensuring Quality Instruction Through Educator Effectiveness Act, provided for a quantification of evaluation for all educators in the state. The annual evaluation was to be based on statewide quality standards as well as measures of student learning over time. For music educators (as well as in other subject areas), of primary concern was the requirement that 50% of the teacher’s evaluation was based on the academic growth of their students. In music, the perception of “academic growth” has been chiefly based on the improvement of performance skills, usually in an ensemble setting. Therefore, providing the empirical, specific, and above all, authentic evidence needed to successfully navigate the new “evaluation equation” was to require a new system of standards-based assessments.

The new evaluation requirements included opportunities for reflection, review, professional development, and growth. Senate Bill 10-191 required:



1. Annual evaluations for all principals/assistant principals, teachers and specialized service providers,


2. Evaluation based on statewide Quality Standards defining what it means to be an effective teacher or principal; the professional practice Quality Standards account for half of an educator’s annual evaluation,


3. The other 50 percent of an educator’s annual evaluation is based on the Quality Standard that measures student learning over time,


4. Non-probationary status (tenure) is earned after three consecutive years of demonstrated effectiveness, and


5. Non-probationary status is lost after two consecutive years of ineffective ratings. (CDE, 2014b)






All Colorado districts and Boards of Cooperative Education Services (BOCES) were required to implement an evaluation system that aligned with the teacher Quality Standards and the State Board Rules by July 2013. To support school districts in the successful implementation of this new evaluation system, CDE developed a State Model Evaluation System (CDE, 2016c).

The Colorado State Model Evaluation System was guided by the recommendations of the State Council for Educator Effectiveness as well as variety of stakeholders. The system is supported by five key priorities (CDE, 2016c):



1. Data should inform decisions, but human judgment will always be an essential component of evaluations.

2. The implementation and evaluation of the system must embody continuous improvement.

3. The purpose of the system is to provide meaningful and credible feedback that improves performance.

4. The development and implementation of the evaluation systems must continue to involve stakeholders in a collaborative process.

5. Educator evaluations must take place within a larger system that is aligned and supportive.





The State Model Evaluation System was piloted in 27 school districts of varying size and location during the 2011–2016 academic years. Educator feedback from these pilot districts is informing improvements to the model system during the implementation period (CDE, 2016c).


The Assessment Development Process

The music education profession is deficient compared to various other disciplines in determining how to effectively assess the many and complex concepts that are inherent in music. Colwell (1999) states,

there exists little research or documented experience in music achievement assessment. The number of assessment devices for music K–12 published in the past thirty-five years can be counted on one hand, yet in this same period of time most of the research requiring assessment in music education has been conducted. (p. 59)

Although there has been some advancement during the last decade, meaningful and empirical assessment in music education has not kept pace with other subject areas, nor has the profession been generally receptive to the need for such activities. However, as the mandates from Senate Bill 10-191 were being put into practice in Colorado, the need for “fair, valid, and reliable” assessments to measure student growth in music became apparent. It was widely thought by music educators in the state that the first round of evaluations would bring on a flood of litigation, as it was not apparent or necessarily agreed-on as to what constituted “fair, valid, and reliable” assessments to measure student growth in music. The lack of these, as stated by Colwell, constituted a lack of hard, research-backed data that could help educators to provide evidence of student learning, and specifically what was being learned.

In December 2011, Colorado was awarded a 4-year, $17.9M Race to the Top Phase 3 grant focused on strengthening, expanding, and accelerating implementation of key reform efforts. The grant funds (in addition to funding from the Gates Foundation) enabled the CDE to develop and facilitate the “Colorado Content Collaboratives Project,” which engaged Colorado educators in the creation and dissemination of standards-based assessments and instructional materials. As a result of this legislation, the CDE sought researchers in each subject area to compile existing assessments that were fair, valid, and reliable and then submit those assessments for further consideration. As designated researcher, I identified existing assessments or assessment models that were aligned to each Grade Level Expectations of the Music Standards, some 130 in all. The assigned task was to “Submit a report that identifies and describes assessments that sufficiently measure student academic growth … that represent a range of assessment types used in both international and national contexts for evaluating student academic growth in Music, preschool through twelfth grade” (CDE “Statement of Work”, 2012a). The required deliverables for this Statement of Work specified a report (Hudson, M. (2012). Assessment research—music. Research report submitted to the Colorado Department of Education. (Unpublished document)) that identified and described assessments that sufficiently measure student academic growth, representing a range of assessment types used for evaluating student academic growth in Music. Other “deliverables” requested included the following:



1. Information on how the assessment is implemented or administered in the classroom setting.

2. Modifications or accommodations that might be required and available for special populations.

3. The time, training, and support anticipated for administering and evaluating student academic growth using the approach or instrument.





The report was to be submitted in a prescribed format provided by the CDE and solely designed for this purpose. The format was based on information pertaining to each grade level expectation (GLE) contained in the new Colorado Academic Standards in Music. This format was modified only slightly in order to provide a brief listing at the end of each GLE of vendors who claimed to assess that particular expectation through their product. An example of one such recommendation for a specific grade level expectation is found in Figure 10.1.
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Figure 10.1 Assessment research report, sample entry.





When gathering information for consideration by the Music Content Collaborative, efforts were focused on five sources for assessment models in music. These are, in descending order of priority:



1. Empirical studies by authors, found in doctoral dissertations


2. Empirical studies by authors, found in research and/or scholarly journals


3. Articles by experienced practitioners, found in nonscholarly journals


4. Models developed and used by other states,


5. Methods currently in widespread use (field-tested), often a product of an industry vendor.





All models and methods were examined for practicality of implementation in the music classroom. It was also necessary to attempt to match these findings to the language and intent of the grade level expectations found in the Colorado Academic Standards in Music. In some cases, studies were not included because the intent or findings was not pertinent to a specific GLE. In instances where the intent or finding was similar, or the study appeared to be applicable, these were included. The inclusion and use of models and test items from other states was problematic, as these are generally not released for purposes of test security as well as issues of ownership. Finally, the inclusion of embedded assessments found in any vendor’s product was carefully considered as to the efficacy of the claim to assess a particular GLE as well as the practicality of its use in the music classroom. In general (but not always), these included models that have been in use for many years and are practically “industry standards,” such as Pearson Silver Burdett’s Making Music and Spotlight on Music from McGraw-Hill. Primary considerations implementation, cost, effectiveness, and most importantly, practicality.


The Colorado “Content Collaboratives”

The CDE, in response to new standards, the need for associated assessments, educator evaluation mandates, and increased accountability for all these areas, sought to provide significant and practical supports in the form of a variety of resources. Once again, CDE turned to classroom practitioners from the Colorado Music Educators Association as ongoing partners in this process. With the motto “By Teachers for Teachers,” the Department invited applications for the Content Collaboratives, practitioners from each discipline to examine and make further recommendations regarding the researcher’s findings. The Music Content Collaborative is a group of Colorado educators elected via blind review of submitted applications to identify and create high-quality assessments that are aligned to the new Colorado Academic Standards. The goal of the first year of the Content Collaborative’s work was to identify an initial bank of student assessments that can be used to measure student learning over time (as required by Senate Bill 10-191). The intent was to gather sample measures in each grade for each subject and establish the beginning of an ongoing build-out of an Assessment Resource Bank.

The recommended assessments and assessment models were evaluated using an extensive review tool developed by the National Center for Assessment in partnership with the CDE. Specific assessments were rated as Recommended, Partially Recommended, or Not Recommended. Those that were rated as Recommended or Partially Recommended were included in the Resource Bank. The Assessment Resource Bank continues to be populated and, while not mandatory, these assessments provide initial options for educator evaluations as Colorado districts implemented new evaluation requirements in 2013–2014.

The work of the Content Collaborative in Music was divided into three phases: (1) Reviewing Existing Assessments, (2) Developing Performance Assessments, and, most recently (3) the Colorado Assessment Literacy Program. Phase One brought music educators along with content and assessment experts together to review those assessments that I identified as appearing to be aligned with the Colorado Academic Standards for preschool through the 12th grade. As music researcher, I met regularly with the committee to assist in guiding the work. Phase One completion indicated a need for additional assessments, as predicted by Richard Colwell over a decade prior. Phase Two focused on (1) the development of these performance assessments, (2) adequate training for the committee members to assist in competent development of authentic assessments, (3) the conduct of trials of the assessments, and (4) scoring via the Performance Assessment Tool for voluntary use by music educators. As a result of the work during Phases One and Two, the CDE determined the need to build educators’ “assessment literacy,” to enable them with a better understanding of how to strategically use assessment information to improve instructional outcomes for all students.

The work of the Music Content Collaborative was reviewed by a technical steering committee, consisting of nationally and internationally recognized psychometricians and experts in assessment who made recommendations as to how these assessments could be used in an educator’s evaluation and how technical reliability could be achieved. The steering committee also created guiding principles for the development of fair, valid, and reliable assessments, as well as quality criteria for the collaborative to use in reviewing and creating measures. The committee also reviewed the recommendations of the collaborative as well as those created by districts, other states, and so forth. The primary music area expert on the technical steering committee was Dr. Timothy Brophy, a nationally and internationally recognized leader in assessment.

In order to facilitate the work of the Music Content Collaborative, the CDE partnered with the National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment to develop an appropriate review tool for determining high-quality assessments. The assessment review tool (ART) was designed to help Colorado educators rate an assessment’s potential for measuring student academic growth aligned to the Colorado Academic Standards (CDE, 2012b). This tool measures the extent to which an assessment does the following:



1. Aligns to the Colorado Academic Standards,


2. Includes rigorous scoring criteria,


3. Is fair and unbiased, and


4. Provides opportunities for learning.





The ART is intended for all educators and can be used for a variety of purposes, including making determinations regarding the quality and efficacy of local assessments, and aid in making assessment purchase decisions.

The ART evaluates four critical areas in order to gauge the overall quality of an assessment (CDE, 2012b):



1. Alignment—Assessments that support the Colorado Academic Standards and Grade Level Expectations, including the Depth of Knowledge of the corresponding standards.

2. Scoring Guide—A fair and objective tool for measuring student learning.

3. Fair and Unbiased—Measures of student learning that provide access and opportunity for all students, including students with disabilities, English Language Learners, and students identified as Gifted and Talented.

4. Opportunities to Learn—Assessments that engage students in authentic situations that can be generalized to other content areas and other contexts.





The Assessment Resource Bank for Music contains a number of tools and models at the time this chapter was written, and the number continues to grow. As stated, Phase Two is still underway, with the Music Content Collaborative working to fill the identified gaps in assessments for various GLEs. In addition, music classroom practitioners across the state are being encouraged, through conference sessions, workshops, and other means to submit assessments individually or as a district through use of the ART. Some districts, usually the more metropolitan areas with music supervisors (Denver, Colorado Springs, Fort Collins), continue to develop a district-wide assessment in music for the various grade levels. Others await the further build-out of the Resource Bank (CDE, 2014a), or have partnered with nearby districts to accomplish this work. Because each Colorado school district determines its own approach to the adoption and implementation of assessments, and there is a wide variety of approaches. It is important to note that any music educator may submit an assessment of their choice for examination and possible inclusion in the Resource Bank, using the ART to gain approval. The CDE as well as CMEA hopes that the Resource Bank will continue to be populated by practitioners, thereby providing field-tested and effective tools of assessment in music education.

In practice, each school district is governed by the elected local school board. Therefore, provided each district adopts standards, assessments, and other policies that meet or exceed those recommended by the state, they are free to conduct affairs as they choose. This creates some “unique” approaches to assessment in music education. There exists a full spectrum of approaches employed by various districts regarding the development of assessment in music education. Larger districts with music curriculum specialists generally undertake the development and adoption of a district music assessment. Other districts adopted a “wait and see” stance and have made no progress on their own. Still others have taken steps, often initiated by a few educators in the district, to develop assessments for use in the classroom. These instances occur frequently in the elementary grades.

As there is no “state assessment” in music education, the Colorado Music Educators Association (CMEA), in partnership with the CDE, is actively working to develop authentic and practical assessments with districts that do not have capacity or expertise to develop their own. The CMEA also assisted in developing, at the request of the state, a formal recommendation regarding appropriate music educator evaluative practices for subsequent dissemination to districts. This guidebook, entitled Practical Ideas for Evaluating Teachers of the Arts (CDE, 2015), is recommended for use in facilitating conversations between music educators and administrators. Prior to these tools, the CMEA board developed, reviewed, and formally adopted in June 2013 a position statement regarding student growth in the evaluation of educator effectiveness (CMEA, 2013). Aligned to a similarly purposed statement by the National Association for Music Education (NAfME), of which the CMEA is a federated state association, the position statement emphasized five key points:



1. Measures of student growth should be directly related to music instruction,


2. Measures of student growth should be based on the state standards in music as well as 21st-century skills,


3. Measures of student growth should reflect a purposeful sampling of the number of students taught and the instructional time available,


4. Measures of student growth for music educators may include portfolios containing video and/or audio recordings, as well as student-produced artifacts, and


5. Evaluation of measures of student growth for music educators should be conducted by individuals with adequate training in music, as well as in evaluation.





These instruments and guidelines are for voluntary school and district use. If a district chooses to create, augment, or purchase other fair and reliable assessments not identified by the state, the CDE encourages the district to verify that they “meet or exceed” the quality expectations set forth by the Content Collaboratives by evaluating their assessments using the ART. A sample assessment that has been vetted by this process and is therefore included in the Resource Bank may be found in Figure 10.2.
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Figure 10.2 Resource bank sample assessment.






Implementation

In the process of standards implementation around the state, CDE hosted a 1-day summit in 2012 that elicited feedback from participants regarding next steps. In addition to providing face-to-face feedback opportunities, the CDE received a letter from the leadership of CASSA (Colorado Association of School Superintendents and Senior Administrators) requesting assistance in developing sample curricula that districts could choose to use. This prompted an unprecedented request for the CDE to begin a process to support local education agencies in the development of standards-based curriculum resources, to include sample curricula, course and unit templates, and sample lessons. A curriculum overview template was developed through a collaborative process involving CDE content specialists, numerous educators from throughout the state, and the noted curriculum developer Dr. Lynn Erickson. This template was then used to create over 700 curriculum overviews and over 200 full units of study in all 10 core disciplines in Colorado. Music sample units were developed through the CDE/CMEA partnership.

As voluntary resources, the curriculum overviews represent:



1. Translations of the Colorado Academic Standards into unit overviews for all (10) content areas,


2. Possibilities for sequencing grade-level and content-specific standards across courses/years, and


3. Foundations for exploring standards-based unit and lesson-plan development.





The next step was the creation of full instructional units based on these curriculum overviews. Using a similar process as the overview template, an instructional unit template was designed and refined, then used to create over 200 instructional unit samples.

There were three distinct phases of this effort, involving once again music educators from the CMEA working in close partnership with the CDE. In the fall of 2012, Phase One began with the music educator team translating the Colorado Academic Standards in Music into curriculum overview samples. In all K–12 content areas, over 500 educators participated in workshops, representing 122 of the 178 school districts. As a result, over 700 curriculum overviews were produced. In addition, an extensive Process Guide for Translating the Colorado Academic Standards into Curriculum Overviews was released to help districts replicate the processes used in the workshops (CDE, A Process Guide for Translating the Colorado Academic Standards into Curriculum Overview Samples, 2012).

In the second phase of the project, 2-day workshops were held across the state in the months of February–April 2013. Hundreds of educators participated in these workshops, examining, modifying, and refining the unit overview samples as well as creating new overviews. Again, specialists from the CDE provided support tools for educators on the CDE website as a result of the work done in this phase.

In the third phase (September 2013–December 2015), the standards and instructional support team from the CDE undertook the task of building instructional units based on select curriculum overview samples. Working with district teams in 3-day workshops, educators from 68 school districts produced more than 200 units of instruction, including arts integrated units for the elementary grades. Each unit featured ideas for assessment as well as options for differentiation and suggestions for resources. During the three phases, thousands of Colorado educators gave of their time expertise in service to a project designed to support all teachers in the transition to the new Colorado Academic Standards.

With implementation of new academic standards for students, a new assessment system, a new accountability system, and a new educator evaluation system, it became more important than ever before to assist educators in the effective use of student assessment information. As a result, the purpose of the Colorado Assessment Literacy Program (launched 2014) is to assist Colorado educators in deepening their understanding of the varied purposes and uses of assessment information that guide actionable educational decisions.

The mandated emphasis on student assessment and teacher evaluation took effect in July 2013. As previously indicated, districts were able to devise their own educator effectiveness systems, provided they aligned with the educator quality standards and the State Board Rules. With the high-stakes nature of teacher evaluation, it was determined that educators needed a better understanding of assessment practice and development. As such, Phase Three of the Content Collaboratives Project was initiated in 2014. The Colorado Assessment Literacy Program, which is funded by Colorado’s Race to the Top Program and developed in partnership with the Colorado Content Collaboratives and the National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, & Student Testing (CRESST), was begun, with the following objectives (CDE, 2016b, para. 4):



1. Build state and district capacity to provide sustainable assessment literacy support,


2. Develop programs, services and guidance to educators to help them design, implement, and use assessments effectively to guide and support instruction, and


3. Provide educators with clear guidance, including content-specific examples, on how to effectively utilize assessment results and information.





The Colorado Assessment Literacy Program consists of three elements (CDE, 2016a):



1. A Comprehensive Standards-Based Assessment Framework (a structural guide to a high-quality assessment system),


2. Interim Assessments (common assessments given periodically throughout the school year), and


3. Formative Assessment (opportunities for reflection on the effectiveness of practice).





These elements may be found and used by educators individually or as a team on the CDE website in the form of Professional Learning Modules (CDE, 2016b).


Educator Effectiveness and Evaluation

The following description is from the CDE website, and specifies the basics of the state requirements mandated by Senate Bill 10-191. It is intended to illustrate the specifics of this important law and its effect on assessment practice in music (CDE, (2013).

Teachers will be rated on Quality Standards that measure professional practice and student learning over time. Teachers will be evaluated on six Quality Standards. Half of the evaluation will be based on the five Quality Standards that measure professional practice: content knowledge, establish classroom environment, facilitate learning, reflect on practice and demonstrate leadership. The Quality Standards can be measured using the state-developed rubric that identifies the practices necessary to achieve the standards. The sixth Quality Standard, student growth, will account for the other half of the evaluation. The standard will be based on multiple measures of student growth or student learning over time, not a single assessment. Teachers must have a team attribution student growth score and at least one individual attribution student growth score. If a teacher teaches a subject that takes the statewide summative exam, it must be used as one of the multiple measures.

According to the requirements of this law,

Individual attribution refers to student learning outcomes on a measure that are attributed to an individual licensed person (e.g. reading student learning outcomes for a 1st grade teacher’s students). Collective attribution refers to student learning outcomes on a measure that are attributed to two or more licensed persons (e.g. 10th grade math state test growth—all secondary math teachers in school). (CDE, 2013)

As may be expected, the Collective Attribution requirement is receiving the majority of attention in the nontested subjects.

Figure 10.3 displays a teacher evaluation illustration, with the left side representing professional practices and the right side representing individual and collective attribution of student learning outcomes, the two main components that must be included in an educators’ body of evidence. Districts may weight the collective and individual components as they choose as long as they represent half of the overall evaluation.
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Figure 10.3 Teacher evaluation illustration.





Student academic growth must constitute a minimum of 50% of the evaluation of a teacher. One area of significant concern to music educators in Colorado is how much the Colorado Measures of Academic Success (CMAS), the state standardized test, will count on annual evaluations. The basis for this concern is simple, that a given educator may be held responsible for the performance of students with whom they have no contact whatsoever. While it is mandatory that CMAS results be used as a portion of the annual evaluation for teachers responsible for educating students in tested areas, districts are able to determine whether that particular measure is used for all other teachers, and if so, its weighted percentage. If CMAS results are used for music educators, it is generally considered to be a nonfactor in affecting the overall rating if the weighted percentage is no more than 10%–12%. Nonetheless, anecdotal evidence received from members of the Colorado Music Educators Association suggests that some school districts apply an across-the-board percentage to the use of CMAS results in teacher evaluations. As previously stated, CMEA made available to music educators a Position Statement on Student Growth in Educator Effectiveness regarding such policies. Within that document, this recommendation appears first: “Measures of student growth used in music educator evaluation must be directly related to music instruction, and should not include student performance on non-music student exams such as state assessments, etc.” (CMEA, 2013).

All Colorado school districts were required to adopt a system that is used to evaluate all licensed personnel, including administrators, teachers, counselors, nurses, and so forth. As student academic growth must account for at least 50% of the evaluation, it is essential that educators have access to fair, valid, and reliable measures of learning. The Colorado Content Collaborative Project set out to build a Resource Bank of assessments for all grade levels that are aligned to the Colorado Academic Standards. Districts and individual teachers are free to use these assessments for measuring growth in student learning. The CDE also provided significant guidance and assistance for districts to implement their system. Throughout this ongoing project the purpose of accurately measuring student growth was the improvement of instruction.


National Connections

The first National Standards for Arts Education were released in 1994, establishing achievement expectations for students at the 4th, 8th, and 12th grade. The introduction to the new national standards set out the following purposes for the original (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2014):

Standards for arts education are important for two fundamental reasons. First, they help define what a good education in the arts should provide: a thorough grounding in a basic body of knowledge and the skills required both to make sense and to make use of each of the arts disciplines—including the intellectual tools to make qualitative judgments about artistic products and expression. Second, when states and school districts adopt the standards, they are taking a stand for rigor, informed by a clear intent. A set of standards for arts education says, in effect, “An education in the arts means that students should know what is spelled out here, reach specified levels of attainment, and do both at defined points in their education.” (p. 5)

The 1994 National Standards for Music Education (National Association for Music Education, 1994) were presented for grade spans K–4, 5–8, and 9–12 with both “proficient” and “advanced” achievement standards. These original standards also featured Opportunity to Learn (OTL) standards. The goal of OTL standards is to provide the basis for students to have the most effective learning circumstances and settings at their schools. The OTL standards specify the curriculum and scheduling, staffing, materials and equipment, and facilities that should be in place for the standards to be successfully realized.

The 2014 National Standards in Music are intended to assist in developing a student’s ability to carry out the artistic processes and connect those processes, thereby developing music literacy. The 2014 standards emphasize conceptual understanding over skill development and theoretical knowledge. These artistic processes are creating, performing, connecting, and responding. The new standards are presented in a grade-by-grade sequence from pre-K through grade 8, and in discrete strands addressing common high-school music classes, such as ensembles and music composition/theory. The standards are provided in “strands” that represent the principal ways music instruction is delivered in the United States.

A common belief among arts educators is that what is tested is what is valued. Therefore, authentic and specific assessments for which reliability has been established, ascertaining what students have learned and are able to do within the framework of the new national standards, are critical to their veracity. To this end, and similar to the process used in Colorado, Model Cornerstone Assessments are included at grades 2, 5, and 8 and also at the high school grade span at the levels of proficient, accomplished, and advanced. Following the principles of backward design, these assessments provide for a demonstration of student learning. Standards-based curriculum and appropriate instruction can then be designed from assessments that reflect the desired outcomes. Cornerstone tasks require the application of obtained knowledge and skills in authentic ways. As with design-thinking, they call for creativity, problem-solving, imagination, and pattern recognition, all essential to effective music-making.

The CDE engaged arts specialists to perform a comprehensive review and comparison between the Colorado Arts Standards and the new National Arts Standards (National Coalition for Core Arts Standards, 2014). With the intent of determining commonalities as well as differences, the process revealed a moderately strong overall comparison between the 2014 National Arts Standards and the Colorado Arts Standards (75%), with the primary differences being the level of specificity in the elementary grades and the course-like organization featured in the national standards. Of particular mention is the alignment of high-level organization between the Colorado music standards and the creative processes, as shown in Figure 10.4.
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Figure 10.4 Standards–creative process alignment.





As a result of this crosswalk comparison, the CDE published an “infographic” that provides an “at-a-glance” representation. Figure 10.5 provides a side-by-side snapshot of the level of commonality the between the Colorado Academic Standards in Music and the new National Standards in Music.
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Figure 10.5 Infographic.






Summary

This chapter not only illustrates the many state requirements and systemic shifts that occur in music education but also underscores the multitudes of opportunities for music education leaders to act as change agents and key decision makers within the larger state system. Since the enactment of CAP4K legislation, music was given long-awaited recognition as a core academic subject. While this recognition was welcome, it also acted as a catalyst to push music into the world of systemic requirements and expectations that were previously only loosely considered and more typically reserved for the state-assessed subjects alone. The constitutional mandate of local control and lack of previous systems in place for music assessment alone offers an opportunity for music leaders to act as visionaries and advocates for what is valued and should be emphasized to ensure students have the most robust and future-forward music experiences possible. Now is a time to maneuver the landscape of requirements in a thoughtful and common-sense manner. While pushing the music education field into new frontiers of valuing process and growth just as much as final performance quality, we must emphasize musical literacy and creativity in new ways, opening new doors for students around nontraditional music experiences. It will not be a quick process, but one that will undoubtedly encounter many roadblocks and missteps along the way. However, any journey worth taking is one that is both challenging and invigorating.


Recommendations

Looking forward, the partnership between the CDE and the CMEA must continue to ensure the direction and vision of building a comprehensive music education system that develops in our students a strong sense of musical achievement, literacy, and creativity. In a time when the CMEA has placed new executive team members into their new roles and the State Board of Education has just appointed a new Commissioner of Education and Executive Leadership Team, all while the national context has dramatically shifted through new opportunities afforded by the new Elementary and Secondary Education Act (S. 1177, 2015), much of the work will remain in an extended state of transition. How can we remain focused as a profession in a continually transitional landscape? How do we ensure students in music classrooms today are given as many opportunities as students who enter a music classroom 5 years from now? How do we ensure these new assessment systems honor the fundamental strengths and unique characteristics of music learning and do not become forced into a mathematical model of validity and reliability that strips the underlying passion and intangibles of musical experiences? Only through consistent music education leadership in all aspects of the state education system, can we ensure the music education voice is present and influences new thinking across the entire system. In Colorado, music education leaders entered into strong collaborative partnerships to influence performance assessment development and guidance for educator evaluation in ways that were not originally intended at the state level. This may very well be just the tip of the proverbial iceberg. If these state components benefit from a music education voice, there will undoubtedly be additional opportunities to introduce even more processes and values into the larger, state level system.


Conclusions

While the work ahead at first glance is daunting and offers a future that may look fundamentally different from the past, having an opportunity to solidify music’s place as core and critical in the lives of students is worth the effort. Many education researchers discuss the critical role of flexible and creative thinking for students to be “college- and career-ready.” These same mindsets will apply to education systems and educators within these systems. Only when we strike the balance between the strengths of music education of the past with the potential of music’s role in lifelong learning for students of the future will we have met the true potential of what music education can achieve. We are developing not only the future musical performers and consumers in the next generation but also a key discipline to build on student traits such as perseverance, creativity, critical thinking, global musical literacy and an aesthetic sense of understanding the world around them. Trends in Colorado and in the United States have indicated a prolonged belief in the importance of music education—now begins the work of ensuring systemic approaches reflect such beliefs and they root into the system as fundamental ways we do business. As the largest arts discipline in the state, Colorado music educators are poised to serve as change agents and steadfast leaders moving forward, with the CDE as a faithful partner.
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CHAPTER 11



measuring student learning in michigan

The Michigan Arts Education Instruction and Assessment Project



Ryan D. Shaw and Cynthia Crump Taggart



This is an interesting time to be a music teacher. For the first time in history, policy decisions are pulling arts teachers and their classes in the United States into the sphere of high-stakes testing, from which they had previously remained separate. Provisions contained within Race to the Top (a competitive grant program set aside as part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009) and the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 waivers required revamped teacher evaluation systems, with ratings of performance based to a significant degree on measures of student achievement/growth. To win Race to the Top funding, or to stave off penalties related to NCLB, state legislatures have been passing laws at a furious pace. In 2009, only 15 states required the use of student achievement measures in teacher evaluations, but this number jumped to 43 in 2015 (National Council on Teacher Quality, 2015). Complying with these new requirements has proven challenging for state policymakers, especially as it relates to evaluating teachers in traditionally nontested subjects like the arts, health, physical education, and foreign language (Goe & Holdheide, 2011; Marion & Buckley, 2011; Prince et al., 2009). In the arts, these challenges have been exacerbated by the shifting sands of new National Core Arts Standards, state revisions to arts standards, and the change from NCLB to the newly minted Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (2015).

States have pursued various paths in their quest for high-quality assessments that would facilitate measures of student achievement/growth (Herpin, Washington, & Li, 2012). In late 2012, Michigan embarked on an ambitious arts assessment program with wide-ranging aims. The Michigan Arts Education Instruction and Assessment project (MAEIA) is a collaboration of the state education agency and several other organizations and was charged with producing four resources: an arts education blueprint, a program audit tool, arts assessment specifications, and a pool of arts education performance assessments. Although writing arts standards, arts assessments, and arts programming specifications is certainly not new, with notable model efforts occurring in states such as Connecticut (CSDE, 2016), new projects like MAEIA do present chances to understand and contextualize current trends. Understanding such a project may illuminate the current context of arts assessment and arts standards. Are state projects primarily responses to teacher evaluation requirements or to gaps in arts education? Who are the stakeholders, and what are their goals, successes, and challenges in working together? What are the influences and context for the work?

In this chapter, we start with a brief discussion of the local and national context for the MAEIA work and review the components of the project. We then detail the work done thus far, focusing on the successes and challenges inherent to the work. Here, we offer a critical analysis of the project’s process, goals, and outcomes. Last, we offer conclusions and discuss the implications and unresolved questions surrounding the MAEIA project. Our chapter is informed by both hands-on involvement in and research conducted on MAEIA. Both authors have been involved with MAEIA for more than 3 years, working on a variety of stages of the work. Ryan Shaw also conducted case study research on MAEIA early in 2013. That research involved interviews and document analysis, and the findings are interspersed throughout this chapter.


Context for the Michigan Arts Education Instruction and Assessment (MAEIA) Project


MAEIA is a collaboration of several agencies: the Michigan Department of Education (MDE), the Michigan Assessment Consortium (MAC), and Data Recognition Corporation (DRC). Specifically, the MDE awarded a contract to the Minnesota-based testing company DRC, which in turn subcontracted with the MAC to organize the writing of the MAEIA project elements. The MAC, a nonprofit corporation, is “a professional association of educators who believe quality education depends on accurate, balanced, and meaningful assessment” (MAC, 2016). It was formed by Kathy Dewsbury-White, then the curriculum director of the Ingham Intermediate School District in Michigan; Ed Roeber, then director of the MDE Office of Assessment and Accountability; and Kim Young, who worked at MDE, “to improve student learning and achievement through a system of coherent curriculum, balanced assessment, and effective instruction” (MAC, 2016). The DRC, which holds the testing contract, is “a firm specializing in test and survey administration and processing” (DRC, 2016).

Understanding the genesis of the MAEIA project requires grasping the confusing landscape of teacher evaluation changes in Michigan over the last 10 years. In Michigan, the need for valid assessments in the arts was precipitated by the requirement in Public Act 102 (2011) that all educators be evaluated in part based on assessment of student growth. Public Act 102 of 2011 was enacted as part of a failed bid for Race to the Top funding and was considered a “soft law,” in the sense that it required several definitive changes but was purposefully unclear about particulars. For example, PA 102 required that teacher evaluations occur annually, be rigorous and comparable across classrooms, and result in the categorization of teachers into one of four categories (i.e., highly effective, effective, minimally effective, ineffective). However, its “softness” meant that it did not specify how these evaluations would proceed. Instead, PA 102 established a temporary council to recommend changes to the governor, termed the Michigan Council for Educator Effectiveness (MCEE).

The MCEE was a blue-ribbon panel headed by University of Michigan Professor Deborah Ball. Meeting between December 2011 and June 2013, the MCEE piloted observation tools, consulted with experts, and eventually released its final report and recommendations (MCEE, 2013). However, adoption of the MCEE’s recommendations then stalled for over 2 years as the state dealt with increasing confusion. This confusion included the state changing its long-time state test (the Michigan Educational Assessment Program, or MEAP) to a new test, the M-STEP; moving to adopt the Common Core State Standards, then almost dropping the standards, and ultimately adopting them; and changing from requiring high school juniors to take the ACT, to the revamped SAT. During that time, bills to adopt the MCEE’s ideas nearly were passed, but ultimately failed. The eventual legislation that passed to clarify PA 102’s provisions was a local control bill that attempted to roll back the state’s role in evaluations and looked very little like MCEE’s intended system. This new law, passed in November 2015, affords school districts more choices in teacher observation metrics, though each district must use the same tool across its schools and must train evaluators in the selected tool. Also, the percentage of a teacher’s evaluation based on student growth will stay at 25% through 2017–2018, increasing to 40% in the 2018–2019 school year (Oosting, 2015).

The need for student growth metrics in the arts (and other “nontested subjects and grades”) pushed policymakers to search for new assessments, which in part spurred the MAEIA project work. In 2011, at roughly the same time that these teacher evaluation changes were starting to be enshrined into law, arts leaders in Michigan also were pushing for reforms in the wake of a 2012 Michigan Arts Education Survey that illuminated gaps in arts education programming. The survey found, for example, that 108,000 students in Michigan attended schools without arts education, and 12% of high schools did not offer the required one credit of arts education coursework (Kaczmarczyk, 2012). MAEIA developed a response to the survey’s findings and recommendations that included an arts education “blueprint” (MAEIA, 2016b) and the Michigan Arts Education Program Review Tool (MAEIA, 2014) to enable districts to evaluate their arts offerings.

Thus, the two parts of the MAEIA project—arts assessment specifications and prototypes on one hand, a blueprint and program review tool on the other—grew out of disparate contexts in Michigan. Assessments were needed to bring nontested teachers into a revamped teacher evaluation scheme, and interviews with the MAEIA project management team suggested that, if the arts project were successful, similar projects in the other nontested subjects (e.g., health, physical education) might follow. The blueprint and program review tool documents were spurred by two distinct concerns: first, the need to make explicit the inequities in resources that contribute to differences in students’ learning in the arts resulted in the Michigan Blueprint of a Quality Arts Education Program, and second, the need to give school districts a tool to measure the arts resources that they provide to students in their districts as a means to identify deficits for use in program improvement resulted in the Program Review Tool.


Contextualizing Assessment with Opportunity to Learn

The MAEIA project’s strategy of developing assessments, while also acknowledging best practices for support, staffing, and necessary resources, represents a historically familiar tension. Over the last 40 years, architects of numerous iterations of standards and assessments have considered whether to publish accompanying “opportunity to learn” requirements (Kosar, 2005). Disputes over whether to qualify accountability measures with references to necessary learning conditions often have been controversial, and by some accounts, led to the derailment of the Goals 2000 agenda (Ravitch, 1995).

Controversies notwithstanding, the music education profession consistently has included language on access to instruction in its standards. In 1974 (later revised in 1986), the Music Educators National Conference (MENC, now NAfME) published the first arts standards document titled The School Music Program: Description and Standards (MENC, 1974). The document addressed both content/achievement standards and implementation standards (i.e., opportunity to learn) for children in early childhood through high school and beyond. This continued when the National Council on Education Standards and Testing (NCEST) proposed a system of voluntary national standards and assessments (NCEST, 1992). The arts were the first subjects outside the traditional core to receive funding, eventually producing the National Standards for Arts Education in 1994 (MENC, 1994). The document included content standards and achievement standards and was organized into grade bands of K–4, 5–8, and 9–12 for the subjects of music, visual art, dance, and theatre (MENC, 1994). An accompanying standards document, the Opportunity to Learn Standards (MENC, 1994), described the resources necessary to ensure quality arts education. An updated version of the Opportunity to Learn Standards (NAfME, 2015) was drafted in 2015 following the 2014 release of the National Core Arts Standards (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE] 2014b). The point seems clear and has been consistently made over time: standards and accountability in the arts require acknowledgment of the necessary resources, and the MAEIA project acted on this by creating the Michigan Blueprint of a Quality Arts Education Program and the Program Review Tool. These serve to define the opportunities and resources that should be available to Michigan students in the arts and as a means of measuring the opportunities and resources available in individual school districts, providing a context for the assessment of student achievement in those districts.

Some notable recent work has been completed in offering both educational blueprints for arts programming and audit/program review tools to assess such programming. As the MAEIA project leadership team recounted in interviews, several of these blueprints have informed the project. The New York City Department of Education’s (NYCDE) Blueprint for Teaching and Learning in the Arts: PreK–12 (2015) provides “teachers with a path to follow for developing curriculum in their art form, and provide benchmarks for what children should know, understand, and be able to do in the arts.” This blueprint, first drafted in 2004, describes subject-based and outcome-based curricular models, resources, and a roadmap for collaboration with cultural institutions in New York City (NYCDE, 2015). The most notable example of audit tool is the Kennedy Center’s Community Audit for Arts Education, drafted in 2001 and revised in 2007 (Kennedy Center Alliance for Arts Education, 2007). This audit tool provides a systematic way for a community to evaluate its arts education by listing indicators of commitment, examples of specific accomplishments, and future priorities (Kennedy Center Alliance for Arts Education, 2007).


Structure and Development of Michigan’s Model Arts Education Instruction and Assessment Project


Drawing on these resources, the MEIA project developed its own approach to assessment in the arts. Its strong leadership team, along with many arts educators, created an arts blueprint as well as sample arts assessments for use by schools and arts educators in Michigan.


Project Leadership: Background and Skills

The MAEIA project leadership team was diverse, bringing together individuals with measurement training, curriculum and assessment work, and state arts leadership experience. The combination of backgrounds was intended to provide both complementary expertise and access to resources and networks of people engaged in related work. Though the team expanded to include members who provided public relations help and editing assistance, we focus on the three members who were with the MAEIA project from its inception: Ed Roeber, Kathy Dewsbury-White, and Ana Cardona. This combination of staff members may serve as a point of comparison for designing leadership groups for future state-level arts projects.

Ed Roeber is an assessment specialist with a career spanning five decades. As a graduate student in measurement at the University of Michigan, he started working as a consultant for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and then moved on to directing the Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) program for 17 years. Roeber also has worked for the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and Measured Progress, was on the faculty of Michigan State University, and has worked on projects for the University of Wisconsin and the MAC, where he was a cofounder.

Roeber’s involvement with arts assessment includes both formal experience working with NAEP and CCSSO assessment programs, and what Roeber called a sort of “occupational hobby” approach to seeking novel forms of assessment, which are required in the arts. In terms of formal experiences, Roeber discussed how he worked to administer performance assessments in music as part of early iterations of NAEP. As a NAEP consultant, Roeber first worked on “virtually all” the content areas, “wherever there was a problem.” When he had the chance to select an area to work on more in depth, however, Roeber chose music and visual arts. His daughter-in-law is an elementary general music teacher. In the early days of NAEP, Roeber and his staff individually assessed children and adults. As he described: “[We had] kids sing and play and tap rhythms. If they played a musical instrument, [they would] bring it to school and play a prepared piece that they had prepared, [and they would play] a sight reading piece” (personal communication, April 4, 2013).

Kathy Dewsbury-White is the project director and CEO of the MAC. She started teaching in Michigan in adult basic education programs. After getting a graduate degree in reading and starting to work on curriculum, she earned a PhD in curriculum and instruction and coordinated instructional support programs at an intermediate school district in Michigan before starting the MAC. Ana Cardona is the former arts educational consultant for Michigan. She also is a member of SEADAE, the State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education group.

These professional backgrounds were paramount in shaping the nature of the MAEIA project. Cardona provided arts-specific expertise through her past experience and connections with other state efforts facilitated through her colleagues at SEADAE. Roeber and Dewsbury-White brought their efforts at the MAC, which were focused on designing comprehensive, multilevel assessment programs and helping teachers obtain needed assessment literacy, to the MAEIA assessment design process. Roeber’s previous assessment consulting became the foundation and backdrop for work on the assessment specifications and design. Dewsbury-White used her leadership background to act as project manager, as she described in an interview: “Initially, I would say that I did a huge amount of what I would call the project direction part. That had to do with being a liaison between MDE, DRC, assembling a work team, reviewing contracts, making work agreements … . A huge amount of the project has been that” (personal communication, April 4, 2013). Her curriculum support experience became relevant as the MAEIA team made a host of decisions about the form that the blueprint would take.


Project Overview and Process

There are two documents that inform one another and make up the blueprint. The Michigan Blueprint of a Quality Arts Education Program and the Michigan Arts Education Blueprint: Research and Recommendations were developed in tandem by groups of arts educators in each discipline in conjunction with the project management team. These documents contain broad statements that reach across all four arts disciplines concerning what should be offered in the arts to children in Michigan schools, and are described by the MAEIA project as goal-setting documents to help communities know what is needed to help school districts move forward in improving their arts programs (MAEIA, 2016). They address seven categories that are critical to the development of exemplary programs in the arts: student access, facilities and resources, policies and accountability, connections between the arts and with other disciplines, professional learning and instructional support, community and cultural collaboration, and program planning, review, and improvement. These categories align with those in the Michigan School Improvement Framework (MAEIA, 2016b; MDE, 2014).

By design, the recommendations within these documents often lack specificity. For example, a statement in the document in relation to budget allocation reads that the budget should meet “the needs of the students as articulated in the curriculum for each arts discipline by providing quality staffing, materials, equipment, and other resources at all educational levels and buildings” (MAEIA, 2016b, p. 6). This lack of specificity allows the statements to be broad enough to encompass the needs of all of the artistic disciplines and to increase their adaptability across schools and districts. However, it also sometimes results in the statements being ambiguous, therefore limiting their usefulness as a tool in arguing for resources. Perhaps more useful is the document that addresses each arts discipline individually, entitled Michigan Blueprint of a Quality Arts Education Program: Research and Recommendations. This document takes each of the general statements in the Michigan Blueprint of a Quality Arts Education Program and provides research and policy support for its recommendations from within each discipline. It also provides tools for arts educators and advocates to use them in making the case for increasing fiscal support for their programs.

Following the development of the two blueprint documents, the project management team developed the Michigan Arts Education Program Review Tool, which drew directly, in its design and content, from the previous two documents. “It provides a way for schools and districts to assess their arts education programs, facilities and staffing to determine capacity for providing a high quality arts education” (MAEIA, 2014, p. 2). The results of the Program Review Tool make disparities in funding and resources between programs more clear and difficult to ignore. The tool is designed to be completed by school district administrators and arts educators as a means to compare what is available to students in the arts in their district to the descriptors of exemplary programs as identified in the blueprint. Data are gathered at both the district and the school levels. At the time this chapter was written, the interactive, Web-based program review tool was being finalized based on field testing. School districts submit their data online and receive a report from the MAEIA project team about the areas in which their arts programs are strong and/or need additional support and development.


Assessment Specifications and Assessments

The next phase of the project was the development of the Arts Education Assessment Specifications and then the development of the assessments themselves. In this phase of the MAEIA project, as in earlier phases, the project management team drew on the expertise of Michigan arts educators through the creation of disciplinary teams of 4–10 members for each of the arts disciplines. For the Arts Education Assessment Specifications development process, several teachers continued on from the teams that had developed the blueprint documents, but the teams mostly were composed of new members. The team members met at DRC with the project management team for several days both at the beginning and end of the project and worked remotely in between, which was the case when developing each of the project components. The time frame for developing this document, as with the previous phase of the project, was tight, taking place over several months. Later, several team members continued on from the Specifications development team to provide continuity when disciplinary teams began to develop the assessments.

The Arts Education Assessment Specifications document was intended to guide the development of the assessments, providing recommendations for the assessment developers about the content of the assessments and well as their design (MAEIA, 2016a). The project management team, specifically Roeber, wrote the cross-disciplinary portion of this document, and the content area teams wrote the sections specific to their art forms. Once a draft of the assessment specifications had been developed and refined by the project management team, it was sent to a select group of arts educators in Michigan and nationally for review and was revised based on their feedback. Then, the assessment development teams began work, starting with the development of the high school assessments over the process of a year and then moving on to the K–8 assessments the following year. The assessments were developed for four grade-level bands: K–2, 3–5, 6–8, and high school, although specific assessment items might be appropriate for only a portion of a grade-level band.

All of the disciplinary, assessment-development teams were asked by the project management team to become familiar with Webb’s Depth of Knowledge levels, which help assessment developers identify the cognitive complexity of a task. Webb (2002) identifies four levels of cognitive complexity. The first level is recall, which includes remembering simple facts, definitions, or terms. It also includes the application of simple algorithms or formulas. Level 2, Skill/Concept, requires some decision making about how to solve a problem or approach a task. Key words associated with this level are “classify,” “organize,” “estimate,” and “compare,” among others (MAEIA, 2016a). Level 3 is Strategic Thinking. When students think strategically, they must be able to plan and reason as well as to justify their response using evidence. Level 4, Extended Thinking, “requires complex reasoning, planning, developing, and thinking most likely over an extended period of time” (MAEIA, 2016a, p. 12). Students are required to use synthesis and deep thinking to connect information both within their content area and across content areas. Assessment teams were asked by the project management team to develop assessments that focused primarily on levels 3 and 4 of Webb’s model (MAEIA, 2016a).

The assessment development teams also were asked to align the MAEIA assessments with the Michigan Arts Education Content Standards and Benchmarks for Dance, Music, Theater and the Visual Arts (MDE, 2011) and learning expectations in the Michigan Credit Guidelines for the Visual, Performing, and Applied Arts (MDE, 2011), which are organized around three artistic processes: create, perform, and respond. In addition, the Assessment Specifications document directed the assessment developers to align with the 1994 National Arts Education Standards (MENC, 1994). At the time that the Assessment Specifications document and the assessments were being developed, the 2014 National Core Arts Standards (NCAS) also were in development but were unavailable to the public. After the release of the new standards in 2015, all items were coded to the NCAS Anchor Standards, and MAEIA assembled another item-writing team to write a limited number of items for the standards that were not addressed sufficiently in the already-developed assessments.

In addition, the disciplinary teams that had helped to develop the blueprint and research and recommendations documents created MAEIA performance standards that collapsed the five content standards of the Michigan Merit Curriculum down to three: create, perform, and respond. Subsequently these were reviewed and revised by the teams that developed the Assessment Specifications and were included in the document to guide the assessment developers. The MAEIA performance standards for music are in Table 11.1.


Table 11.1 Michigan Arts Education Instruction and Assessment Project Performance Standards




	Grades K–5 (ages 5–11)
	 





	Create
	Create a melodic line (e.g., a consequent phrase to an antecedent phrase, melodic line within a harmonic structure, extending a melodic idea) using their understanding of the elements of music to inform their creative decision-making.



	Perform
	• Sing and play alone and with others a diverse repertoire of songs in both one and two parts with expression and accuracy.
Perform multiple levels of beat in several meters.



	Respond
	• Listen to their own performances as well as those of others and critically analyze and reflect on those performances using developmentally appropriate musical terminology.

• Critically analyze a musical work and reflect on its cultural context using developmentally appropriate terminology.
Make connections between musical concepts and similar concepts in other ways of thinking (disciplines).



	Grades 6–8 (ages 12–14)
	 



	Create
	• Create a melody that has tonal and rhythmic coherence.



	Perform
	• Perform a diverse repertoire of music at an appropriate level of difficulty with expression and technical accuracy.



	Respond
	• Listen to their own performances as well as those of others and critically analyze and reflect on those performances using developmentally appropriate musical terminology.
• Critically analyze a musical work and reflect on its cultural context using developmentally appropriate terminology.
Make connections between musical concepts and similar concepts in other ways of thinking (disciplines).



	Grades 9–12 (ages 15–18)
	 



	Create
	• Demonstrate an appropriate level of musical understanding through their interpretive decisions made when composing, improvising, or arranging music.



	Perform
	• Perform a diverse repertoire of music at an appropriate level of difficulty with expression and technical accuracy.



	Respond
	• Listen to their own performances as well as those of others and critically analyze and reflect on those performances using developmentally appropriate musical terminology.
• Critically analyze a musical work and reflect on its cultural context using developmentally appropriate terminology.
Make connections between musical concepts and similar concepts in other ways of thinking (disciplines). (MAEIA, 2016a pp. 19–20)








Assessment Types

With regard to assessment design, the music portion of the assessment specifications document stated that the assessments needed to represent authentic musical processes and reflect the broad range of course offerings in music, ranging from steel drum ensemble to orchestra to general music class (MAEIA, 2016a). They also needed to be practical and efficient, given the large number of students to be assessed in many music settings.

The assessment specifications identified four item types that could be developed. These are performance tasks, performance events, constructed response, and selected response (MAEIA, 2016a). Performance tasks are project-based. They include several components, unfold over time, and typically result in a final product. For example, in one high school performance task, students individually sight-read a piece of music that has been chosen by the teacher and record their performances. Then the students identify practice strategies that could be used to improve the performances. On another day, the students practice using the strategies that they have identified earlier and record the practice sessions. At the end of the practice session, the students perform the piece again. Finally, the students reflect on the process. Using a rubric that is provided as a part of the item, the teacher scores the students on how well they chose practice strategies and how much their performances improved as a result of employing those strategies.1

Performance events are more bounded in nature. They typically require a student to perform or construct a response on demand with little or no advance preparation. For example, in a performance event for K–2, students improvise a consequent phrase to an antecedent phrase that is performed by the teacher. The student is evaluated on whether the response makes sense tonally and rhythmically, as well as how rich the response is creatively. These sometimes measure less multifaceted musical skills than performance tasks, but they still typically are used to measure levels 3 and 4 of Webb’s Depth of Knowledge.

Constructed-response items can be embedded within performance tasks or events. For a constructed-response item, students create their own open-ended responses. In the performance task above, students construct responses when they identify possible practice strategies. In the performance event above, the students’ improvisations are a type of constructed response. Student-written reflections are constructed responses, as are their comparing and contrasting performances or works in writing or verbally.

Selected-response items are different from constructed-response items in that students choose from among the options that are presented in their test booklets. These usually take the form of multiple-choice questions, although matching or true/false also would be possible. For example, in one item, students in grades 3–5 (ages 8–11) are asked to identify the tonality or meter of a variety of musical excerpts, choosing from a list of tonality or meter choices. These types of items rarely are used in the MAEIA project. If they are included, they typically are a part of a performance task or event and are used to determine whether students understand the requisite conceptual information well enough to participate in that task or event successfully. “Since one goal of this arts education effort was to create assessments that mirror and encourage authentic instruction at deep levels of cognitive complexity,” performance tasks were given the highest priority, followed by performance events, constructed response, and finally selected response (MAEIA, 2016a, p. 12).

The high school assessments were developed mostly in the latter half of 2014 and were the first of the grade-level bands to be developed. Because of the variety of music course offerings at this level, these assessments needed to be flexible so that they could be used across different types of settings and a variety of skill levels. Rather than differentiating the assessments by year in school, they are differentiated by level. Level one assessments are designed for students who are in the first year of enrollment in a high school music program, level two assessments are for students who are in the second year of high school music participation, and level three is for students who are in their third or fourth year of music participation in high school (MAEIA, 2016a). Many items can be used at all levels by differentiating the repertoire, enabling their use with an ensemble that is multi-grade-level.

In order to keep the assessment process more naturalistic, the high school items (as well as many of the 6–8 and some of the K–5 items) were designed so that music teachers can select the repertoire that is used in the items. Even if items suggest specific repertoire, teachers are encouraged to choose and incorporate alternative repertoire as desired. As a result, engaging in the assessment process is less disruptive of normal classroom activities. In fact, many of the activities in which students engage for the assessments are processes and activities that typically occur in music instruction, like evaluating performances, performing alone, performing chamber music, and playing scales, with the difference being that, for the assessment, the teacher keeps records of the quality of those evaluations and performances using the rubrics and scoring sheets that are provided in the teacher’s booklet for each item.

Others items are designed to help teachers think more creatively about music teaching and learning by engaging students in projects that are innovative and push curricular boundaries. For example, in one assessment, students create and perform a cover arrangement of a popular song. In another, students use a music streaming service to explore how these services classify music and supply suggestions to listeners based on their stated musical preferences. Students choose three pieces that are representative of a genre of their choosing and discuss the attributes of that genre as well as the attributes of those specific pieces within the genre. Then they choose and recommend three related works from within or outside of the genre. The performance task culminates in an audio or video presentation about the genre and their findings.

Each item has a teacher’s booklet and usually has a student booklet. The only items that do not have student booklets are some of those designed for students in grades K–2 (ages 5–7), as using a student booklet with young students is neither necessary nor developmentally appropriate. To attend to process validity, item developers wanted to be certain that the items were measuring musical skills rather than the ability to read or write. Each teacher booklet contains the following: links to the various sets of standards, a general overview, time requirements for item administration, list of required materials, description of the assessment setup and preparation, a detailed script with teacher and student directions, and the scoring rubric(s). It also has everything that appears in the student booklet, a statement about how that item can be used in music teacher evaluation, and a student scoring sheet.2

All portions of the assessments other than the few selected response questions that are embedded within larger performance tasks or events are evaluated using rubrics. These rubrics typically are multidimensional and have four criteria for each dimension that have been worded as clearly as possible to increase the reliability of the assessment. Table 11.2 shows a rubric example. Some items, particularly performance tasks, contain several rubrics, as evaluation occurs at several stages within the item. For example, students might perform a prepared solo or sight-reading example, and this performance would be evaluated using a rubric with dimensions designed to measure tonal accuracy, rhythmic accuracy, and musicality. Then students perhaps would be asked to listen to a recording of their performances and reflect on their quality and on practice strategies that could be used to improve their quality. There would be another rubric designed to measure the quality of the reflections that might focus on the extent to which the students identified appropriate practice strategies, the accuracy of their performance reflections, and the extent to which they were able to use music vocabulary appropriately in their reflections.
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In most items that require musical performance, the item instructions specify that the performance should be recorded. This allows them to be viewed and scored by the teacher at a later time, which could increase the reliability of the scoring because the teacher would be able to concentrate entirely on scoring accurately rather than on meeting the needs of the students in the classroom at the moment in addition to scoring. Recording was important particularly for the process of field testing the items, as the scoring was not done by the teacher but by independent evaluators at a later time. However, choosing to evaluate student performance “in time” would reduce the amount of time required to do an assessment, even if it might sacrifice some reliability, because the teacher is both scoring and managing the classroom. Typically, students have access to the rubrics in their student booklets and review these rubrics. This helps to clarify the expectations and lessen cultural bias (Delpit, 2006).

All items were field tested (MAEIA, 2016a). Michigan teachers who volunteered to field-test items were allowed to choose the specific items that best fit their teaching setting. As a result, some of the items were given more substantive testing than others. After administering an item, teachers gave the MAEIA project management team specific feedback regarding both the content of the item and the item administration process. They sent their comments and all student work to MAEIA, which then hired teachers to evaluate the student work and to identify exemplars for each level of achievement as identified within the rubrics. Those exemplars are available to those who wish to use the assessments in the future to aid in their scoring processes. If the rubrics did not work well in the scoring process, they were revised, as were the assessment processes based on recommendations by the teachers participating in the field testing. All of the items are available freely on www.maeia-artsednetwork.org.


Use of the Assessments in Teacher Evaluation

The MAEIA assessments provide a valuable resource of approximately 360 assessment items for Michigan arts teachers, all of whom are required to find ways to demonstrate student growth as part of the teacher evaluation process in Michigan. In a document titled The Use of MAEIA Assessments for Educator Evaluation 3.0, the project management team states,

it is not expected that all teachers will teach all of the skills assessed by the pool of MAEIA measures in a discipline. Instead, teachers should select those MAEIA assessments that match their instruction and will use a few of them when instruction occurs during the school year. It is anticipated that teachers might select three, four, five, or perhaps six assessments in total from among the available pool of performance measures (events and tasks) for the grade level(s) they teach.

(MAEIA, 2017, p. 8)

The assessments can be used as written, can be adapted according to a teacher’s classroom needs, or can serve as models for teachers who want to develop their own measurement tools.

The project management team identified three methods in which the assessments could be used in teacher evaluation. However, no specific validity or reliability evidence has been collected about the use of these assessments in the teacher evaluation process, so a discussion of these technical characteristics is not included alongside recommendations for their use. The first method is by readministering an item at least twice over the course of a year or into the next year, substituting new prompt material, to demonstrate improvement in student scores. For the first method, the alternative prompts must be of similar difficulty level so that any growth in test scores clearly is attributable to learning rather than to familiarity with test material. Usually suggested alternative prompts are given in the teacher booklet. In addition, students must have had sufficient instruction in the underlying concepts and processes of the item so that student learning is possible. The second method involves administering the item two years in a row to the same students, possibly using alternate prompts of the same difficulty level on the second administration. Each grade level would take at least two items each year, with some of the items being taken for the first time, to serve as a baseline, and others for the second time, so that the scores on these items can be compared to the scores on the same item from the previous year. This method is particularly appropriate for items that take substantial time to administer. The third method recommends that the teacher organize and present performance data from the item along with information about how the teacher engaged in teaching the students and supporting their learning. In each of the teacher booklets, there is a statement about which of the three methods is the most appropriate for that particular item.

MAEIA (2017) also articulates that the items should be used with caution in music teacher evaluation and that they should be only one piece of a much larger puzzle. The project management team suggests that the assessments should be supplemented with other measures, such as portfolios, observations, and student-reported accomplishments. In addition, they stress the importance of placing any measure of student growth in the context of whether the amount of resources for that program “provide a strong enough backdrop for quality instruction and adequate student learning to have occured” (MAEIA, 2017, p. 14).


Critical Analysis of the Project: Process, Goals, and Outcomes


Analyzing the way that a project like MAEIA unfolds is important, because without such critical evaluation, all that is left of these types of endeavors is the products or policies that they generate. While obviously important, the products do not paint a complete picture of the work, given the thorny process that can accompany such ambitious endeavors. Drawing on our own work on MAEIA and interviews with project management team members and blueprint writers, we discuss challenges related to the project’s complex timetable concerns as well as a variety of issues of uncertainty and philosophical differences between project members.


Process: Project Timing

A major challenge for those working on the MAEIA project involved the multiple and sometimes conflicting timing elements. First, while the management team proposed a three-year project, they only were guaranteed time and money for the first year of work. The project management team was confident that the funding would come for years two and three, which it ultimately did, but the project still had to proceed on what Dewsbury-White called an accelerated timeline in case additional funding did not materialize. This brought with it a number of challenges.

For one, the project management team did not have adequate time to recruit and train teachers to do the work needed. As Dewsbury-White noted: “There’s absolutely no room really in this project timeline or in the budget to be attentive to training these people to work together, so they are really drawing from the skills that they bring forward from their own professional experience and then our meeting expectations that are put out there in front of them” (personal communication, April 4, 2013). Team members were chosen based on who volunteered, to some extent on a first-come, first-served basis, particularly in the early stages of the project, when the project management team did not know as many arts educators from whom to draw. Groups of these volunteers had little time to get acquainted with one another and the workflow processes. As a result of the short timeline, much of the work also had to be done on teachers’ own time. In several instances, this meant that a team member would not complete assigned tasks, leaving other team members scrambling to do that member’s work.

As mentioned, also problematic were the overlapping timelines of multiple reforms occurring alongside the MAEIA work. Specifically, this included the 2014 National Core Arts Standards (SEADAE, 2014b) and the changing teacher evaluation laws in Michigan. Even though the release of the National Core Arts Standards was impending, the accelerated timetable for the MAEIA project forced team members to draft performance standards and write assessment items based on the 1994 National Arts Standards and the most recent version of the Michigan arts standards. When possible, team members did consult documents about the new standards posted online ahead of the release (e.g., conceptual framework, matrix, philosophical foundations), but they were forced to create content in 2013–2014 and then work retroactively to align the MAEIA work with the 2014 National Core Arts Standards. This alignment work occurred during the middle and end of 2015.


Outcomes: Concerns About Misuse in Educator Evaluation

An area of worry that came up frequently during MAEIA project work was how the resources would be used in arts teacher evaluation. Would these assessments be “forced” on teachers, either by the state or by school districts? The project management team considered this carefully. Roeber discussed how he was constantly operating during MAEIA work with the idea that, if the assessments were used in a high-stakes sense, the state could be sued if and when an arts teacher lost a job as a result. He noted,


Most state assessment directors realize that if the test has any stakes for students or an educator, sometimes even for schools, people don’t take negative news without fighting, and one of the ways they fight is in court. So you really ought to go into the program with the idea that you’re going to get sued. So that literally is in the back of my mind when I’m doing the work. (personal communication, April 4, 2013)

Both Dewsbury-White and Cardona also addressed this “elephant in the room.” Cardona suggested, however, that misuse of the MAEIA tools could not be as harmful as some of the poor practice occurring in schools: “I think that any misuse of the assessments that might be developed can’t be as bad as what is currently happening in terms of some districts. Evaluating teachers based on reading and math scores—that’s a total misuse of data” (personal communication, May 2, 2013). As it stands, the use of any of the approximately 360 MAEIA assessment items is entirely voluntary.

The potential misuse of the MAEIA tools in teacher evaluation also affected other aspects of the work. Team members felt it necessary to caution continually against holding teachers to unreasonable expectations, given inconsistent contact time and resources across the state. These cautions are inserted in the blueprint documents. Also, the assessment specifications document addresses concerns about how districts might incorporate MAEIA assessments into educator evaluation systems. For example, the assessment specifications document reads: “If the MAEIA assessment are used for determination of teacher effectiveness, 1) only the students taught by that teacher should participate in the assessment and 2) the assessment should focus only on knowledge and skills being taught by the teacher” (MAEIA, 2017, p. 14). Also in the same document, the authors addressed the need to supplement MAEIA arts education assessment information with additional measures of student performance. In addition to these caveats, Roeber published a separate 12-page document addressing proper use of the MAEIA assessments in educator evaluation (Roeber, 2015).

Blueprint writers and assessment items developers also discussed how they felt as though they needed to be vigilant to avoid accidentally producing tools that could make other arts teachers’ lives more difficult. Even as the blueprint writers were optimistic about the good that could come from the blueprint’s description of high-quality programs, they discussed how their worries about teacher evaluation kept arising. The theater blueprint writer, Joni Starr, noted, “[We said to ourselves] Let’s write things in a manner so that they are going to be serviceable. [Potential misuse] gives us a big responsibility and a bigger reason to be at the table to manage it with care” (personal communication, September 26, 2013). During the assessment development phase, this fear of unintended consequences related to teacher evaluation affected almost every decision we (the disciplinary team authors) made when considering items. Questions we faced were: Should the items specify repertoire? Did our performance tasks, which were meant to take place over time, place unreasonable burdens on teachers? Would creating year-specific high school items (i.e., separate items for those in their first year in an arts course, second year, third and fourth year) be cumbersome for teachers of mixed-age ensembles? Would creating too many constructed- and selected-response questions disrupt music-making activities?


Effect of the Blueprint and Program Review Tool

MAEIA team members also were concerned about the reception of the blueprint and its accompanying program review tool. The worries were twofold, relating on one hand to how aspirational the standards should be and on the other to how a district lacking in numerous areas would choose to understand their path forward. Would they choose to provide additional resources or be so discouraged that they eliminate the program? In terms of standard setting, the project management team agreed that outlining an aspirational “gold standard” was important, but they were less certain of whether they should also describe lower levels of achievement—“silver” and “bronze” standards. It also was difficult to decide whether to report excellence in a single arts discipline (i.e., music only), since some arts programs may excel in one or several of the arts but not in all. Should the results be reported combining all of the arts into one set of results or should each art form be addressed separately? Roeber described how this came up when designing the program review tool: “When this tool has 100 questions, are they all equally weighted? Are some more important than others?” (personal communication, April 4, 2013). He described how there are two approaches: a compensatory model, in which “high scores in one area can offset low scores in another.” Alternatively, there is a conjunctive model, in which districts must have a “minimum score here and here and here in order to be adequate, and if you have a low score in any of those four areas, you’re not a gold standard” (personal communication, April 4, 2013). Ultimately, the team also worried that their blueprint for a “gold standard” program might be out of reach for many districts. This fear led them to decide to pilot the blueprint and program review tool in some of the districts recognized previously for arts education excellence around the state.

Several project management team members also worried about how the program review tool would be used if a district was found to be lacking significantly in certain areas. The review tool, Cardona noted, would neatly present information about strengths and weaknesses:

[The National Association for Music Education] has its “Opportunity to Learn” kind of standards, but you have to dig for that. So hopefully this will put it in a clear place where districts and parents can look at it and say, “So what is good? What’s the consensus on what good should be? And what do we have here? And where should we maybe begin to make things a little better?” (personal communication, May 2, 2013)

At the same time, Roeber worried a district might use the results of a negative review to give up on an arts area altogether. He said:

Data can be used for or against program improvement. There may be places where people say, “Let’s just cut our losses. It’s obvious in this achievement data our kids aren’t learning anything, the [program review] tool shows our program is really weak, it would take a lot of effort and money to beef it up, so let’s just kill it off.” That would be unfortunate. (personal communication, April 4, 2013)


Disagreements and Tensions Regarding Assessment Items

The challenging work of designing assessment items brought some philosophical disagreements to the fore. For example, when drafting the assessment specifications document, each arts area team was tasked with describing how many performance tasks, performance events, constructed-response, and selected-response items would be appropriate for given grade levels. After conversation, the music team (led by Mitchell Robinson and including author Cynthia Taggart) had decided largely to forego selected-response (i.e., multiple-choice) items. In its discussion of valid music assessment, the team cited the skill-based nature of the discipline and the extreme caseload of music teachers.

For Music, students should be assessed on their ability to Create, Perform, and Respond in a variety of settings and contexts. Students should be asked to demonstrate their abilities through an appropriate combination of performance tasks, events, and constructed-responses. It is expected that there will be an emphasis on performance tasks and events over selected-response items in order to maintain authenticity within the discipline. (MAEIA, 2016a, p. 66)

However, the project management team disagreed with this approach, stressing that the overall assessment design necessitated that each discipline include selected-response items as a way to demonstrate the basic knowledge needed to accomplish the performance events/tasks. The music team countered that, because selected-response questions could only gauge lower-level recall/understanding, they did not actually predict students’ abilities to perform, create, or respond. As an example, being able to write the definition of “tempo” and “staccato” did not, in the team’s opinion, actually constitute musical knowledge worth knowing on its own. Ultimately, the music team members recommended no selected-response items for K–5, 6–8, or high school, but the tables showing recommended numbers of items show that the project management team added 15 selected-response items to each of these grade bands (see MAEIA, 2016a, p. 71, for example). This disagreement would arise again during the assessment item development, when numerous developers sought to avoid creating items that would break up the flow of active music-making. Ultimately, very few selected-response items appear in the music assessments.

As mentioned earlier, item developers grappled with a tension at the heart of many assessment debates: standardization versus flexibility. Standardization can refer to several things, including uniformity of content or the administration of the assessment. The project management team’s approach to standardization was not clear at the outset of the development work, complicating the initial process. For example, conversations arose regarding whether item developers should dictate the repertoire that would be required for an item, recommend repertoire, or ask that the teacher use repertoire under study in their class. Eventually, the project management team asked that, when possible, item developers specify or suggest repertoire. At times, developers also were asked to provide prompts in the form of audio recordings or visual arts artifacts, with Roeber providing some examples of standardized prompts from past NAEP arts assessments (e.g., Keiper, Sandene, Persky, & Kuang, 2009) and a 2002 arts assessment document from CCSSO and the Arts Education Partnership (Pistone, 2002).

The effort to standardize content within items prompted debates. Numerous music item developers felt that, by even suggesting repertoire, certain content would be privileged and recognized as superior. This was complicated by the idea that items were intended to cross the spectrum of secondary music classes (i.e., items should work in concert band, jazz ensemble, orchestra, choir, music theory, guitar courses). The diversity of music offerings made any effort at standardization of content almost impossible, but not all content teams struggled with this problem. The visual arts team, for example, felt comfortable with specifying works of art to be the basis for items. Ultimately, the music items, particularly in the upper grade levels, rarely specify repertoire, and those that do in the younger grade levels make it clear that the teacher may substitute repertoire of his or her choice. Modifying the content obviously can affect the validity and reliability of the items, but the music team decided that the benefits provided by allowing music teachers to choose the most appropriate repertoire for their teaching settings outweighed what was lost in terms of reliability. It would mean that the items would have more content validity, in that they would be geared specifically toward what was being learned in the classrooms in which they were being administered. It also meant that music classrooms of all types could use the same items meaningfully.

Finally, questions arose regarding standardization of the administration of the assessment. Assessment item developers were asked to provide scripts that would be read aloud during the administration of items, to standardize directions to students. During the face-to-face development meetings, some team members worried that this would create a high-stakes atmosphere with a test proctor who was not the teacher, especially for the on-demand performance events. Conversations about this prompted more questions. For example, would teachers receive all assessment materials at the beginning of the year and be able to prepare for integrating them into curriculum, or would they be sealed until administered, like some other test booklets? With use of the assessments in teacher evaluation as a motivator for development, these questions of standardization were important. At the same time, the desire for these items to be embedded in the curriculum was a validity concern. As developers, we (the authors) experienced this tension firsthand, as we sought to balance test administration concerns with teacher buy-in and the necessary flexibility required to administer assessment items to large groups of students in varying curricular contexts. Ultimately, the members of the music team decided that developing items that were embedded in the curriculum was more important than standardization, as embedded items could be used more easily to improve instruction.


Implications

In a project such as this, the composition of the project management team is critical. From the view of the disciplinary team members who worked on the various portions of the project, it appeared that Roeber’s primary function was to provide measurement expertise, Dewsbury White was charged with managing the project and keeping the “whole” of the project organized and on track, and Cardona supplied arts expertise. Behind the scenes, these functions probably blurred, but these three individuals gave the disciplinary teams contact points for specific types of questions. All of these types of expertise were critical to the project and must be considered in assembling leaders for such an endeavor.

Disciplinary team composition also is critical to a project such as this. There were numerous instances when some members of the disciplinary teams did not have adequate background to participate meaningfully in the project, primarily because of the short time frame for the selection process. Some did not have the requisite technology skills to enable their remote work, and others did not have strong enough curricular backgrounds. The strength and knowledge of the members of the disciplinary teams were crucial, both in creating high-quality assessments and in negotiating with the management team when there were disagreements about the types of assessments that were appropriate for their art form. As the project progressed, the quality of the team members improved, as those who had contributed high quality work in the past were invited back. In addition, those team members recruited other team members who also were strong contributors. Some of these problems might have been avoided had the project management team had a knowledgeable, connected, point person or a team from each specific arts discipline in charge of recruitment and selection of the disciplinary team members from the beginning of the project.

The time table presented one of the biggest challenges of this project, in that it did not allow teams to be as deliberative they might have desired, especially given that they were teaching full-time as they worked on the project. A longer time frame for this project would have been helpful (perhaps 25% more time for each stage of the project), but firm deadlines would need to be maintained so that the project stayed on schedule. Also, the primary work sessions were during the school year, which posed difficulties for teachers working on the project. Perhaps future projects could schedule the primary work periods during the summer months when school is not in session (although some teachers are not available during the summer due to summer work or vacation plans).


Conclusions

Our discussion of both the process and products of the MAEIA project paints a picture of the complex work of state-level arts assessment, replete with opportunities and challenges. Overall, we feel that, despite ongoing concerns about the education environment surrounding the project, the MAEIA work contributes meaningfully to the assessment of student learning in music in Michigan. It provides important lessons to other states engaging in similar work, and, in combination with other state efforts, the MAEIA project helps to begin to establish some promising principles for this type of work. Specific principles include the “three-legged stool” approach of including a blueprint for excellent arts programs, a program review tool for self-study on these markers, and assessment exemplars. Drafting assessments without a blueprint ignores context. Drafting the blueprint without a program review tool makes gathering information for positive change difficult.

The nature of the assessment items and how they are implemented also is an important contribution. As affirmed by the Model Cornerstone Assessments (SEADAE, 2014a) that accompanied the 2014 National Core Arts Standards (SEADAE, 2014b), arts assessment systems logically prioritize performance tasks/events across the Create/Perform/Respond/Connect framework. The MAEIA assessments begin with performance task/events and then work backward to include only the necessary constructed-response and selected-response items that support or clarify necessary knowledge/skills to complete those performance items. We also are optimistic that these music performance items can fit seamlessly with educators’ curricula, as they mostly allow the music educator to build them around existing repertoire and instructional materials. They also are easily adaptable, with the music teacher able to make minor additions/subtractions and alter timetables as necessary. Since assessment should create a “feedback loop” both driving instruction and responding to instruction, we believe that these curriculum-embedded performance assessments are good models for future arts assessment. Because the primary purpose of the assessments was to improve instruction in arts classrooms across Michigan by providing teachers with strong assessment models that they can use meaningfully in their own settings, the adaptable nature of the assessments is more important than the ability to use them in standardized ways.

There are a number of continuing questions related to how the MAEIA assessments will relate to the requirements for demonstrating student growth in teacher evaluation systems. An informal survey of state approaches shows several distinct means of obtaining growth data for music courses. First, some states attempted to develop end-of-course (EOC) exams for all nontested courses (i.e., courses not assessed under the statewide standardized tests), while simultaneously forming assessment item banks for various arts subjects. Florida is an example of a state that made this move, prompting county school systems to create hundreds of EOC exams, then subsequently rolling back the provision under shifting political winds (Jester, 2015). Tennessee is an example of a second approach, which involves a formalized portfolio process for arts educators (Tennessee Department of Education, 2016). In this system, fine arts teachers select student work samples and reflect on how the samples demonstrate growth toward selected targets. Some of the MAEIA items could provide work samples and reflections that could be included in those portfolios. The most common approach, however, is to permit state-level flexibility for nontested subjects through a student learning objective (SLO) requirement. In states adopting this approach, such as Michigan, arts teachers will either create local assessments or will turn to educator-developed, field-tested exemplars, such as those offered by MAEIA. Time will tell whether the MAEIA assessments gain widespread traction in local SLO processes.

Finally, work on the MAEIA project presents enduring questions about the status of the arts and arts educators in the education of American children. As the arts disciplines continue to adapt to changing educational currents (e.g., the standards movement of the 1980s–1990s, the Common Core State Standards era), we wonder whether adopting the assessment trends of tested subject areas will strengthen or weaken the arts position in the American school curriculum. On the other hand, it also is interesting to see renewed interest across subject areas in performance assessment, a perennial hallmark of the arts. Last, as states and districts weigh the relative merits of different assessment systems, we believe that practicing teachers, both in and outside of the arts, must play a leading role in developing valid assessments and implementing meaningful approaches to assessment, both to serve as advocates for their students and to enable assessment to reassert its most important role—that of improving instruction.




Notes


1. Another example of a performance task can be seen at https://maeia-artsednetwork.org/assessment/create-stomp-performance/

2. To see an example of an item in its entirety, go to https://maeia-artsednetwork.org/assessment/compose-a-consequent-phrase/
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CHAPTER 12



The South Carolina Arts Assessment Program



Ashlee A. Lewis, Yin Burgess, and Xumei Fan



In this chapter, we describe the music assessment for the South Carolina Arts Assessment Program (SCAAP) in the United States and the cycle of continual improvement used in the development and maintenance of the assessment. The SCAAP is a state-level arts assessment program that has been in operation for more than 10 years. After discussing the development and technical characteristics of the assessments, we review some of the investigations that we (the assessment developers) have undertaken using the music assessment. Finally, we describe lessons that we believe will be beneficial to others interested in developing technically sound assessments in music. Unless otherwise indicated, the results described in this chapter are from the administration of the assessment during the 2014–2015 school year.


An Introduction to SCAAP

SCAAP is a collaborative effort among the South Carolina State Department of Education (SCDE), the Office of Program Evaluation (OPE) at the University of South Carolina (also referred to herein as “the SCAAP team”), and South Carolina arts educators. SCAAP’s aim is to provide technically sound arts assessments aligned to the South Carolina Academic Standards for the Visual and Performing Arts (SCDE, 2010) in order to promote rigorous arts education across the state. To date, the SCAAP team has developed six different assessments in various stages of development and implementation. The SCAAP music assessment for fourth grade, which is the focus of this chapter, includes a Web-based multiple-choice section and two performance tasks. The assessment is administered each March to schools that received Distinguished Arts Program (DAP) grants from the SCDE. For participating schools, test administrators are trained remotely using a test administration manual and a webinar. In 2015, 35 schools and approximately 2,683 4th-grade students participated in the music assessment for SCAAP.


A Brief History of SCAAP

In 2000, the SCAAP project began with a focus on developing and field testing large-scale assessments for elementary school music.1 Advisory committees, composed of statewide leaders in music education, were formed to determine both the format and content to be included in the test. Advisory committee members met with the personnel from the OPE and SCDE to determine test specifications by selecting the content standards and indicators most appropriate for large-scale assessment. The test specifications provided the framework from which the committee members selected the most appropriate test population and format for the assessments.

Committee members decided to begin the development of the assessment program at the elementary level and to focus initially on music and visual arts because most South Carolina elementary schools offered music and visual arts programs. The committee members chose 4th grade as the elementary grade level to be assessed because the 2003 South Carolina Visual and Performing Arts Curriculum Standards (SCDE, 2003) used grade level bands that included a band for grades 3, 4, and 5. Given the constraints of only developing an initial assessment at one grade level, 4th grade was selected to measure student music achievement. In the United States, 4th-grade children generally are 9 to 10 years old.

Committee members chose to include both multiple-choice and performance tasks in the assessment, as using both formats would allow coverage of a wide range of standards (at the time, the two formats were most suited for assessing students’ music learning in relation to the 2003 SC Visual and Performing Arts Curriculum Standards (SCDE, 2003)). Members of the advisory committee then created multiple-choice items and performance tasks to match the test specifications. In 2002, the SCAAP personnel used those items and tasks to assemble and field test three 40-item multiple-choice test forms and two performance tasks. Statistical analyses were conducted to evaluate the quality of the assessments, and participating teachers were surveyed to gather feedback on test administration.

In 2003, the SCAAP 4th-grade music and visual arts assessments were refined and pilot-tested. Based on statistical analyses from the first year, the development team at OPE decided to develop two, rather than three, multiple-choice test forms. Further, the team increased the number of items on each test from 40 to 45 in order to reach adequate reliability. The second year of the project was particularly notable because the assessment team worked with Web programmers to develop and pilot-test a prototype to administer the multiple-choice assessment online and to score the performance tasks online. In the project’s third year (2005), the Web-based assessments were administered to 4th-grade students in schools receiving DAP grants across South Carolina. Although the online administration of an assessment is now standard practice for many assessment systems, the notion of an entirely Web-based multiple-choice system and scoring platform was just emerging at the time when the SCAAP system was developed. From 2004 until 2008, the SCAAP development team were engaged in the development of assessments for theatre, dance, music, and visual arts assessments for the middle school level, but those efforts were stopped in 2009 because of severe funding cuts in state funding resulting from the recession.

The next phase of the assessment began with the implementation of the 2010 South Carolina Academic Standards for the Visual and Performing Arts (SCDE, 2010). SCAAP personnel collaborated with an expanded advisory committee to realign each of the approximately 170 multiple-choice items in the item bank (N = 169), which was used to construct the multiple-choice test forms, to the new academic standards. Items that did not meet the new standards were terminated during the item realignment process. After this process was complete, the item bank contained only enough items to develop one multiple-choice test form. Therefore, in 2011, the SCAAP assessment had only one multiple-choice test form with 45 items and two performance tasks. New test specifications were also developed and new multiple-choice items were generated based on the new academic standards. In 2011, the SCAAP development team also hosted an item-writing retreat with six music educators to develop items that aligned with the 2010 standards to ensure that an ample pool of items would be available for future use.

In 2012, due to decreased funding, the development team was not able to administer the performance task portion of the assessment. The inability to administer the performance tasks, which are a cornerstone of the assessment and integral to its authenticity, led the SCAAP team to work with the SCDE to determine a minimal level of funding that would allow the assessment to remain funded at a relatively constant level regardless of the number of schools participating in a given year. Since 2012, the performance tasks, along with the multiple-choice section of the assessment, have been administered each year. Following is a more detailed overview of the content included in the SCAAP music assessment.


Assessment Content and Test Specifications


SCAAP advisory committees are composed of arts educators who are acknowledged statewide as leaders in their respective arts areas. Members of the committee have completed the Curriculum Leadership Institute of the Arts (CLIA) and the Arts Assessment Institute (AAI), two of the professional development institutes offered to arts educators in the state by the SCDE. Committee members guide the assessments by providing content-area expertise at several points throughout the year. During item review sessions, committee members create new multiple-choice test items, edit and refine existing test items, and, during typical testing cycles, review and refine performance task documents. During validation sessions, which are held after performance tasks are administered to students, the advisory committee members benchmark student performance tasks for subsequent rating.

The SCAAP music assessment includes two sections: multiple-choice and performance tasks. The multiple-choice section requires students to demonstrate their knowledge of and skills in (1) creating music, (2) music literacy, (3) critical response to music, (4) history and culture, and (5) connections between music and other disciplines. Music performance task 1 (the singing task) requires students to sing a familiar song, and music performance task 2 (the rhythm improvisation task) requires students to perform a two-measure rhythm improvisation.

Table 12.1 presents the test specifications for the SCAAP music assessment. The table presents the overall emphasis of the assessment by standard and how much of the assessment is covered by each assessment format.
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Multiple-Choice Item Bank

At the time this chapter was written, there were about 170 items in the SCAAP music item bank. Prior to 2011, the 4th-grade entry level of music and visual arts assessments were constructed based on the 2003 South Carolina Visual and Performing Arts Curriculum Standards (SCDE, 2003) for grades 3 through 5. With the introduction and implementation of the South Carolina Academic Standards for the Visual and Performing Arts (SCDE, 2010), SCAAP personnel collaborated with SCAAP Advisory Committee members to realign each of the items in the SCAAP item bank (N = 169) to the new academic standards. Items that did not align to the new standards were terminated during the item realignment process. Each SCAAP multiple-choice item is designed to address a particular content standard based on the 2010 South Carolina Academic Standards for the Visual and Performing Arts (SCDE, 2010).

Stimulus materials are used in music items, including multimedia interpretive materials such as music pieces (externally sourced and created by the assessment developers) and images of music notation. Many of the music examples that are used as interpretive material are well-known classical, jazz, or popular compositions that are in the public domain. Other pieces of musical interpretive material are composed or created explicitly to target particular content. An example of a music item is presented in Figure 12.1. Following that is a description of the analyses that are run each year for SCAAP.
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Figure 12.1 Sample SCAAP multiple-choice item with interpretive material.






Multiple-Choice Analyses


SCAAP personnel perform analyses that include reliability and descriptive statistics for music assessments in order to inform continued improvement of the assessment. Analyses are conducted using classical test theory, and computations are performed using SAS and SPSS statistical software packages. Additional analyses were also conducted using item response theory (IRT) methods to equate the test forms based on the students’ abilities.


Reliability

All multiple-choice items are binary (i.e., scored 0 or 1). Classical reliability indices are computed to obtain reliability for each test form. Each year, we compute the classical reliability indices for each test form using Cronbach’s alpha and a corrected split-half index. Furthermore, the empirical reliability based on the fitted IRT model was computed based on the variance of the ability level (θ) for both forms (see Table 12.2).
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The reliability indices are used to determine at what level the results can be disseminated and whether the assessment can be used for low, medium, or high stakes decision-making. In the United States, high-stakes testing would include any test that is used for federal or state accountability or tests that are used to make decisions about teacher pay or student placement. A low-stakes assessment might be one that is used formatively to inform instruction in the classroom. It is recommended that a minimum reliability index of .70 be used for low-stakes decision-making and for research and evaluation purposes (Herman, Ashbacher, & Winters, 1992). For the 2015 SCAAP test forms, the reliability indices ranged from .80 to .83, which was within a range that is appropriate for making medium-stakes decisions, such as determining program effectiveness.


Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics such as the mean, standard deviation, range, and number of students answering each question are examined each year for an overview of student performance on each test form. For a test item with four answer options, a student with no knowledge would have a one in four chance of choosing the correct answer by pure guessing. Therefore, for a test consisting of 45 items, we estimate that a student might score approximately 11 points if they guessed for all items. The mean score for the music multiple-choice assessments in 2015 (mean scores were 23.6 and 23.3 for Form 1 and Form 2 respectively) indicated that students’ results were based on their understanding of the music concepts covered in the assessment.


IRT Model Fit and Equating Test Forms

Each year, the assessment development team uses IRT methods to equate the SCAAP test forms; the primary advantage of using this procedure is that it allows equating based on latent variables across years and across test forms. That is, student scores can be analyzed to ensure that they are not affected by the test’s difficulty level, as the test difficulty may not be the same across years. To accomplish this, the SCAAP team uses similarly functioning items across different test forms and different years. Another advantage is the ability to use individual item information to guide the item review process independent of the sample of students included each year.

To fully realize the benefits of IRT methods, the IRT model (i.e., one-, two-, or three-parameter logistic models2) that is used for parameter estimation must fit the data. We use the two-parameter logistic model (2PL) because it provides a very good fit for the SCAAP data; fit is checked each year to ensure that the 2PL model remains the best fit for the data.

The 2015 SCAAP multiple-choice section consisted of two parallel test forms of 45 items each, with 24 linking items between the two test forms; the test forms are constructed to be parallel based on the table of specifications. As students log into the SCAAP website, they are randomly assigned to one of the two test forms. The concurrent calibration method is used to compute equated test scores for individual schools. The concurrent calibration method was chosen because this method yields more stable equated scores than other methods such as linear and equipercentile equating (Hills, Subhiyah, & Hirsch, 1988; Petersen, Cook, & Stocking, 1983). BILOG, a statistical software that conducts IRT analyses for dichotomous data, is used each year to simultaneously estimate item parameters and ability parameters. Item parameters are the technical characteristics that show how an item functions and include indices for item difficulty and item discrimination. Ability parameters show a test taker’s overall level of performance on an assessment, once the items have been equated. School-level results are computed by equating across test forms. Because individual test forms comprise 45 items, students’ ability estimates are transformed into a 45-point scale to facilitate the interpretation of results by teachers and administrators.


Test Bias: Differential Item Functioning (DIF)

To investigate whether the student results differ by gender or by ethnic group, the SCAAP personnel compute descriptive statistics by gender and by ethnicity. In general, female students scored slightly higher than male students, and white students scored higher than African American and Hispanic students on both music assessments. To further investigate whether students’ performance on the SCAAP assessments vary significantly by gender or ethnic group, SCAAP items are subjected to DIF analysis to examine each item for bias. Item bias occurs when one group with a certain ability level, as measured by a given item, has an advantage over another group with the same ability level on the same item. For the SCAAP assessment, the DIF analysis involves estimating whether students in different gender or ethnic groups, matched by ability level, have the same probability of correctly responding to a particular item. If, for a particular item, either group has a different probability of correctly answering that item, the item is considered to display DIF.

“A” items are considered to be free of DIF. “B” items exhibit relatively minimal DIF and may be used unless there are other item choices. “C” items exhibit greater DIF and are to be selected only if essential to meet test specifications. In 2015, all items on the music assessment were classified as either “A” or “B” items when DIF was examined in terms of gender groups, which means the probability of answering an item correctly is very similar for male and female students when their proficiency on the measured construct is similar. When performed on racial/ethnic groups, the DIF analysis revealed that all of the items were “A” and “B” items. In fact, the DIF analysis only identified one item as a “B” item for gender and four “B” items for race/ethnicity.


Technical Characteristics of Items

For every item, classical indices such as proportion of correct responses (p-values or item difficulty values) and discrimination indices (d-values) based on point-biserial correlations are examined each year. Histograms of the p-values, or proportion of correct responses, for the items on each of the test forms were constructed to investigate the distribution of p-values. The histograms indicate that most items have moderate p-values and that only a few items have very low or very high p-values. In addition, the most common p-value for the music test is around .40.

The item discrimination index is a type of correlation in which each item is correlated with the total test score. A high item discrimination index indicates that students who answer a particular item correctly usually have an overall higher score than students who do not answer that item correctly. Conversely, a low or negative discrimination index means that students who answer a particular item correctly usually have an overall lower score than students who do not answer that item correctly. Therefore, negative or low discrimination indices are of most concern because they do not distinguish between high scoring and low scoring students or between students who have and have not mastered the content being measured by the assessment.

According to Ebel and Frisbie (1986), items with discrimination indices (1) equal to or higher than .40 are considered to be good items, (2) between .30 and .39 are considered reasonably good items, (3) between .20 and .29 are considered marginal items that need minor revision, and (4) equal or lower than .19 are poor items that need major revision. Based on the magnitude of those individual values, each item was classified as having (1) an acceptable discrimination value, (2) a low discrimination value, or (3) a negative discrimination value. In 2015, three items, which were common to both test forms, had low discrimination indices. The items were presented to the advisory committee at the item review session. Based on the committee members’ recommendations, those items were either altered or terminated in preparation for 2015 testing.


Item Review Process

Many of the multiple-choice items used on the SCAAP assessments were created during the initial development phase of the assessment; however, new items have been created over the years to augment the item banks and to replace items terminated due to poor item performance. Furthermore, the 2010 item realignment process led us to remove a large number of items and gradually add newly written items that are more closely aligned to the state academic standards. All items are reviewed and edited yearly by the music advisory committee members and the assessment developers based on item analysis from the previous year’s assessment results. The following assessment item analyses guide the revision of the assessment for the following year:



1. Item difficulty: Item p-values lower than .20 and higher than .85 are considered either too difficult or too easy to provide strong information about what students know, and they are included for the item review session each year.

2. Item discrimination indices: Item discrimination indices .19 or higher are considered to discriminate well between students who do and do not know the content included in the item.

3. Gender and ethnicity DIF: All items that receive a C classification in either gender or ethnicity aspect are reviewed by the arts advisory committees.

4. Distribution of options for each item: To ensure that three options in each item are serving as good distractors, percentages of each option that students chose are also examined. Distractors that are not functioning well will be reviewed and revised during the item review session.





The committee members and the SCAAP personnel also review test items for (1) age-appropriateness and readability, (2) alignment to state academic standards for the visual and performing arts, and (3) gender and ethnicity bias using DIF analysis.

Changes to existing test items are determined by the music advisory committee during item review sessions. Any changes not approved during item review sessions (i.e., changes made independently by SCAAP personnel) are sent to committee members for review before test administration. The SCAAP personnel are responsible for the final appearance and/or sound of all test items and stimulus material on the SCAAP website. In addition, the SCAAP personnel make sure that all test items adhere to item writing guidelines that were adapted from those presented in Put to the Test: Tools and Techniques for Classroom Assessment (Kuhs, Johnson, Agruso, & Monrad, 2001).


Considering Item Analysis Using Rasch

As discussed, a variety of forms of item analysis are routinely employed to determine item quality and to identify potentially problematic items that may impact the validity of the conclusions that music educators make based on the assessment. The multiple-choice items are analyzed annually through the classical test theory (CTT) framework to examine each item’s psychometric properties. As discussed, these analyses include item difficulty, DIF, correlations between each item and the total score, indicated by a discrimination index, and distractor quality. Unfortunately, these traditional methods depend on the group of students being tested (sample-specific), and score interpretations are limited to this particular group (Alasuutari, Bickman, & Brannen, 2009). As a modern alternative, Rasch methodology provides a sample-free framework and has the advantage of producing sample-invariant item analyses and using goodness-of-fit criteria to detect problematic items (Hambleton & Jones, 1993), thus leading to more accurate results. Instead of group-level information, Rasch methodology provides item-level information that can complement and enhance item information from the traditional CTT that the SCAAP team has used during the item review sessions. A recent study (Burgess, Ene, & Leighton, 2016) used the modern Rasch methodology to investigate the music multiple-choice item quality during the 2014–2015 SCAAP test administration.

As mentioned previously, the 2014–2015 music assessment for SCAAP consisted of two parallel forms with 27 common items that were used as anchors to later equate both forms. Items that were unique to one particular form were considered “missing” from the other form. The Rasch model can handle missing data, and both forms were analyzed simultaneously. Statistical analyses indicated that testing data fit the Rasch model, and all of the assumptions for Rasch were met. The results suggest that, overall, the music items are appropriate for the students who took the assessment as well as for the assessment’s purpose—program evaluation. The 2014–2015 music items were appropriate in terms of their difficulty level, being well matched to students’ music abilities (see Figure 12.2). Figure 12.2 shows the person-item map (also called “the Wright Map”; Bond & Fox, 2001), which depicts a normal bell-shaped distribution of person ability and item difficulty along the continuum. Additionally, the placement of items across the two parallel forms showed that items unique to each form appeared to align equally across multiple ability levels, with no form being too easy or too difficult. The item analyses conducted from CTT and Rasch further revealed that, in general, the results were mostly consistent across methods. Both methods identified one item that was problematic and should be flagged for further review. Information concerning another item, however, indicated a discrepancy. The CTT results suggested this item had a low discrimination index and may be problematic, while the Rasch model indicated that the item fit well within the model’s framework. One of the advantages of the Rasch model is that it assists researchers in examining the spread of items in relation to item difficulty and person ability (Bond & Fox, 2007). In other words, an assessment should contain an appropriate number of items to provide information about test takers of varying ability levels. This item, while considered a “difficult” item, is needed to provide more information about test takers with higher ability levels for the concept that the item measures.
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Figure 12.2 Item-Person map for SCAAP music multiple-choice assessment 2014–2015.






Performance Task Preparation and Benchmarking

Because the performance tasks are administered to students individually, test administration can be time consuming. Due to the time constraints placed on music educators, schools are asked to administer the performance task portion of the assessment to just 40 of their fourth grade students. To avoid cherry picking the strongest music students, teachers are asked to choose two full classes of students.

The two performance tasks developed at the beginning of the assessment have been used each year, with a few minor changes and updates. The singing task (Task 1) requires students to individually perform a familiar song on a neutral syllable (“du”). The rhythm improvisation task (Task 2) requires students to individually perform an 8-beat rhythm improvisation using rhythm syllables. Prompts with student directions for both tasks are recorded on a compact disc and are also shared on a flash drive to standardize test administration. Each test administrator plays the prompt for each student and then digitally records the student performing the task when prompted. Test administrators record students, save their students’ files as an .mp3 or .wav file on a flash drive provided by SCAAP, and name those files according to a file-naming convention to allow student files to be matched to student information in the online system. The flash drives are returned to the SCAAP office using a prepaid business reply envelope. Upon receipt of the student files, the SCAAP team adds student files to the online scoring system using a mass uploading procedure that matches the files to students in the system who have results on the multiple-choice section of the assessment.

Each year, prior to performance task rating, the music advisory committee meets with the SCAAP team to review and finalize the performance task rubrics from the previous year and to benchmark student performances. In 2015, about 160 benchmarked student music performances were used for each task. Nearly all of the music benchmarks were recycled from previous years (from 2008 to 2014), and 25 newly selected and benchmarked student tasks were added for the rhythm improvisation task. Each year, the student performances benchmarked during the validation sessions are divided into four sets that are used for rater training and monitoring. The benchmark task types include: (1) anchor tasks to demonstrate proficiency at each score level for training raters; (2) practice tasks to create practice tests used during rater training sessions; (3) qualifying tasks to create qualifying tests and refresher tests, and (4) seed tasks to be distributed randomly among items to be rated.


Performance Task Scoring Procedures

Following a rater training session in which a trainer from the SCAAP team reviews principles of rating performance tasks, types of rater bias, the rubrics for the tasks, and anchor tasks to be used as examples, raters complete a practice test, presented in an interactive PowerPoint format. The practice test presents immediate feedback regarding scores and the advisory committee’s scoring justifications. Prior to beginning their scoring, raters log in to the online system and must pass a 15-task randomly generated qualifying test for each performance task. To pass the test and begin scoring, a rater must score at least 90% correct (adjacent agreement) on the qualifying test before becoming eligible to rate student responses. If raters do not pass the qualifying test after three attempts, they retrain with the SCAAP team. If a rater consistently has failed attempts to pass qualifying and refresher tests, they are not invited to serve as a rater in the future.

After passing the qualifying test, raters score student performances remotely via the online system according to their own schedule. They are given a window of about four weeks to complete their score. In 2015, each music rater was assigned to rate about 645 student responses per performance task and approximately 1,290 student responses in total. Raters were randomly assigned to three different rater groups. Throughout the scoring process, the SCAAP team monitors rater consistency using refresher tests and seed tasks. Similar to the qualifying tests, refresher tests are 15-item randomly generated tests that each rater must pass with at least 90% correct. Raters are automatically directed to the refresher test after scoring 100 student performances or after failing three seed items. Seed items are distributed among unscored student performances. A rater is considered to have failed a seed item if the score differs from the committee’s score by two or more points (i.e., nonadjacent scores). A rater is not permitted to continue rating until s/he passes the refresher test.

In 2015, four experienced raters were invited to score student work. Each of these raters have been rating SCAAP performance tasks for multiple years and are very experienced with the rating procedures and the web-based rating system. About 50% of the tasks were each rated by a pair of raters, and the rest were rated by a single rater. Each of the four raters scored approximately 640 responses for each performance task in music. In cases where raters disagreed by more than one score point (i.e., “nonadjacent agreement”), responses were scored again by an expert rater. This score resolution method for nonadjacent scores using expert raters, is a widely accepted practice (Johnson, Penny, Fisher, & Kuhs, 2000, 2003; Johnson, Penny, & Gordon, 2008).

For the double-rated responses, scores for each student’s performance task were calculated by averaging the scores of the two raters. Raters use augmentation by adding a “+” or “−” to their scores. Augmentation of scores increases or decreases a numerical score by 0.33. The rubrics used to score the performance tasks are displayed in Tables 12.3 and 12.4. The rubric for the singing task includes three criteria (tonal quality, rhythmic accuracy, and vocal quality) and the rubric for the rhythm improvisation task includes two criteria (rhythmic accuracy and improvisation) (Tables 12.3 and 12.4). Each criterion has five score levels, ranging from 0 to 4, and each level represents a skill to be accomplished. Since 2009, the music performance task rubrics have been provided to test administrators prior to the test administration.


Table 12.3 SCAAP 2015 Music Task 1 (Singing) Rubric




	Rating
	Tonal Accuracy Criteria





	4
	Intonation and pitches are accurate



	3
	Tonal center is established and maintained



	2
	Major Tonality is established



	1
	Melodic contour is accurate



	0
	Incorrect melodic contour; incomplete performance or performance with pause or pauses, or stops



	Rating
	Rhythmic Accuracy Criteria



	4
	Tempo is consistent, and rhythm patterns are accurate



	3
	Tempo and meter are maintained nearly all the time; Rhythm patterns are mostly correct



	2
	Duple meter is established



	1
	A tempo is established



	0
	Incomplete performance or tempo is not established



	Rating
	Vocal Quality Criteria



	4
	Consistent use of head voice/singing voice and consistent breath support



	3
	Consistent use of head voice/singing voice BUT minimal breath support



	2
	Minimal use of head voice/singing voice



	1
	No use of head voice/singing voice



	0
	Incomplete performance








Table 12.4 SCAAP 2015 Music Task 2 (Rhythm Improvisation) Rubric




	Rating
	Rhythm Criteria





	4
	Macrobeats and microbeats, divisions, or elongations are accurately represented



	3
	A tempo is maintained most of the time, and meter is clearly defined



	2
	Meter is established



	1
	A tempo is established



	0
	Incomplete performance or no tempo established



	Rating
	Improvisation Criteria



	4
	Improvised a rhythm pattern using complex rhythm patterns such as divisions or elongations



	3
	Improvised a rhythm pattern using only note values included in the prompt



	2
	Improvised an 8-beat long rhythm pattern (+ or—one beat)



	1
	Improvised a rhythm pattern that is 6 beats long or 10 or more beats long



	0
	Incomplete performance, no improvisation, or no recognizable improvisational intent








Interrater Reliability of Performance Tasks

Generalizability (G) theory is used to estimate interrater reliability for each performance task. When using G theory, a coefficient is obtained that reflects “the accuracy of generalizing from a person’s observed score on a test or other measure (e.g., behavior observation, opinion survey) to the average score the person would have received under all possible conditions that the test user would be equally willing to accept” (Shavelson & Webb, 1991, p. 1). The computer program GENOVA (Crick & Brennan, 1983) is used to estimate the G-coefficients and indices of dependability to obtain information regarding sources of variation in the measurement. The index of dependability for each performance task takes into account a shift in means due to rater effects. Although multiple rater-groups are involved in scoring the performance tasks, SCAAP uses a one-facet design, Person (i.e., student) × Rater (P × R) is used as recommended by Lee, Kantor, and Mollaun (2001). They assert that the measurement error contributed by multiple rater-groups is small as compared to the source of variation due to the examinee’s ability.

SCAAP raters employ analytic rubrics to score the music performance tasks based on multiple criteria. The estimates of score reliability for each performance task are computed using a generalizability design that takes into account the variability of individual raters. Estimates are expressed as the generalizability coefficient and the index of dependability. For each performance task, the reliability estimates between two raters are computed.

Table 12.5 shows the reliability estimates for each criteria for the 2015 administration of SCAAP. Overall, the g-coefficients are the same as the index of dependability for both tasks, with the exception of the vocal criterion in the singing task, for which the generalizability coefficient is slightly higher. The results suggest that the two raters had a very similar understanding of the rubrics or that they interpret students’ performances in the same way. In general, the closeness of the generalizability coefficients and the dependability indices suggests little to no rater effect for SCAAP tasks. Overall, the generalizability estimates indicate strong rater agreement, particularly for the tonal criterion for the singing task (.91) and for both the rhythm and improvisation criteria for the improvisation task (.91 and .92 respectively). Of concern, however, is the coefficient for the rhythm criterion of the singing task (.62). This coefficient falls into the moderate range but is lower than desired. It indicates that raters have not reached agreement or interpreted the rubric in the same way when scoring the rhythmic accuracy of students’ singing performances. In previous administrations of the assessment, the reliability estimates for the rhythm criterion for the singing tasks have consistently been lower than the other criterion, but there has been a steady decline in those estimates across the previous 3 years (.84 in 2013 and .80 in 2014). In response to this analysis, the SCAAP team will specifically address agreement on this criterion in the rater training for the 2015–2016 assessment cycle with the intent of calibrating raters’ understanding of the criterion. Overall, however, the estimates arrived at based on G-theory provide evidence of the efficacy of students’ scores.
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Performance Task Difficulty and Descriptive Statistics

The task difficulty index (p-value) for constructed- and extended-response items is described as “the ratio of the item mean to the item maximum possible score” (Huynh, Meyer, & Barton, 2000). The p-values for music performance tasks are usually between .60 and .70, which indicates appropriate difficulty level for students.

The descriptive statistics for the performance tasks for 2015 are presented in Table 12.6. The task mean is simply the sum of all the examinees’ scores on the task divided by the number of examinees (Johnson, Penny, & Gordon, 2008, p. 265). Similar to a multiple-choice item, a high mean for the task might indicate an easy task, and a low mean can be a sign of a difficult task. The analytic rubric scores indicate specific information regarding students’ achieved skill level. A score derived from an analytic rubric indicates that the student has achieved the descriptive information contained in the achieved level and in all preceding levels. For the singing task, the mean score for the tonal criterion was 2.85, 3.83 for the rhythm criterion, and 3.05 for the vocal criterion. All of these scores were similar to the results from previous years (2010–2014). For the rhythm improvisation task, the mean score for the rhythm criterion was 3.20 and 2.69 for the improvisation criterion. These scores were also similar to scores from the past 5 years or so of the assessment.


[image: Table_Image]



Using SCAAP to Understand the Impact of Music Instruction

The SCAAP team has recently developed a research agenda that seeks to use the assessment results to understand better the relationships among music achievement, instruction, and student- and school-level factors. This research agenda extends beyond the large body of research that links music instruction to multiple factors that range from children’s early development (McDonald, 1984; Trollinger, 2003) to achievement in mathematics and other subject areas (Bahr & Christensen, 2000; Cox & Stephens, 2006; Gouzouasis, Guhn, & Kishor, 2007; Robitaille & O’Neal, 1981; Southgate & Roscigno, 2009). In contrast, this work explicitly investigates the factors that impact music learning and achievement itself. A review of the literature revealed that very little research has been done to hierarchically order the factors that might impact students’ music achievement. Hence, the SCAAP team investigated the factors that impact 4th graders’ music achievement using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM).

The participants were the 2,683 4th-grade students nested in 35 elementary schools in South Carolina who participated in the 2015 administration of SCAAP. Among the 2,683 student, 49.9% were male and 50.1% were female. The racial makeup of the student population examined included African American (44.1%), White (51.7%), and Asian American (2.2%), with 1.9% of students identifying with other racial or ethnic categories.

Hierarchical linear modeling was used to investigate both the student level (level-1) factors including gender and ethnicity, and the school level (level-2) factors including school poverty index, school rating, and school participation status in SCAAP. The school poverty index for participating schools ranged from 20.08 to 99.09 (on a scale of 0–100), with a higher index indicating a higher concentration of poverty within the school. Participation status is defined as the number of years that the school has been participating in SCAAP. Regarding the school rating, those are assigned each year by South Carolina’s state education agency, the SCDE, based on a number of factors including student achievement, opportunity to learn, and school climate, discipline, and safety. The school ratings include three levels, Excellent, Good, and Average or Below Average. Students’ music achievement was set as the outcome variable, which was measured using the multiple-choice section of the SCAAP. All data was collected in the spring semester of 2015.

Descriptive statistics were examined on both level-1 predictors and level-2 predictors. Asian American females obtained the highest mean score of 26.78 points, followed by Asian American males (M = 25.30) and White females (M = 25.29). African American males had the lowest mean score of 20.12. Results also showed that the schools with a rating of Excellent had the highest mean score of 25.83, schools with a rating of Good had a mean score of 22.85, and schools with a rating of Average or Below Average had the lowest mean score of 20.49. In addition, the correlation analysis indicated a strong positive association (r = .57) between school rating and school music achievement. It suggests that the schools with higher ratings tend to have a higher mean music score. There is a strong negative relationship between school poverty index and school mean music achievement (r = −.56). It suggests that the schools with higher poverty index tend to have a lower mean music score.

To determine whether school poverty index, rating, and years participating could predict students’ music scores over and above the variability explained by gender and ethnicity, four models were tested progressively. The four models include an empty model with no predictors, a random intercepts model with only level-1 predictors, a means as outcome model with only level-2 predictors, and random intercepts and slopes model with both level-1 and level-2 predictors.

Results indicated that both the student level (level-1) factors and the school level (level-2) factors explained a notable proportion of variance in students’ music achievement. The fourth model was selected as the model that best fits the data. This model demonstrated a statistically significant interaction effect of level-1 (student) predictor gender and level-2 (school) predictor school poverty index (b = −.05, p = .009) on students’ music achievement. The impact of students’ gender on their music achievement is a statistically significant (b = −1.09, p = .027) difference across the schools with different ratings. The HLM results did not identify any statistically significant interactions between ethnicity and level-2 predictors. Based on this initial work, the SCAAP team plans to move forward with research focusing on the performance assessment results. Future research will also focus on factors such as hours of music instruction received and possibly factors relating to teachers’ level of expertise and training.


Reporting Results to Schools

Although the SCAAP team members are constantly seeking ways to improve the administration and analysis of the assessment, the area where we believe we have made the most improvements is in the reporting of results to schools through school report cards. This is also an area in which we seek to continue to improve, as we are currently considering major revisions to the report cards. Assessment results are reported to each school that participated in SCAAP in a given year. Results are represented in a report card format twice a year. The first report card is delivered to schools before the summer holidays and includes the results of the multiple-choice section only. The full report card, which contains the results of both the multiple-choice section and the performance task section, is sent to each school early during the fall semester.

After years of reporting results to schools with no feedback from users, in 2010, the SCAAP team invited music educators to provide feedback on what assessment results should be included in the report cards that would be helpful to them to improve their instruction. As a result of the study, a new report card was developed, additional data was incorporated into the annual report cards. Each school now receives results comparing its results to the results of schools with similar poverty indices (those schools with poverty indices within ±5 percentage points of their own. The report cards also now incorporate boxplots showing the distribution of music multiple choice total scores of individual schools compared to other participating schools. At the request of teachers, the report cards also now include boxplots that show the multiple choice results by homeroom teacher for each individual school. Finally, in response to feedback sought by the SCAAP team and provided by music teachers, the report cards now incorporate the multiple-choice total score results for each form by content standard for each individual school. An additional change that was made was generating the report cards so that the final report card product was a PDF file e-mailed to stakeholders. Prior to 2010, users needed to log in to the SCAAP website to view their report cards, but users indicated that they desired a format that would allow for easier access and more open sharing among interested stakeholders, so we determined that PDF report card e-mailed to participants was the optimal format.

Once generated, SCAAP report cards are shared with test administrators (i.e., music teachers), grant program coordinators, and school principals. Grant coordinators use the information in the report card for grant writing and reporting purposes, while school principals and music educators use the information to improve lesson planning and teaching.


Lessons Learned and Looking Toward the Future

Through more than 10 years of developing, administering, analyzing, and reporting the results of SCAAP with frequent turnover in the team working on the project, we have learned several lessons that others seeking to develop assessments in music may be able to apply to their own work. One of the most important lessons learned relates to the documentation of processes and procedures. Because the SCAAP team works from university offices and also serves as a training opportunity for doctoral students, the job of performing various analyses frequently changes hands from one assessment cycle (i.e., school year) to the next. This means that keeping a strong record of decisions made about administering and analyzing SCAAP is paramount. We have developed a comprehensive internal timeline and handbook that links to external documents and provides a blueprint for everything from initially contacting schools about their participation in the project to the codes that are used to perform all of the analyses that are run each year. While this suggestion may seem obvious, we have found that making an explicit commitment to documenting processes is essential.

Other lessons that we have learned fall collectively under two categories: flexibility and responsiveness to stakeholder needs. Many important lessons fall under both of these categories simultaneously. Throughout the years, plans related to the assessment have been adjusted, changed, and dropped altogether due to circumstances outside of the control of the SCAAP team (e.g., budget cuts, low school participation), and we have learned that flexibility is the centerpiece to maintaining and improving the assessment system. One example of the importance of flexibility occurred when South Carolina’s superintendent of education determined that the state would no longer require schools receiving DAP grants to participate in SCAAP. Rather, participation would become optional. This change occurred in 2011, and the program immediately experienced a large decrease in the number of schools participating, and hence, experienced a large decrease in the annual budget available to run the assessment. As a result, that year, we made the very difficult decision not to administer the comparatively more expensive performance tasks. Although not administering performance tasks makes the entire assessment less time consuming, music educators in South Carolina (and, we suspect, in other states as well) believe that the assessment of performance in music is vital. However, by being flexible for the 2011 assessment cycle, the SCAAP team was able to make the case that a steady level of funding not tied as closely to the number of schools participating would benefit the entire assessment system and provide more stability.

The other overarching lesson that the SCAAP team has learned is to remain open and responsive to the needs of multiple stakeholders generally, but more particularly to the needs of music educators. Throughout the years, the team has responded in several ways. In one case, this required the team to abandon an innovation that was a source of pride. Early in the project, after teachers recorded their students’ performances, they had to go into SCAAP’s online system and upload each individual student’s performance under their name. By 2008, it was becoming increasingly clear that this process was placing an undue burden on the time of music teachers, so the team worked with the developer who works on the SCAAP website to create an uploading process that would allow for matching all of the students’ files to their multiple-choice records in the website in one large batch.

Other important changes that were made in response to user feedback related to the rhythm improvisation task. Previously, the prompt for the rhythm improvisation task was available in three different options for rhythm syllable systems: Kodaly, Counting, and Gordon. When the music education faculty at several local universities began teaching preservice music teachers the Takadimi method (Hoffman, Pelto, & White, 1996), the SCAAP team noticed an increasing number of requests for Takadimi syllables in the example prompt. Additionally, the team had heard for several years that the students needed a longer introduction (i.e., more beats counted out loud) before they started their performances. In response, last year the SCAAP team worked to re-record the prompts for the existing three rhythm syllable systems with the addition of a Takadimi prompt. Furthermore, the lead-in for students’ rhythm improvisation was changed from the two-beat “Your turn” to a full four-beat measure “Now-it’s-your-turn.”

One of the important ways that we have been flexible and responded to stakeholder needs is through the way we distribute annual report cards to schools. Through both formal and informal channels, the SCAAP team frequently heard that by the time school personnel (music teachers, principals, grant managers) received report cards in September, much of the instructional planning for the year ahead had been completed. Upon reflection, the team determined that we could release two report cards. A first round of results that included the multiple-choice analyses could be released prior to the end of the school year because analyses could begin immediately after the testing window ended in mid-April. Then, a second, more comprehensive report card that includes performance task results would be released within the first 2 to 3 weeks of the school year. Overall, schools have been grateful of this change, and although it creates quite a rushed timeline for the SCAAP team, we believe that it is a worthwhile investment because it helps music educators.

Finally, an important lesson that we have learned over the years is to balance the feedback that we receive from interested stakeholders with our own expertise in assessment development and use. Both we and the South Carolina Department of Education, our funder, view SCAAP primarily as a program evaluation and program improvement tool rather than a tool to target the music learning needs of the individual student. To that end, we have resisted repeated requests from teachers to share individual student results, although many of the psychometric properties of the assessment indicate that it would be valid to release individual student results. As a group, both the SCAAP team and music educators on the advisory committee agree that releasing individual results would not necessarily be instructionally beneficial for many teachers. Furthermore, we do not believe that the assessment should be used for purposes other than those for which it was developed, which is the evaluation of arts programming in schools receiving DAP grants.

As we look toward the future, the SCAAP team has aligned the assessment to a new set of music standards, which are fully implemented in SC classrooms as of August 2018. The new standards are formed around the four creative processes (creating, performing, responding, and connecting), and their introduction once again provides an opportunity to work with music educators to revisit which content they believe is most important to assess and to examine how (or if) the assessment as currently constituted aligns to the new standards. Further, the teams have been asked by the SCDE to consider whether it would be feasible to administer the multiple-choice section of the test as a pre- and posttest in order to allow music educators to use SCAAP as a part of their student learning objective measures, so there is a possibility that the current structure of the assessment cycle will be undergoing a major overhaul in the coming years.

Currently, the SCAAP team is planning for another comprehensive revision of the report card format. Although the SCAAP team is entertaining multiple options for revising the report cards, we know for certain that we intend to replace boxplots, which many teachers and other education professionals find difficult to interpret, with bar graphs and/or histograms. We are also interested in presenting results using percentile rankings or perhaps another metric that closely mirrors what teachers and administrators are accustomed to seeing from other assessment systems.

In summary, SCAAP has continued to build statewide capacity and increase rigor in music assessment by committing to a cycle of continual improvement. Through analyses at the test form and item levels, we ensure that the assessments are measuring the constructs (i.e., standards) they are intended to measure. We use item analyses and the expertise of music educators from across the state to guide our item review and revision processes. Through providing detailed report cards to participating schools, we communicate results in a way that might contribute to improvements in music instruction, and we honor and respond to the extent possible to the feedback of music educators and other stakeholders.




Notes


1. Visual arts assessments were also developed but are not discussed in this chapter.

2. In the one-parameter logistic model, the probability for an examinee to correctly answer an item i is the product of the examinee’s ability (θ) and the item difficulty (bi). The two-parameter logistic model involves two parameters charactering item i, item difficulty (bi) and item discrimination (ai). The three-parameter logistic model is based on the two-parameter model by adding a third parameter, guessing, denoted here as ci (Hambleton, Swaminathan, & Rogers, 1991).
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PART II



The Assessment of Student Music Learning







CHAPTER 13



Assessment and Critical Pedagogy

A Perspective from the United States



Frank Abrahams



An e-mail from a former teacher in an American elementary school:

We have been up to our ears in assessments, objectives, and multi-level evaluations these past few years. I was one of 20 music educators selected to create and write our state’s music assessment for 3rd-grade music students. We worked on the assessment tirelessly for over 2 years, and now it is being implemented. Even though I have been so involved in creating these assessments, the politics of education and the stress were just too much for me after 20 years of elementary music teaching. It used to be more fun. So, I have chosen to switch careers, and I am now a Program Manager for a senior community. It has much more variety and my residents love my piano playing, music appreciation; I’m finding it much more rewarding both personally and professionally.

An e-mail from an in-service teacher in an American high school:

Assessment is so abstruse right now. In the past, we focused on the old arts standards, yet they were irrelevant in the sense that the scaffolding did not exist in the school system to support them. Now, I am hearing chatter over e-mails about our administration wanting to create performance tasks assessments, and yet our state has yet to adopt the new National Standards. It’s all very overwhelming.1

Critical pedagogy is a lens through which to view teaching and learning. Grounded in critical theory and based on Marxist ideals, it was developed at the Institut für Sozialforschung (Institute of Social Research) in Frankfurt am Main, Germany, in 1923. Critical theory identifies institutional and societal practices with a desire to resist the imposition of dominant social norms and structures. Critical pedagogy addresses these issues as they are found in educational institutions. Critical pedagogues support a praxial perspective that focuses on an equitable and liberating space to examine voice and dominant discourse. The teaching strategies are antiauthoritarian, dialogical, and interactive in the ways they challenge issues of relational power for students and teachers.

Unfortunately, as seen from the quotes at the beginning of this chapter, the emphasis on assessment in the American educational system causes some music teachers considerable frustration and confusion, and some leave the profession altogether. If we are to reconceptualize a view of assessment, a critical pedagogy lens does not filter all of the difficulties teachers face when confronting assessment; however, it does offer ideas worthy of consideration.


A Critical Pedagogy View of Teaching and Learning


As I subscribe to it, critical pedagogy comes from the writings of Paulo Freire, a Brazilian educator who developed a teaching model in the 1970s that centered on the needs of his learners. Freire taught reading to adult Brazilians who knew that they must be able to read in order to vote in elections. Freire used newspapers, magazines, recipes, and similar materials that his learners brought to their lessons. Freire taught them how to decode the letters and numbers, form words and sentences, and make meaning of text. He wrote about a desire for his learners to “read the world,” by which he meant that decoding the text in and of itself was important and necessary, but that the goal was much broader—he wanted his learners to be changed or transformed as a result of their ability to understand and make meaning of what they read. Text, he believed, should inform the decisions they made when they decided for whom to cast their votes in an election, or when choosing one brand over another at the supermarket. He wanted his learners to be able to react and express their opinions in writing on issues of politics, entertainment, ethics, and more.

Freire argued for teachers to facilitate a learner’s acquisition of a critical consciousness. By this, he meant “achieving an in-depth understanding of the world, allowing for the perception and exposure of social and political contradictions. Critical consciousness also includes taking action against the oppressive elements in one’s life that are illuminated by that understanding” (Mustakova-Possardt, 2003, para. 1).

While he did not label his teaching “learner-centered” or “constructivist” because those labels were not in fashion at the time, his teaching certainly was dialogic, and he placed the individual needs and goals of his learners at the forefront of what he did. Freire was a pragmatist who met learners where they were and brought them to where they might and could be. While he may not have known the assessment terminology, through posing and solving problems in ongoing dialogue together, he could tell whether his learners were mastering the content at each lesson (formative assessment). With the students, he celebrated when they reached their goals, even if those goals were as simple, yet terribly important, as being able to cast a vote (summative assessment) in a national political election. In his seminal textbook Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1970/1993) and the ones to follow such as Education for a Critical Consciousness (1973), Freire considered his teaching and his teaching methods in ways the literature identifies as “reflective practice” and in ways that I categorize as “integrative assessment” (Abrahams & John, 2015). I discuss integrative assessment later in this chapter.

When applied to music teaching and learning, critical pedagogy has five key tenets. They are:



1. Music education is a conversation. Learners and their teachers pose problems and solve problems together. In music classrooms, this may mean composing and improvising music in styles consistent with who the learners are and the contexts in which they live.

2. Music education broadens the learner’s view of reality. The goal of music teaching and music learning is to effect a change in the way that both learners and their teachers perceive the world. In this model, learners and their teachers view the world through the window of their own life experiences and the music that defines those experiences.

3. Music education is empowering when music is conceived as a verb of power. When learners know and can engage in musical activities and music-making that is consistent with what musicians do when they are making music, they unlock doors to meaning-making and deep understanding.

4. Music education is transformative. Music learning takes place when both the teachers and the learners can acknowledge a change in perception.

5. Music education is political. There are issues of power and control inside the music classroom, inside the school building, and inside the community. Those in power make decisions about what is taught, how often classes meet, how much money is allocated to each school subject or program, and so forth. Music teachers are well served when they acknowledge and consider the importance of the politics of education when designing appropriate assessments for their programs (Abrahams, 2005a, 2005b).





Three concepts are key to understanding the critical pedagogy lens: These are hegemony, marginalized and “silenced” voices, and the banking concept of education.


Hegemony

Critical pedagogy is sometimes called “radical pedagogy” because proponents of critical pedagogy are outspoken on issues that might be categorized as hegemonic and that confound an equality of power. They observe inequities whenever those in power impose a policy, procedure, mandate, or requirement on the less powerful, subordinate, and sometimes subaltern class. When those edicts go unchallenged and are instead implemented without resistance and legitimized, we have instances of hegemony. We all know of situations in choir where tenors are accepted, sometimes regardless of their abilities, at the expense of sopranos, who, although much better than the tenors, are rejected in order to balance the voice parts. Or, a bass clarinet player who is accepted into the ensemble at the expense of a flutist, clarinetist, or violinist in order to cover a part, when in fact the players rejected are much better than the bass clarinet player.

Additional examples of hegemony occur when music teachers give good grades to learners who behave well and who are helpers in class, but give lower grades to others who may be mastering the content more completely but who may not behave quite so well. Furthermore, we know of first-year teachers who are afraid to give low grades (or marks) or challenge the school administration for fear of losing their jobs. When no one does anything about this, we have issues of hegemony. Answers often include statements like “That’s just the way it is” or “Everyone knows it’s wrong, but you can’t fight the system.” Critical pedagogues protest these activities and criticize those who force hegemonic situations on the less powerful. While it is important to have good soldiers in schools, it is equally important to have leaders in the classroom and beyond who are focused on learners and their academic, social, and emotional well-being in spite of mandates from their administrations that shift priorities elsewhere.


Marginalized and “Silenced” Voices

Other practices also illuminate the inherent political issues in music education. Critical pedagogues are concerned for the “silenced voices” and the “marginalized” teachers and learners. Labels marginalize populations in schools. When one group of learners is labeled as below grade level, they can be ostracized. Sometimes learners in the music program are marginalized and not treated fairly. There are instances where music as a subject in school is treated as less important than others. There are situations in American schools where the music teacher has no lunch break or preparation period. Some teachers can be disregarded by an administration that does not recognize music teachers on an equal footing with colleagues in other subjects. The American government sometimes downgrades the importance of music education by omitting music and the other arts from core requirements (although the December 2015 passage of the Every Student Succeeds Act may indicate a change). When the marginalized do not bring their experiences to anyone’s attention, they condone their own low status, and we have hegemony.


Banking

The concept of “banking” is an important one in critical pedagogy and has implications for a discussion on assessment. Critical pedagogues resist the banking model. In this perspective, learning is likened to a bank account. The model assumes that the learner comes to the learning situation as an empty slate. The teacher presumes that this learner knows nothing. To remedy that, the teacher deposits information into the learner’s head in a way similar to depositing money into a bank account. Then, when it is time for assessments, the learner withdraws the information and presents it back to the teacher. However, just as with a bank account, once the owner withdraws and uses the money, or in this case, the knowledge, it is gone. Sometimes, when teachers engage in summative assessment, they ask learners to withdraw the information, leaving the learners with nothing. This may be why that after years of weekly school music where music teachers, in the name of assessment, deposit knowledge and learners withdraw it, some learners arrive at high school not knowing very much, and some students do not remember beyond the test.

In 2012, the Department of Education for the State of New Jersey in the United States mandated that teachers in every subject, including music, set yearly learner growth objectives and that they assess the abilities of learners to achieve these objectives and report the results to the State. To add high stakes to these assessments, the state connected a teacher’s job security to her or his learners’ abilities to score high on these assessments. During the 2013–2014 academic year, Ryan John and I (Abrahams & John, 2016) collected 90 learner growth objectives from music teachers in New Jersey and found that, out of fear for losing their jobs, teachers developed objectives that would ensure the abilities of learners to meet them. For example, teachers asked learners in 12th grade, the last year of high school, after 12 or more years of weekly music classes in school, to identify a treble clef and a bass clef with a success rate of 80%. Other teachers asked middle school learners (ages 12 and 13) to distinguish loud and soft or high and low, or to identify when they heard a guitar play in a recording. Clearly, one would expect these to be objectives for much younger children. However, the imposition of the political tenet of critical pedagogy was paramount. Teachers taught to the objectives. Instruction was teacher-centered, and the content of the growth objectives became goals of curriculum, and nothing was done to change this.


Critical Pedagogy and Assessment in the Literature

The literature on assessment in general education is vast. Much of it concerns the formative and summative evaluation of student performance, and in the United States, it includes teacher performance. To the critical theorist, “Assessment procedures are the vehicle whereby the dominant rationality of the corporate capitalist societies typical of the contemporary Western world is translated into the structures and processes of schooling” (Broadfoot, 1999, p. 64). Examining practices of assessment in Australian middle schools, for example, Wyatt-Smith and Bridges (2006) proposed a model of critical inquiry as a framework to improve learning outcomes and foster the development of a critical consciousness among their students. Lynch (2001) examined ethical constructs that confound traditional assessment practices in the field of linguistics. His research considered gender, class, sexuality, race, ethnicity, culture, identity, politics, ideology, and discourse. His recommendations favored the following:



• Teaching and assessment practices should be considered as integral.

• Students should be active participants in the process of developing assessment.

• Procedures, including the criteria and standards by which performances are judged, need to be established.

• Both the process and the product of the assessment tasks should be evaluated.

• Reporting of assessment results should usually be in the form of a qualitative profile rather than a single score or other quantification.

• Taking a self-reflexive stance on critical theory is necessary. (p. 360)





A more complete review of the literature on assessment in other disciplines is beyond the scope of this chapter. Instead, I note some of the prolific writers and advocates for assessment in music education. These include Richard Colwell, Paul Lehman, Timothy Brophy, and Al Holcomb as examples. In addition, materials from the National Association for Music Education, including the Cornerstone Assessments in the National Core Arts Standards in Music and related publications are significant (see nafme.org/standards). Few have challenged assessment from the perspective of the postmodern, including critical pedagogy, thereby promoting hegemony of routine assessment in practice. Many music teachers in American schools have ignored a serious engagement with assessment until recently, when governmental mandates began to require it.

Typically, music teachers feel exempt from (and sometimes affronted by) having to collect and present data that quantifies student achievement in the music classes and ensembles. They argue that they have no time, that they have too many students, and that including such assessments would require that they assign homework, give written examinations, and extract any semblance of “fun” in their programs. Abrahams and John (2016) provide support for these claims. Many of the music methodologies, with the clear exception of Edwin Gordon’s research, do not consider the assessment of student learning with any critical significance. Instead, assessments typically focus on the elements of music rather than the person creating, performing, or responding to it. Rose and Countryman (2013) pointed to the ubiquity of “the elements” in music curricula. They cited Elliott (1995) and argued that learners in school music programs have become “verbalizable objects of knowledge, decoupled from a vision of music education as a search for personal meaning in music” (Rose & Countryman, 2013, p. 47).

Fautley (2010, 2015) critiqued assessment in music education in the context of democratic education and social justice. Focusing on formative assessment, he argued that when teachers judge student work in the name of assessment, it promotes and reinforces hegemonic power structures. Furthermore, he suggested that summative assessment was assessment of learning, and formative was assessment for learning. In his writings, he criticized formative and summative assessments, and said:


Assessment of learning summarizes for the audience (whoever that might be) a level of attainment of the individual. Assessment for learning, on the other hand, has as its primary focus improving learning and activity for the learner. What this means is that formative assessment does not necessarily need to involve grading, marking, or leveling. Instead, it is concerned with teacher and student discussing what specifically the student needs to do next, and how the student can take their learning and attainment to the next stage. (p. 514)

On the topic of summative assessment, Harlen (2005) posited,

[T]here are various ways in which the information about student achievement at a certain time is used. These uses include: internal school tracking of students’ progress; informing parents, students and the students’ next teacher of what has been achieved; certification or accreditation of learning by an external body; and selection for employment or higher education. (p. 208)

Fautley (2015) observed that this approach to assessment, when used in the traditional sense, is really the summative use of formative assessment. From the perspective of critical pedagogy,

[T]rue formative assessment, that which involves teacher and student in a dialogue about the music produced, and has as its primary aim to develop the music that the student has produced, is very different from the formative use of summative assessment, where the student is told what grade they have scored in a test, and this is then used to provide a target for the student to aim at next time a test is given. (pp. 514–515)

Kratus (2007) reminded his readers that students perform music in school that they rarely, if ever, hear outside of school. This is not a new observation. In 1875, John Curwen, in a manual for teachers using his tonic sol-fa method, wrote about students’ lack of interest in school and school music. As a remedy, he suggested the following:

Another way to awaken interest in the studies of the school is to bring out, as frequently and as distinctly as possible, the connection between these studies and the practical business of life. The events which are occurring around you, and which interest the community in which you are placed, may, by a little ingenuity, be connected, in a thousand ways, with the studies of the school. (1875/1986, p. 58)

Fautley (2015) advocated for circumstances whereby teacher and learner negotiate and coconstruct assessment criteria, and democratize a process where learners realize that the teacher values and honors not only their work but also their ability to think critically about their performances. Thus, in addition to formative and summative assessments, Fautley adds the notion of ipsative assessment. Derived from the Latin ipse, ipsative assessment considers the student’s concern for her or his own development. Learners set their own benchmarks, which become the cornerstones of the assessment process. This, according to Fautley, helps to shift the focus away from grades and toward appreciating the student as a musical person. In addition, it challenges the notion that music is a subject, and that high-quality music is the music that is studied, heard, and performed in schools, and that the music the learner encounters outside of school is of lesser status. As examples, he cited:

the teenage guitarist practicing speeding up licks in the privacy of her own bedroom, the drummer trying to do faster rolls, the cornet player trying to play very fast passages, the pianist practicing their scales at increasing speeds, the vocalist holding notes longer, and so on. Ipsative assessment can also be used for composing and music creation. This can include understanding how to extend a verse and chorus with the introduction of a middle eight, the use of effective key-shifts, ways in which the affekt of music can be developed, and many more. For composers using technology, it can include not only increasing complexity, but also more nuanced control of sound sources. (p. 521)


Toward a New Vision of Assessment in Music Education with Ideas from Critical Pedagogy


When planning instruction in music, teachers who embrace critical pedagogy focus on an orientation to teaching and learning that centers on democratic, dialogic interactions. Teachers are committed to ensuring that all voices are heard, considered, and valued and that ideas are shared among and between the teacher and her or his learners. Together, they pose questions, solve problems, and make meaning of the content presented to and by the learners. A music lesson or rehearsal that begins in the world of the learners creates the space for them to bring something, often from their lives outside of school, to the learning space (see Abrahams & John, 2015). Recognizing that learners have a musical life outside of school enables teachers to situate the learning in a social context. These might include cultural, racial, ethnic, or religious contexts as possibilities. Teachers and their learners interact as partners to question, clarify, summarize, predict, and connect (see Abrahams & Abrahams, 2012, on reciprocal teaching) these experiences in ways that “problematize it and make overt links with oppression and dominant discourses” (Keesing-Styles, 2003, p. 9).

Traditional rubrics and conceptions of formative and summative assessments may be applied to document and inform student progress. However, critical pedagogues teaching music foster a praxial approach, believing that learning takes place at the intersection of philosophy, psychology, and practice (Abrahams & John, 2015). For example, a critical pedagogue would have a broader view of musical literacy, where the ability to decode notation, while important in some situations, is not at the core, and where the ability to apply tonic sol-fa as the primary tool to learn new music is not the only way for learners to master new repertoire. “Critical pedagogues would never compromise opportunities for social reconstruction by simply relying on currently accepted models of education” (Keesing-Styles, 2003, p. 9).

Music teachers who subscribe to the tenets of critical pedagogy might orient music lessons toward issues of social justice, or include informal music learning (see Lucy Green’s work) that empowers students to initiate and make meaning of the musics of popular and commercial genres. Older children might be encouraged to analyze the texts of the songs younger children sing in music classes to expose the social injustice found in the lyrics. For instance, “Group: Doggie, doggie, where’s your bone? Someone stole it from your home. Student guessing: Who stole my bone? Holder: I stole your bone” (http://www.proteacher.net) contains the hidden message that stealing is all right, as long as the thief confesses and returns the merchandise in the end. Or Carrie Underwood’s lyrics to the chorus of “Before He Cheats,” which goes:


And he don’t know

That I dug my key into the side

Of his pretty little souped-up four-wheel drive,

Carved my name into his leather seats…

I took a Louisville slugger to both headlights,

Slashed a hole in all four tires…

Maybe next time he’ll think before he cheats.



(http://www.azlyrics.com/lyrics/carrieunderwood/beforehecheats.html)

While readers might think this song is inappropriate for school, I include it because I actually worked with a voice class at a private school in Liverpool, England, where the instructor assigned the song to all the 13-year-old female students to sing for me.

For a music lesson centering on Western European art songs, learners might bring a narrative rap, or a country-western story song they know and enjoy, for a listening experience to provoke discussion on the social and political implications of the text. The teacher might bring “Das irdische Leben” [The Hungry Child], a late-19th-century art song by Gustav Mahler. The text describes the plight of a hungry child who asks the mother for bread. The mother procrastinates, offering excuse after excuse (plowing, sowing, harvesting, grinding, baking), and by the time the mother has the bread, the child has died. A goal of this interaction is to break down traditional teacher/student power relationships, and acknowledge that all bring something to the learning space that is worthwhile instead. Applying terminology such as strophic and through-composed to the music learners select provides a foundation and framework to apply those same terms to an art song by Schubert, Brahms, Wolf, or Mahler. While connecting a rap or country-western tune to a classical Western art song may seem far-fetched, the ability of learners to problematize the connections fosters critical thinking and changes perceptions. Considering the texts of these songs also provides space to explore cultural norms of the time and connect them to situations relevant today. The ability of learners to realize these injustices, and of teachers to assess this kind of investigative thinking, is at the heart of a critical pedagogy perspective.

At this point, it is useful to reiterate that critical pedagogy is a lens through which to view teaching and learning, and that many excellent music teachers routinely use many of these strategies and agree with many of these precepts, but do not label themselves critical pedagogues. That is perfectly fine. Moreover, while it is usual to find music teachers who profess to using an eclectic approach to what they do with their learners in various learning spaces, it is important that the approaches to assessment connect in deliberate and democratic ways to the learning experiences. To critical pedagogues, assessment is an integral part of the learning environment and unpacks the complex roles played by learners and their teachers in schools. For assessment to align to a critical approach, it considers more than attaining a behavioral objective at a success rate of 80% (see Abrahams & John, 2015).

For nearly 20 years, I taught in a school district where music was a subject and where learners were scheduled for music class several times each week. This perpetuated a hidden curriculum that taught students that music was a “subject” on a list of subjects they were to master. In other words, music resided “outside” the body and was not something “inside” each person. The students learned that school music was separate from the music they listened to, enjoyed, performed, or composed outside of school. Students figured out early on that their teachers believed that school music was better than their own music, and that in order to truly understand or enjoy their music, they must master the content of school music. Most disappointing was that there were no grades until middle school. That taught children that music was clearly not as important as those subjects where a grade for achievement was recorded and became part of their academic transcript. Then, in middle school and throughout high school, students learned that all they needed to do was behave in music class and sometimes bring a pencil to the experience, and if they were in an ensemble, to participate in the performances. There, they received points for the uniform—wearing black socks was terribly important.

Early on in my time as choral director at the high school, I campaigned for students to receive the same number of credit points for participation in choir as they did for their other courses. In order to do that, it was necessary that I give homework and written examinations. Assessing the quality of a performance at a concert was not considered an appropriate measure of music learning. Having large numbers of students participating and remaining in the choir all four years of high school was not considered, and no one ever looked inside the choral folder to assess the level, quality, or breadth of style and genre of the music students were learning. It was all about a written test. Administrators did not realize what students were learning when they sang at a homeless shelter or in the children’s ward of the hospital. In addition, the administrators did not consider the power that membership in the community of the choir had on high school retention. Most of those students did not drop out of high school. Moreover, administrators did not recognize the power that the community of the choir had for students who were dealing with their own identity issues. Instead, if the singers could identify the symbol for crescendo or define the word andante on a written test, all was golden.

Unfortunately, in American schools, not much has changed. Requiring teachers to generate student growth objectives, as described earlier in this chapter, is a prime example. New teachers report to me that they must spend so much time completing forms and other paperwork as a condition of mandated teacher evaluation that they have no time to be musicians themselves, to perform in a community ensemble, or to go to a concert occasionally with friends. They hardly have time to seek out new music for their ensembles or to adequately learn the repertoire. Instead, they live in a culture of fear that if their paperwork is not correct, their jobs will be in jeopardy. Critical pedagogues are not comfortable in these situations.

Regelski (2016) complained that too many music curricula remain steeped in the traditions of aesthetic education. I mention that here, because it is that perspective that dominates thinking about assessment. Too many music teachers remain bound to traditional assessments that generate grades. If we constrain music to a subject in schools, and learners to the role of objects, then assessment focuses on the external knowledge about music that learners acquire. If, instead, we conceptualize music as something within each person, then the focus of assessment is on the individual rather than the subject. A critical pedagogue might assume the latter position and might view, as evidence of learning, the exhibitions students prepare to demonstrate how they have changed and grown as musical people.

Some years ago, I spent 6 months in Brazil. My goal was to study music education there, and to explore the roots of Freirian pedagogy. When I arrived, I was taken aback to learn that music was not part of the curriculum in many schools, and was taught in after-school programs. (It is different now, because the government has mandated music instruction.) Moreover, the music taught was not the content we see in American music rooms. Instead, it was learning to play trumpet, guitar, or Brazilian percussion. When I asked a colleague about this, he replied, “What could one possibly teach in a music class? Music is part of who we are and not something studied outside of oneself.” While there, I worked for 1 month with a university choir in the northern region of the country. At the first rehearsal, I began with a warm-up and the singers started to laugh. “What are you doing?” they asked. “The warm-up.” I responded. “Warm-up for what?” they asked. “To sing.” I answered. I was firmly told that you just sing. And for them, that also meant they could smoke during the rehearsal, drink beer, and talk on their mobile phones. They came in and out of the rehearsal all during the 3-hour period. Some had food and ate, and many carried on conversations during the rehearsal. I was the only one with a water bottle. My Brazilian colleagues confirmed that this was not atypical. About 2 weeks into the rehearsal period, there was a rebellion. “You are too American!” I was told. “You want all of the vowels long and tall, and in perfect alignment. You want us to listen to each other, and to blend among our section, and with the other sections. Everything has to be perfect. You are ruining the music, and taking away all of the joy and fun of being in the choir. Can’t we just SING?” My initial reaction was one of hurt: I felt very bad. Couldn’t they realize that the joy and fun came from having everything just right, and sounding beautiful, and being able to articulate the aesthetic qualities that made what we were singing great musical literature? But, upon reflection, I came to understand what they were saying. Their idea of beauty in music was very different from mine, and I wondered whether we, in the United States—in American music education—had it all wrong.

Three questions remain, and the answers connect to the five tenets listed earlier in the chapter.


Question 1: In what ways do assessment practices encourage conversation and connect to and broaden a view of reality held by teachers and their learners?


One might look at assessment through the lens of critical pedagogy to see how the learning inside school connects to the world of the teacher and the learner outside of school. What bridges do students and their teachers build together that add value to their lives? What perceptions have changed? What meanings are made, and how are those meanings empowering? How have power relationships changed? Is there the emergence of a critical consciousness? How did the learning experiences enhance social relationships and social consciousness? Were the teaching and learning liberating? Are learners moving closer to becoming musical people (see Cape, 2013, in Abrahams & John, 2015)?

One is cautioned to create assessments that are not dehumanizing—to construct measurements that align with the ways musicians create, perform, and respond when they compose, improvise, sing, play orchestral instruments, or listen to music. This happens through ongoing dialogue, substantive conversation, student-generated portfolios, and exhibitions. Kessing-Styles (2003) wrote, “The contexts of learning, which include reflection on objective reality and the presence of authentic dialogue, enable the learners to engage in praxis, objective action and reflection” (p. 10). Shor (1992) added:

The instruments used to test and measure students should be based in a student-centered, co-operative curriculum. This means emphasizing narrative grading, portfolio assessments, group projects and performances, individual exhibitions, and essay examinations that promote critical thinking instead of standardized or short-answer tests. (p. 144)


Student-Generated Assessments

Just as teaching and learning are collaborative, so is assessment. However, just as teachers are victims of an oppressive system, so are the learners. Learners have no choice when it comes to taking standardized tests, Regents exams, or even examinations and assignments in individual courses. Perhaps it is fortunate that many do not participate in these practices when in the music class or music ensemble, but that too, is problematic. Just as teachers are reflective in their practice, integrative assessment considers student self-assessment. Nevertheless, it takes time to build trust with the learners and to free them enough to feel safe in suggesting appropriate assessments. They also need to understand ethical practice so that they, the learners, do not fall victim to the same escapes their teachers sometimes use when designing teacher-made assessment measures.

Connecting to tenets 1 and 2, peer review and reflective blogs are appropriate for older learners. Younger children might engage in conversations with each other that are monitored by the teacher. Video captures of students working together on projects that both learner and teacher critique are helpful in this regard. In any case, involving students in the generation of assessment tasks and criteria goes far to break down traditional roles of power in the learning space, and facilitates buy-in on the part of the learner. If teachers must assess against rubrics, a critical pedagogue might include students in the development of rubrics. Kessing-Styles (2003) noted,

Many students find it hard to identify and engage in assessment tasks that challenge dominant discourses. On the credit side, however, many do create tasks that are more consistent with their own values or areas of interest or that resonate with the goals and ideals of their particular contexts. (p. 13)

Portfolios, blogs, students assessing each other (peer assessments), juries with teachers and students sitting together, and consensus scoring are other assessments that appeal to those looking through the lens of critical pedagogy.

Second, the quality and virtuosity of the playing or singing or of the composition or improvisation is worthwhile to consider. I subscribe to Elliot Eisner’s (2001) notion of the educational connoisseur. He likened experienced teachers to wine connoisseurs. By virtue of their education, training, practice, age, and experience with learners inside and outside the classroom, educational connoisseurs develop a sophisticated ability to discriminate the degree to which learning is occurring, or whether learning has occurred. It is clearly a qualitative measure, but one that should be accepted. After going through primary, secondary, and tertiary schooling, having sung and or played in ensembles at various levels under many conductors, having studied applied music for a number of years, having completed preservice coursework and field experiences in music teacher education, teachers have connoisseurship. They can tell by looking at the eyes of the learners whether the learning is happening and whether perceptions are changing. Conversely, learners, by being in school every day, can also tell if teachers know their stuff. While many students may cite the warmth of spirit and the friendships they made with various teachers as important, they also would not befriend these mentors if they were not competent and at the top of their game.


Integrative Assessment

Critical pedagogues add integrative assessment to the more familiar formative and summative types. According to Abrahams and John (2015), integrative assessment “connects, completes, and conjoins formative and summative assessments” (p. 67). Teachers include integrative assessment to reflect on the teaching and learning and to answer many of the same questions posed above for students. Integrative assessments help the teacher process how the scaffolds and instructional strategies contributed in positive or negative ways to the learners becoming critical and developing a critical consciousness. A music teacher’s reflection, written after the lesson or rehearsal, provides space for the educator to consider whether there was a change in students’ perceptions and a making of meaning on the part of the learners and on the teacher. Did she or he provide opportunity for everyone to contribute in ways that were democratic and liberating? What did the teacher do to facilitate that? If not, what might the teacher do in the next meeting as remediation? Were the learning objectives accomplished? If so, how? If not, what might be done the next time to make the experience better?


Question 2: In what ways do formative and summative assessments contribute in positive and negative ways to empowering learners, and how do teachers use the data gleaned from learner assessments to nurture transformation?

In addition to behaviors described in student learning outcomes (i.e., “At the end of the unit, children in Grade 2 will be able to create a four-beat pattern of quarter notes, eighth notes, and quarter rests, and perform it accurately on hand chimes with a success rate of 80%”), assessments should consider cognitive growth. This connects to tenets 2, 3, and 4. What do the learners understand, and how might they demonstrate that understanding in ways that are significant and meaningful (A learner in Grade 2 will be able to explain the difference between steady beat and rhythm)? In their book Understanding by Design Wiggins and McTighe (2005) suggested that when learners can explain, interpret, apply, have perspective on, empathize, or have self-knowledge, the teacher may conclude that they attained understanding. Critical pedagogues Abrahams and Abrahams (2012) add the components of reciprocal teaching to that list and posit that when students can question, summarize, clarify, predict, and connect, they also understand. Those advocating a critical pedagogy approach to assessment contend that the nature and quality of the experience itself is empowering, promotes students’ musical agency (see Wiggins, 2016), and is necessary to assess.


Question 3: In what ways do the politics of education, of schools, and of music education contribute in positive and negative ways to foster music learning, music teaching, and music education in schools?

As identified earlier in critical pedagogy tenet 5, all education, including music education, is political. In current practice, a standards-based environment dominates assessment discourse. This is certainly true in music education in the United States, where the National Association for Music Education has published various standards for several decades—the most recent iteration in 2014. The goal is to assess every student against a prescribed standard that is clear and developmentally appropriate for all students. To do this, many districts mandate that teachers include learning outcomes based on the benchmarks of a standards document, and that they conduct ongoing formative and summative assessments of their learners. Ideally, the assessment tasks match the learning outcomes, but in many cases, they do not. The concepts of hegemony, marginalized voices, and banking are keys to understanding the inequities in schooling that are present in the conversations about assessment.


Other Perspectives

Clearly, critical pedagogy is not the only lens through which to view music teaching and music learning. Nor do critical pedagogues have the only worthwhile perspective on assessment. There are philosophers who argue for aesthetic education such as Reimer (2002) or praxial perspectives (see Elliott, 1995; Elliott & Silverman, 2015) or who advocate other frameworks for critical pedagogy. Regelski (2016) applies the writings of Habermas to ground his perspective on critical pedagogy. Still others view music education through the music methodologies. Dalcroze, Kodály, Orff, and Gordon are the most popular in the United States. Musical Futures (see https://www.musicalfutures.org/) in Great Britain is rich with project-based learning, where students master musical concepts informally (Green, 2016). Higgins (2012) suggests that music education resides in the community and serves a population beyond those children who are in schools. He has a model of practice that is consistent with that approach. Many ensemble conductors in the United States support a model of comprehensive musicianship to frame their work with student instrumentalists and vocalists in school performing groups. In the midwestern United States, ensembles perform in competition for juries of adjudicators who provide immediate formative assessment upon listening to a group perform. Such assessments are often aligned to a rubric delineating benchmarks for achievement. In many instances, these ensembles receive trophies or other awards for their accomplishments. In school districts throughout the United States, results of these competitions are linked to the conductor’s teaching evaluation, much as the coach of a school athletic team is evaluated largely by the number of games the team wins. Competitions where musical ensembles compete exist throughout the world.


Conclusion

I once wrote a journal article where I likened assessment to a mystery cruise to nowhere. The editor eliminated the metaphor from the final version. Similarly, I attended a conference where a presenter remarked that he had sent a survey to a large number of music teachers asking about their assessment practices and no one responded. Governmental mandates now require that all teachers, music teachers included, address issues of assessment in deliberate and formal ways. In my current role at the Westminster Choir College of Rider University, I interview potential candidates for undergraduate admission to our music education department. Never, in over 20 years and nearly 1,000 candidates, has anyone ever said they wanted to be a music teacher so that they could develop and administer assessments. Hegemonic situations imposed on teachers by those in power have caused so many music teachers in the United States to forget that they are musicians. Adding the lens of critical pedagogy to the discourse both clarifies and confounds the issue. Nonetheless, opening lines of communication—engaging in thoughtful dialogue and critique—provides hope for change that is democratic, student-centered, and promotes the abilities of all learners to become musical people.




Note

1. Introductory quotes used with permission and extracted from personal communications to the author: From a former teacher (November, 2013); from an in-service teacher (March, 2016).
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CHAPTER 14



Making Assessment Meaningful, Measurable, and Manageable in the Secondary Music Classroom



Paul H. Kimpton and Ann Kaczkowski Kimpton



Introduction

Assessment can be defined for classroom teachers as the act of making a judgment. Although this definition may seem simple, the volumes that have been written on the subject contradict the naïve illusion that developing and implementing quality assessments is easily accomplished. The regular classroom music teacher is dissuaded from attempting this daunting task, as he works in isolation with little assessment guidance from colleagues and school administration (Allen, 2005; Cizek, Fitzgerald, & Rachor, 1995/1996; Russell & Austin, 2010). The result is a hodge-podge of poorly designed and implemented assessments that serve neither to provide any accurate data about student learning nor to inform teacher instruction and lesson design. As music educators, we are guilty of what Grant Wiggins and Jay McTighe (2005) call the twin sins of instructional design: activity-focused and coverage-focused. Music classes often revolve around performance activities, having to “cover” pieces to fill a concert; we call this the performance treadmill where music teachers haphazardly select music, superficially fix mistakes, play a concert, and then race to prepare for the next performance. Unfortunately, this way of teaching leaves little room for bigger ideas to guide teaching and no plan to measure and assess in an effort to ensure students are learning. It is our belief that music educators must jump off the treadmill and commit to purposeful instructional design, and that begins with developing quality assessments.


Common Characteristics of Robust Music Assessment Practice


When Hinsdale High School first began to develop a music assessment program, to make that task more feasible, the music faculty needed to find a connection between music assessment and assessment of other subject areas. We posited that if music is considered a common language, one whose signs and symbols can be interpreted regardless of national language, then why not view assessment through that same lens? Certainly, assessment practices have commonalities that transcend all disciplines or subject matters, so why not apply that same thinking to music assessment; and so, we set out to discover the requisite components and methods for developing quality assessments that would apply specifically to music. In this section, we examine the prerequisites of general assessment practices that must be present in a robust music assessment program.


Validity

According to the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014) validity is defined as follows:

Validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretations of test scores for the proposed uses of tests. Validity, is, therefore, the most fundamental consideration in developing and evaluating tests. The process of validation involves accumulating evidence to provide a sound scientific basis for score interpretations. (p. 11)

In other words, music educators need to consider the purpose of the assessment, what evidence to collect, and how the inferences made are supported by current educational theory.

For example, our music program believed listening and written theory skills should be taught in context in rehearsal for students to improve musical performance skills. The support of this belief was based on social cognitive theory and the instructional implications that learning should occur in authentic situations that provide multiple opportunities for practice and encourage self-regulatory behavior in students (Yilmaz, 2011). In this setting, we developed a variety of formal and informal assessments of listening and written theory skills that were integral to the music being performed. Additionally, students were assessed frequently on their musical performance skills. As a result, we found that a focus on written and listening theory skills taught in the context of rehearsal did result in improved musical performance.

The concept of validity is important for music educators to grasp so that the inferences made from classroom assessments accurately reflect the skills, knowledge, and abilities valued and taught by the music program. This information can then be used to improve music instruction and develop individual and ensemble musical skills over time. Without validity, conclusions cannot be drawn to support student learning or to recommend educational changes within the current program.


Reliability

In addition to ensuring the process of validity in creating and administering assessments, music educators need to be cognizant that assessments provide reliable and precise results. The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA et al., 2014) defines reliability as follows:

The general notion of reliability/precision is defined in terms of consistency over replications of the testing procedure. Reliability/precision is high if the scores for each person are consistent over replications of the testing procedure and is low if the scores are not consistent over replications. (p. 35)

Reliability and precision allow music educators, students, and administrators to use information from assessments for improving instruction and student learning. Unreliable data will not provide the teacher with insight as to instructional adjustments, and may, in fact, lead to misguided decisions in the classroom.


Fairness

Music educators also must consider the concept of fairness (AERA et al., 2014) when constructing, administering, and interpreting assessments. In our school, fairness meant that all students deserved an equal opportunity to demonstrate their musical skills and to have those skills evaluated as equitably and consistently as possible. Ensuring fairness led our music program to develop a culminating assessment where each student prepared and played a solo, sight-reading, and scales/triads. To reduce the possibility of preconceived notions of student abilities interfering with the results, the adjudication panel consisted of five members who had no previous exposure to the students and had no connection to the school. The judges were also trained to interpret student abilities consistently. Additionally, so that all students were challenged appropriately, each student played a solo that was selected specifically for his or her level of music skills. The goal of the assessment was to provide a setting that would showcase fairly student learning over the course of the school year.


Clear Standards

Developing quality assessments, regardless of the subject matter, involves identifying high-impact standards for student achievement (Ainsworth, 2003; Reeves, 2001, 2002). Without a clear level of expectation, student performance levels cannot be assessed and test results will be inconsistent. Furthermore, growth over time cannot be determined, nor can a teacher or student understand when certain skills should be learned or mastered. But standards-setting is not without turmoil, as noted by the development of national standards in the United States such as the Common Core State Standards (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010) and the National Core Arts Standards (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education, 2014). Although setting clear standards for achievement is difficult, without them, measuring student achievement is impossible. Assessment of standards, however, should not be used punitively to compare schools, states, or groups of students; instead, they should be used to improve instruction in the classroom, for individual assessment and feedback, and for the enrichment or remediation of musical skills.

Specifically, in music, clear audio/visual examples of instrumental and vocal performance levels for each standard are a necessity so that the classroom music teacher has a clear target. The National Federation of State High Schools’ Music Adjudication Form for Solos (2017) provides an example of written descriptions for five performance levels in the areas of tone quality, intonation, rhythm, technique, interpretation/musicianship, diction/bowing/articulation, and sight-reading/scales. The levels range from 1 being a poor performance or unsatisfactory to 5 being a superior performance or outstanding in nearly every detail. By themselves, however, the written descriptors are subjective and open to wide interpretation. Therefore, the need for clear audio/visual examples so that teachers have a distinct understanding of the expected levels of performance and can communicate those levels to the students.

Additionally, students themselves need to understand the standards (Stiggins, 2007b). In order to reach a high level of musical understanding, music students must have a sound understanding of basic musical skills and knowledge. When these abilities become automatic and internalized, students will be able to focus on higher-level interpretive musical skills. If students, for example, are unable to perform rudimentary tasks such as note reading, basic counting, correct horn positioning, breath control, or tonguing, then the student will be unable to attain a higher level of music performance that includes interpretation, musicianship, and emotional intensity.

Music standards that are described in language are not enough; rather, aural and/or visual examples need to be provided for each standard and its level of performance. “Samples that show successive changes in quality help students understand how learning develops over time” (Davies, 2007, p. 40). At this time, the majority of school districts seem to be setting their own standards, and these standards often are inconsistent locally as well as from state to state. To get to the point of having consistently applied standards, however, music educators must have a similar vision for what they want their students to know and be able to do.


The End in Mind

Developing clear standards for musical knowledge and skills is only possible if music educators begin with the end in mind. Grant Wiggins and Jay McTighe’s Understanding by Design (2006) curricular model is especially relevant to music educators. Using this process, music educators should articulate both written and audio examples of what they want their students to learn and be able to do by a certain point in the school year. With that target in sight, lesson plans are designed to move the students forward toward achieving a specific goal. Assessments that provide ample evidence and consistent and precise results, however, are the foundation for measuring student progress toward these goals.


Performance-Oriented Assessment

Students in a variety of disciplines must show their understanding and skills through creating, doing, relating, or connecting (National Core Arts Standards, State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education, 2014). A performance-oriented assessment is not a multiple-choice or short-answer test, but rather, a demonstration of the concepts taught. Embedding performance assessment throughout the music education experience allows students to show that they are able to use the musical skills in a variety of ways in addition to a traditional paper and pencil test.


Quality Data to Improve Instruction

Decision-making in the classroom is a priority skill for effective teaching (Anderson, 2003; Shavelson, 1973), as every day teachers make decisions in their classrooms. Informed decision-making is the process of analyzing individual and group data and using that information to improve instruction. For example, in performance classes such as band, orchestra, and choir, having information about the individual and group skill level should drive both the selection of music and the day-to-day teaching of skills. By having data that highlight individual and group strengths and weaknesses, the teacher can make informed decisions in setting the learning targets, or skills to be learned, planning the sequence, and determining the emphasis of the instructional time. Without informed decision-making, music educators may focus on the mistakes of the weakest students, neglecting the development of the group. Armed with data, however, music educators can focus warm-ups and rehearsal time on building skills in individuals and the ensemble, and inform students of the reason for concentrating on those skills. Informed decision-making encourages a collegial approach to skill development as teachers share with students information about their strengths and areas for growth. Instruction that is focused is purposeful and makes for better use of precious classroom time.


Quality Data to Improve Student Learning

Regardless of the subject area, students should understand where they are in the development of the skills being taught. McMillan and Hearn (2009) found that “when students set goals that aid their improved understanding, and then identify criteria, self-evaluate their progress toward learning, reflect on their learning, and generate strategies for more learning, they will show improved performance with meaningful motivation” (p. 44). In music performance classes particularly, students should have a clear understanding of the performance skills, listening theory skills, and written theory skills necessary to perform the music being played. Furthermore, allowing students to see how they fit into the bigger picture of the ensemble helps them see how individual work is related to the overall growth of an ensemble. If the student and teacher do not have the type of assessment data that supports this understanding, then it is difficult for both to realize why the individual and/or group are not making progress. The individual understanding of one’s role in an ensemble is crucial to teacher and student engagement and motivation in the learning process.


The Performance and Nonperformance Music Classroom

When developing an assessment program, performance-oriented and nonperforming classrooms share similar goals. The following two phrases emphasize this point:



1. What do you want students to learn, and how will you know they learned it?


2. Value what you assess, and assess what you value.





Both classrooms should incorporate written or listening assessments of musical skills that show teachers and students where they are in their mastery of the desired skills. The assessments should also be a mix of formal and informal assessments in a variety of formats. Teachers should provide timely and specific feedback to students on their progression toward their goals. Parents and administrators also should be included on the development of musical understanding and abilities. Involving parents is associated with higher student achievement levels (Henderson & Berla, 1995). Finally, in both types of classrooms, teachers should adjust their instruction based on the results of the assessments, rather than blindly sticking to a static curriculum that is not fluid and unresponsive to student needs. Wiggins and McTighe (2005) argue that building in flexibility is a key aspect of effective instructional design.


Effective Assessment Practice in the Secondary Music Classroom

Music educators need to be well versed in the aforementioned common principles of assessment if they want to create a robust music assessment program. Application of these principles will help teachers create the data that allows them to teach more effectively and increase student growth in music skills. A common understanding of the components of assessment is vital for music to be a player at the educational table, justifies music in our schools, and opens the door for music to be a solid curricular area rather than just an after-school activity. With that understanding in mind, the next section presents a guide for secondary music educators as they develop their assessment program.


The Meaning, Measurement, and Management of Classroom Music Assessment for Secondary Teachers


To be practical, music assessment needs to be meaningful, measurable, and manageable. Using these three simple guidelines will help music teachers develop assessments for the performance and nonperformance classroom that will improve instruction, motivate students, and allow them to create an assessment program that fits into an already busy schedule.


Assessments That Have Meaning

When assessments have meaning for the secondary classroom music teacher, they (1) emerge purposeful instruction, (2) engage students in authentic musical work, and (3) demand high-level musicianship. Furthermore, students are able to construct a personal meaning from these assessments. Meaningful assessments are defined for the purpose of this chapter as assessments that develop purposeful instruction, motivate students by allowing them to formulate individualized goals, and emphasize skills that value a high-level of musicianship. One possible way to begin is for music educators to analyze scores from the previous 2 years of concerts and list the musical skills needed to play the selections. This process will illuminate the unintended curriculum of the music program. After the skills have been unwrapped (Ainsworth, 2003) and articulated, a reflective component needs to ensue. The director should review rehearsals for the previous 2 years and the types of instruction and corrections that were made. This reflection can highlight possible issues that prevent individuals and groups from reaching a high level of musical performance. Furthermore, the director may discover a pattern of correcting the same mistakes because the focus from the podium was not on those particular musical skills. Once the director has identified a few, high-leverage musical skills, certainly ones that allow students to become independent musicians who can read and perform music on their own, a three-part assessment of performance skills, written theory, and listening theory can be developed and administered. This assessment will verify the students’ level of understanding and can be used as a baseline to compare future assessments and show growth. The director then can focus on teaching specific skills during rehearsal and hold students accountable for their learning through regularly embedded informal assessments. According to Guskey (2007), “assessments must be followed by high-quality corrective instruction designed to help students remedy whatever learning errors identified with the assessment” (p. 21). Through targeted rehearsal feedback, the director can guide students and the ensemble toward acquisition and mastery of musical skills.

Finally, the music skills valued and the method of assessment should be clearly understood and be able to be articulated by not only the teacher but also the students, the parents, and the administration. Meaningful assessments measure the skills valued by the music program teachers and district leadership; students can experience and internalize the connection between the valued skills, the music in class, and how developing the targeted skills improves individual and group performances.


Assessments and Measurable Goals

The word “measurable” has different meanings depending on the context. In education, measurement is associated with the mathematics of the assessment process such as the calculation and application of percentile ranks, derived scores, and so forth. In business, however, “measurable” describes goals that can be quantified and used as an indicator of progress (Doran, 1981). For the purpose of this paper, the word “measurable” is used in the business model sense and refers to assessments that quantify musical knowledge and skills as precisely and objectively as possible in an effort to determine student growth. These assessments provide a basis for longitudinal information that will motivate students as they track their progress and are held accountable for their own learning. In addition, the data from these assessments offer a purpose for student learning and inform teacher instruction. Music educators should focus their limited time on consistently assessing skills that are valued by the music program, and then valuing those assessments by investing time in analyzing data, adjusting instruction, and sharing and celebrating the results with students, parents, and the school community. Students are motivated when they see growth in individual skill areas, and then can center practice outside rehearsal on specific skills. The whitepaper The Science of Learning (Deans for Impact, 2015) states that tests can drive learning because they require students to focus on specific knowledge or skills. Therefore, if music educators want to focus student learning, low-stakes assessments will be embedded throughout the curriculum. Although not the focal point of this chapter, having measurable goals allows teachers to provide grades or marks in music that are linked to musical skills and knowledge, rather than nebulous areas such as attendance, participation, or amount of time spent practicing (Russell & Austin, 2010).


The Management of Classroom Assessments

Time, both inside and outside the classroom, is limited for secondary music educators, and thus, the management or organization of assessments becomes a critical part of the assessment process. To that end, secondary teachers must determine a balance that provides students with a variety of assessment opportunities that showcase their growth in skills and knowledge and give teachers and students insight into teaching and learning. Initially, a teacher should focus on assessing a limited number of musical skills at regular intervals that allow students to achieve realistic skill growth over time. Furthermore, since multiple age levels may be involved in the same ensemble, directors should consider developing assessments for only one grade level the first year. Varied assessments that are both formal and informal can make the system more manageable. For example, directors can assess from the hallway, perhaps by asking students to match pitch as they enter the rehearsal room. Other informal assessments may involve having students identify intervals, scales, or triads played from a portable laptop in the hallway or at the door to the rehearsal room. Furthermore, the director can assess from the podium by asking students to identify chord progressions that will appear in the piece they will see later in rehearsal. Additionally, a table in the front of the room could serve as a place for a small group to take a short written test on skills being taught. These brief, informal assessments save valuable rehearsal time and allow the teacher to check student progress frequently, thus providing numerous insights and opportunities to adjust instruction accordingly. According to Stiggins (2007a) the context determines how many assessments are needed to measure key skills. “The more complex the target, the more evidence we may need. The more evidence a task provides, the fewer tasks we need” (p. 67).

With these assessments, however, comes the challenge of realistically keeping track of all the data. Making assessment tracking manageable is a must if music teachers are to embrace assessment, and software plays an important role in manageability. Importantly, not every assessment needs to be tracked; teachers must decide the primary skills that are valued, and regularly assess and provide feedback regarding student progress on selected skills.


Assessment of Musical Skills


A comprehensive music assessment program includes assessments of performance, written theory, and listening theory skills that are directly related to the music being taught. In order to make learning of these skills meaningful, both teacher and student must realize that knowledge of the performance skills and theory underlying the music will enhance both the individual and the group’s ability to perform at a higher level. Additionally, the results of improved musical abilities will justify the rehearsal time spent teaching and assessing student knowledge and skills. Connecting the performance, written theory, and listening theory skills that directly relate to the music being played will motivate the student to learn and the teacher to restructure the time spent during rehearsal.


Performance Skills

Music educators in the United States can look to various established state or national organizations for assistance in identifying key musical performance skills. For example, US state music organizations have contest forms for solos that specify performance skills such as tone quality, intonation, rhythm, technique, interpretation/musicianship, diction/bowing/articulation, performance factors, and scales. If students are evaluated in these areas at events outside the school, why not use them to assess students inside the school and to familiarize students with the level of expectations? Furthermore, having an indicator of the level of each performance skill will inform the director in making musical selections and targeting skill development for the ensemble or the individual students.


Written Theory

Written theory skills such as identification of major and minor keys, rhythmic counting symbols, triads, intervals, or musical symbols should be directly related to the knowledge and skills needed to perform the music played by the ensemble. Assessing theory knowledge that is unrelated to the music performed will have little, if any, impact on the student’s ability to apply and retain that knowledge. Students and teachers must make the connection between skills taught and skills needed to perform the music. Students are motivated to learn the skills if they comprehend the connection, and teachers are motivated to teach those skills because they observe the impact they have on the students’ individual performances and the ensemble’s improvement. Having quality multiple-choice or short-answer tests, in addition to small formative assessments during rehearsals, allows teachers to check student progress and understanding of the skills before they are asked to demonstrate those skills in a culminating performance.

After using written theory tests to check for mastery of key concepts in the selections, the next step is to have students demonstrate their understanding through a series of self-assessments and peer assessments, culminating with a director or other outside assessment. This step reinforces the connection between the theory taught and the theory embedded in the performance selections. Afterward, the students and the director listen to audio tapes of the performance and complete an assessment of the skills demonstrated in the performance. Data from this assessment will then be used by the students and teachers to reset individual and ensemble goals to ensure continued musical growth. The power of combining written assessments and student-driven performance assessments improves student engagement in the learning process and makes the process manageable for directors as they are not the sole driving force of the assessment program. Using written theory that is directly related to the music performed makes the assessments meaningful.


Listening Theory

Music is an auditory art form, and the understanding and mastery of listening theory is vital to both students and teachers. Listening theory skills could include intonation, tone, interval recognition, rhythmic analysis of patterns, triads, balance, harmony, chord progressions, inversions, or any other listening skills that the students need to master to perform the music they play on a higher level. Creating assessments that help students understand where they are in the development and use of listening theory skills as related to their performances will motivate students to improve those skills. These assessments also give the teacher information as to where the individual is in relation to the group’s skill development. Teachers then can improve their instruction to help plan rehearsals, warm-ups, and music selection to reinforce musical strengths and develop skills that need improvement. Listening theory must be connected to the music played and the skills valued for students to be motivated to learn and work toward mastery. The mastery of listening skills is a labor-intensive and time-sensitive process that both student and teacher need to be aware of and work toward. Written theory and listening theory skills share a similar assessment process of multiple-choice or short-answer tests, combined with small formative assessments that culminate with performances for students to demonstrate their understanding and application of musical skills. These assessments provide the director and students the variety of data needed to measure musical growth and make adjustments in setting goals to ensure additional skill development.


A Model for Written and Listening Theory Assessments

The creation of multiple-choice assessments of written and listening theory skills need not be overly complex; rather, music educators can refer to the College Board’s Advanced Placement (AP) style of writing as a model. The AP format accomplishes several important and practical characteristics: (1) Secondary students become familiar with test questions used in standardized assessments not only in music but also in other subject areas. (2) The format of the questions is consistent with four possible answers; two of the answers are clearly incorrect, and two of the answers are very possible. This arrangement allows students to disregard the two distractors quickly, concentrate on the two answers that are similar, and make an educated choice. (3) Finally, retired AP tests can serve as a model for how to write test questions. Overall, the point is not to “reinvent the wheel” when writing questions. Seek out quality questions from reliable sources, and then practice writing and giving sample questions to students and staff for feedback about the clarity of questions. If the questions verify student understanding, and teachers see evidence that students can apply that understanding in the classroom, then the questions will be valid. The sample listening theory question presented in Figure 14.1 is designed to check for knowledge and understanding of rhythm and pitch. Each listening question was played twice for the student with a pause of 10 seconds between each playing.
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Figure 14.1 Listening theory sample question.





The sample written theory question presented in Figure 14.2 is designed to check for knowledge and understanding of rhythm.
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Figure 14.2 Written theory sample question.





The assessment of listening and written theory provides the teacher information on the degree to which students have learned and can apply these concepts.


Additional Assessment Formats in the Music Classroom

Embracing writing and speaking as an assessment of musical skills is essential to deeper understanding of complex musical concepts. Having students listen to a performance, and then write about it using subject-specific language, creates opportunities for deeper learning and the potential for higher-level performances. Music teachers should realize, however, that for students to express their understanding coherently, reading, writing, and speaking skills may need reinforcement in the music classroom. Although this may seem to take time away from preparing for performances, having students express their understanding of musical concepts in written or spoken language is well worth the time. Additionally, skills in reading, writing, and speaking are highly valued by society, and if these skills are supported in the music classroom, it furthers music’s mission to be considered a core curricular subject and build a collegial relationship with other teachers in their school.


Developing a Systematic Assessment Plan

To ensure that skills are consistently assessed in a variety of ways, the music educator must start with a clear and concise set of defined skills. The list should include performance skills, written theory, and listening theory. Furthermore, the music educator must devise and administer assessments to test those skills. Possible testing options could be an individual student performance assessed by the student, a peer, or the director; a local or standardized multiple-choice test, or a local or standardized short-answer test. Figure 14.3 is a sample template that can be used to determine the valued musical skills to be tested and the type of assessment.
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Figure 14.3 Musical skills and knowledge template.





The first column contains the specific valued skill or term selected from the music performed. Students should be able to learn and demonstrate the skill that is linked to the performance music. The second column lists the skill area. Skills can be in multiple areas; for example, a skill can be both a performance skill and a listening skill. The third column is the year taught, and the fourth column is the year tested. For example, the skill of recognizing major and minor intervals may be taught during the first year of high school. Since interval recognition would be both a listening and a written theory skill, however, it may be tested in two different years. Listening or recognizing intervals by sound takes longer for students to learn, so the year taught might be the first year of high school, but the year tested might be the second year. The year tested indicates the year students are expected to have mastered the skill. So, although mastery is not expected during year one, the director will provide multiple opportunities for formative tests and feedback as skills develop, thus waiting for the larger summative test until the second year of high school. The last column is broken down into the type of assessment. Depending on the skill selected, certain formats will be used to check for student growth. Overall, a detailed spreadsheet ensures that the music educator has committed to the systematic assessment of key musical skills in a variety of ways, making the process meaningful, measurable, and manageable.


Using Data Effectively in the Music Classroom


How data is presented to students, teachers, parents, and administrators is of paramount importance. The display should be easily understandable visually and in easily understood language so that it encourages students and teachers to use the information to improve individual and group skills and teacher instruction. Parents should be able to understand their child’s progress on the knowledge and skills being developed so they can support their child’s progress. To do so, music teachers need to communicate above and beyond the printed school report card that in the United States involves a single mark or grade at the end of each quarter. For example, a syllabus listing the expected theory and performance skills to be learned over the course of the year was given to parents at the beginning of the first semester. Parents would sign that they had read the syllabus and were aware of the expectations for learning for the coming year. Additionally, student scores from the previous year’s assessments of performance, written and listening theory accompanied the syllabus so that parents were aware of their child’s skill level at the beginning of the year. Having this information allowed parents to monitor their child’s progress. At the end of each semester, parents received an additional report from the music department with details on their child’s growth or lack thereof. The parent quotient was critical in adding another layer of support and encouragement for students. Feedback from parents on these reports was very favorable.

School administrations value music data that uses common assessment language and is both reliable and valid. Administrators want to review data that confirms the development of musical skills; if growth is not evident, then secondary music educators should clarify the process they use to adjust instruction in the classroom. These conversations about assessment provide administrators with evidence that music educators are assessment-literate and are using a variety of student learning data that is obtained using reliable measures for which sufficient validity information has been gathered to interpret the results for their intended use to drive student learning, thus justifying administrations’ continued support for the music program.


Individual Student Data

The true value of a strong music assessment program is its impact on improving student skills and their understanding of their role in developing those skills. Educational leaders want students to be independent learners who are self-directed, engaged in learning, and can apply their knowledge and abilities in a variety of situations. This desired behavior is encouraged by assessing the specific skills being studied. Students want to see their progress toward developing those skills; thus, having clear data provides them with information that is vital. Even more important, however, is what students do with the data. Having data without reflecting on the results and then setting new goals is meaningless. Students need to comprehend the relationship between data and using that data to improve or celebrate growth.

Allowing students to self-select skills and self-chart their growth is an important component of the process. The student and teacher can clearly see individual strengths and weaknesses, share feedback, and then set goals and timelines for skill enrichment or development. A preassessment of individual skills is critical if a student is to be able to see growth in skill levels. For example, each performance skill should have a specific baseline score for tone, rhythm, intonation, musicianship, articulation, diction, bowing or any other area of value. Likewise, written theory and listening theory skills need a baseline score for intervals, keys, counting, chords, triads, or any other valued skill to be assessed.

Individual student motivation comes from assessments that are meaningful and link personal effort with achievement of attainable goals (Bandura, 1997). If assessments are viewed by students as punitive, negative, or not connected to effort, the students will not be motivated to use that data to improve areas of weakness. Figures 14.4, 14.5, and 14.6 illustrate pre- and posttest scores for performance skills, written theory, and listening theory. Figure 14.4 represents a student-created graph comparing performance levels from the end of one school year to the next. Students were rated by a jury of five music educators who had not previously heard the students. Each of the educators was trained using the National Federation of State High School Associations’ form for music solos (2017) that uses a five-point performance rating system, with 1 being a poor or unsatisfactory performance and 5 being a superior or outstanding performance in nearly every detail. The scores of the five judges were averaged, eliminating the high and low score, to create a single score for each of the eight categories listed in Figure 14.4. Furthermore, students were trained to identify performance levels through audio examples used throughout the school year. They were given multiple opportunities to demonstrate their understanding of performance levels during self and peer assessments of performances. At the end of the year, each student generated an individual graph so that they could see musical progress.
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Figure 14.4 Student-created graph of performance scores.
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Figure 14.5 Student-created graph of written theory scores.
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Figure 14.6 Student-created graph of listening theory scores.





Figures 14.5 and 14.6 compare written theory and listening theory assessments from the end of semester 1 to the end of semester 2. A 10-point scale was used, as it easily converted to the percent of questions answered correctly. Students in the United States are familiar with this 10-point system and could readily see their progress or lack thereof.

This powerful display of data demonstrates how involving students in the assessment process improves knowledge and abilities in tandem with reflection, goal setting, and individual effort. The information offers a motivational factor; by creating their own data charts, students tracked their progress over time. If progress was lacking, goals were adjusted the following semester. The teacher then recommended additional musical exercises, etudes, and pieces to continue the development of the targeted skills. The concept of assessment as learning “occurs when students personally monitor what they are learning and use the feedback from this monitoring to make adjustments, adaptations and even major changes in what they understand. Assessment as learning is the ultimate goal, where students are their own best assessors” (Earl, 2003, p. 47).


Group Data

Group data is gathered from individual assessments and displayed as one graph. The group graph not only allows the director to evaluate the overall skill level of the group but also allows the individual student to see how he compares in skill level to the group. The information in Figure 14.7 is simplified so that it could be used with students; each category’s individual and group score is an average of the five judges’ jury score at the end of Semester 2. Students could see their score in relation to the average group score. In the United States, students are accustomed to having individual standardized test scores compared to a national group score. For example, the student in Figure 14.7 can see that his tone quality level is 2.5 on a scale of 5, whereas the average group tone quality level is a 4, and thus he needs to improve his tone quality. In a musical ensemble, having students recognize their areas of strengths and weaknesses in relation to the group can encourage students to set personal goals to improve specific areas. The data becomes meaningful because the student has a visual representation of his areas of strengths and weaknesses, which can become a powerful motivator for the student to become a positive contributor to the ensemble.
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Figure 14.7 Comparison of individual to ensemble performance scores.





Another useful display of data for the teacher and administrator to consider is the overall growth of the class or year in school and the ensemble. Table 14.1 represents the average growth by year in school for each class. Having these scores broken down by class/year in school allows the teacher and administrator to see how each class is growing. Note that each year in school had a different assessment that increased in difficulty, and growth between classes should not be compared. In comparing growth over time for each class, the teacher could see that freshmen tended to make more growth overall, most likely since they entered secondary school with fewer skills; on the other hand, seniors tended to make less growth because their assessments were more complex and tested higher-level musical skills.
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Table 14.2 represents the average growth by each ensemble in the school. The ensembles contained students of mixed ages, giving the teacher a different perspective of growth. This data allowed the teacher to reflect on the reasons for each ensemble’s growth. For example, students in a percussion-only class needed a stronger focus on listening skills, most likely because they had a limited background with pitched instruments.
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Having this information displayed informs the teacher about the instructional focus or changes. It also can form the basis of departmental conversations about best practices in curriculum, instruction, and assessment.


Assessments in Action in the Secondary Music Classroom


A well-rounded music program should include four diverse types of assessment: self-assessment, peer assessment, teacher assessment, and assessment assisted by technology. This variety will help students gain the skills and knowledge to recognize musical strengths and weaknesses, identify errors or misconceptions, and then make adjustments without waiting for a teacher’s input. The end goal is to encourage students to take individual responsibility for reaching their highest level of musicianship, thus becoming independent musicians who are capable of solving musical problems on their own.

To demonstrate this concept in action, we provide an example of a director who found that counting skills were a major weakness, not only in individual students but also in his performing group. To improve this skill, the director shared results of a pretest with individual students and the group. Then, the teacher and students concentrated on improving this skill both during and outside rehearsal. We now demonstrate how the targeted counting skill would be assessed during the four stages of assessment: self, peer, director, and technologically assisted.


Self-Assessment

Self-assessment is by far the most important skill any musician can have, at any level. If student musicians do not possess the skills to recognize errors in their music making and adjust in a timely manner, then their musical growth will be limited. While students may improve skills during rehearsal with a continuous stream of error correction by the director, without internalizing the ability to self-monitor, students will become dependent on the director, a private teacher, an adjudicator, or technology to note the mistake and tell them how to correct it. The solution is for assessment to become an integral part of the learning process (Earl, 2013) by developing the skill of self-assessment in students. Self-assessment is possible if teachers:



1. Articulate for students a specific set of musical skills—performance, written theory, and listening theory—required for each year of a music program.

2. Determine clear standards for tone, intonation, rhythm, balance/blend, interpretation, and musicianship. These standards can be best communicated through audio file examples. If audio files are unavailable, the director should teach the level of expectation from the podium and reinforce that expectation daily in rehearsal.

3. Have students identify their specific musical strengths and weaknesses, and set goals for improvement.

4. Allow students to practice recognizing errors in individual performances. Have them demonstrate their knowledge by identifying the mistake and its solution through writing, verbalizing, or playing/singing. The ability to pinpoint errors and self-correct is vital to individual musical growth.

5. Encourage students to record themselves and then listen to these recordings while following the score or part. Have them identify mistakes, articulate the nature of the mistake, and correct them. If they have the skills to hear their own mistakes and self-correct, then they are on their way to becoming independent musicians who can solve problems on their own.

6. Celebrate success; even limited growth in a particular skill is a motivator for students and shows that practice on specific musical skills can pay big dividends in the long run.





In the counting example, students had 2 weeks to review the levels of performance for rhythm/counting using the audio examples available on the school’s music website. Using the assigned concert piece, they then counted aloud the rhythms using a metronome set at the proper time. Once they were comfortable, they recorded themselves counting aloud using a phone, laptop, or the recording devices in the practice room. Afterward, the students reviewed the recording while following along with the music to check the accuracy of the performance. Using the established rubric for rhythm, students then reflected in writing on their counting, noting any areas needing correctives. They then assigned their performance a numeric score from 1 to 5. Students worked on making the correctives before recording themselves performing the selection, once again evaluating themselves according to the rubric. Self-assessment encourages students to take ownership for their musical skill development. Once the first step of the assessment process has been completed, it is time to have them practice those skills by performing for a peer.


Peer Assessment

Peer assessment is an important but challenging step to develop. First, students need a fluent vocabulary to use when giving performance feedback to another student. Second, students need to be receptive to peer feedback. The director should demonstrate in rehearsal the proper language for communicating performance issues and their possible solutions.

In the counting example, after students had successfully self-assessed, they next met with their assigned partner to count the piece aloud, followed by performing the selection while the partner followed along with the music. Afterward, the partners discussed the areas of difficulty and how to correct the errors. The peer also completed a rubric for the performance, noting any areas of strength or weakness. The partners then reversed roles.

When one student communicates suggestions that will enhance the performance of another, both students benefit and a high level of learning is achieved. Knowledge that is attained through collaboration and mutual understanding of expectations and outcomes is a desirable goal (Shepherd, 2000). Additionally, Bloxham and West (2004) established that peer assessment supports students’ own learning and improves their understanding of the overall assessment process. Not only will students have practiced the skills of listening, reading, and communicating ideas using the appropriate musical vocabulary but also they benefit from the feedback of a peer. This powerful learning reinforces the skills needed to improve an individual’s overall understanding of music and encourages ownership of one’s learning. Students should not be assessed by the director without first having to take responsibility for refining their performance on their own and with the help of a fellow student.


Director Assessment

Time is valuable for both teachers and students. Therefore, it is imperative that the director and students maximize assessment opportunities. The director should recognize that the student has spent time self- and peer-assessing; now it is time for the director to hear the performance and provide feedback on musicality, rather than focusing on skill-based issues such as rhythm or notes that students can remedy on their own.

In the counting example, the student will have turned in the rubrics as evidence of completing the self- and peer assessments before scheduling an appointment with the director. At the meeting, the student and director will review the rubrics and discuss what the student learned as a result of the process. This discussion gives the director the opportunity to monitor student understanding of key counting concepts. Next, the student will count the prepared section aloud for the director using a metronome, followed by director feedback. Then the student will perform the selection with the metronome, again followed by director feedback. After the student has played the prepared selection, to check that the student has truly mastered the targeted skills, the director should have the student count and then perform a short 6- to 12-bar sight-reading example. Developing self-directed students who can apply skills in novel situations in order to create or solve a problem should be a priority for all teachers, regardless of discipline (Costa & Kallick, 2004).

The immediate one-to-one feedback provides both parties with the information to enhance musical growth. Skill development can be refocused and areas of growth noted and celebrated. More importantly, it gives the director valuable insight as to the overall development and internalization of skills taught during rehearsal. If the director detects growth, or a lack thereof, from each student, then he or she can adjust teaching and rehearsal methods to reteach or reinforce skills the students are unable to grasp individually. Students will value the director’s feedback as a critical step toward reaching their musical potential and taking responsibility for their own learning. After receiving the director’s written feedback, the student will reflect in writing about the process and adjust goals each week for the rest of the semester. The students kept the director feedback and their reflections in a three-ring binder; at the end of the semester, the student would review the feedback and reflections, connect them to their final assessments, and set goals for the next semester.


Technologically Assisted Assessment

Technologically assisted assessment can be a part of an already robust assessment program. Computer-assisted assessment is only as valuable as the learning that has been developed from implementing self, peer, and director assessment opportunities. Software is a tool that should enhance the internalization of an already established set of skills and standards, ones that will lead to independent musicians creating quality performances. There is no substitute for direct input from one’s self, peers, and director. Additionally, software may encourage rote learning, so directors should be vigilant that students do not rely on software or recordings to learn repertoire. Periodically testing students with a short sight-reading selection and limited time, about a minute or two, to prepare is a more valid and reliable method of measuring student development of musical abilities.

In the counting example, software could be another way to reinforce skill development. Software that can highlight rhythmic errors would be a valuable visual tool to indicate specific instances when rhythmic mistakes occur. A possible drawback, however, is that the student may not have the musical understanding of counting skills to correct the errors, and hence, may play the exercise repeatedly, hoping the mistakes will be corrected without deeper understanding of the problem. This method may also reinforce rote learning, however, and directors should use software cautiously only if the student can articulate the reasons for counting errors by recounting the exercise aloud correctly before performing the exercise for the computer.


Cultivating the Self-Directed Learner in the Music Classroom

Assessments that encourage students to self-regulate and improve individual skills in performance, written theory, and listening theory and are directly linked to the music performed develop musicians who can read, interpret, and perform music independently at a high level. Once students develop the necessary individual skills to perform the music selected by the teacher, then the teacher can concentrate rehearsal time on the deeper meaning of the music instead of fixing superficial errors that students are capable of self-correcting. Creating a culture of self-directed learners through the use of assessment has the potential of creating a collegial atmosphere in the classroom that has students and teachers working in tandem for the goal of musical excellence.


Reimagining the Future of Music Assessment

The future of music education in the United States, and how teachers incorporate assessment practices that enhance the art of music, is being written as we speak. One only needs to review the Framework for 21st Century Learning (Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2010), the Common Core State Standards (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010), and the National Core Music Standards (State Education Agencies Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2014) to realize that the ways in which educators will be asked to teach, assess, and use data in music classrooms will differ greatly from current methodology. According to Edmund W. Gordon, chairperson of the Gordon Commission on the Future of Assessment in Education (2013), the members struggled “with a set of paradoxes similar to those faced by Columbus and Magellan, i.e., navigating a world that was known to be flat at a time when the evidence was beginning to indicate that the world is round” (p. iii).

Likewise, music educators face similar uncertainties. Music educators must challenge current assumptions and reimagine our roles and our students’ roles in learning. Much like Magellan, questioning the current climate of music education may not be popular, but it is a quest that current and future educators must explore to find out what lies over the horizon for music education. Music educators must join with other disciplines to create quality assessments that not only enhance and develop musical skills and insights but also strengthen the writing, speaking, collaboration, creative, and artistic skills that are needed in life, regardless if one decides to make music a profession. The connection between our art form and its role in giving students necessary future skills must be strongly articulated, or we will be left behind. National standards in the United States share common themes such as using multiple disciplines or a variety of information or technology as a way to solve problems creatively. Music and the arts are vital players in this process, but only if music educators become the leaders of assessment in education. The Gordon Commission’s report (Gordon Commission on the Future of Assessment in Education, 2013) states:

I have concluded that building upon a long and extraordinary history of achievement in the assessment OF education, the future of assessment in education will likely be found in the emerging interest in and capacity for assessment to serve, inform and improve teaching and learning processes and outcomes. Shall we call that assessment FOR education in addition to the assessment OF education? (p. ii)

The final phrase is especially foretelling. Every subject area should consider the common theme that assessment, when properly designed, can be used to improve instruction, promote in-depth student learning, and thus develop independent, self-motivated learners. As music educators, a new assessment world awaits us if we are willing to accept that charge.
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CHAPTER 15



Assessment Practices of American Band Directors



Charles J. Vaughan



Assessment, in some form, has played an important role in American high school and middle school band classrooms since school bands began forming around the turn of the 20th century. The very nature of conducting a band—following a score and listening for mistakes, addressing ensemble and individual performance issues—is, in and of itself, a type of assessment. “Assessment” is a general term that describes the process of gathering information about where a student or musician has been with respect to academic and musical expectations, where they are now, and where they should be. The type, purpose, and content of assessment in the band classroom continue to evolve alongside today’s “increasingly politicized accountability-driven educational environment” (Colwell, 2008, p. 4). In present-day American band classrooms, assessment is becoming a more integral piece of the curriculum, instruction, assessment cycle, in which all three parts are intrinsically linked. The three parts work together synergistically and are most effective when aligned in a mutually supportive way. The depth and breadth of conceptual comprehension is linked to the alignment and interdependence of these parts (National Research Council, 2002).

According to Lehman (2000) in his contribution to the Housewright Symposium on the Future of Music Education, “Curriculum will be conceived not as a collection of activities in which students engage but rather as a well-planned sequence of learning experiences leading to clearly defined skills and knowledge” (p. 7). Current practice derives these sequences from state and National Music Standards that indicate what students should know and be able to do. Band directors select music, études, and exercises through which musical skills and knowledge can best be learned. These usually “reflect a broad range of genres, styles, and periods, including music from outside the art music tradition, music from the various cultural and ethnic groups that the United States comprises, and authentic examples from the various music cultures of the world” (Lehman, 2000, p. 7).

William Moody, then president of the National Band Association, suggests in The Instrumentalist (Moody, 1968) that school bands should be primarily musical and educational and should move away from the traditional “rehearsing/drilling” to focus more on artistry, creating, understanding, and appreciating music as an art form. Moody’s view, in conjunction with the aforementioned state and national standards–driven curriculum, seems to contradict a view some directors still hold that the actual music is the curriculum and that the national and state standards are unwelcome obstacles to true music making. Fortunately, these views do not have to be mutually exclusive.

The instruction piece involves two components: teaching materials and teaching strategies. According to Zitek (2008), “What should be taught and how it should be taught has been subject of considerable debate for decades” (p. 2). To be most effective in the classroom, music should be developmentally and age appropriate, whether selected as a performance piece or to fulfill in-class learning objectives. Within the musical selections are authentic representations of the skills and knowledge presented in national and state standards. Band directors then create authentic musical experiences through the musical selections. Lehman asserts, “it will be authentic in that it will be built around the essential nature of the skills and knowledge [to be] assessed” (2000, p. 7). In their training, most band directors begin learning and developing an assortment of rehearsal strategies that address performance skills of their students.

High-quality, effective instruction results from the continuous cycle of developing curricula, instructing, assessing students, and then reflecting on the entire process. Assessments are “planned before rather than after the instruction [and] will be viewed by both students and teachers as an integral part of the learning process rather than an intrusion or an interruption of learning” (Lehman, 2000, p. 7). According to Abeles, Hoffer, and Klotman (1995), “instructional decisions should dictate assessment strategies rather than vice versa” (p. 303). At first glance, these two statements would appear to be in opposition, but performing assessments and creating instructional strategies are “two sides of the same coin” (Abeles et al., 1995, p. 303). Assessment and instruction are designed to reflect the goals of the curriculum. Accurate assessment helps teachers evaluate past instruction and guides future instruction (Asmus, 1999). Lehman (2014) confirms the idea that assessment strategies must be developed alongside the standards: “Assessment is not something that can be designed later or just added on. The assessment has to be built into the instruction, and our standards have to make that possible” (p. 5).


Classroom Music Assessment


Music educators have historically used various forms of assessment of their students, reported on students’ musical progress to parents, and implemented sophisticated systems for the evaluation of school performing ensembles to establish publicly accessible quality measures in selected aspects of their programs (NAfME, n.d.).

Assessment in the music classroom is not new but it has been thrust to the forefront of music education conversations for the past two decades. Since then, music educators at all levels have had to increase their understanding of why, what, and how they assess in music. Asmus (1999) identifies part of the driving force behind this: “Educational reform and associated accountability issues have made music educators aware of the need to perform assessments that precisely and substantively document what a student has learned in the music classroom” (p. 19). Brophy (2000) summarizes the four main reasons why music assessment is performed:



1. To obtain evidence of musical growth


2. To guide instruction and choice of teaching strategies


3. To help validate the music program with parents and students


4. To provide evidence of accountability for student learning (p. 3)






In 1994, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act (US Department of Education, 1994) was signed into legislation, leading to the development and publication of the National Standards for Arts Education (Consortium of National Arts Education Associations, 1994). The National Standards for Arts Education was the first nationwide attempt to codify the key components of what students should know and be able to do in the arts. Shuler (2008) notes the standards’ avoidance of dictating specific content and their influence on state standards, saying, “The document identified content and achievement standards for students in grades 4, 8, and 12 but avoided content, specific repertoire or even general styles of repertoire that students should study” (p. 124). The standards were not conceived as curricular mandates or classroom protocols, but rather to serve as a guide or foundation on which music educators could develop their own music programs (Zitek, 2008).

In 2009, the state school chiefs and governors who make up the Council of Chief State School Officers and the National Governors Association Center coordinated a state-led effort to develop the Common Core State Standards (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2016). These standards were developed to create consistent learning goals in English language arts and mathematics across states and were designed through the collaborative efforts of teachers, school chiefs, administrators, and other experts to provide a clear and consistent framework for educators (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2016). Although 42 states, the District of Columbia, four territories, and the Department of Defense Education Activity have adopted the Common Core State Standards in language arts and mathematics, this initiative has put the onus on states to develop their own arts standards.

Authentic assessment is used to determine student progress and is performance based, meaning it is rooted in real-world experience. According to Asmus (1999), “music educators have an advantage over educators in other curricular areas in that, when their students perform music, they are involved in a public activity by which they can demonstrate their learning” (p. 20). Brophy (2000) believes authentic assessment occurs when assessment, curriculum, instruction, and a student’s developmental learning trajectory align. Brophy also cites Robinson’s (1995) claim that performance-based assessments are not new to the field of music education and that using these types of assessments is common practice.

Performing, creating, and responding are the three artistic processes that were originally adopted as the three response modes for artistic assessment when the first set of National Standards were developed. Of the three processes, American school music programs, especially band programs, place the greatest emphasis on performing (Shuler, 2008). Brophy (2000) states that being in “the role of performer places the child within the context of musical interpretation through active music making” (p. 18). Elementary music settings most often call for children to perform using their voice. Shuler (2008) states, “Although contemporary general music curricula are more varied than during the 20th century, when many elementary programs focused primarily on singing, … learning to sing is still arguably the foundational musical skill” (p. 125). Secondary school settings often allow children to focus on an instrument, sometimes the voice, but often a wind or percussion instrument. Asmus (1999) claims that performance is the most authentic assessment opportunity available in schools today.

When a child is allowed to take on the role of creator it places them “within the context of music originator” (Brophy, 2000, p. 18). This assessment mode gives children the opportunity to compose, arrange, or improvise music in authentic settings. It also allows them to imagine, plan, make, evaluate, refine, and present musical materials (Shuler, 2008). According to Brophy (2000), through composition, children can create and reflect on new music and edit those compositions. On the other hand, improvisation is the spontaneous creation of music with no time for reflection or editing of the finished product. Arranging lets children reorganize, edit, and restructure previously composed music, whether their own or written by another (Brophy, 2000).

The responding process of artistic expression places a child in the role of listener and consumer. Brophy (2000) suggests that student musicians “use critical thinking skills and acquired musical knowledge to make reasonable and informed judgments about music and personal values with respect to music” (p. 19). This process or mode enables students who may or may not be engaged in the performing process of a music program to participate and engage in musical learning. The key components of this mode are selecting, analyzing, interpreting, and evaluating (Shuler, 2008).

The how of music assessment is correlated with the what of music assessment. According to Brophy (2000), five learning areas are defined in general music by the musical behaviors exhibited during a particular learning activity: musical skills, literacy, history and literature, analysis and preference, and related arts and humanities. He declares, “Achievement standards, such as those included in the National Standards in the arts, are excellent specific statements that describe musical knowledge as it should be demonstrated in the fourth, eighth and twelfth grades” (p. 41).

Music educators incorporate both short- and long-term learning targets into their teachings. Short-term learning targets are the focus of instruction and assessment on a daily basis. Asmus (1999) states that short-term learning targets influence a teacher’s decision as to which materials to select and which methodologies to apply. They also help define and contribute to the successful completion of long-term learning targets. He further asserts that district music curricula, state music curriculum standards, and national music standards contribute to the development of educators’ long- and short-term learning targets. The following three publications were available in the early 2000s for developing these learning targets, according to Asmus (1999): The School Music Program: A New Vision; Opportunity-to-Learn Standards for Music Instruction: Grades PreK–12; and Performance Standards for Music: Strategies and Benchmarks for Assessing Progress Towards the National Standards, Grades PreK–12.


Assessment in Band

Teaching instrumental music, specifically band, requires special consideration in relation to other music classes when developing curriculum, instruction, and assessment. Still, many of the same pressures and demands placed on other music programs (orchestra, choir, general music, jazz band, etc.) are present. The increasing emphasis on assessment in school districts across the United States has generated a greater demand for methods of assessing instrumental music programs. According to Goolsby (1999), “Although most music educators recognize that frequent evaluation is an essential component of effective teaching, new mandates and public concerns regarding accountability are additional reasons for band and orchestra directors to expand their use of assessment in ensemble settings” (p. 31).

Class size is a major factor for many band directors when developing instruction and assessment protocols for the classroom. A National Association for Music Education (NAfME) position paper on assessment in music education notes that:

music teachers are often responsible for teaching and assessing large numbers of students, such as in ensemble classes … . Another challenge is that most important assessable work in music classes consists of multimedia products, such as performances and improvisations, which must be recorded and scored individually and in real time. (National Association for Music Education, n.d., para. 3)

Band classes can involve more than 50 students at a time, which makes some traditional assessment practices difficult, if not impossible, to administer.

Results of two studies on assessment practices of high school band directors (Kancianic, 2006; LaCognata, 2010a) include the following among their most important factors that influence assessment methods: the amount of available class time, the demands of the ensemble’s performance schedule, and the number of students enrolled in the class. All three items are actually correlated, given that the time available limits one’s ability to assess individuals. Assessment becomes more difficult as the number of students involved increases. Kancianic (2006) found that the relationship between class size and the demands of an ensemble’s performance schedule were positively correlated.

Another special consideration for band directors is individual assessment versus entire ensemble assessment. Kancianic’s (2006) research indicates that high school band directors view helping students prepare for a public performance and providing feedback to students as the most important purposes of classroom assessment. Providing students with individual feedback in the band classroom can be uniquely challenging because of music’s temporal nature (Kancianic, 2006). Saunders and Holahan (1997) state, “Instrumental music performances are an unfolding of aural events across time” (p. 259). Often, the feedback band directors give is a reaction to what they hear during the entire ensemble’s performance. Successful and experienced band directors can isolate individual instrumental sections and even individual musicians and focus their feedback accordingly. This type of feedback fulfills multiple objectives at once, by enabling the director to provide individual critiques to student musicians while simultaneously preparing the group as a whole for a performance. In research by Russell and Austin (2010), instructional time, the number of students taught, and the number of concert performances prepared or given had no substantive relationship with assessment decisions, though teaching level and teaching specialization did influence grading practices.

Assigning grades can be a complex task. Letter grades often serve as the primary way a teacher communicates a student’s progress and achievement. Early research (Bowman et al., 1984; Boyle & Radocy, 1987; Branum, Fusco, Haag, Richmond, & Russo, 1988) offers suggestions for establishing grading systems for performing arts ensembles, though few studies have examined the actual grading practices of ensemble directors. Results from a study by Russell and Austin (2010) indicate that grades in band are often based on a combination of achievement and nonachievement criteria, with nonachievement criteria (attendance, attitude, quantitative measures of practice) receiving greater emphasis or weight. These results support other existing research reports (Kancianic, 2006; LaCognata, 2010b; Sherman, 2006; Simanton, 2000; Wright, 2008) that imply some music educators view attendance and a positive attitude as prerequisites for student achievement. Pelligrino, Conway, and Russell (2015) suggest “that teachers differentiate between grading and assessment. Criteria like concert attendance, practice records, and behavior points may be easy and common grading practices but are not valid indicators of achievement in a music classroom” (p. 53). Kimpton and Kimpton (2013) state grading schemes that are based on best practice create a culture of learning, and develop student accountability. A scheme based on research and best practices leads to what they call Independent Musicians Creating Quality Performances (IMCQP).


Assessment Practices: In the Band Classroom


What, Why and How American band directors assess in their ensembles and classrooms have an impact on the types of assessments they utilize.


Types of Assessments Used by Band Directors

Goolsby identified (1999) four types of assessment used in American band classrooms: placement, summative, diagnostic, and formative. Placement and diagnostic assessments are the two with which band directors are generally most familiar, “even if they don’t identify them as such” (Goolsby, 1999, p. 31). Placement assessment has a number of functions, the first of which is auditions. Band directors use auditions to place students within certain ensembles and classes based on their performance or skill level. Sometimes directors place students into classes or ensembles based on their grade or age level. This grade- or age-level assignment is usually done in the lower grade levels (beginning or middle school), often because of the individual school’s scheduling protocols. Seating assignments—another type of placement assessment—are used to place student musicians within an ensemble or class based on the students’ abilities. This type of assessment is commonly used in both types of classes; grade- or age-level and performance-ability-level. A challenge is a student-initiated assessment in which one student musician “challenges” a student who has a higher placement to a performance or skill competition in an attempt to improve his or her own placement.

The traditional purpose of summative assessment is to evaluate student learning at the end of an instructional unit by comparing assessment results against some standard or benchmark. In the band setting, “summative assessment includes concerts, festivals, [performance assessment], recitals, and other events where the final ‘product’ of the group’s learning is publicly demonstrated and evaluated” (Goolsby, 1999, p. 31). The types of evaluation employed during these events depend largely on the purpose of the performance. Concerts and recitals are largely publicly attended events that are not typically evaluated or assessed during the performance. Possible postperformance evaluations include student musicians listening to and critiquing their own performance, or giving feedback about their perceptions of the overall “experience” of the performance (e.g., Did you [we] play well? What could you [we] have done better? What can you [we] do in the future to address the things you [we] didn’t do well?). Antmann (2007) suggests that summative assessments also include standardized tests and final exams and can take place at the end of a year, semester, or unit of instruction. Goolsby’s (1999) definition of summative assessment differs slightly from the mainstream summative assessment paradigm, which indicates that summative assessment provides the basis for most grading systems (Oosterhof, 2001).

Many concert bands, as well as orchestras, choirs, marching bands, and jazz bands, participate annually in local, regional, and state festivals and contests. A number of states no longer refer to such events as festivals or contests, however, but as music performance assessments or MPAs. During an MPA, three adjudicators typically evaluate musical groups on their live performance of three to four prepared pieces of music. When describing typical assessment instruments, Saunders and Holahan (1997) write:

Judges provide written feedback and indicate levels of performance ability based solely on their personal judgment of quality and character (e.g., outstanding, average, below average). Captions intended to identify specific performance dimensions (tone, intonation, technique) are frequently designated for separate assessments. Often, as adjudicators listen to a[n] [ensemble], they are asked to assign a number or letter as an indication of their judgment of how good they consider particular areas of instrumental performance. (p. 260)

Recent trends have shown an increase in the use of rubric-based instruments for these types of assessments. In addition, the assessment usually involves a sight-reading component in which the band and director are evaluated on their ability to sight-read a prescribed piece of music. Summative assessments mainly occur through band concerts, festivals, and competitions. Other school subjects such as mathematics and science employ summative assessment through written tests, essays, projects, and oral reports—ways that are not conducive to assessing students in a class where the primary focus is skill-based performance (Kancianic, 2006).

Diagnostic and formative assessments are usually integrated more closely into day-to-day instruction (Goolsby, 1999). Diagnostic assessments involve a teacher listening to a student or ensemble’s performance, determining an area of error or difficulty, and then providing instruction intended to help the student or ensemble improve (Saunders & Holahan, 1997). Goolsby (1999) writes, “Every time a band or orchestra director steps on the podium or stands in front of the class, the majority of the teaching events are devoted to identifying problems in learning and then providing a remedy (or at least a quick fix)” (pp. 31–32). The most common and useful type of diagnostic assessment that band directors use is error detection. The amount of extant research (Brand & Burnsed, 1981; Byo, 1993, 1997; Cavitt, 2003; DeCarbo, 1982; Sheldon, 2004; Waggoner, 2011) on the development and use of error detection suggests it is quite an important skill for band directors to have.

According to Goolsby (1999), formative assessment concerns the regular monitoring of students to ensure that they are learning. Music educators have an advantage over those in other subject areas in this type of assessment, because students demonstrate their learning by actually performing music in class (Asmus, 1999). For music teachers to perform formative assessments of specific aspects of a student or ensemble’s performance in the band classroom setting is common (Saunders & Holahan, 1997). The interrelated nature of the components of the curriculum, instruction, assessment cycle becomes increasingly evident in formative assessment. Truly effective formative assessments in the band classroom accomplish the following: provide learning targets for students, indicate criteria for success, collect evidence, and document evidence. Learning targets are specific performance skills that are understandable and achievable by the student musician. Criteria for success indicators provide specific performance achievement levels of the predefined learning targets. Evidence of performance achievement is usually collected by the teacher, though sometimes by the students themselves for self-evaluation or peer evaluation. The evidence is then documented and relayed as feedback to the student either verbally or in written form.

LaCognata (2010b) conducted a nationwide study of high school band directors (N = 454), noting the level of importance they gave each of the four assessment categories. On a five-point, Likert-type scale, in which 5 designated extremely important and 1 designated not important, summative assessment (M = 4.27) was rated the most important overall. Formative assessment (M = 4.03) was the next most important, followed by diagnostic (M = 3.89) and placement (M = 3.27).


What Is Being Assessed? Development of Assessment and Curriculum in Band Classes

Throughout the process of learning about music, students gain a better understanding of music itself, which is at the core of the National Standards in Music. creating, performing and responding to music are all greatly enhanced by sufficient and appropriate knowledge of music. Through the process of experiencing a meaningful education and association with music, while at the same time sharpening performance skills, musicians who are truly capable of performing with understanding evolve.

(Zitek, 2008, pp. 40–41)

Many consider Zitek’s explanation of how the original 1994 National Standards in Music function and are addressed in a typical band setting to be an example of the comprehensive musicianship approach to music education. Zitek (2008) defines comprehensive musicianship as “the inclusion of knowledge-based instruction that focused on attributes and concepts not necessarily directly associated with good playing, but rather enhanced the educational experience and promoted life-long learning in music” (pp. 38–39).

Grashel (1993) (as cited in Zitek, 2008) offers the following rationale for comprehensive musicianship:

Given the history of instrumental music education in the United States in the twentieth century, it seems essential that performance must be at the center of instrumental curriculum. A Comprehensive Musicianship configuration would allow instrumental instruction to exist and thrive, but would compel teachers to go beyond purely technical training and provide students with instruction in historical, theoretical, stylistic, and analytical aspects of music being rehearsed and performed. (p. 38)

As the comprehensive musicianship model began to gain traction, a number of instructional texts emerged. Teaching Musicianship in the High School Band by Joseph Labuta (1972) and Robert Garofalo’s (1976) Blueprint for Band: A Guide to Comprehensive Musicianship Through School Band Performance are two examples. As Dodson (1989) suggests, one might assume a comprehensive musicianship “revolution” was occurring during the 1970s and 1980s. States even began to create and adopt complete curricula for their music programs based on the comprehensive musicianship model, with Hawaii being the first in 1968. Although this movement had an impact on the educational community, a “revolution” it was not.

According to Norris (2010), the framework of comprehensive musicianship gave way to the National Standards, and a shift occurred from understanding or knowledge of musical elements to musical behaviors, or what students should be able to do and know. These are the nine specific standards set forth in the 1994 National Standards (Consortium of National Arts Education Associations, 1994):



1. Singing, alone and with others, a varied repertoire of music


2. Performing on instruments, alone and with others, a varied repertoire of music


3. Improvising melodies, variations, and accompaniments


4. Composing and arranging music within specified guidelines


5. Reading and notating music


6. Listening to, analyzing, and describing music


7. Evaluating music and music performances


8. Understanding relationships between music, the other arts, and disciplines outside the arts


9. Understanding music in relation to history and culture






Norris (2010) explains that standards essentially extended the three musical behaviors of comprehensive musicianship (performing, analyzing, creating) to a number of more specific musical behaviors or skills (e.g., singing, performing on instruments, improvising, composing). Norris (2010) asserts that with the introduction of the National Standards:

Music educators—ensemble conductors, in particular—have become pressured more than ever before to deliver musical instruction that moves beyond the typical and limited curricula of the “traditional” ensemble course—that is, reading, rehearsing, and performing music at school concerts and festivals—toward a model that somehow engages junior high school and high school ensemble students in other nonperformance oriented musical behaviors, such as improvisation, composition, and arranging. (p. 58)

Anecdotal evidence and the results of Wright’s (2008) research suggest that band literature is often used as the basis for curricula. One of Wright’s participants indicated that he “chooses music based on the level of students in the ensemble. He also teaches style, history, composers, and composition techniques through the repertoire and that when this is accomplished, many of the State/National Standards have already been touched upon” (p. 26). This idea of using diagnostic assessment to determine the average performance skill level of a musician in an ensemble and then choosing music to “fit” this model is not without merit. However, the question remains: Are the ideas of choosing music and curriculum based on the National Standards and choosing music and curriculum based on the band literature mutually exclusive? Not necessarily. The issue is not whether addressing the standards using band literature is possible, but how to do so effectively.

Some standards are easier to address in the performance-based band classroom than others, resulting in a perception by some band directors that assessment tasks related to those standards are of lower importance. In the aforementioned nationwide study of high school band directors (N = 454) by LaCognata (2010b), the level of importance attributed to items that are potentially assessed in the band classroom were recorded according to a five-point, Likert-type scale, in which 5 designated extremely important and 1 designated not important. The results of this study suggest that six of LaCognata’s 10 potentially assessed band classroom items and their associated National Standards (1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9) listed earlier in this chapter, are considered highly important; their importance rankings range from 4.26 to 3.13 on a scale from 1 to 5, 5 being most important and 1 being least important. The three most important were ability to play an instrument in an ensemble (M = 4.26), individual playing ability on an instrument (M = 4.16), and ability to evaluate music and music performances (M = 3.92). The three lowest scoring items were knowledge of music history (M = 2.51); ability to improvise melodies, variations, and accompaniment (M = 2.32); and ability to compose music (M = 2.02).

Some research indicates that a large percentage of ensemble directors, including band directors, use a combination of achievement-based and non-achievement-based assessments to determine student grades. High school performance ensemble directors give the most weight (28%), on average, to performance- and skill-related assessments, compared with knowledge-related assessments (12%) (Russell & Austin, 2010). Combined, these achievement-type assessments account for, on average, 40% of the assessment types used today. This is in comparison to the nonachievement assessments attendance (25%) and attitude (27%), which, when combined with practice (8%), make up 60% of assessments, on average. This research corroborates findings from other similar research (Antmann, 2007; Kancianic, 2006; LaCognata, 2010a).

Parkes (2010) notes, “given that there are many measurable musical skills being taught in an ensemble classroom, it seems fundamental to assess those rather than the nebulous areas such as those found in LaCognata (2010b) [and Russell & Austin (2010)]” (p. 352). Parkes then claims that attendance, attitude, and participation should not be the only type of assessments used, nor the “most frequently used” in a performance setting, such as a band. She suggests the following domains be considered instead: technical skill and proficiency, music knowledge, musical thinking, and musical creativity.

Antmann’s (2007) research investigating successful Florida middle school band directors’ assessment practices revealed that performing on instruments and reading and notating music were the two most frequently assessed skills. Evaluating music and music performance, understanding the relationship between music and history/culture, understanding the relationship between music and other subjects, and listening to/analyzing/describing were less frequently evaluated. The least frequently assessed skills were singing, composing/arranging music, and improvisation.


Why Is It Being Assessed? Purposes of Assessment

Band directors assess their students for a number of reasons, and each band director has a different rationale for those reasons. These rationales are informed by the directors’ personal teaching and assessment philosophy, experience, and educational background. By reviewing the extant literature, a number of researchers (Hanzlik, 2001; Hill, 1999; Kancianic, 2006; LaCognata, 2010b; Russell & Austin, 2010) have codified and investigated these purposes, which can be classified into three categories: instructional purposes, performance purposes, and external purposes (LaCognata, 2010b). Instructional purposes relate to the process of teaching and learning and to the feedback associated with that process. Performance purposes are associated with any aspect of individual or group performance ability or levels, and external purposes include factors that do not directly relate to the instructional or performance aspects of the classroom (LaCognata, 2010b).

LaCognata’s (2010b) results seem to reveal a possible shift from what was seen in previous research in the importance levels band directors place on why certain things are assessed. His results indicate that instructional purposes tend to be most important, with performance purposes second and external purposes third. Earlier findings by Kancianic (2006), Hanzlik (2001), and Hill (1999) demonstrated a trend toward performance purposes being most important, followed by instructional purposes. Similar findings by all four researchers suggest that directors rated external purposes as least important. Table 15.1 lists band directors’ 19 most common assessment purposes along with their classifications according to LaCognata (2010b) and Kancianic (2006).


Table 15.1 High School Band Directors’ Assessment Purposes and Types




	Type
	Purpose





	I
	To demonstrate accountability for student learning



	I
	To determine what concepts students are failing to understand



	I
	To provide feedback to students



	I
	To determine whether instruction has been successful



	I
	To identify individual student needs



	I
	To identify general class needs



	P
	To determine level of musical preparedness for a performance



	P
	To help students prepare for a public performance



	P
	To determine soloists for a specific piece of music



	P
	To rank students according to individual performance level



	E
	To establish or maintain credibility for the music program



	E
	To determine interim or report-card grades



	E
	To provide feedback to parents



	E
	To determine whether students are practicing at home



	E
	To set or maintain class standards



	E
	To motivate students to practice their instruments



	E
	To meet local, state, or national standards



	E
	To meet school or school district requirements



	E
	To provide feedback to school administrators





I = Instructional purpose, P = Performance purpose, E = External purpose.
Source: Adapted from Kancianic (2008) and LaCognata (2010b).



Novice teachers may feel compelled to demonstrate their accountability for student learning through assessment, whereas more experienced teachers do not. Teachers who teach a greater number of high school bands use classroom assessment to motivate and monitor students’ practice habits. Public school teachers place a greater importance on purposes related to standards and requirements set outside the classroom than non-public teachers. Finally, band directors of large high school programs use assessment primarily to rank their students according to individual performance level. (p. 104)


How Is It Being Assessed? Grade- and Performance-Level Specifics

Middle school, which traditionally includes grades six through eight, is when most children in America begin their musical training on a specific wind, brass, or percussion instrument. Some schools and districts do begin this instruction as early as 4th grade, but this is not the norm. Very little research exists examining the assessment practices of beginning band and middle school band directors. Antmann (2007) developed a survey to investigate the assessment practices and strategies of successful Florida middle school band directors. Based on previous limited research, Antmann determined that the following assessment activities were the most commonly used by middle school band directors: individual playing tests, student self-assessment or evaluation, practice journals or logs, requirement checklists, written tests, worksheets, computer music theory programs, and portfolios. Individual playing tests were the most commonly used type of assessment, while portfolios were the least.

The results of Antmann’s (2007) research illustrate how important specific grading criteria are for successful Florida middle school band directors in determining student grades in the middle school band class. Table 15.2 lists these criteria from most important to least important. Playing tests and participation were ranked as equally important and had the highest ratings. Written assignments and practice journals or logs received the lowest importance level rating. Although these results are interesting, further nationwide research is definitely needed to increase their generalizability.


Table 15.2 Ranked Order of Importance of Specific Grading Criteria for Successful Florida Middle School Band Directors in Determining Student Grades




	Item





	1. Playing Tests or Musicianship Requirements



	2. Participation



	3. Concert Attendance



	4. Conduct or Discipline



	5. Attendance (Rehearsals)



	6. Written Tests



	7. Written Assignments



	8. Practice Journals or Logs





Source: Adapted from Antmann (2007).



Kancianic (2006) investigated the classroom assessment methods most commonly used by high school band directors as part of a larger study of assessment in band classrooms. The results of this portion of the study are summarized by Kancianic (2006) as follows:

The classroom assessments used by high school band directors tend to focus on the evaluation of student performance skills … . Teachers are currently doing more assessment and using computers more often than in the past. Those who teach more band classes use student self-assessment more often, and teachers in larger schools have guest musicians in their classrooms more frequently. Lastly, high school band directors with larger classes hold concerts more often and use practice logs less frequently. (p. 101)

Attendance and attitude are major assessment components for high school instrumental ensemble directors, according to Russell and Austin’s (2010) research. Of the 91% (N = 326) of respondents who indicated they use attendance as an assessment factor, 97% use major school concerts, 81% use daily rehearsals, and 76% use punctuality as factors. The least considered factors were solo or large group festivals (41%) and athletic events (36%). Among the other factors were punctuality and after-school rehearsals. Of the 93% (N = 332) of band directors who use attitude as a factor, 96% use in-class participation, 92% use responsibility, and 89% use effort as assessment components. The least-reported factors when assessing attitude were ensemble support activities (9%) and private lesson participation (6%). Citizenship, instrument/uniform care, leadership, state festival participation, and honor group participation were also used as factors in assessing attitudes in high school performance ensembles.

In addition to attendance and attitude, knowledge and performance skill are the two other main assessment categories of that high school ensemble directors use (Russell & Austin, 2010). Table 15.3 lists the common high school ensemble written objectives and formats for knowledge-based assessments in order from most to least common according to Russell and Austin (2010). Knowledge of music terminology, symbols, or notation was the most common objective, followed by ability to analyze and evaluate music performance. Ability to create small scale compositions or arrangements and compositional techniques knowledge were the least common. Quizzes and worksheets were the most common formats for assessing the knowledge-based objectives, while projects/presentations and journals/notebooks were the least common.


Table 15.3 Most to Least Common High School Ensemble Written Assessment Objectives and Formats




	Objectives
	Formats





	Knowledge of music terminology, symbols, or notation
	Quizzes



	Ability to analyze and evaluate music performance
	Worksheets



	Ability to identify elements (by ear or sight)
	Exams



	Music theory knowledge
	Homework assignments



	Music history knowledge
	Projects/presentations



	Performance/pedagogy knowledge
	Journals/notebook



	Cultural context knowledge



	Ability to create small scale compositions or arrangements



	Compositional techniques knowledge
	 





Source: Adapted from Russell and Austin (2010).



Table 15.4 lists the common high school ensemble performance or skill assessment objectives and formats in order from most common to least, based on the results of Russell and Austin’s research (2010). Technique (scales, etudes) was the most common objective, followed by prepared performance of ensemble music excerpts. Memorized performance and improvised performance were the least common objectives. Playing exam, live, in class and ensemble concert performance were the most common formats of assessing the performance- or skill-based objectives, while solo/ensemble festival ratings and playing exams/videotaped were the least common.


Table 15.4 Most to Least Common High School Ensemble Performance Assessment Objectives and Formats




	Objectives
	Formats





	Technique (scales, etudes)
	Playing exam, live, in class



	Prepared performance of ensemble music excerpts
	Ensemble concert performance



	Prepared performance of solo/chamber repertoire
	Sectional performance in class



	Sight-reading
	Auditions



	Memorized performance
	Playing exams, audiotaped



	Improvised performance
	Playing exams, live, out of class



	Chair challenges



	Festival ratings



	Solo/ensemble festival ratings



	Playing exams/videotaped
	 





Source: Adapted from Russell and Austin (2010).



According to Russell and Austin (2010) some assessment methods used by high school performance ensemble directors align with expert recommendations. Among these aligned assessment methods are the use of written assessments to capture a wide range of music knowledge, frequent performance assessments, and various tools used to increase reliability of performance assessment. Other assessment methods currently in use that do not align with expert recommendations for effective assessment are relying on subjective opinion to assess student attitude, giving attendance extensive weight when grading, emphasizing quantitative measures of practice, and neglecting assessment in the creative domain (Russell & Austin, 2010). Many factors influence the what, why, and how of the way band directors assess their students. Among these are administrative guidance, standards-based curriculum adoption, instructional time, the number of ensemble students, number of performances, confidence in assessment, teaching experience, and highest earned degree (Russell & Austin, 2010). These all contribute to directors’ reliance on behavioral or managerial aspects of grading. As music assessment research becomes more ubiquitous and resources for teachers (e.g., National Core Music Standards, the Model Cornerstone Assessments) are developed and become available, instructional assessment strategies will hopefully become less based on attendance and attitude and more on performance or skill and knowledge.


Current Assessment Practices: Ensemble Performance Assessments

State large ensemble performance assessments (also known as contests and festivals) serve as summative assessments for many band directors and their ensembles. Many American band directors and administrators consider participation and success at these assessment events a very important component of a “successful” band program. The purpose of these assessments has traditionally been to improve musical performance, increase musical understanding, motivate students, and establish high standards for ensemble performance. The organizing entity for the large ensemble performance assessment varies from state to state. These organizations are evenly distributed and range from state music education associations and state bandmasters associations to local school districts and a variety of other professional music educator associations (Vaughan, 2016). All the states (N = 17) in Vaughan’s research reported that concert or symphonic band–type ensembles were the main ensemble involved in these assessments. Six states (35%) noted that marching band assessment was available, and seven (41%) that jazz bands were part of the large ensemble assessment events.

Participation in large ensemble assessment is not required in many states. Recent research (Vaughan, 2016) revealed that a majority (70%) of states (N = 17) surveyed do not require band directors to participate in these assessments. Three (17%) noted that district-level music supervisors made decisions on requirements, while one state requires that some type of large ensemble assessment event (e.g., a local clinic or one of many other unrated events) occur if a school wishes to participate in district and state solo and ensemble festivals. In the states where this is not required, many band directors still choose to participate, because they see benefits for the students, themselves, and the music program as a whole.

A review of several states’ music education association websites revealed that the purposes and possible benefits of bands’ participation are relatively consistent across states. The Florida Music Performance Assessment (MPA) purposes, available on the Florida Bandmasters Association website (http://fba.flmusiced.org/), are a representative sample of the types of purposes most states put forth:


To provide opportunities for students and directors to perform in an environment which provides critical evaluation of its performance by noted experts in the field of band performance, to provide the opportunity for students and directors to perform for their peers in a formal concert setting, to provide a performance opportunity which will serve as a motivational goal for students and directors, to provide an opportunity for students and directors to hear performances of their peers and learn from hearing those performances, and to provide a goal which is so compelling that the preparation for attaining that goal becomes the vehicle for continued growth and to demonstrate students’ abilities to apply musical fundamentals and concepts in an ensemble performance setting. (Florida Bandmasters Association, 2007)

Many states in America have recently passed legislation in response to the Race to the Top (RTTT) federal legislative initiatives (National Council on Teacher Quality [NCTQ], 2011) that might cause large ensemble performance assessments to take on the additional role of providing data that administrators could use in music teachers’ evaluations (National Association for Music Education, 2012). Hash (2013) warns administrators and those in charge of making policy decisions of the potential pitfalls of using band assessment ratings for evaluating teachers’ classroom effectiveness. He suggests that directors might alter curricula that avoid developmentally appropriate repertoire or spend inordinate amounts of time rehearsing music for contests to ensure high ratings.

Vaughan’s (2016) findings on states’ large ensemble performance assessment designs, procedures, and protocols reveal that this now appears to be a reality. Of the 17 state music education associations that were contacted, one indicated that it was aware of large ensemble ratings being used in yearly teaching evaluations in its state. Hash (2013) claims that the most potentially harmful result of this reality is “the missed opportunity for improving instruction. Rather than modifying practice to incorporate national and state standards and individual student assessment, this policy may encourage music educators to maintain the status quo and continue to focus on group performance” (p. 166).

If large ensemble assessment ratings are to be used in teacher evaluations, then the validity of the assessment tools and the reliability of the adjudicators are paramount. The recent revision of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014) defines validity as follows:

Validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretations of the test scores for proposed uses of tests. Validity is, therefore, the most fundamental consideration in developing tests and evaluating tests. The process of validation involves accumulating relevant evidence to provide a sound scientific basis for the proposed score interpretations. (p. 11)

Large ensemble performance assessments do not measure most of the learning outcomes called for in the 1994 National Standards for Music, such as composing music (Standard 4); listening to, analyzing, and describing music (Standard 6); understanding music in relation to other disciplines (Standard 8), and understanding music in relation to history and culture (Standard 9) (Hash, 2013). The ability of these types of assessments to measure individual skills or musicianship is nonexistent. These types of assessments lack the relevant evidence to validate the purpose of evaluating teacher effectiveness. Differences in membership, repertoire, and adjudicators limit these assessments’ capacity to measure an ensemble’s improvement from one academic year to the next (Hash, 2013). Contests and festival ratings can provide a meaningful assessment of reading music (National Standard 5) and, to some extent, of students’ ability to perform a varied repertoire (National Standard 1). Although the ability to perform large-ensemble repertoire accurately, musically, and with good fundamentals is a major and important goal of school band directors, these learning targets are relatively narrow in relation to the National Standards that directors might actually address when preparing for a contest (Hash, 2013). Of the 17 states in Vaughan’s (2016) study, 8 (47%) indicated that their assessment tools have been validated by either the governing organization or an outside entity. Six (35%) reported that their assessment tools had not been evaluated, and three (17%) were unsure. Administrators and policymakers must use caution when making teacher evaluation decisions, because the possible consequences of placing too much emphasis on these types of ratings could be detrimental to all parties involved.

The recent revision of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014) defines reliability as follows:

The general notion of reliability/precision is defined in terms of consistency over replications of the testing procedure. Reliability/precision is high if the scores for each person are consistent over replications of the testing procedure and is low if the scores are not consistent over replications. (p. 35, emphasis added)

The two main reliability concerns surrounding large ensemble performance assessment are interrater reliability and the type of adjudication form used. Hash (2013) states that research involving the “inter-rater reliability of performance assessment is somewhat inconclusive and suggests that a number of factors unrelated to performance quality might affect adjudication” (p. 165). Hash asserts that one way of improving reliability might be to use a rubric that describes achievement at each level. Also, “the inter-rater reliability of final ratings is generally acceptable but can vary widely from one adjudication panel to the next” (Hash, 2013, p. 165). Vaughan’s (2016) research suggests that not all states are addressing the reliability of their large ensemble assessments. Of the 17 states surveyed, only four (22%) address reliability concerns, with two doing so yearly and the other two every two to five years. Eight states (47%) indicated that reliability is never addressed, and five (29%) were unsure whether reliability concerns are being addressed.

With respect to the use of adjudicated ratings of large ensemble performances in teacher evaluations, NAfME states in its position paper:

Successful music teacher evaluation must, where the most easily observable outcomes of student learning in music are customarily measured in a collective manner (e.g., adjudicated ratings of large ensemble performances), limit the use of these data to valid and reliable measures and should form only part of a teacher’s evaluation. (2012, para. 3)

Other suggestions have been made for increasing the validity and reliability of the large ensemble performance as it relates to teacher evaluation. These range from assessing comprehensive musicianship and not just the performance of several pieces of music at a festival, to including a student evaluation piece. Diehl (2007) suggests “a brief essay dealing with the historical and cultural aspects of the pieces they played, or perhaps ask[ing] them to draw relationships between the pieces that they played and other subjects” (p. 124) as a possible solution. Diehl (2007) also offers a suggestion that might increase the potential for including standards that high school band directors focus on less, such as composing and improvising. Diehl (2007) states,

The performance evaluations at solo and ensemble festivals could include an improvisation or student composition component or category. Perhaps by including these assessments in places where teachers are under scrutiny by their peers, teachers might be more inclined to include them as part of their curriculum. (p. 124)


Moving Forward: The Future of Assessment in Band


Lehman (2014) declares, “All of our standards-writing experience has confirmed the premise that standards and assessment strategies must be developed together” (p. 5). This sentiment by one of the foremost music education assessment experts is absolutely correct. The standards should serve to inform curriculum development while simultaneously directing assessment strategies that serve to facilitate music educators’ effective instructional practices. Many participants in a work session at the 2009 Florida Symposium on Assessment in Music Education indicated that “the most immediate and appropriate actionable item [for music education assessment experts] would be to create an online resource of assessment models and/or model assessments for classroom teachers” (Vaughan, Edmund, Holmes, & LaCognata, 2010, p. 125). Assessment strategies known as Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs) are being developed in conjunction with the National Core Arts Standards (2014) to address the need for model assessments for music educators.


The National Core Arts Standards, Model Cornerstone Assessments, and Opportunity to Learn Standards

In 2014, the National Coalition for Core Arts Standards (NCCAS) released a new set of standards, the National Core Arts Standards. These standards aim to eventually provide members access to or the ability to order other helpful resources, such as knowledge and skills charts, additional assessments, and illustrative student work (National Core Arts Standards, 2014).

This educational framework “is being developed in the complex, evolving context of local, state, and national educational practice and public policy” in an attempt to “further refine and develop this new generation of arts standards” (NCCAS, 2014, p. 2). The strategy for developing these new, revised standards includes involving a broad range of stakeholders with an interest in arts education, including teachers, students, parents, and policy decision makers. This will hopefully shape classroom practice and policy, ultimately helping arts education to solidify its contributions to the students of America (NCCAS, 2014). The new standards are structured in such a way as to “provide teachers with frameworks that closely match the unique goals of their specialized classes” (NAfME, 2014a). This new emphasis on frameworks for specialized classes, called “strands,” is particularly important to band directors and other instrumental music teachers because previous standards lacked specificity with regard to the uniqueness of large ensemble performance instructional settings. An ensemble strand exists that specifically allows for addressing the three artistic processes (performing, creating, and responding) within the context of the large ensemble classroom.

Another major difference between the 1994 and 2014 standards is the availability of model assessments and assessment models. The previous iteration of the standards used and provided for hard-copy, separately published assessment tools. The 2014 standards will eventually provide MCAs and benchmarks for student work (Shuler, 2014). These tools will be online and customizable for the individual teacher based on their unique curricular, instructional, and assessment needs. The development process for these MCAs is expected to include a 2- to 3-year piloting and refining period, resulting in benchmark student work (a.k.a. anchor sets) that will provide visual and aural illustrations of the expectations outlined in the standards (Shuler, Brophy, Sabol, McGreevy-Nichols, & Schuttler 2016). The participants in the pilot program are “highly experienced teachers who collectively represent a variety of states and demographics and operate in a variety of opportunity-to-learn contexts” (Shuler et al., 2016, p. 249). Shuler et al. (2016) cite the NCCAS’s (2014) purposes for the MCAs:

To illustrate how student learning can be assessed through rich performance tasks with clearly identified criteria …. The term cornerstone is meant to suggest that just as a cornerstone anchors a building, these assessments should anchor the curriculum around the most important performances that students should be able to do (on their own) with acquired content knowledge and skills. (pp. 9, 15)

The performing ensemble strand of the MCAs uses five levels for performance achievement: proficient, accomplished, advanced, intermediate, and novice. This is in contrast to the 1994 standards, which used only two: advanced and proficient (Shuler, 2014). This is an important development, especially for high school performance ensembles. Many directors face teaching ensembles made up of students who perform or achieve at different levels. Showing growth through performance achievement is often a major tenet of assessment paradigms today. Determining the growth of individual students who may begin at “different places” requires a scale with more than two levels. The format of the MCAs helps instructors in determining where a student is developmentally, and then teaching and assessing for longitudinal growth.

The Opportunity to Learn (OTL) standards are another compendium of the 2014 National Core Arts Standards that can have a direct positive impact in the band performance classroom. The OTLs were developed by the Council of Music Program Leaders of the NAfME and “identify the resources that need to be in place so that teachers, schools, and school districts can give students a meaningful chance to achieve at the levels spelled out in the Core Music Standards” (NAfME, 2014b, p. 1). They are not meant to be a “wish list” for music teachers, but rather a comprehensive guide when considering the “Curriculum and Scheduling, Staffing, Materials and Equipment, and Facilities that must be in place if the promise inherent in the Core Music Standards is to be realized that all American students must have the opportunity to achieve music literacy” (NAfME, 2014b, p. 1). The OTLs are intended for use in all parts of a comprehensive music program and at all grade levels, not just performance-based ensemble classes.

Many schools and districts will have difficulty implementing parts of the OTLs because of high cost of doing so. To be in line with the standards regarding materials, equipment, and facilities, some schools would need to purchase many instruments, electronic devices, sheet music, and other classroom materials. Fortunately for music education, the adoption of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (US Department of Education, 2015) in December of 2015 appears to have opened the door for more government funding in the arts. This new legislation “includes language that cements states’ obligation to support arts education programs in public schools” (Zubrzycki, 2015, para. 1). The intent behind the ESSA is to ensure “that arts education programs and teachers are eligible to receive federal funds through provisions such as Title I, which supports disadvantaged students, and Title II, which supports teachers” (Zubrzycki, 2015, para. 2). Only time will tell what impact this legislation might ultimately have on arts education.


Common Core State Standards and State-Led Initiatives

Because of continued reflection on assessment, the educational community developed specific outcomes and standards in all academic areas. The Consortium of National Arts Education Associations (1994) created content standards for the arts, including music, visual arts, theatre, and dance. As the music education profession continued work on a common set of learning outcomes, teachers began to focus more on the classroom assessment component of instruction. In subsequent years, individual states began creating their own standards and benchmarks, many based on the National Standards that were set forth. Kancianic (2006, p. 23), citing Stiggins (1991), states that students would be required “to demonstrate performance of certain skills or to create products that meet certain standards of quality.” Kancianic (2006) also suggests that even though performance assessments were new to other academic areas, they were not new to band directors, and in fact had been commonly used by band directors at the elementary, middle, and high school levels for quite a long time.

States initiated the development of their own arts assessment programs, many prompted by the absence of federal funding. According to Shuler et al. (2016),

these largely voluntary efforts, often motivated by advocacy needs as well as a desire to measure arts learning, have led to the development of a variety of arts assessment systems, sets of standards-based assessments available in individual publications and online, and some standardized measures. (pp. 226–227)

Shuler et al. (2016) note that seven states (Kentucky, Tennessee, Florida, Washington, Connecticut, Michigan, and Colorado) have initiated the research and development of arts assessment. These “systems” of assessment, according to Shuler et al. (2016), comprise elements that work together to provide arts educators with assessment tools, tasks, and, in some cases, data on their students’ progress. Addressing classroom-level assessment needs and concerns does not appear to be the emphasis of all seven states’ initiatives. Some states’ initiatives were spurred on by state law or policy, others by national legislation such as No Child Left Behind and RTTT, while other states responded to calls from the field (Shuler et al., 2016). Shuler et al. (2016) indicate that Washington and Connecticut state have developed arts performance assessments that share a number of similarities and are intended to be curriculum embedded. The lack of curriculum-embedded model assessment is a main concern band directors cite when discussing how standards-based assessment can best be implemented in their programs (Diehl, 2007; McVeigh, 2013; Zitek, 2008). Shuler et al. (2016), found that performance assessments created by departments of education or statewide music education associations in states such as Connecticut, Washington, Rhode Island, Michigan, Colorado, and Delaware are publicly available and have been widely disseminated.

Despite the current initiatives at the state level and the national level (i.e., NCCAS, 2014), classroom practitioners’ concerns still abound, specifically performance-based classroom teachers (band, orchestra, and choir). The view that band is a performance-based class and that the curriculum should therefore focus primarily on performance seems to continue to be one such concern. Often, performance obligations, including athletic bands, festivals, and nonevaluated performances, are time-consuming and inhibit some directors’ ability to teach to all the standards (Diehl, 2007). Shuler et al. (2016) recognize these concerns and indicate that “large-scale field testing is needed to identify unanticipated practical concerns related to varying opportunity-to-learn conditions in schools” (p. 251). Despite much research and continued development of assessment “systems,” some directors feel that “little information [is available] on the grading of daily routines which most music classrooms use in their rehearsals to prepare for concert performances” (Noë, 2015). Shuler et al. (2016) note that these concerns are being recognized and brought to the forefront of arts assessment research and development: “State initiatives (such as Connecticut) in which arts professionals have collaborated to create arts assessments that are based on nationally recognized standards and are designed to be used in multiple contexts and classrooms” are continually being “designed, piloted, refined, and benchmarked with anchor student work by practicing classroom teachers” (Shuler et al., 2016, p. 245). The potential impact the MCAs could have is due to their “thoughtful design” and being “stakeholder-vetted” (Shuler et al., 2016). Shuler et al. (2016) believe “the success of such initiatives will ultimately rely on partnerships between arts professionals and educational measurement specialists (such as members of the National Council on Measurement in Education)” (p. 251).


Technology’s Use in and out of the Band Classroom

In addition to the aforementioned online platform for MCAs, band directors are using a number of other technological advances. They have discovered the benefits and uses of the myriad of websites and online resources that make the administrative component of their jobs easier, such as Google Docs. For communicating with large groups of students, the Remind (n.d.) texting tool and Facebook groups have gained favor among band directors. Apple TV enables directors to stream content from an iPad or iPhone wirelessly to a projector. The increasing number of music and music education apps and content coming to market is quite promising.

SmartMusic (2014) is Web-based software that facilitates the collection and management of student performances. It also scores certain performances based on pitch and rhythmic accuracy. This software requires a subscription and includes access to many concert band titles and an increasing number of band instructional method books. Music Racer (Carroll, 1999) is an interactive website that many middle school and beginning band teachers use. It includes a number of competitive games that test users’ knowledge of music terms, note names, and fingerings for instruments. The proliferation of Web-based technologies being used by teachers for assessment and administrative needs has the potential for significant impact in the classroom. Unfortunately, many financial constraints in many school districts limit schools and teachers from accessing computers, apps, software, and the Internet. Hopefully, the passing of the ESSA legislation and the adoption and implementation of the OTLs will have a positive influence on the accessibility of technologies for the band classroom.


Impact for the Future of Instrumental Music Education

In this chapter I have reviewed the evolution of assessment in the American band rehearsal classrooms and discussed common practice band assessment tools and strategies, as well as the issues related to the large ensemble assessment performance that many American band directors and administrators consider essential to a band program’s “success.” Another objective was to outline the latest state- and national-level music standards initiatives and their impact on assessment and, more completely, on the curriculum, instructional, assessment relationship. Also addressed was technology’s increasing role in assessment and the “administrative” components of teaching performance-based classes.

American band directors face many challenges when developing and implementing their curriculum, instruction, and assessment pieces. Of the three components of this teaching relationship, instruction is the part most band directors feel they do well. The curriculum and assessment components are where band directors seem to need to dedicate the most “work.” The 2014 National Standards in Music and the ongoing development of the MCAs could make a significant impact on band directors’ curriculum and assessment practices in the near future. The MCAs will give directors specific model assessments they can use in their classrooms and rehearsal rooms that align with the latest National Standards. The two artistic processes—creating and responding—have proven to be more challenging for band directors than the performing process. This is true not only when developing curricula but also when creating assessments and developing instructional strategies. The 2014 Standards are divided into “strands” that are class specific (e.g., ensemble, composition and theory, music technology), which will ultimately increase band directors’ knowledge of, ability to address, and comfort level with curricula, assessment, and instruction involving the creating and responding processes.

“Calls from the field” (Shuler et al., 2016), otherwise known as teacher or instructional or classroom needs, are what most music education specialists agree should be the driving force behind future assessment initiatives. Two aims of assessment essentially emerge from current assessment systems: large scale (state, district, accountability) and small scale (classroom, instructional based). Two questions then emerge when considering the future of music assessment as it relates to these types of assessments: Are these two types of assessment mutually exclusive? Should they be? We as music education specialists must grapple with these two questions, ultimately answering them and acting on those determinations when moving forward, because they do—and will for the foreseeable future—affect music students, teachers, and music education as a whole. Most experts in the field agree that the focus of assessment development should remain on improving student learning, improving our effectiveness as teachers, and helping us advocate for our programs.






References


Abeles, H. F., Hoffer, C. R., & Klotman, R. H. (1995). Foundations of music education (2nd ed.). Belmont, CA: Thomson Schirmer.

American Educational Research Association (AERA), American Psychological Association (APA), & National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME). (2014). Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing. Washington, DC: AERA.

Antmann, M. D. (2007). Assessment and grading in the beginning band classroom. Retrieved from Florida State University Electronic Theses, Treatises and Dissertations. http://diginole.lib.fsu.edu/islandora/object/fsu%3A168347


Asmus, E. P. (1999, September). Music assessment concepts. Music Educators Journal, 86(2), 19–24.


Bowman, S. E., Calahan, G. L., Colwell, R., Drummond, R., Dubash, F., Formo, P., … Hickey, W. (1984). Point of view: Grading performance groups. Music Educators Journal, 70(7), 59–62.

Boyle, J. D., & Radocy, R. E. (1987). Measurement and evaluation of music experiences. New York, NY: Schirmer Books.

Brand, M., & Burnsed, V. (1981). Music abilities and experiences as predictors of error-detection skill. Journal of Research in Music Education, 29(2), 91–96. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/3345017


Branum, K., Fusco, L., Haag, R., Richmond, F., & Russo, M. (1988). Idea bank: Evaluating music students. Music Educators Journal, 75(2), 38–41.

Brophy, T. S. (2000). Assessing the developing child musician. Chicago, IL: GIA Publications.

Byo, J. L. (1993). The influence of textural and timbral factors on the ability of music majors to detect performance errors. Journal of Research in Music Education, 41(2), 156–167. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/3345405


Byo, J. L. (1997). The effects of texture and number of parts on the ability of music majors to detect performance errors. Journal of Research in Music Education, 45(1), 51–66. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/3345465


Carroll, D. (1999). Music racer. Retrieved from http://www.musicracer.com


Cavitt, M. E. (2003). A descriptive analysis of error correction in instrumental music rehearsals. Journal of Research in Music Education, 51(3), 218–230. doi: 10.2307/3345375


Colwell, R. (2008). Music assessment in an increasingly politicized, accountability-driven educational environment. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum, theory, and practice (pp. 123–137). Chicago IL: GIA Publications.

Common Core State Standards Initiative. (2016). About the standards. Retrieved from http://www.corestandards.org/about-the-standards/


Consortium of National Arts Education Associations. (1994). National standards for arts education: What every young American should know and be able to do in the arts. Reston, VA: Music Educators National Conference.

DeCarbo, N. J. (1982). The effects of conducting experience and programmed materials on error-detection scores of college conducting students. Journal of Research in Music Education, 30, 187–200. doi: 10.2307/3345085


Diehl, D. (2007). Factors related to the integration of the national standards in the secondary school wind band (Order No. 3255053). Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. (304897325). Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/304897325?accountid=10920


Dodson, T. (1989). Are students learning music in band? Music Educators Journal, 76(3), 25–29.

Florida Bandmasters Association. (2007). Retrieved from http://www.flmusiced.org/fba


Garofalo, R. (1976). Blueprint for band: A guide to comprehensive musicianship through school band. Ft. Lauderdale, FL: Meredith Music


Goolsby, T. W. (1999). Assessment in instrumental music. Music Educator Journal, 86(2), 31–35, 50.

Grashel, J. (1993). An integrated approach: Comprehensive musicianship. Music Educators Journal, 79(8), 38–41. doi: 10.2307/3398596


Hanzlik, T. J. (2001). An examination of Iowa high school instrumental band directors’ assessment practices and attitudes toward assessment (Order No. 3009721). Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Full Text. (304711677). Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/304711677?accountid=10920


Hash, P. M. (2013). Large-group contest ratings and music teacher evaluation: Issues and recommendations. Arts Education Policy Review, 114(4), 163–169.

Hill, K. W. (1999). A descriptive study of assessment procedures, assessment attitudes, and grading policies in selected public high school band performance classrooms in Mississippi (Order No. 9935693). Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Full Text. (304526120). Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/304526120?accountid=10920


Kancianic, P. M. (2006). Classroom assessment in United States high school band programs: Methods, purposes, and influences (Order No. 3222315). Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. (305301865). Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/305301865?accountid=10920


Kimpton, P., & Kimpton, A. (2013). Grading for musical excellence: Making music an essential part of your grades. Chicago, IL: GIA Publications.

Labuta, J. A. (1972). Teaching musicianship in the high school band. West Nyack, NY: Parker Publishing.

LaCognata, J. P. (2010a). Student assessment in the high school band ensemble class. In T. Brophy (Ed.), The practice of assessment in music education: Frameworks, models, and designs, Proceedings of the 2009 Florida Symposium on Assessment in Music Education (pp. 227–236). Chicago IL: GIA Publications.

LaCognata, J. P. (2010b). Current student assessment practices of high school band directors (Order No. 3436343). Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Full Text. (817402531). Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/817402531?accountid=10920


Lehman, P. (2000). How can the skills and knowledge called for in the national standards best be taught? In C. K. Madsen (Ed.), Vision 2020: The Housewright Symposium on the Future of Music Education (pp. 89–101). Reston, VA: MENC, The National Association for Music Education.

Lehman, P. (2014). How are we doing? In T. Brophy (Ed.), Music assessment and global diversity: Practice, measurement and policy, Selected papers from the Fourth International Symposium on Assessment in Music Education. (pp. 3–18) Chicago IL: GIA Publications.

McVeigh, M. (2013). Standards-based performance assessment in the comprehensive music classroom (Order No. 1546867). Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. (1459447085). Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/1459447085?accountid=10920


Moody, W. (1968). Tradition and the band’s future. The Instrumentalist, 23(80).

National Association for Music Education (NAfME). (2012). NAfME teacher evaluation position statement. Retrieved from http://www.nafme.org/wpcontent/files/2014/07/teacher_evaluation.pdf


National Association for Music Education (NAfME). (2014a). Standards. Retrieved from http://www.nafme.org/my-classroom/standards/


National Association for Music Education (NAfME). (2014b). Opportunity-to-learn standards. Retrieved from http://www.nafme.org/wp-content/files/2014/11/Opportunity-to-Learn-Standards_May2015.pdf


National Association for Music Education (NAfME). (n.d.). Assessment in music education. Retrieved from http://www.nafme.org/about/position-statements/assessment-in-music-education-position-statement/assessment-in-music-education/


National Core Arts Standards. (2014). National Core Arts Standards: Dance, media arts, music, theatre and visual arts. Retrieved from http://nationalartstandards.org


National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ). (2011). 2011 State Teacher Policy Yearbook: National Summary. Retrieved from https://www.nctq.org/dmsView/2011_State_Teacher_Policy_Yearbook_National_Summary_NCTQ_Report


National Research Council. (2002). Learning and Understanding: Improving Advanced Study of Mathematics and Science in U.S. High Schools. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.17226/10129.

Noë, A. (2015). Grading and assessment in the performance-based music classroom. Fredericksburg, VA: Aamano Music.

Norris, C. E. (2010). Introducing creativity in the ensemble setting: National Standards meet comprehensive musicianship. Retrieved from http://scholarworks.gvsu.edu/mus_articles/1


Oosterhof, A. (2001). Classroom application of educational measurement. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Parkes, K. A. (2010). Assessing student learning in music performance class: What works, what doesn’t, and what we can do about it. In T. Brophy (Ed.), The practice of assessment in music education: Frameworks, models, and designs, Proceedings of the 2009 Florida Symposium on Assessment in Music Education (pp. 351–364). Chicago, IL. GIA Publications.

Pellegrino, K., Conway, C., & Russell, J. (2015). Assessment in performance-based secondary music classes. Music Educators Journal, 102(1), 48–55.

Remind. (n.d.). Overview for teachers. Retrieved from https://www.remind.com/resources/overview-for-teachers


Robinson, M. (1995). Alternative assessment techniques for teachers. Music Educators Journal, 81(5), 28–34.

Russell, J. A., & Austin, J. R. (2010). Assessment practices of secondary music teachers. Journal of Research in Music Education, 58(1), 37–54. doi: 10.1177/0022429409360062


Saunders, T. C., & Holahan, J. M. (1997). Criteria-specific rating scales in the evaluation of high school instrumental performance. Journal of Research in Music Education, 45, 259–272.

Sheldon, D. A. (2004). Effects of multiple listenings on error-detection acuity in multivoice, multitimbral musical examples. Journal of Research in Music Education, 52, 102–115.

Sherman, C. P. (2006). A study of current strategies and practices in the assessment of individuals in high school bands (Order No. 3237098). Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. (305346305). Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/305346305?accountid=10920


Shuler, S., Brophy, T., Sabol, F., McGreevy-Nichols, S., & Schuttler, M. (2016). Arts assessment in an age of accountability challenges and opportunities in implementation, design, and measurement. In H. Braun (Ed.), Meeting the challenges to measurement in an era of accountability (pp. 226–259). New York, NY, and London, UK: Taylor & Francis Group.

Shuler, S. C. (2008). Large-scale assessment of music performance: Some whys and hows for today’s data-driven educational environment. In T. S. Brophy (Ed.), Assessment in music education: Integrating curriculum theory, and practice. Proceedings of the 2007 Florida Symposium on Assessment in Music Education (pp. 123–137). Chicago, IL: GIA Publications.

Shuler, S. C. (2014). Music national standards comparison: 1994 versus 2014. Retrieved from http://www.nafme.org/wp-content/files/2014/11/StandardsComparison_REVISED2.pdf


Simanton, E. G. (2000). Assessment and grading practices among high school band teachers in the United States: A descriptive study (Order No. 9986536). Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. (304630933). Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/304630933?accountid=10920


SmartMusic. (2014, March 27). Assessment. Retrieved from http://smartmusic.com/onlinehelp/desktop/content/assessment.htm


State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education. (2014). National Core Arts Standards: A conceptual framework for arts learning. Retrieved from http://www.nationalartsstandards.org/sites/default/files/Conceptual%20Framework%2007-21-16.pdf


Stiggins, R. J. (1991). Facing the challenges of a new era of educational assessment. Applied Measurement in Education, 4, 263–273.

US Department of Education. (1994). Goals 2000: Educate America Act. Retrieved from https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/BILLS-103hr1804enr/pdf/BILLS-103hr1804enr.pdf


US Department of Education. (2015). Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). Retrieved from https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/BILLS-114s1177enr/pdf/BILLS-114s1177enr.pdf


Vaughan, C., Edmund, D., Holmes, A., & LaCognata, J. (2010). Frameworks, models and designs: Key issues for assessment in music education; work session summary. In T. Brophy (Ed.), The practice of assessment in music education: Frameworks, models, and designs, Proceedings of the 2009 Florida Symposium on Assessment in Music Education (pp. 117–128). Chicago, IL: GIA Publications.

Vaughan, C. J. (2016). State large ensemble assessment designs, protocols and procedures. Manuscript in preparation.

Waggoner, D. T. (2011). Effects of listening conditions, error types, and ensemble textures on error detection skills. Journal of Research in Music Education, 59(1), 56–71.

Wright, C. N. (2008). Assessment and grading practices of exemplary high school concert band directors. Retrieved from https://etd.ohiolink.edu/rws_etd/document/get/bgsu1205897167/inline


Zitek, J. S. (2008). An examination of Nebraska high school band directors’ implementation of and attitudes toward the national standards in music (Order No. 3331177). Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. (304519840). Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/304519840?accountid=10920


Zubrzycki, J. (2015). In ESSA, arts are part of “well-rounded education.” Retrieved from http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/curriculum/2015/12/esea_rewrite_retains_support_f.html














CHAPTER 16



Assessment Practices of American Choral Music Educators



Al D. Holcomb



Choirs in the United States

Choirs exist in many forms and sociocultural contexts in the United States. Professional choirs and symphony choruses, composed of highly skilled singers perform challenging masterworks and new literature in pursuit of performance excellence and artistic expression. Community children’s choir programs frequently offer tiered ensemble and musicianship development experiences to accommodate varying abilities and a wide age range of singers. Church choirs for children, youth, and adults comprise volunteers who attend weekly rehearsals to prepare music for weekly worship services and special events. Community choruses vary in programming, mission, and context. Nonauditioned choruses for specific populations (e.g., lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender persons, senior citizens, prison inmates, and persons with disabilities) are increasing around the country as psychological and physiological benefits of choral singing are realized. With simple technology, singers from any location can record vocal tracks individually and post them to be played simultaneously to create virtual choirs. As the cultural landscape of the country diversifies and evolves, so do its choirs.

Elementary school choirs typically begin in 4th grade (ages 9–10) while community children’s and church choirs may begin as early as kindergarten (ages 5–6). With younger children, Helen Kemp (1989), a pioneer in working with children’s choirs, recommends that choral music educators use assessment to identify children’s vocal ranges and quality, identify causes of inaccurate singing, and adjust music if it is too difficult. Jean Ashworth Bartle (2003), former director of the acclaimed Toronto Children’s Chorus, uses assessment techniques for tracking literacy skill development, checking for song memorization, and tracking student achievement. Both Bartle and Kemp emphasize the importance of hearing children sing individually and providing meaningful feedback for improvement.

In middle and high schools (students ages 12–18), choir is usually offered as an elective course during the school day. Most states require an arts elective for high school graduation, making choir a popular elective for students lacking musical training needed for band or orchestra participation. Extracurricular ensembles typically meet after school or during the lunch break. Choirs are often structured by grade level or may be grouped by ability and/or gender. High school choral programs commonly have an advanced mixed chorus, and may include a beginning level mixed chorus, a men’s and women’s chorus, popular music ensemble, vocal jazz ensemble, gospel choir, or madrigal choir.


Collecting Student Information

Getting to know students and learning about their culture, music experiences, and learning styles is an important type of informal assessment that provides choral music educators with an opportunity to create more relevant, meaningful, and transformative learning experiences. Planning with awareness of student differences allows teachers to differentiate instruction and set all students up for learning success with attainable challenges. Discussions, blog posts, hallway and lunchroom conversations, and surveys are some examples of assessment tasks that educators use to learn about their students (see Figure 16.1).


[image: image]
Figure 16.1 Choral adjudication form.






Assessing Ensemble Performance

Assessment of ensemble performance is foundational to music preparation and rehearsal process. As music is refined and studied, choral music educators assess ensemble attainment of targeted performance dimensions (e.g., accuracy, expressive intent, style, tone quality, communication). To achieve performance excellence with an ensemble, educators identify musical problems, attribute causation, and seek solutions that are effective and developmentally appropriate for the ensemble. It is common for educators to hear students perform sections of a song in groups, typically by sections or rows. Having students stand in front of the ensemble and perform with one singer on each part is a traditional choral ensemble assessment technique for assessing part knowledge that is not used as often as it once was. Self- and peer-evaluation have gradually become more commonly used in American classrooms as educators have adopted more efficient and less threatening techniques.

Performance assessment occurs beyond the rehearsal setting. During and after performances, the conductor, singers, and audience members evaluate performance qualities and musical selections. Many secondary school choirs participate in annual ensemble adjudications to receive external feedback and be scored. These events typically include performance evaluation of three prepared pieces, and in some states sight-singing is still evaluated. A panel of adjudicators provides ratings and comments on identified performance scoring dimensions. Adjudicator scores are averaged to determine the final rating of the performance evaluation (see Figure 16.2).


[image: image]
Figure 16.2 Sample questions.





Some ensemble assessment events include an opportunity for an adjudicator to work with each choir and director in exploring suggestions for improved performance in the future. While ensemble adjudications are helpful in evaluating group performance and motivating students, they do not replace the need to assess individual student performance skills.


Assessing Critical Thinking and 21st-Century Skills

Highly effective choral music educators elicit and assess informally critical thinking, collaboration, creative thinking, and other 21st-century skills (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2004). They use techniques such as questioning to engage higher-order thinking (e.g., analyzing, evaluating, reimagining, comparing music). Skillful questioning also provides opportunities for students to predict, identify, and find solutions to musical problems, and to engage in peer teaching.

Attitudes toward the assessment of individual student performance skills vary among choral music educators in the United States. Generally, they fall into two groups: those who value individual student assessment and curricular accountability and those who do not. There are those that believe that individual student assessment can create negative experiences for some singers and therefore are not willing to implement it. Some ensemble directors report a lack of time and resources for individual assessment (Holcomb, 2002). Others assess only what can be scored easily such as knowledge of music theory. Assessment tasks and scoring devices that measure individual student achievement may be created or selected based on the type of evidence needed. Although there is a growing number of online resources and software programs available for assessing music knowledge and skill, many choral music educators prefer to use traditional teacher-created assessments that they likely experienced as ensemble members themselves, including dictation exercises, theory worksheets, performance tests, and concert critiques.


Assessing Performance Skills


Monitoring individual student skill development and providing meaningful feedback to students is challenging but important. Choral music educators who value individual skill develop find ways to address the challenges of hearing students sing alone. Ensemble directors often report a lack of time to hear students individually due to performance pressure and insufficient rehearsal time (Holcomb, 2016). In response, some schools are able to offer periods of choir tutoring that provide opportunities for small group and individual assessment. In an effort to minimize rehearsal disruption and reduce student anxiety from performing alone, choral music educators may capture individual performance by circulating hand-held recording devices during rehearsals. Recordings of selected individual performances can then be assessed outside of rehearsals, listened to multiple times to allow focused listening, and shared with students for self-assessment or portfolio development. SmartMusic® (2017) now allows teachers to access a student’s portfolio of uploaded performances at any time, create custom rubrics that are specific to a state or region, and assign state standards to each assignment.


Scoring Student Performance

Checklists, rating scales, and rubrics are commonly used to measure performance. When shared with students prior to assessment, these scoring devices can communicate performance expectations by identifying specific characteristics used to score and evaluate varied performance dimensions. Collaboration between teacher and students in the development and refinement of tasks and scoring devices can contribute to a high level of learning, critical thinking, and student accountability.

A checklist identifies desirable criteria that are identified by the assessor as being present or not present in a performance (see Figure 16.3) but does not communicate a level of achievement or the degree that a criterion is present.


[image: image]
Figure 16.3 Performance checklist.





When teachers want to evaluate student performance systematically with reliability, the most powerful scoring device is a continuous five-point rating scale (Walters, 2010). When a rating scale has more than five rating choices, it becomes more difficult to use and less reliable. With fewer than five, it becomes difficult to accommodate a full range of possible responses without adding pluses and minuses. To maximize reliability and meaningfulness of a score, a rating scale should be calibrated to the age and learning context. A rating scale for expression designed for college music majors would not be appropriate for middle school singers. With five continuous scores possible, each level subsumes the characteristics of the levels below it. To achieve the highest possible level of validity and reliability, a rating scale should be pilot tested and revised until a normal distribution or bell curve is somewhat achieved, with most students receiving a “3” and very few students receiving a “1” or “5.” To use a rating scale, the assessor (e.g., external adjudicator, performer, teacher) is directed to circle the number associated with the descriptor that best captures what was present in the performance. Rubrics that count mistakes or use subjective language should be avoided. A well-constructed rating scale uses language that is concise, specific, and parallel among the scoring levels to make the rating scale easier to use (see Figure 16.4).


[image: image]
Figure 16.4 Continuous five-point rating scales.





Rubrics are related to and function like rating scales but use different terminology and are often displayed differently. The aspects of a performance being assessed are referred to as performance criteria rather than performance dimensions. Unlike multidimensional rating scales where multiple performance dimensions are assessed separately using a customized scale, performance criteria can be combined and assessed within one holistic rubric that allows the overall performance to be quickly assessed. Because holistic rubrics lack specificity in assessing multiple performance criteria they are not as accurate as single criteria rubrics and do not provide specific feedback to students (see Figure 16.5).


[image: image]
Figure 16.5 Vocal performance rubric.





Ensemble placement is typically based on an audition that includes an assessment of vocal and literacy skills as well the collection and consideration of information about singers (see Figure 16.6) in order to place them in the best learning environment.


[image: image]
Figure 16.6 Choral audition form.






Standards-Based Assessment


Many states have created music standards based on state national standards. National standards are voluntary and do not represent a mandated national curriculum or assessment. The National Core Music Standards (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2014) emphasize conceptual understanding to cultivate a student’s ability to independently and collaboratively carry out the three artistic processes of creating music, performing music, and responding to music (see Figure 16.7).
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Figure 16.7 Performing music standards: Proficient level.
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Figure 16.8 Standards-based student growth objective (SGO) and assessment task for a secondary choral setting.





The artistic processes were used as the assessment framework used for the 1997 and 2008 National Assessment of Educational Progress of arts assessment implemented by the US Department of Education (2016) and as the organizing framework of the 2014 national Core Music Standards.

Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs), based on the Core Music Standards use the same framework for all music classes. The MCAs were developed for specific music teaching settings (e.g., ensembles, theory courses, general music, and keyboard classes). The assessments are not traditional tests of musical knowledge but a series of tasks that are embedded in a curriculum and completed over time with opportunities for revision through reflection and peer assessment. The MCAs encourage collaboration with others, flexibility, goal setting, self-reflection, critical thinking, and musical independence in learning to create, perform, and respond to music. The MCAs designed for ensemble use were pilot tested by dozens of choral music educators around the country between 2014 and 2016. The standards and MCAs for ensembles are available on the National Association for Music Education website and are being used and adapted and by music educators at the time this chapter was written (National Association for Music Education [NAfME], 2018).

The MCAs designed for ensembles are divided into five skill levels: novice, intermediate, proficient, accomplished, and advanced. The novice level recognizes beginners of any age, equivalent to 2 years of study in an ensemble following a foundation of general music. Intermediate learners were seen as middle-level, or 4 years of ensemble participation. The proficient level is defined as the equivalent of one or more years of high school study (or to a level of five or more years of study), which in many states satisfies a graduation requirement. Accomplished students are those that exceed the average performance proficiency for high school study such as those preparing for collegiate study in music.


Performing Model Cornerstone Assessments

The first task of the Performing MCAs is selecting music for performance. To complete this task, students review and choose three contrasting solo pieces or sections of ensemble music and provide insight into their choices through a written worksheet. The teacher then evaluates the student work using a scoring rubric designed to be use by all teachers who administer the task. Using one of the selected pieces, students create a rehearsal plan that includes the process of analysis, interpretation, rehearsal, self-evaluation, optional peer evaluation, and refinement. Each task is evaluated by the teacher using a scoring rubric. When students determine that their music selection is ready to be shared with others, they record a performance in class, in a formal recital, or individually. Both the teacher and student complete a performance evaluation rubric that focuses on the familiar criteria of tone, rhythm/pulse, pitch/intonation, and expression as well student thinking skills used in preparing music.


Creating Model Cornerstone Assessments

The subjective task of assessing creative abilities and thinking skills of students is less familiar to many ensemble directors than assessing music performance and associated skills. The MCAs ask choral music educators to assess student abilities used in creating, arranging, and improvising as well. There are two ensemble Model Cornerstone Assessments that focus on creating as an artistic processes of (1) creating and (2) creating-improvisation. There are four assessment tasks in the creating MCA, one for each of the basic components of the artistic process of creating music: imagine; plan and make; evaluate and refine; and present. In the first task, students are asked to begin with something that is familiar, such as a motif or a short phrase from one of the ensemble pieces that is appropriate to their performance medium. They record the motif or phrase—first in its original form and then in its revised form. In order to assist students in how the motif/phrase might be reimagined, students are presented with a list of suggestions for reimagining at the achievement level of the student (novice through advanced). Students are further asked to explain their choice of compositional devices with the aid of question prompts that are appropriate to their achievement level and to submit this explanation, along with a recording of the reimagined musical motif/phrase, to the teacher. In the next task component, students are taught to sketch a plan for their musical creation and to actually to craft something original. Using the worksheets provided with this strategy, the students, working alone or with a peer, begin to develop their creative ideas. The third basic component of the artistic process of creating involves evaluating and refining the composition and making appropriate adjustments. After each composition has been discussed by the group, feedback forms, completed by each group member, are discussed and returned to the composer/arranger. The individual composer/arranger then uses these comments as the basis for revisions to the music. When determined to be ready, the creation is performed. Scoring devices are provided for the teacher’s use in assessing each task and final composition.


Responding Model Cornerstone Assessments

Assessment of student ability to respond to music (e.g., select, analyze, evaluate) is frequently neglected in ensemble settings. If included, it is often limited to evaluation of performance of concert music being prepared, which is a process component of the performing MCA. Ensemble directors report a lack of time, resources, training, and interests as the reasons for not teaching and assessing these skills (Holcomb, 2002). Holcomb, Kruse, and Minear (2011) investigated assessment practices of secondary vocal and instrumental ensemble directors (n = 478) in Michigan, Florida, and Texas. While 95% of directors reported regular assessment of music-reading skills, less than 46% of the directors reported regular assessment of student understanding of how to analyze or evaluate music.

The artistic process of responding to music often begins with selection of music to experience. This is followed by an aural analysis of the music through which the listener attempts to understand what is happening in the music and interpret the artistic decisions made by the creator and/or performer. As a result of analysis and interpretation, the listener is then able to evaluate the quality of the music and its performance. The teacher using rubrics provided evaluates each task.

Teachers determine which responding MCA is most appropriate for an ensemble or individual based on student achievement or years of ensemble experience, ranging from novice to advanced and based on the difficulty of performance standards reflected in each scoring device. Like the other MCAs, the responding MCA is designed so that it can be administered within one instructional sequence or unit, or teachers may choose to spread the component parts of one MCA across multiple units or projects or use it as an extension to the performing or creating MCA or to other aspects of the ensemble rehearsal. When implementing the responding MCA, students may work individually or collaboratively to select musical works to compare. Students are asked to choose one or more musical works, depending on which of the five achievement levels is selected (novice, intermediate, or proficient select one work to analyze; accomplished, two works; and advanced, three works) from performing ensemble literature or music outside of the ensemble to study. After locating recorded performance examples of the literature selected and researching the composer and the cultural/historical context of the music, students compare the performances by analyzing expressive and interpretive qualities. They then complete and submit their work to the teacher, who assesses it using the scoring devices provided (see Figure 16.8).


Grading Practices of High School Choral Music Educators

What does the report card grade represent? Secondary ensemble directors traditionally weight nonmusic grading criteria such as attendance and participation higher than music achievement in grading. McCoy (1991), for example, reported average weights of 42% for attendance, 33% for performance skill, 14% for attitude, and 11% for music knowledge. Holcomb et al. (2011) reported that 67% of ensemble directors surveyed used nonmusical criteria for at least 50% of a report card grade. While many experts in the field believe that grades should reflect standards and individual music achievement (Lehman, 1998, 2007; Shuler, 1996), ensemble directors appear to be satisfied with their current grading system whether or not it reflects music achievement. Attendance, for example, is unquestionably important because the quality of the musical experience is diminished for everyone involved, when strong performers are absent. Behavior is important because misbehavior interferes not only with the learning of the individual misbehaving but also with the learning of the other students. Lehman (1998) states:

How is it that music teachers have come to incorporate non-content-based expectations into their grading systems more than teachers of other disciplines? In part, perhaps, it is because grading strictly on music-based criteria is thought to be difficult and time-consuming. Teachers who see large numbers of students, or see them infrequently, often find it easier to grade on non music-based criteria. Another reason is that attendance, effort, behavior, and attitude have been considered so important in music ensembles that their inclusion in the grading system was justified on those grounds. Further, non music-based criteria have often had the effect of inflating grades, and teachers would prefer to avoid giving lower grades that might occur if students were graded strictly on their achievement. Teachers of required courses may be more/willing to give low grades than teachers whose enrollments depend on voluntary student elections. In addition, music teachers genuinely want their students to love music, and high grades are more likely to promote that result than low grades. Finally, there is frequently an expectation on the part of parents and principals alike that every student should receive a good grade in music since, they mistakenly contend, achievement in music is not like math or science. (p. 38)


Reporting Assessment Results

In the current educational climate, many believe choral music educators have a responsibility to report student progress toward curricular or standards-based achievement (Lehman, 1998; Russell & Austin, 2010; Shuler, 1996). For most choral music educators, reporting grades and issuing progress reports are a regular occurrence. Clipboards, handwritten grade books, and paper progress reports have been replaced with iPads, recording devices, and software that provide students and parents with instant access to grades and assignments. SmartMusic (2017) now allows teachers to access a student’s portfolio of uploaded performances at any time, create custom rubrics that are specific to a state or region, and assign state standards to each assignment.


Assessment Practices of High School Choral Music Educators

There is little consensus among high school choral music educators on assessment practices. Author investigations and results of descriptive studies suggest that high school ensemble directors think it is important for students to be assessed and receive feedback toward their musical development (Hill, 1999; Holcomb et al., 2011; Kotora, 2005). Despite the value placed on assessing students individually and providing feedback, choral music educators report various reasons for not assessing students regularly, including school size (McCoy, 1991); large numbers of students in ensembles (Kotora, 2005; Lehman, 1998); belief that singing alone or in small groups performance will cause students to feel uncomfortable (McCombs & Miller, 2007); lack of resources (Shuler, 1996); lack of training (Holcomb et al., 2011; Kotora, 2005; Shuler, 1996); lack of time for developing, implementing, and grading with extracurricular activities (Russell & Austin, 2010); and difficulty in recording results and maintaining control of student behavior while conducting assessments (Kotora, 2005).

A survey by Holcomb et al. (2011) revealed that secondary school ensemble directors (n = 478) implement assessment regularly, at least four times per year. According to survey results, ensemble skills are graded and recorded by 46% of the educators while informal student assessments are regularly practiced by 77% of respondents. Sixty percent of the educators regularly give graded assessments. A very small percent of ensemble directors regularly use portfolios (8%), with other regularly implemented assessments as follows: assessment of standards-based curriculum (20%); student self-assessment (46%); and peer assessment (33%). Ensemble directors were asked to report if the processes embedded in the Core Music Standards (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education, 2014) were assessed regularly. Responses revealed that 23% of the teachers regularly assess student ability to select music, 74% of teachers regularly assess student ability to rehearse music, 45% regularly assess students’ ability to analyze music, and 95% regularly assess sight-reading skills. Twenty-nine percent of ensemble directors regularly assess student ability to create original music. Verbal feedback is given regularly to students (88%), while written comments are provided regularly by 21% of the directors. Additionally, 33% of ensemble directors regularly ask for student feedback on their teaching.


Assessment Perspectives of Five Choral Music Educators Supervising a Student Teacher


During the spring of 2017, undergraduate music education students enrolled in an online assessment course and student teaching were given an assignment to find out assessment beliefs and practices of their cooperating teachers (CTs). Based on their requests to be placed in secondary choral settings, five student teachers were assigned to middle and high schools in three states where their teaching was mostly teaching chorus. Each CT had at least 15 years of teaching experience in middle and/or high school choral music with Teacher 5 in her final year of a 35-year career. Except for Teacher 3, who had never mentored a student teacher before, the CTs had established reputations of effective mentoring with student teachers from the music teacher preparation program.


Formative Assessment


Student teachers were given the following assignment: “Review the following terms and definitions with your Cooperating Teacher (CT) and find out their beliefs and practices of each.” The following definition was provided for formative assessment:

“Formative Assessment: The continuous collection of information about students and their learning thorough questioning, observing, listening, and reviewing of work to provide feedback and improve teaching and learning.”

A review of the assignment submissions regarding use of formative assessment revealed that the five choral music educators use formative assessment techniques throughout rehearsals to improve ensemble performance and provide feedback. One CT shares a preference for using questioning to ensure students understand the purpose of rehearsal techniques. Another CT describes a formative assessment technique of having students discuss questions in pairs before being asked to respond individually. In their responses to their student teachers about uses of formative assessment, two of the CTs indicate a concern for the learning environment in which students are assessed individually.


Student Teacher A

“In ensembles, my CT admits that he primarily relies upon formative assessment through performance in rehearsals (i.e., if they performed the correct notes, made the modifications in technique he requested, etc.). He notes that he is particularly interested in if the students understand why he is asking them to do the rehearsal techniques he asks of them. “Why did I have you sing that passage on [u]?” and “why would I want you to do that motion with your hands?” are questions one can expect him to ask his singers. He believes that if the singers do not know why they are doing what they’re doing, their chances at success are lower and they will be unable to recreate the desired result in the future with our without being prompted in the same way.”


Student Teacher B

“My CT constantly has kids check in (Prefers term “check in”). Does a lot of small ensemble work within general music setting. He has students play in small practice groups with the drums, and does cold call groups in front of class. Especially in ensemble, he can only respond to how ensemble does.”


Student Teacher C

“I feel like this is similar to the assessment loop. I teach and gain continuous feedback from monitoring my students. If you use effective questioning, you get a lot of information back with which you can figure out what they need to be successful. Be specific, and question such that all students have to commit to an answer. For example, you can ask them to demonstrate using solfège hand signs, or ask them to think and check in with a neighbor. That way, I don’t feel bad about calling on anyone. They just discussed their answer with a neighbor, so they have no excuse not to have something to say.”


Student Teacher D

“My CT says it happens all day, always paying attention and making every moment a teachable moment. Always assessing! He tries to pull someone aside whenever possible to give some pointers or praise because he finds it important for kids to know that he is paying attention. In choir, this results in feedback towards the sound. Oftentimes we are asking for and modeling loft from his students when they sing high pitched phrases.”


Student Teacher E

“My CT is always observing and watching her students and even makes notes of what her students know and don’t know. This informs her future teaching.”


Summative Assessment


Student teachers were given the following assignment: “Review the following terms and definitions with your Cooperating Teacher (CT) and find out their beliefs and practices of each.” The following definition was provided for summative assessment:

“Summative Assessment: The formal collection of evidence of student learning (e.g., written work, individual demonstration, test) to determine level of achievement toward identified outcomes/objectives.”

Evaluation of ensemble performance is a common use of summative assessment by five choral music educators as reported by their student teachers. Specific performance assessments include evaluation of performance and part knowledge in rehearsal, recordings, and quartet testing in front of the ensemble. Some of the teachers also report to assess scales, solfège patterns, and sight-singing accuracy. One choral music educator values the use of summative assessment to plan, communicate, and pursue desired ensemble outcomes. One teacher engages students in critiquing their performance after concerts. A problem with summative assessment exists for one educator who feels that individual assessment of learning is important but inappropriate in the ensemble setting. Choral music educators have varied beliefs about summative assessment and its implementation.


Student Teacher A

“My CT’s two main methods of summative assessment are through performance either in concert or competition and through individual evaluations. These evaluations, for the mid-term, took the form of a video of each singer singing a scale and two solfège sequences. As a student, I would imagine this process to seem tedious and resembling busy-work. As a student teacher, these videos yielded incredible insight into each student’s ear, vocal timbre, ability to navigate their passaggio, general vocal technique, and to really hear how untrained singers use (or don’t use …) their different registers.”


Student Teacher B

“Most important role, provides long-term goal, know what it’s going end in. Never going to have a private teacher not have a recital at the end. Kid should always be aware of what is coming. What do you think is going to be on rubric? Way to check in if they are getting all the information you’re giving them and if you’re teaching everything you’re going to be testing them on.”


Student Teacher C

“For me, this is where the performance comes in. You give students music that they can work to do something with when the process is over. As far as I’m concerned, the best performances might happen in class, and that’s fine. I ask the students to make video recordings of themselves singing scales and their part for a piece of repertoire. This helps me see where their individual progress is. Half way through the year, I give sight-singing evaluations one on one, and I see how far they’ve grown. I honestly don’t give much written work, but in a performance-based class, summative assessment should be performance-based. I’d love to have more summative assessment in general though, like individual sight-singing. More individual feedback would always be better. The big thing is that in a group-based class, assessment should be group-based.”


Student Teacher D

“Individualized part tests happen every once in a while, happens in auditions a lot and he provides feedback from choir auditions or musical auditions. Quartet testing described earlier is summative assessment—my cooperating teacher thinks it causes students to learn, especially because it is authentic assessment (my words, not his).”


Student Teacher E

“My CT does a good amount of Summative Assessment. At the beginning of the year, the students had a big test on notation and pitch names. After every performance, the students must write a critique paper on the choir, what they could have done better or what they really enjoyed about the performance. The students take singing tests to see how well they own their own harmony part as well. These grades can go in as Primary, Secondary, or Support grades.”


Student Growth Outcomes


Student teachers were given the following assignment: “Review the following terms and definitions with your Cooperating Teacher (CT) and find out their beliefs and practices of each.” The assessment of Student Growth Outcomes (SGOs) was included.

Assignment responses reveal that state-mandated Student Growth Outcomes, or Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) in some states, are required but not highly valued by choral music educators. One teacher notes the need for improved communication between educators and their administrators in the development of the assessments. The summative assessment tasks are developed to minimize rigor and maximize achievement by all students since the results are used in teacher evaluation.


Student Teacher A

“My CT is an example of someone who does not take SGOs entirely seriously. His objectives are based around the basics of vocal technique and musical literacy (such as being able to sing a major and minor scale using solfège with proper breath support and consistent tone), but he admits that he developed his SGOs to reflect what his teaching style/routine already was (i.e., address the goals of his usual warm-ups and his own philosophy of teaching—for students to have an opportunity to be expressive and to be team players). His method of scoring is through periodic video assessments that students send in of themselves singing solfège scales and patterns. This is his main form of grading which form the “final exams” of the class. His other method of grading students is on their attendance and performance as pull-out lessons. Once a month, students get a pass to miss one of their classes to come to the choir room for a small group voice lesson. He grades them on their attendance and performance at these voice lessons that serve primarily as a mini-sectional to rehearse repertoire. His SGOs say that he grades them on their vocal growth between pull-out lessons, but this is not really measured or adhered to. His assessments at these lessons are quick, informal, and only critical when students don’t try. In the past, he has made rubrics for students to self-assess but has since stopped using them for the sake of time. His perception of his own assessment method of using videos of students using solfège is that he sees it as the only way that many of the students will really do the work to internalize the solfège. It is impossible to see how a student really does when leaning on their peers in choir, so he likes using the videos as a way to individually assess. It doubles as a way to assess how students navigate the passaggio when they approach the height of the scale (he does the scales in E<flat>). Similarly, it is a way to assess tone and technique in their singing. He also often adds an additional task at the end of performing from memory a difficult passage or a body percussion pattern found in one of the pieces. Again, this is a practice he would do normally, but aligned the wording of his SGO to reflect what he would already do in the classroom. His perception of SGOs in general is that he believes that it holds teachers accountable to achieve concrete learning goals for students and to keep themselves on track, though he believes that they are difficult to use in disciplines like music and theater.”


Student Teacher B

“My CT’s SLO objects are for the students to understand rhythmic and musical notation, including all the basic music symbols (treble clef, rests, whole notes, etc.). There is also emphasis put on students’ ability to read and write music, which allows the ability to archive music through generations. In connection to performances, he measures their growth and mastery. He assesses their ability to read and notate in their assignments, including how to decode notation and reading and writing music. All of this is done in one arts rotation while also utilizing different and various instruments and technology. The target for students is that they will obtain and achievement score of 80% or higher and that the students will obtain an advanced or proficient in 4/5 categories. He does a drumming project that allows him to follow through on all of the SLOs in a fun and exciting way for the students. Within it they have group work, a song composition, and a solo within their song.”


Student Teacher C

“For Intermediate level Concert Choir SGOs, my CT conducts sight-singing evaluations that measure accuracy and flow with points assigned for each measure. For the Entry-level Chorale, he gives Music Theory written evaluation. He feels it’s important for us to be thinking about these things, and there’s ways to use it to be an effective teacher. There is however a lot on the teacher’s part, and little accountability. And it is annoying to do and a little out of touch.”


Student Teacher D

“My CT chose rhythm as a growth objective for all choirs. He didn’t know specifically what he said nor did he want to go find it, which I decided was fine. Since they can now decode rhythms they couldn’t before (especially the freshman mixed choir that came not knowing how to), he has done his growth objective.” He gave himself a 4 for reasons mentioned above. “As mentioned above, my CT and the two other teachers think it is stupid and give themselves a 4. To be fair, it isn’t like these are bad teachers: it is that the administrators have no idea what is going on in music class and so they believe whatever they are told. So, improvement in music teaching at my school would have to be self-directed. If I can editorialize, this kind of thing (SGO and SLO) sounds incredibly amazing for something like math class that everyone knows about from taking it in schooling and there is a very standardized and measurable curriculum. It loses some of that strength with music.”


Student Teacher E

“The purpose of these things is to actually have a plan in mind of what is being taught and a way of knowing if learning is actually going on. My CT’s main objectives are that the kids learn the notes of the music that is being done in the concert, and that they bring it up to a high level of performance standard. She assigns a lot of different repertoire and has the kids depending on their level read the music or learns it by rote. She scores the students by way of being prepared for rehearsal and putting effort in, and also by having tests where the students sing by themselves to see if they learned the notes to certain songs.”


Toward the Future

The goals and skills of the professional practitioner in music—who strives for musical expression of ideas and feelings, who strives for correctness, who habitually takes the responsibility for critiquing, refining, revising, rethinking his/her work, who works in relation to others—should serve as a model for the music classroom.

—Davidson et al. (1995, p. 5)

School ensemble directors in the United States are gradually embracing the learning goals described in Project Zero, the three artistic processes, and 2014 National Music Standards. With the release of the MCAs in 2016, choral music educators now have an assessment model for these learning goals. There is evidence that many educators have embraced more student-centered rehearsal and assessment models that maintain ensemble performance excellence and promote musical independence in performing music, creating original music, and selecting music for enjoyment. These educators, often assisted by technology, know their students and maintain awareness of individual growth through varied and ongoing assessment practices. They develop and use formative and summative assessment tasks that involve students in identifying and solving music performance problems, self-reflection, and peer-assessment.

In order for more preservice and in-service choral music educators to use the process-oriented, student-driven approach to implementing and assessing music learning, they need to see evidence of teachers using these practices without performance excellence suffering. Choral music educators need increased development opportunities learn how to create and use SGOs that are viewed as relevant to their teaching. They need opportunities to review resources, plan strategies, get feedback from others, and reflect on and revise their teaching until they feel it is effective. Once the conditions are met, these curricular and assessment practices will become more widely embraced by choral music educators in the United States.
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CHAPTER 17



Assessment Practices of American Orchestra Directors



Kirk Moss, Stephen Benham, and Kristen Pellegrino



Overview

The assessment practices of orchestra directors and string teachers in US public schools have received very little attention in educational research literature. While researchers, educators, and practitioners have produced an increasing number of reference materials and other works on topics such as general frameworks and philosophy about assessment in music, the extent to which orchestra directors and string teachers actually implement those ideas in the classroom remains little known. Only one study (Duncan, 2009) explicitly targets current assessment practice among orchestra directors and string teachers. Illuminating this topic and developing a baseline set of data that future researchers may use in their own analyses of assessment practice offers a worthy goal.

Certainly, assessment has held a place in the culture of American school orchestra programs for decades. Historically, the assessment process was practically synonymous with large-group competitions/festivals and solo-ensemble competitions/festivals. The University Interscholastic League (UIL) music competitions in Texas or Indiana State School Music Association (ISSMA) qualification round and finals for band, choir, and orchestra play a key role in developing public perception of the quality of a school’s music program and relative standing in comparison to other schools within the same state. Adjudicated music competitions still shape the culture in many states, and schools boast of having winning music programs. Some statewide music competitions are organized and administrated by the same body that oversees competition in sports, which speaks to the belief that assessment and competition are coeval, failing to recognize important distinctions. Selected states, such as Florida and Virginia, now hold statewide large-group performance assessments for their orchestras, a reflection of the long-term tradition of public venues as a form of evaluation and also the increased emphasis that assessment now receives from governmental bodies. In some instances, results of assessments receive public advertisement, which places increased stress on teachers whose curricular work with students gets displayed in a forum ripe for public debate. Missing from all of these events is a thoughtful discourse of whether results stem from outstanding teaching by the school director or other factors, such as the socioeconomic status of the students in the ensemble, number of rehearsals and when they take place, length of rehearsals, availability of high-quality musical instruments and related resources, instructional support through dedicated teaching staff for work in small-group sectionals, and whether students take private lessons. Though the large-scale competitions and festivals garner attention, they do not take the place of quality assessment of individual student growth within the school curriculum.

Benham (2010) identified that moving assessment from theory into practice requires a cultural shift in teacher behavior. In other words, while orchestra directors and string teachers may profess beliefs that assessment is important, the extent to which assessment actually occurs is a better marker to use in understanding whether assessment has truly become embedded in the classroom. Benham indicated that a culture shift requires a specific strategy and teacher intentionality in order for there to be lasting, sustainable, and meaningful change in the classroom. When assessment becomes part of classroom culture, then teachers become proactive in planning and also willing to make modifications in instruction in order to address student-learning needs. Benham postulated that a culture shift results in greater student buy-in, engagement, and improved student learning.

The significant obstacles to implementing assessment at the local level (in the classroom, for individual students) also receive attention from Benham (2010). These obstacles include factors such as the pressure to perform well in the large-scale assessments, a lack of funding for small-scale assessment, a lack of financial and other support for teachers who wish to conduct assessment within their classrooms, the lack of relevant quality music assessment tools, confusing assessment language (language defined at the school level, rather than national level), and political pressure from school administrators and state-level oversight bodies to perform well on large-scale or standardized testing. For that reason, studying local-level assessment practices that take place, despite the fact that teachers and researchers note the presence of significant obstacles, could inform the practice of others. For teachers to successfully implement local assessment processes, they would need to find ways to overcome or compensate for these obstacles. Such teachers may have developed custom-designed assessment processes and tools relevant to their local milieu, while still addressing the top-down mandates imposed by various governing authorities (Brophy, 2008).

Ultimately, successful assessment practice in the local classroom—in addition to being a part of strategic and intentional efforts by the teacher—should display the following characteristics, which researchers have noted in great detail (Asmus, 1999, 2010). These characteristics include assessment processes differentiated to adjust for individual student learning needs, goal-driven, and relevant to an established curriculum or curricular outcomes and student learning objectives. They provide opportunity for teachers to reflect on their quality of instruction and for students to understand both the quality of performance and determine the relationship between success on the assessment and factors that lead to success, such as careful practice and preparedness. Effective teachers demonstrate consistent practice and application of assessment processes that are relevant, meaningful, clear and understandable, equitable, and documented. Effective practice includes clear statements of student learning outcomes, direct connections between learning outcomes and the assessment itself, and shared understanding by the teacher, student, parent, and administrator of the importance of assessment for the goals of improving instruction and helping students learn.

Numerous factors drive assessment practices in orchestra classrooms. Inherent within the complex structure of issues connected to assessment exist obstacles, including confusing terminology such that even the use of the term “assessment” may lack uniformity (Abeles, 2010). Teachers often fail to see the relevance of top-down assessment imposed by the school district or state, eliciting fear surrounding how the results will be used (Brophy, 2010). The ultimate goal of assessment is twofold: (1) Assessment should reveal and inform teachers, parents, and other interested parties as to what students are learning, and (2) Assessment should guide teaching practice, curricular reform, and day-to-day activities taking place in the rehearsal or classroom (Benham, 2011b).


Related Literature

Although there is much written about assessment, there is relatively little written about the assessment practices of American orchestra and string teachers, specifically. String teacher researchers began to explore the diagnostic skills of string teachers in the late 20th century; for example, Gillespie (1991) investigated the relationship between the ability of string teachers to diagnose performance problems in beginning violin bowing and the performance competencies of their students. There does seem to be a growing interest in assessment practices of string teachers within the last decade and a half, though (Duncan, 2009; Hopkins, 2013; Palmquist & Barnes, 2015; Russell & Austin, 2010; Smith & Barnes, 2007; Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002). An overview of literature related to assessing string playing or orchestral performances follows.

Zdzinski and Barnes (2002) developed an assessment tool for string instruments that was valid and reliable. First, the authors created a list of 90 statements based on previous literature and rating scales. Then, 50 judges assessed 100 middle school string performances. After analysis, the researchers identified five factors that string teachers regularly assessed: interpretation/musical effect, articulation/tone, intonation, rhythm/tempo, and vibrato. There were also 28 subscale items.

Similarly, Smith and Barnes (2007) developed an assessment tool for secondary orchestras that was valid and reliable. After creating a list of 49 assessment statements, 63 experienced orchestra teachers assessed 63 secondary orchestra performances. They identified seven factors that string teachers regularly assessed: ensemble, left hand, position, rhythm, tempo, presentation, and bow. Then, there were 25 subscale items.

Duncan (2009) examined string teachers’ assessment practices, teacher characteristics, and string program success. Duncan surveyed string teachers in the United States (N = 201) and participants rated 18 different types of assessment practices. She found—using the four-point Likert scale of Never, Rarely, Sometimes, and Often—the most often used assessments included: teacher-given verbal criticism tied with rehearsal skills (bringing materials, attentiveness), attendance, teacher-rated rubrics, student evaluations of musical performances, and student reflections. The least often used assessment practice included composition, followed by music history assignments, portfolio assessment, improvisation/creativity assignments, and cross-curricular assignments.

Russell and Austin (2010) studied the assessment practices of secondary music teachers in the Southwest (N = 352, response rate 36%) and found similarities between high school orchestra, band, and choir teachers’ assessment practice but differences between middle school choir teachers and instrumental teachers. Generally, music academic grades were determined by a combination of achievement and nonachievement criteria, although more by nonachievement criteria such as attendance and attitude and less by achievement criteria, such as playing tests or tests based on musical knowledge. Middle school choir teachers’ assessment practices gave more emphasis to written assessments about musical knowledge than their instrumental counterparts, whereas band teachers weighted practice charts more heavily than choir teachers. High school teachers placed more weight on attendance than middle school teachers. High school instrumental teachers gave more weight to performance assessments and less weight for attitude than choir directors.

Hopkins (2013) examined string teachers’ practices and beliefs about teaching elementary and middle school string students how to tune. One of the research questions addressed examining methods teachers used for assessing students’ tuning skills. These assessments, however, were quite varied and few commonalities were reported. Findings included that many string teachers waited until the second or third year to teach their students how to tune their own instruments, and likewise, formal assessment related to tuning string instruments began in middle school. Although researchers suggest students singing is a valuable tuning strategy, less than half of the string teachers reported having students sing to aid tuning.

Palmquist and Barnes (2015) conducted a content analysis of a self-directed online community of practice (Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2015) with over 2,000 string teachers. They analyzed 1,676 posts and found the most frequent post topics were about repertoire, teaching, and links to articles and websites. The researchers identified 14 topics under teaching tips and advice, and within those headings, the most posts were categorized as general tips, then classroom management, and third and fourth were assessment and curriculum. Within assessment, the most common topic of discussion was seating auditions.

Although interest in assessment practices of string teachers has increased, there is still a need to continue researching and documenting promising practices of string teachers to better understand assessment practices in orchestra classrooms. Therefore, we created a researcher-constructed survey to conduct a descriptive survey study (Creswell, 2007) and used the 11 curricular categories from the ASTA String Curriculum: Standards, Goals, and Learning Sequences for Essential Skills and Knowledge in K–12 String Programs (Benham, 2011a) as the basis of examples of what string teachers might assess. We also interviewed five string teachers to discover promising practices. The interview questions were:



1. Can you tell me about your ASTA or other conference presentations on assessment?

2. What inspired you to present on assessment, and what were some of your favorite points?

3. How have your assessment practices changed since the presentation, if at all?

4. Would you be willing to share any handouts, Microsoft PowerPoint slides, or papers from the presentation?

5. What other sources or people influenced your thoughts on assessment?

6. Why do you assess your students; what motivates your assessment practices?

7. How do your current practices relate to national/state/district curricular models?

8. How do you assess individual student progress in your large-group ensembles? How often? How do you document results?

9. How do you use student self-assessment as a tool in your large-group ensembles?

10. Would you share your grading policy with me?

11. How do your assessment practices inform your grading?

12. Would you also share any assessment tools you use?

13. Is there anything you would like to add about assessment or grading?






Survey


The survey was distributed to a select group of individuals who self-identified as K–12 string/orchestra teachers from the general membership list of ASTA. The nation’s largest professional association, ASTA is dedicated to issues related to string playing and teaching in both the public and private sectors, including public and private schools, higher education, studio teachers, and performers. The primary purpose in using a survey was to gather information about string teachers’ general assessment practices within the American K–12 setting. We distributed the survey to 2,050 educators, and received 416 responses (20% response rate). Survey participants were asked to select which grade levels they currently teach, yielding 696 total responses to this question, indicating many participants teach at more than one level. From the total number of responses to that question, 47% teach elementary school, 67% teach middle or junior high school, and 53% teach high school; respondents also self-identified the grade levels they taught. Further, respondents indicated how many years they had taught music in public or private schools. Answers ranged from 1 to 53 years, and the mean was 20.64 years (SD = 12.22). The data seem to represent assessment practice among teachers with a wide range of experiences.

Two primary survey questions were developed from the curricular areas identified in the ASTA String Curriculum. The first question focused on forms of assessment used by teachers, and the next question focused on the frequency they assess each curricular area.


Forms of Assessment

Participants were asked the following question: For each of the items listed below (letters A–K), please check what forms of assessment you use.

Examples of terms are below:



A. Body format (posture, playing position)


B. Left-hand skills and knowledge (finger patterns, extensions, shifting, vibrato)


C. Right-hand skills and knowledge (pizzicato, bow hold, bow distribution, bowing directions, tone production [weight, angle, speed, placement], on-string bowings, off-string bowings, slurs)


D. Rhythmic skills and understandings (steady pulse, meter, rhythm patterns, ties, syncopations, improvisation of patterns)


E. Tonal skills and understandings (aural skills, major/minor/modal patterns, ear-to-hand patterns, learning songs by memory, improvisation of patterns)


F. Creative musicianship (creation/improvisation of rhythmic patterns, melodies, simple folk songs, and bass lines, group improvisation activities [call-and-response, trading 4s/8s], performing solos over existing bass lines; creating harmonic accompaniments, transposing and altering melodies and bass lines [e.g., new keys, major-to-minor, duple-to-triple, etc.])

G. Music literacy (identification and performance pitches and rhythms; sight-reading of rhythm/tonal patterns; sight-reading of simple melodies; sight-reading orchestral works; key signatures/tonality; time signatures/meter; intervals; musical form; chord symbols; music terminology; clefs; interpretive terminology)


H. Ensemble skills (blend, balance, unity, self-awareness, following the conductor, rehearsal skills, adjusting style to fit others)


I. Expressive elements (phrasing, modifying tone color/timbre/vibrato, adjusting for style or period performance, dynamics, tempo adjustments, other artistic elements)


J. Historical and cultural elements (knowledge of historical periods and their characteristics, performance of music from diverse styles, knowledge of composers, important dates, music from diverse cultures and eclectic traditions, analysis of musical style)


K. Evaluation of music and musical performance (evaluation of solo/ensemble performance, self-evaluation, understanding the role of adjudication, ability to set goals for personal practice)







Types of Assessment



A. Performance-based assessments (live or recorded playing tests, hearings, rubrics)


B. Written assessments (reflection statements, practice journals, other written assignments)


C. Verbal feedback (teacher- or peer-feedback)






Performance-based assessments were, by far, the most frequently used form of formal assessment in the classroom to evaluate technique, musicianship skills, creative musicianship, and ensemble skills. Music literacy was nearly equally split between performance-based and written assessments, while evaluation of music and musical performances and historical and cultural elements tended toward written assessments and verbal feedback (see Table 17.1).
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Clearly, when evaluating nonperforming elements, teachers prefer written assessments, but the contrast between the frequency with which performance skills and knowledge are assessed and the frequency with which nonperformance skills and knowledge are assessed is great. There is one exception, however, and that is the assessment of rhythmic skills and understandings. This may be explained, in part, by the visual component of rhythm reading and the desire by the teacher that students identify note and rest values, apply/write required counting system notes/numbers/syllables, and conduct rhythmic dictation. The drop-off after historical and cultural elements is stark and obvious: performance-assessments are greatly preferred for formally assessing executive skills and knowledge.

This result is perhaps the most intriguing. Though teachers generally prefer performance-based assessments for performance-related skills and knowledge and though they prefer the written test for assessing theoretical and historical knowledge, there is much less diversity (between 38.70% and 64.66% for verbal feedback compared to performance feedback, which ranged from 18.27% to 86.78%) among respondent views regarding the use of verbal feedback for assessing all elements of the classroom. Verbal feedback (either while modeling or conducting, or simply by stopping the class/rehearsal and speaking) is part of the music classroom culture. It was not possible to determine whether teachers provided what Culver (1988) calls “co-verbal” feedback, that is, describing while modeling or simply “verbal” feedback, which is description without action.

Finally, some teachers did not conduct any assessment at all in every curricular area (216 total responses). Creative musicianship (n = 76, 18.27%) and historical/cultural elements (n = 74, 17.79%) were the top two nonassessed areas, but were still assessed by the vast majority of teachers. The remaining nine curricular areas were all assessed by at least 96% of respondents. The curricular areas with the fewest nonassessed responses were ensemble skills (n = 6, 1.44%), body format (n = 4, .96%), right-hand skills and knowledge (n = 3, .72%), left-hand skills and knowledge (n = 2, .48%, and rhythmic skills and understandings (n = 1, .24%).


Discussion


We did not ask participants to identify other forms of assessment for the sake of this question, but the results appear obvious. Looking at total responses by all teachers, assessment practices in terms of formal assessment occur in the order shown in Table 17.2 (percentage value to the right is based on a total of all responses to all categories).


Table 17.2 Total Responses per Assessment Type




	Assessment Type
	Total Responses
	%





	Performance Assessments
	3022
	39.32



	Verbal Feedback
	2449
	31.86



	Written Assessments
	1485
	19.32



	Other
	  514
	17.00



	None
	  216
	  2.81



	Total
	7686
	  







Performance assessments and verbal feedback constitute over 70% of all assessments used by teachers.


Discussion Points



1. String teachers/orchestra directors use multiple forms of assessment.

2. String teachers/orchestra directors depend heavily on performance-based assessments and verbal feedback.

3. Written forms of assessment are used less than 20% of the time and tend almost exclusively toward assessing literacy, historical and cultural knowledge, and evaluation of music and musical performances.

4. Creative musicianship, which is still relatively new to the string field, was not evaluated at all by nearly 16% of teachers. On one hand, that number is notable for being the highest curricular area not assessed. On the other hand, the fact that 84% of teachers do assess creative musicianship is, at the very least, a sign the topic is valued.






Frequency of Assessment

By asking participants about the frequency with which they assess various skills and knowledge, a sense of the value the teacher places on assessment develops. An assumption in this model is that more frequent assessment reflects a greater value on assessment by the teacher, while less frequent assessment reflects lower value by the teacher, perhaps indicating assessment exists due to external factors. By focusing on formal assessment, which is more time-consuming and intentional, a more accurate picture of the relative value (as demonstrated through behavior) placed by teachers on the importance of assessment emerges.

Participants were asked the following question regarding the frequency of formal assessment: How frequently do you formally assess (document/record/note) the following skills and/or knowledge in your classes?

For each curricular area, respondents were permitted to select from the following options: daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, once a semester, yearly, and never.

Not surprisingly, an inherent connection exists between those areas more frequently assessed and areas that are assessed formally. Historical and cultural elements, creative musicianship, evaluation of music and musical performance, and music literacy are assessed much less frequently than the other areas. The same is true when looking at items that are assessed weekly. Again, executive skills and knowledge are high on the frequency list, as are rhythmic skills and understandings. Tonal skills and understandings dropped down the chart by comparison, but the difference is small. Right-hand skills and knowledge, which is where tone production, rhythmic execution, and ensemble accuracy are centered, remain at the top of the list.

In the “monthly” category, historical and cultural elements have moved to the top of the frequency list. This prioritization seems to imply that while important enough to be assessed monthly, they are not as important as the executive skills and musicianship skills areas, which occur with relative high frequency daily, weekly, and monthly, by comparison.

As with historical and cultural elements in the monthly column, the quarterly column shows that those elements not valued as highly will occur on a less frequent level. Evaluation of music and musical performance moves to the top, followed by music literacy and historical and cultural elements. The executive skills and musicianship skills move down the list, by comparison, but remain in close relationship with each other. The semester, yearly, and not-assessed data continue the trend shown in the monthly column.


Discussion

Table 17.3 shows a majority of participants in this study place greater emphasis on executive skills and knowledge and musicianship skills and knowledge. A surprisingly large number of respondents indicated they formally assessed these skills on a daily basis. Further study would be needed to determine what this actually looks like in a classroom or if the question was misunderstood in some way.
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Note that two areas: historical and cultural elements and creative musicianship are never assessed in more than 20% of the classrooms. For the string teacher/orchestra director, the emphasis on general understandings may be less important than the emphasis on skills required to perform a piece. The lack of assessment related to creative musicianship may reflect that the subject is not being taught in schools or could reflect a belief that creativity should not be assessed formally. Please note the emphasis on verbal feedback in regard to creative musicianship as previously listed.

Comments by survey participants are summarized here. Teachers indicated that



• multiple assessments are used for all curricular areas with great frequency;

• limited instructional time (such as meeting only 1–2 times per week, having rotating classes with other electives, or having lessons before/after school) limits opportunities for formal assessment;

• informal assessment occurs at every lesson/class/rehearsal, but formal assessment is more challenging to accomplish;

• district-mandated rubrics/forms/grading systems do not mesh well with the types of skills and knowledge teachers need to assess in the strings/orchestra classroom;

• their assessment goals vary between classrooms, depending on the needs of the students in the class;

• a lack of resources (e.g., available rubrics, models for assessment, processes for assessment) and a lack of experience and time were obstacles to assessment for teachers with less experience; and

• they would like to assess more, but feel pressure to prepare for concerts.





Overall, respondents to this survey seemed to place a high priority on assessment. Challenges continue to exist in the administration and record collection of assessment processes, but with additional support (time, resources) teachers could accomplish more.


Promising Practices


Purposes of assessment in performance-based music courses include ways: (1) to meet state, national, and school mandates; (2) to provide documentation for academic grades; (3) to improve individual musicianship and understanding; and (4) to improve instruction (Pellegrino, Conway, & Russell, 2015). All of these categories were addressed in the interviews about promising practices. Each of these five orchestra directors gave national conference presentations for ASTA relating to assessment within the past 5 years. Collectively, they represent a variety of teaching levels and situations. Their best practices can serve as models to emulate or ideas for consideration. The assessment resources they share may benefit others and save teachers precious time. Below, we briefly describe each of the directors.

The first teacher held a master’s degree and was the director of orchestras at a Midwest suburban, public, 4-year high school that enrolled just under 2,000 students. The high school was known for the diversity of its student body. A large percentage of students were either immigrants or the children of immigrants. Students collectively spoke over 50 languages and represented over 40 nations. Seventy-five percent of students came from homes where English was not the primary language. We refer to this teacher as “Midwestern High School Teacher.”

The second and third teachers were orchestra directors in the same district, which had nearly 100 schools located in a midsize city. The second teacher had a master’s degree and taught at a Western public middle school that enrolls about 1,200 students. The largest ethnic group is White (about 60%) followed by Hispanic (about 20%). The third teacher earned a bachelor’s degree and was an orchestra director at a public, 4-year, high school enrolling more than 1,800 students in the same district as the second teacher. The Advanced Placement (AP) Exam1 participation rate is 47%. We refer to the second teacher as “Western Middle School Teacher” and the third teacher as “Western High School Teacher.”

The fourth string teacher taught 5th- and 6th-grade strings at multiple elementary schools in a metropolitan area in the Southwest. School enrollments ranged from about 700 to 900 students, and one of the schools qualifies for Title I funds, indicating not less than 40% of the children are from low-income families. This “Southwest Elementary Teacher” held a master’s degree as well as National Board Certification2 and had over 30 years of teaching experience.

The fifth teacher currently worked as a school district consultant for K–12 orchestra programs and coordinated a preschool violin program in the Southeast. Seventy percent of the total school population in the county is on the free and reduced lunch program. This “Southeastern District Consultant” held a post-master’s specialist degree and had taught nearly 40 years.

Once the teachers agreed to being interviewed, the author team collaboratively created an interview protocol, conducted interviews, and transcribed the interviews. The teachers e-mailed us applicable documents, and we also looked at their school’s websites for relevant information. For the purposes of this chapter, we chose balance and uniformity over voice. In doing so, we lose some of the individual voices of the participants.


Interviews

Telephone interviews were recorded with the permission of the interviewee in order for results to be transcribed later. A semistructured approach to interviews (Mertens, 2006) involved having a guideline of questions and topics written down in advance, leading the interviews in a conversational manner, and following up on what was said. Some variation occurred due to the natural flow of the conversation with the interviewee and level of follow-up questioning by the interviewer. Interviews ranged from approximately 30 minutes to 1 hour in length.

The transcripts were analyzed both within each teacher interview and across teacher interviews. Within-teacher data analysis involved a detailed write-up of the interview transcript. This write-up proved helpful, since it allowed the unique patterns of each teacher to emerge before generalizations across teachers were made. Then, we identified the similarities and differences. We also returned to the interview transcript for recurring text and organizing the findings by topic and frequency.


Findings


Midwestern High School Teacher’s presentation was about grading practices, which included performance assessments, self-assessments, written assessments, and informal assessments. For performance assessments, students usually record themselves at home with the teacher’s hope that they “record themselves a whole bunch of times before submitting it to me, and they end up practicing a lot more than if I were to ask them to record once on the spot.” Midwestern High School Teacher makes the data and comments available to students so they can track their progress.

Western Middle School Teacher and Western High School Teacher collaborated on their district assessments and the conference presentation. The assessments they created were based on their own teaching practices. Both teachers were interested in working proactively to create meaningful district-wide music student assessments that would count toward required teacher assessments. Instead of using another standardized test, teachers in the district chose to create something that would connect to what they already teach. In addition to using this district-wide assessment as the basis of documenting student learning for teacher assessments, the middle school teacher used this information as part of the students’ academic grade: “Their pre-test is not part of their grade, but their post-test is their final exam.” The high school teacher clarified, “It’s almost like [teachers] are stuck between two curriculums. There’s the curriculum the kids need to have, but then there’s the curriculum that the test says the kids need to have. So, we tried really hard to make the assessment be what the kids really need to know.”

Southwest Elementary Teacher’s conference presentation addressed fixing poor playing position. The elementary teacher was engaged in “an ongoing process in order to improve what they were doing.” Following an assessment project, students showed “dramatic improvement.” The school staff helped improve the assessment, and then it branched out to the district and state level, prior to the national conference presentation.

Southeastern District Consultant shared four guiding steps to assessment. Steps included (1) define expectations from the written curriculum; (2) collect data from playing skills assessment, knowledge of music notation theory, and reading and writing in the content area (weighted the least); (3) analyze the data; and (4) determine priorities for improving student learning.


Stated Motivations for Assessment

Midwestern High School Teacher focused on student learning and allowed students to retake performance-assessments as many times as they wish, including after concerts. “My redo policy is clearly motivated by the fact that I don’t want anyone to quit, and say ‘I can’t do any better.’ I always want them to practice and do more … if I can get them to keep improving, I don’t care—I’ll give them the grade, why not? You know, I’ve nothing to lose with that, it’s just more practice.”

Western Middle School Teacher wanted students to demonstrate musicianship for reasons beyond having it “pounded into them.” The assessments have helped improve instruction. “I didn’t realize that I was saying things like ‘play soft,’ instead of things like ‘play piano.’ So, I wasn’t using the musical terminology, because I was thinking, ‘well the kids don’t know it, I’m not gonna use it.’ But they’re not going to learn it if I don’t use it.”

Western High School Teacher believed many music teachers do more formative assessments than the average core area (checking for posture, bow hold, low-2 fingering, etc.), but are lacking in the summative area. Western High School Teacher confided, “it kind of feels like we’re alone out there when it comes to this sort of rigorous assessment for orchestra.” This teacher believed that administrators should offer tools “to assess better, which leads to better instruction and better student achievement.”

Southwest Elementary Teacher kept professionally active by going to conferences, sharing, “I’m trying to learn all the time.” The school district held regularly scheduled team meetings for teachers that had a positive impact on student learning. “I feel like that has led to our success as a district in that we are able to collaborate and really talk about things that would make our students better.”

Southeastern District Consultant believed teachers should simplify their assessments by assessing one thing at a time over a longer period of time. Southeastern District Consultant thought that the stress felt by teachers who try to assess too much at once had a negative impact on enrollment. This teacher stated:

We lose [orchestra] students because we don’t understand the stress that they’re under. And, if they, in addition to all of their other homework, if we put stress on them, that child will drop our class rather than deal with it, and I think that’s something we need to push our teachers to worry about: the stress we’re putting on students because of our [own] stress.


Standards

Midwestern High School Teacher indicated teachers have given up on their state standards and turned to the National Core Art Standards (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2014). “Whatever you’re doing, how you’re learning … relates to the process of learning other things. And so how you practice and how you learn to practice relates to how you can practice for just about anything else.”

Western Middle School Teacher viewed their state standards as “just basically the old national standards” and looked to the district for leadership. Western Middle School Teacher thought the newer ASTA String Curriculum might need clarification before this teacher was able to use it: “I need to sit down with somebody else and have a conversation … and kind of make it make sense for me and what I do.”

Western High School Teacher pointed toward alignment with their state standards because “our state standards are pretty broad.” Teachers have taken a wait-and-see approach “to see what the state does before we revise district standards and then we have to go through and do the whole thing again within a year or so.”

Southwest Elementary Teacher had a new state curriculum, and the school district had not yet aligned to it. Their performance assessment was developed from the ground up.

Southeastern District Consultant routinely served on curriculum committees. “Our district is constantly being stressed to keep up with the state and national. It becomes a money issue, because they pay all of us to sit on that committee. We don’t do it for nothing.”


Individual Playing Assessments

Midwestern High School Teacher holds playing tests, and students record on their own at home or at school in a practice room. “They submit them to me, and I listen to their recordings, and I give feedback to them individually. I almost never have kids play in front of the class anymore … they end up practicing a lot more than if I were to ask them to play once on the spot.”

Western Middle School Teacher administers weekly playing tests in front of the class to help students develop stage presence and performance skills in preparation for the Solo and Ensemble Festival. While the student performs, the teacher enters comments and the academic grade into an online grade book, “And then we’re live, so once I save it, the parents get that notification.”

Western High School Teacher uses a video camera to assess individual student progress and states, “I have a practice room and we set up a video camera. The kids go in two at a time, they take their tests, and then I take a look at all of them.”

Southwest Elementary Teacher does the assessment weekly during the class warm-up time. The teacher walks through the room and uses proximity to aid in assessing individuals while all of the students play. Students perform exercises from the method book that they know well in order to focus on posture and fundamentals of sound production.

Southeastern District Consultant required each student to complete one recording each semester in addition to a short, in class, playing test. For the in-class test, one section would bow it while everyone else would play pizzicato or silent bow. This teacher stated, “I’d be walking around with my chart and my rubric and quickly put into the seating chart their points. So that would happen during the class, and then after the class I would transfer that information into the computer.”


Self-Assessment

Midwestern High School Teacher had students use their personal cell phones to take pictures and recordings of themselves performing. Examples of pictures include “bow hold selfies” and seeing whether their bow is in the correct lane or is parallel to the bridge. Students “take their stand partner’s cell phone and record; they’re recording the person with their own phone.” Sometimes these pictures and recordings are submitted directly to the teacher and other times they provide the basis for student reflections.

Goal sheets were also helpful self-assessment tools. Each rehearsal had learning targets and students rated themselves on knowledge, skill, product, and disposition. They write, “Yes, I’ve got it; Still on my way, or Totally don’t understand.” Data gets compiled into a spreadsheet to document individual progress as well as “what percentage of my students felt they mastered the learning target, or not.” Students find out their results and then, when most have felt they mastered the learning target, a test assesses their progress.

Western Middle School Teacher found that self-assessment could be very difficult for middle school students. “The kids that are honest are the kids that give themselves really low scores, and the kids that either are clueless or just want a good grade give themselves a high score.”

Western High School Teacher recorded the class and played it back for them. There were plans to have an LCD (liquid crystal display) projector the following year, and the teacher looked forward to offering more feedback: “‘This is what your posture looks like,’ or I can take a quick video recording and say, ‘Hey, look at your fingers, they’re flat; maybe that’s affecting your intonation.’”

Southwest Elementary Teacher did not comment about student self-assessment.

For an academic grade, Southeastern District Consultant had students individually assess their concerts, their practice sessions, and performances in class during sectional performances. “While another section is playing, they will write down what they perceive their grade to be and what their strengths were and their weaknesses … and that only takes ten minutes a day, so I cover the five sections in a week.”


Grading

Midwestern High School Teacher based academic grades3 on performance and reflection. The reflection included writing about concerts. Students could retake performance tests. This teacher did not award students credit toward their grade for participating in concerts and had not encountered attendance problems, stating:

I do not include concert attendance … in my grade at all. They’re just required to come to concerts as part of the class. I also have categories for things like cooperative learning, organization; concert participation so I can give them feedback but it’s factored in as zero percent for their grade. When I was younger, 90% of your grade was just showing up. We want more than that.

Western Middle School Teacher continued to seek the optimum balance of participation, playing tests, written work, and the district mandated final exam. The format of the online district grade book limited the ability to grade by individual skills, something this teacher hoped would be revised.

Western High School Teacher devoted 20% of the student’s grade to assessments. Remaining categories include: 30% rehearsals, 30% performances, and 20% semester final exam (final exam percentage per school district policy).

Southwest Elementary Teacher indicated that teachers within the same community would use the same assessment and review data to discuss and share teaching ideas. “If all my students aced it and your students didn’t do well, how did I teach that assessment differently than you did, so I can help you become a stronger teacher.”

Southeastern District Consultant had a district grading policy that automatically computed the weighting. Weighting for middle school was 73% classwork, 17% concerts, and 10% homework/preparedness. High school weighting was 70% classwork and 30% concerts.


Discussion


We explored the promising assessment practices of five orchestra teachers and compared their assessment practices across a range of topics. Analyzing full interview transcripts revealed that all five teachers: (1) emphasized performing/playing assessments, (2) focused on student learning/improvement, (3) acknowledged the role of the school district/administration and benefitted from its support, and (4) recognized the value in aligning assessment to standards/curriculum. These teachers gave tests to inform student academic grades. The secondary string teachers and the district consultant used recordings/video to individualize feedback in large ensembles and written work to assess cognitive knowledge. Rubrics played an important role in assessing skills. Uses of student self-assessment varied, as did approaches to academic grading. However, many unanswered questions remain.


Discussion Points:



1. Consistent with the roots of American music education, helping students achieve a high level of performing remains a primary emphasis of many orchestra teachers as evidenced by the attention given to assessing string instrument performance above other curricular areas.

2. An emerging focus on individual student learning supersedes traditional large-ensemble evaluation as the primary motivation and driving factor for assessment.

3. Technology can help orchestra teachers assess individual learning more effectively and efficiently.

4. The changing landscape of standards and curricula provides a moving target rather than an anchor; however, the presence of clear, consistent curricular standards assists in the implementation of clear, consistent assessment practice.

5. Students benefit from assessment in situations where administrators facilitate teacher collaboration and put resources of time and money behind such initiatives.






Synthesis

After discovering a small body of literature on the assessment practices of American orchestra directors, our attention quickly shifted to conducting original research. First, we carried out a descriptive survey study to provide a sense of teacher priorities, frequency of assessment practice, and types of assessment used. Over 400 individuals responded to the survey, which was distributed to more than 2,000 string educators for a response rate of 20%. Then, we interviewed five string teachers who had delivered national conference presentations related to assessment about their promising assessment practices. In consideration of the literature review, along with the survey and interview results and analysis, we offer several suggestions.

Assessing student performance remains a primary emphasis of many orchestra teachers, as evidenced by the attention given to assessing string instrument performance criteria above other curricular areas. Russell and Austin (2010) point out that performance extends beyond the curriculum, too:

Music instructors also must cope with the reality of addressing both curricular and extracurricular responsibilities (e.g., performances at school concerts, state-sanctioned festivals, school/community functions), and these additional pressures might play a role in making assessment in music classes distinct from methods found in traditional academic classes. (p. 49)

Benham (2011b) clarifies, “If music is a unique subject and different from math, science, reading, and so forth, it should be evaluated on uniquely musical things” (p. 46). In this manner, music performance assessment can lead the way for other academic disciplines that seek similar authentic forms of assessment (Wiggins, 1998).

Advances in technology may offer the most hope to assess performance-based individual learning more effectively and efficiently, in an area of assessment that has otherwise remained relatively the same for decades: playing tests. Classroom projectors/monitors, school-issued iPads/tablets, student-owned smartphones, and district-wide software, such as SmartMusic, have changed the conversation about assessing student performance through playing tests. According to Asmus (2015), “Only through technology can the assessment process be made rapid and efficient while at the same time being useful and informative” (p. 8).

Aligning assessment practices to standards/curricula can assist teachers in making assessment meaningful and relevant, while increasing student and teacher ownership in the teaching-learning process. Yet, faced with schoolwide, district, state, and national standards that may neither align completely nor address adequately the string/orchestra discipline, teachers find themselves between what they believe their students need to know and what the curriculum or mandated test says. The ASTA String Curriculum, the first comprehensive national string curriculum, has much to offer these teachers. The ASTA curriculum will have greater impact as teachers gain familiarity with the curriculum’s design and understand how to use the curriculum as a framework for assessment. In the end though, when it comes to standards, “Everything depends on what individual teachers actually do with them” (Strauss, 2014).

When administrators facilitate a system of teacher peer collaboration (Papay & Kraft, 2016) targeting assessment and put resources of time and money behind such initiatives, teacher instruction improves, and students will benefit through instructional strategies that more accurately adapt to the needs of the students in the classroom. Systematic collaboration among teachers contrast with more traditional administrative approaches which train teachers through one-time professional development workshops, with limited effectiveness. In its position statement Assessment in Music Education, the National Association for Music Education (n.d.) recommends music teachers:

Collaborate with other music education colleagues to develop uniform assessments that can be used in your school. When your district or state develops larger-scale assessments, take an active part in the development of those assessments. Work to ensure that such assessments reflect a balanced program, including not only responding to music but also creating and performing music.

This type of teacher-to-teacher collaboration was specifically identified by Southwest Elementary Teacher as one of the strengths of the assessment process in the district. Such collaboration should then lead to district-supported opportunities for teachers to view colleagues in action at their own or nearby schools to experience peer practices firsthand (TNTP, 2015).

Teachers must have leeway to make informed choices about assessment to improve student learning. String teachers/orchestra directors use multiple forms of assessment for all curricular areas. Determining which form of assessment to use with an individual student, in what setting, when, and how speaks to the complexities of the classroom and the requisite expertise of the teacher. As one teacher explained in a national study focus group, “If our students need choices, we need choices, too. We are differentiating for our kids, but no one is differentiating for me” (TNTP, 2015, p. 26). A one-size-fits-all approach to education (Goyal, 2012), all too common in a test-obsessed system (Ravitch, 2010), can undermine teacher decision-making and throttle student learning. Empowered teachers empower their students to learn.




Notes

1. AP is a program in the United States and Canada created by the College Board, which offers courses and exams to high school students (“AP Students,” n.d.). American colleges and universities may grant placement or course credit to students who obtain high scores on the tests.

2. National Board Certification is a voluntary, advanced teaching credential that goes beyond state licensure in the United States (National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 2018).

3. In the United States, the terms “grading,” “grades,” and “grade” refer to an evaluative mark that provides a holistic representation of a student’s achievement in a course, often assigned as a letter: A through F.
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CHAPTER 18



Assessment Practices in American Elementary General Music Classrooms



Jeffrey Marlatt



Elementary general music teachers foster the development of diverse music learning behaviors among children in grades 1 through 5 (typically ages 6 through 11 in the United States). Informed by a variety of music teaching approaches and methods, general music teachers introduce their students to the artistic processes of creating, performing, and responding in music (Shuler, Norgaard, & Blakeslee, 2014). While school curricula include goals related to the knowledge, skills, and understandings desired of its music students, music teachers typically enjoy considerable latitude in delivering instruction to achieve these goals (Abril, 2016). Developing an assessment philosophy (Brophy, 2000) is paramount for teachers of elementary general music given their charge of designing, implementing, and assessing the musical growth of children.


Assessment Foundations in Elementary General Music

One’s philosophy of music teaching is at the heart of our identity as a general music teacher. Our philosophical underpinnings guide the selection of approaches, methodologies, resources, repertoire, and classroom activities. Embracing a philosophy that supports assessment for music learning further strengthens our work as music teaching professionals. Teachers who employ assessment strategies as a foundational tool are able to enhance instruction and monitor student learning (Asmus, 1999; Brophy, 2000). Through the implementation of a well-designed assessment plan, general music teachers capture information of value to themselves as well as students, school administers, and parents (National Research Council, 2001). In an age of educational accountability, teachers of every ilk are faced with the challenge of adopting reliable and valid measures of student achievement. While music teachers generally agree on the value of assessment, many still choose not to assess or not to formalize assessment strategies (Salvador, 2011; Talley, 2005). The use of assessment data to adapt instruction or advocate for the inclusion of music in the elementary school curricula may be prevalent among many elementary general music teachers (Talley, 2005).

The study of the assessment practices of elementary music teachers is an important area of research. Researchers have employed survey and case study protocols to report and describe common practices among elementary general music teachers (Barkley, 2006; Carter, 1986; Nightingale-Abell, 1994; Talley, 2005). General music teachers tend to prefer informal assessment rather than formal assessment strategies (Hamann, 2001). These informal strategies include observation, group performance, mental record keeping, and subjective impression (Barkley, 2006; Nightingale-Abell, 1994; Shih, 1997). Assessment based on participation and effort is also prevalent (Barkley, 2006; Carter, 1986). Secondary music teachers (Russell & Austin, 2010; Simanton, 2000) also prefer less authentic assessment criteria when assigning grades.

While music educators employ a variety of assessment strategies, those teachers who use standards-based assessment practices tend to measure student achievement in music using formalized assessment strategies (McVeigh, 2013). These teachers are also apt to assess (both formally and informally) more regularly. With a shift toward standards-based assessment (Shuler, 2008), music educators continue to explore diverse ways to assess student learning in music. Lehman (2000) saw potential in the National Standards in Music Education as impetus for music educators to embrace a standards-based approach to curriculum design and assessment.

Published in 1994, the MENC (Music Education National Conference) booklet titled The School Music Program: A New Vision included nine voluntary national content standards. These standards were organized around what students should know and be able to do. A feature of these standards included achievement standards designed to guide the expected musical competencies of students in grades 4, 8, and 12. As a result, music educators began to include often-neglected areas of music study in their music classrooms (Shuler, 1996). The MENC also released assessment strategies designed to complement the implementation of these standards. This publication, titled Performance Standards for Music Grades PreK–12: Strategies and Benchmarks for Assessing Progress Toward the National Standards (MENC, 1996), in concert with the 1994 standards “helped shape curricula across the United States, through adoption of state standards, in the development of scope-and-sequence documents at the local education agency level, and by challenging individual arts educators to reflect on their practices” (SEADAE, 2014a, p. 5).

In 2014 a broad coalition of arts educators worked to reimagine the 1994 standards in the form of the voluntary National Core Arts Standards. The revised standards are envisioned as measurable, attainable learning events. Through the release of the National Core Arts Standards, the coalition intends to “guide arts curriculum, instruction, and assessment in America’s schools” (SEADAE, 2014a, p. 6). An outcomes-based approach, the standards are designed to balance the artistic processes of creating, performing, responding, and connecting. The coalition defines these processes as follows:



• Creating—Conceiving and developing new artistic ideas and works.

• Performing—Realizing artistic ideas and work through interpretation and presentation.

• Responding—Understanding and evaluating how the arts convey meaning.

• Connecting—Relating artistic ideas and work with personal meaning and external context.





These artistic processes serve as an umbrella for eleven anchor standards aligned with performance standards by grade level. The performance standards serve to translate the artistic processes into specific, measurable learning goals.

A key feature of the reimagined standards is the inclusion of Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs). The National Coalition for Core Arts Standards (NCCAS) document titled “National Core Standards: A Conceptual Framework for Arts Learning” (2014) includes the following introductory statement to the MCAs:

In education, what is chosen for assessment signals what is valued. In other words, the evidence that is collected tells students what is most important for them to learn. What is not assessed is likely to be regarded as unimportant.   (SEADAE, 2014b, p. 15)

To actualize assessment of the standards, the coalition provides key assessments to suggest the evidence needed to meet desired outcomes. By implementing the MCAs, music teachers engage students in authentic contexts to document desired learning in music.

With the publication of both the 1994 National Standards in Music and the 2014 National Core Standards in Music, music educators have a greater awareness of the standards movement. Despite a committed standards movement in the United States (Marzano, 2010; Shuler, 2008), most music educators report that they are not familiar with standards-based grading (SBG); those who do not use SBG reported lack of knowledge as the primary reason (St. Pierre & Wuttke, 2015). Of those reporting familiarity, some employed SBG completely while others adopted a more standards-referenced approach (Fallis, 1999) into their practice.

Music educators who use the MCAs follow a national trend to embrace authentic and contextually driven assessments related to the knowledge, skills, and understandings students demonstrate in relation to the National Core Arts Standards (National Association for Music Education, n.d.b). Educationalists frequently define authentic assessment using attributes such as direct examination, real-world, meaningful application, and student-centered (National Education Association, n.d.; Wiggins, 1990). Authentic assessment in music most often involves the use of rubrics to assess performance-based tasks (Asmus, 1999). Other examples include documenting teacher observation, student interviews, use of storytelling, writing samples, portfolios, and student self- and peer-assessment. Elementary general music teachers report using authentic assessments on a regular basis in their music classrooms (Loong, 2014). When embracing a balanced, ongoing approach to assessment in the elementary general music classroom, music educators can offer authentic means of assessing the musical behaviors of their students (Salvador, 2011).


Assessing Artistic Process: Creating


When children create they conceive and develop new artistic ideas and work (SEADAE, 2014a). The musical compositions and improvisations of children provide us with a unique opportunity to explore the artistic process of creating within a developmental context. Children engaged in the act of song-making communicate musical meaning. Music educators, in turn, strive to foster creativity by adopting appropriate assessment strategies. Common assessment strategies unique to composing and improvising in the elementary general music classroom follow.


Composing

Creative thinking in music results when students think in sound. One realization of a child’s musical imagination is through composition (Webster, 1990). While general music teachers identify impediments to teaching composition in the elementary general music classroom, they also believe the act of composing helps students apply music skills, develops creativity, provides for self-expression, and allows for ownership of the music-making process (Shouldice, 2014).

While some students feel more comfortable given well-defined guidelines, others prefer a more unstructured approach with fewer limitations. A composition assignment with well-defined guidelines might include parameters for length (numbers of measures), tonality, beginning and ending pitches, and types of rhythms. Unstructured assignments might simply include a narrative prompt. A basic format that music educators may adapt to a variety of compositional tasks by changing the embedded musical concepts follows:

Compose a melody or rhythm or song that contains (number) uses of (new concept). Be sure that you can sing (or play) your composition, that it is interesting, and that it is something you like. You should revise it as often as necessary until you are satisfied with it.   (Hickey, 1999, p. 27)

Although music educators generally feel more comfortable assessing predetermined criteria, children may encounter greater success when allowed to think of musical material (melody or rhythm) set within a context (a particular form or texture) (Wiggins, 2005). When fostering a student’s creative intent, a personal expression results. In either approach (structured or unstructured), when students can edit, revise, and refine their work, the result is a collection of tangible, assessable creative artifacts (Webster, 2003; Wiggins, 2005).

The consensual assessment technique, devised by Amabile (1982), allows for the combined assessment of creative products by experts in the field. In determining who the best experts might be, researchers (Hickey, 2001; Runco, McCarthy, & Svenson, 1994) report that those closest to the creative act may serve as the best experts. These include teachers, student peers, and the student composer. When assessing classroom composition assignments teacher-designed rubrics are prevalent. While the use of rule-bound composition rubrics allows general music teachers to assess the implementation of musical characteristics (melody, rhythm, harmony, expression, texture, form, timbre), these rubrics may not allow for the assessment of creative, global characteristics (aesthetic value, originality, craftsmanship) (Priest, 2001; Webster & Hickey, 1995). A combination of open-ended and criterion-defined assessment strategies may prove most appropriate. A composition assessment tool including both open-ended and criterion-defined assessment elements for grade five is shown in Figure 18.1.


[image: image]
Figure 18.1 Open-ended and criterion-defined music composition assessment form.





Open-ended assessment strategies often include class feedback, peer-assessment, and self-assessment. By inviting students to join a community of composers, general music teachers guide experiences through open-ended questions to facilitate the creative process. Questions such as “How do composers create a particular mood?” or “What musical elements do composers use to create contrast?” allow students to draw on past music listening experiences to actualize them in the process of composing (Wiggins, 2005). Through a combination of brainstorming and reflection, students learn to think and create like composers (Robinson, Bell, & Pogonowski, 2011).


Improvising

While composing refers to the act of creating a musical idea with the intent of revision and refinement, improvising is the spontaneous act of musical creation. Improvisation skill is developmental in nature (Kratus, 1991). Younger children improvise using minimal repetition of pattern or reference to a tonal center (Kratus, 1996). Reference to stable tonal, meter, tempo, and harmonic structure signifies a higher level of improvisatory function. Identifying assessable components allows the general music teacher to clearly define the improvisation task in advance within a developmentally appropriate lens.

Although improvising is a fundamental music learning experience, elementary general music teachers rarely assess the musical improvisations of children (Barkley, 2006). Limitations of time, group versus individual participation, and musical context create challenges when assessing improvisation (Brophy, 2000). While one can assess free improvisation within the moment of creation, more in-depth analyses require the digital capture of improvisations for future review. Assessing improvisational process differs from assessing the improvisation as product (Brophy, 2000).

Within the context of improvisational process, elementary general music teachers assess performance elements of the in-progress improvisation. Performance elements of improvisation include beat competency, aural discrimination, and musical qualities (Brophy, 2000). Depending on the purpose of the improvisation task, bilevel measures may prove most appropriate. For example, the student improvises using a steady beat or improvises using a steady beat or not using a steady beat.

Elementary general music teachers assess improvisational product with the goal of examining specific components exhibited within the improvisation. Through the examination of postperformance, recorded improvisations, one assesses components such as rhythmic or melodic pattern use, complexity, technical goodness, and creativity. Multilevel rubrics are useful for assessing more formally defined improvisation tasks.

The National Association for Music Education’s Music MCA for children in grade 2 includes strategies for assessing improvisation. The MCA uses self- and teacher assessment. Assessable components include steady beat, difference in response, uniqueness of response, rhythmic complexity, and expressive quality. The teacher rubric employs a multicriterion, multilevel design. The self-assessment rubric contains statements for students to rate using faces or “smileys” as symbolic labels for yes, no, or sometimes (National Association for Music Education, 2015).


Assessing Artistic Process: Performing


As children perform they realize artistic ideas and work through interpretation and presentation (SEADAE, 2014a). Interpreting and presenting music through moving, singing, and playing are mainstays in the elementary music generalist’s curriculum. The elementary music specialist designs experiences within these performance modes in a highly sequenced manner. Formative and summative assessment strategies to guide music performance development in the elementary general music classroom follow.


Moving

Movement in the elementary general music classroom is an invaluable strategy for developing music performance skills. General music teachers who incorporate a variety of nonlocomotor and locomotor motions related to beat competency, aural discrimination, expressive sensitivity, and exploration of formal music structures capture music assessment information related to the unique development of each individual student (Brophy, 2000; Feierabend, 2003).

Beat competency manifests itself as a child’s ability to sing or play with a consistent sense of pulse (and as developmentally appropriate a balanced subdivision). Musical play allows one to assess steady beat in a variety of manners. Both child-initiated and teacher-initiated nonlocomotor and locomotor movements to duple and triple meter are valuable experiences. Because beat competency is process focused, the primary assessment tool is observation (Brophy, 2000). When formalizing observation for recording purposes:

A bi-level, single criterion scoring grade is recommended … because a competency is either demonstrated (+) or not demonstrated (−) during an assessment. A third achievement level—“developing” or “inconsistent”—may or may not be useful for assessing enabling competencies.   (Brophy, 2000)

Elementary general music teachers can employ the same bilevel, single criterion method to effectively assess aural discrimination. Fundamental aural discriminations include the musical concepts of rhythm and pitch. Through rhythm and tonal pattern instruction, teachers can individually assess the development of aural discrimination skills. Depending on the level of the skill learning sequence, children echo patterns on neutral syllables or using a tonal or rhythm solfège system. Rhythm patterns are assessed without pitch, and tonal patterns are assessed without rhythm. In discriminating between pattern content that is same, different, or similar, children develop rhythm and melodic vocabularies that lead to comprehension of musical syntax. Through the comprehension of musical syntax, children develop awareness of musical expression.

Expressive body movements allow children to encode emotional meaning in music (Boone & Cunningham, 2001). Using natural movements, children respond to musical stimuli of the teacher or make independent musical decisions to portray emotion. Movement also facilitates understanding of musical structure such as phrasing and form (Urista, 2003). Children often demonstrate understanding of these musical concepts through movement before they are able to articulate this knowledge verbally (Andrews, 2006). Through exploration of space, level, weight, flow, and shape, children demonstrate knowledge of a variety of musical understandings. Teaching strategies related to these musical concepts range from informal to formal. As a performance/process task, assessing movement in the elementary general music classroom is achieved primarily through observation. When formalizing musical growth for record keeping purposes, a bilevel, single criterion measure (as related above) is often most appropriate.


Singing

Singing is a common music-making activity in elementary general music classrooms. In examining teacher perceptions and recorded analysis of how elementary general music specialists use class time, researchers found that singing was the predominant music-making activity (Forsythe, 1977; Moore, 1981; Orman, 2002). Teachers assess a variety of musical concepts using the child’s voice as a vehicle for instruction. While valuable as a teaching strategy, the song approach does not directly allow for vocal instruction and development. Authentic assessment of singing must be examined in relation to singing technique and technical skill development.

The assessment of singing technique and technical skill development are separate tasks (Brophy, 2000). Foundational components of singing technique for the child singer include breath management, voice placement, alignment (posture), and diction; components of technical skill development demonstrated through singing include pitch accuracy, rhythm accuracy, sight-reading, vocal range, vocal acquisition, and vocal dexterity. Elementary general music teachers use a variety of strategies to assess singing technique and technical skill development. Assessment of singing technique through aural and visual observation may be recorded using a bilevel, single criterion rubric (Brophy, 2000). Holistic and analytic rubrics are commonly used when assessing technical skill development. A singing performance rubric suitable for use with children in grade 2 is shown in Figure 18.2.
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Figure 18.2 Singing performance, technical skill development rubric.





Assessment of singing independence offers the opportunity to assess the nature of the singing voice and development of choral vocal technique. Components of choral vocal technique include the following: singing in tune, use of movable “do,” expressive singing, vocal blend, and independence of part. Similar to assessing technical skill development associated with singing performance, the use of holistic and analytic rubrics to assess choral vocal technique is common.

Describing the child’s singing voice has received considerable attention. Rutkowski (1990; 1996) focused her research on classifying the nature of children’s singing voices. She developed the Singing Voice Development Measure (SVDM) to assess the use of singing voice rather than accuracy of intonation or other technical skill components. The SVDM is a nine-point rating scale, which teachers use to classify a child’s singing voice based on singing range and success in singing criterion musical phrases. Classifications range from presinger (does not sing but chants the song text) to singer (exhibits use of consistent extended singing range—sings beyond the register lift: Bb3-and above).

Assessing the child voice within the context of singing technique, technical skill development, singing independence, and singing voice development is a valuable strategy for creating a comprehensive profile of a child’s singing voice. Through individual assessment of the singing voice, elementary general music teachers gather information needed to guide age-appropriate vocal pedagogy.


Playing

Children enjoy playing instruments in elementary general music classrooms. In fact, children commonly rate playing instruments as a preferred music-making activity (Bowles, 1998; Murphy & Brown, 1986; Nolin, 1973). By incorporating a variety of pitched and unpitched instruments, elementary music specialists foster musical experiences that lend themselves to instrument skill development and in turn assessment of these skills. Not unlike singing assessments, instrument playing is best assessed by examining instrumental technique as well as technical skill development.

Soprano recorder and barred instruments (including xylophones, glockenspiels, and metallophones) are but two examples of instruments commonly used in the elementary general music classroom. Recorder technique components include legato playing, breath pressure, and independent fingering. Barred instrument technique includes mallet technique. Upon developing a song repertoire specific to the instrument, children can perform familiar pieces to demonstrate instrument-playing skill. The components of technical skill development for singing (including pitch accuracy, rhythm accuracy, and sight-reading) also apply to playing instruments. Whether singing or playing, children can demonstrate musical qualities to increase the musicality of their performance. Assessment of tone quality, dynamics, phrasing, and interpretation are common.

Assessment through teacher observation while using an objectively designed rubric is appropriate for many instrument playing techniques, skills, and musical qualities (Brophy, 2000). Assessment criteria included in the NAfME’s 5th-grade MCA of recorder playing include posture, hand position, breath, tonguing, pitch accuracy, rhythm accuracy, phrasing, ensemble blend, and ensemble interpretation. The MCA assessment criteria for mallet performance include hand position, tone, alternating mallets, notes, rhythm, ensemble blend, and ensemble interpretation. Performance levels for both recorder and mallet-instrument performances are: emerging, approaches standard, meets standard, and exceeds standard. Each rubric includes specific dimension descriptors to clearly communicate expected student outcomes at each performance level.

Performing on instruments continues to be a favorite activity among elementary children across grade levels (Bowles, 1998). Children favor instrument play as a tool to teach note reading (Nolin, 1973) and tend to exhibit a greater percentage of on-task behaviors while engaged in playing (Forsythe, 1977; Murphy & Brown, 1986). Identifying assessable playing components and carefully recording student progress leads to competency of playing technique and skill, but perhaps more importantly fosters the musical development of the expressive child musician.


Assessing Artistic Process: Responding


Children respond to music when they understand and evaluate how the arts convey meaning (SEADAE, 2014a). Through the response modes of listening, evaluating, and connecting, children are mindful of musical meaning. Assessment practices designed to encourage the development and capture the communication of meaning making in the elementary general music classroom follow.


Listening

With the availability of current music-listening technologies, children listen to music almost every day. When outside of music class, children tend to listen to popular styles of music such as pop, dance, rock, and R&B (Griffin, 2009; Lamont, Hargreaves, Marshall, & Tarrant, 2003) and consider music listening to include music as an accompaniment while viewing television, Internet websites, games, and movies (Roulston, 2006). Inside the classroom, elementary general music teachers use listening activities in a variety of ways. Different types of listening activities invite different experiences and in turn different responses. Children engage in affective, structural, and dialogic listening activities to experience and study music in different ways (Thomas, 2015).

The act of “mapping” allows children to use nonverbal means to describe their music listening experiences visually and kinesthetically when they engage in the act of “mapping” (Kerchner, 1996). Use of listening maps and call sheets are popular methods of incorporating affective listening in the elementary general music classroom. Music teachers guide the listening experience by asking questions such as, “What genre of music is this?” or “What instruments do you hear?” One can address specific musical elements such as melody, harmony, rhythm, tone, tempo, and dynamics by asking more targeted questions. Incomplete listening maps require children to add dynamics (or perhaps a rhythm pattern or tempo marking) in spaces provided by the teacher. This is an effective strategy for using the listening map as an assessment strategy while actively engaging children in the listening process.

Children engage in structural listening when they identify and compare musical moments. In this context, music teachers explore musical form by asking questions such as: “Is this section the same or different?” or “How does the composer transition from one section to another?” Music puzzle cards (Vanderlinde Blair, n.d.) provide a useful means of assessment when asking children to identify formal structures. Upon receiving multiple puzzle cards, children place the cards in the correct structural order. Follow-up discussions allow for additional class observations and discovery. When children create their own puzzle cards in advance, upon solving the puzzles our classrooms become musical art galleries. Children can then view the unique musical puzzles of their peers and provide feedback.

Dialogic listening places a musical example in “dialogue with external elements” (Thomas, 2015). By engaging with other genres of expression or types of media, children can view music through painting, sculpture, poetry, dance, and other art forms to inform an understanding of big ideas. Questions that guide students toward an interpretative, reflective experience are often addressed within the level of dialogic listening. One example might be “How is rhythm used to portray an idea?” This overarching, driving question allows for exploration of rhythm and extra-artistic elements through the critical examination of reflective questions such as: “How do visual artists guide the viewer’s eye across the canvas?” “How do composers use rhythm patterns to create tension?” or “How do dancers create a metric sense of strong and weak?”

Wiggins and McTighe (2005) label these types of questions as essential. Essential questions are “not answerable with finality in a brief sentence … Their aim is to stimulate thought, to provoke inquiry, and to spark more questions—including thoughtful student questions—not just pat answers” (p. 106). The National Coalition for Core Arts Standards used essential questions to guide the development of the Core National Arts Standards (SEADAE, 2014a). Essential questions embedded within the Core National Arts Standards in Music serve as a tool to organize the information, skills, and experiences within the artistic processes. Questions specific to the responding process include:

How do individuals choose music to experience?

How does understanding the structure and context of music inform a response?

How do we discern the musical creators’ and performers’ expressive intent?

How do we judge the quality of musical work(s) and performance(s)? (National Association for Music Education, n.d.a).


Evaluating

While evaluating music, children engage in the process of meaning making as they analyze and interpret what they hear. They make music judgments and decisions including what they like, what they dislike, and what they wish to listen for in the future (Johnson, 2004). Incorporating varied questioning strategies in the elementary general music classroom helps move responses beyond the simple recall of facts and information to the assessment of higher order thinking skills in music (Johnson, 2006). Elementary classroom teachers in general believe that they assess higher order thinking regularly (McMillan, Myron, & Workman, 2002). Although teachers think they assess levels of higher order thinking, in fact, that may not be the case (Brookhart, 2010). Confusion about what higher order thinking skills are and how to assess beyond recall level questions seem to create the impediment.

Higher order thinking skills consist of behaviors that encourage critical thinking skills and problem-solving. While we often think of journaling or reflective writing as an avenue to assess these skills, using a variety of questioning and assessment formats offers a more comprehensive view of the ways our students think about music. An assessment prompt with a multiple-choice question preceding an open-ended writing prompt followed by a performance-based assessment integrates strategies to gather a more complete assessment snapshot. An evaluation form suitable for use with children in grade two is shown in Figure 18.3.


[image: image]
Figure 18.3 Music self-evaluation form.





Children also engage in higher order thinking skills when they interpret and evaluate their own performance. Self-assessment of one’s performance, with the intent of identifying areas for improvement, contributes to higher student achievement and increases levels of student engagement (Ross, 2006; Shuler, 2011). When they self-assess, children engage in three processes of self-regulating behavior: self-observation, self-judgments, and self-reactions (Schunk, 1996). Self-assessment is most useful when teachers and students work together to identify assessment criteria, teacher-student dialogue focuses on identifying strengths and weaknesses, and the process contributes to an evaluation or grade (Klenowski, 1995; Ross, 2006).


Assessing Artistic Process: Connecting

Children make connections to and with music when they relate artistic ideas and work with personal meaning and external context (SEADAE, 2014a). Many elementary music specialists successfully connect knowledge and experience across curricula. By integrating music with the other arts, other academic disciplines, and within historical and cultural contexts, we honor the diverse backgrounds, interests, and intelligences of children. Curriculum integration may prove useful in making connections in the elementary music classroom. When integrated with integrity, students can deepen their understanding of both music and external academic content in an authentic manner (Isenberg & Jalongo, 2010).

Differing models of arts integration offers confusion for some classroom teachers and music specialists. Curators of the Changing Education Through the Arts (CETA) program, housed at The Kennedy Center: ARTSEDGE—The National Arts and Education Network, define arts integration as “an approach to teaching in which students construct and demonstrate understanding through an art form. Students engage in a creative process which connects an art form and another subject area and meets evolving objectives in both” (Silverstein & Layne, n.d.).

If students are best served when meeting the evolving learning outcomes in both music and the other subject area(s), elementary music teachers will need to develop authentic means of assessing these outcomes. Peer assessment, self-assessment, and teacher assessment of content, process, and product related to the arts integrated experience are necessary. Assessment of content includes criteria for assessing both the academic content standard and the music standard. When students engage in the creative process of arts integration, elementary general music teachers have the opportunity to guide process, ask questions, offer feedback for revision, and implement varied formative assessment strategies. Finally, music specialists assess the arts integrated product through the implementation of a performance rubric. Much like the process of exploring content through connections, teachers connect assessment strategies germane to create, perform, and respond processes when integrating the arts.


Assessment and Learning


Children in the elementary general music classroom assume multiple roles as they create, perform, respond to, and make connections through music. When children create, they demonstrate musical knowledge, skills, and understandings as they compose and improvise. As performers, they demonstrate musical skill and technique while moving, singing, and playing. To make meaning in music, children respond by listening and evaluating. Finally, when relating artistic experiences, they make connections to enhance personal meaning and relevancy. The elementary general music specialist is in a unique position to assess these behaviors in an authentic manner.

While providing valuable information to assess student learning, examination of these diverse musical behaviors also provides an opportunity to examine one’s teaching. Assessment for learning occurs while learning is underway to inform progress toward the completion of a learning goal. Assessment of learning occurs at the conclusion of a learning sequence to gather evidence of the level of competencies identified in learning outcomes that students attain. Literature examining assessment for learning, of learning and as learning, as it relates to the elementary general music teacher, is included in this section.


Assessment for and of Student Learning

As elementary general music teachers adopt tenets of constructivists learning theories, a desire to create student-centered, active learning experiences informs their teaching techniques and pedagogies (Barrett, 2002). In viewing assessment for student learning, teachers chart the progress of student learning. Collecting diagnostic and formative assessment information, elementary general music teachers differentiate student needs, plan next steps in instruction, provide feedback to inform revision of student work, and engage students in the music learning process (Stiggins, Arter, Chappuis, & Chappuis, 2007). When music teachers engage in assessment for learning, they use assessment information as an investigative tool to decide what they can do to assist students’ progress (Manitoba Education, 2006). Music teachers who differentiate assessment for learning commonly use a variety of assessment strategies; provide descriptive verbal or written feedback to emphasize strengths, identify challenges, and guide improvement; adjust instruction to guide student learning; keep anecdotal records; and consistently, routinely assess throughout a unit of study.

Assessment of learning allows music teachers to capture the status of student learning at the conclusion of the learning process. This level of assessment results in a summative measure used to compare a student’s achievement with a standard and communicate achievement to students and parents, and typically happens at the end of a learning unit. Diverse stakeholders view this assessment information for a variety of purposes. Students are important users of assessment information. As such, when students personally view assessment as learning, their progress and motivation toward progress are most influenced (Stiggins et al., 2007).

Music teachers who honor assessment as learning realize the potential in focusing on student-centered assessment and embrace assessment as a process of metacognition (Manitoba Education, 2006). Informed and motivated by how students learn, elementary general music teachers choose to embed assessment processes that allow students to reflect on their own learning and apply teacher-guided strategies for improvement. Students might consider questions such as “What strategies do I know that will help me learn this?” “What are the criteria for improving my work?” or “Have I accomplished the goals I set for myself?” (Schraw, 1998). When fully engaged in all aspects of learning, students have the potential to become critical assessors of their own work. When elementary general music teachers actualize assessment for learning, as learning, and of learning they use a variety of strategies to gather information, interpret assessment data, record student progress, and communicate student success.


Assessment for and of Teaching

The intentional use of assessment in our elementary general music classrooms is multipurposeful. Student achievement levels increase when they have access to and participate in meaningful assessments of their work (Black & Wiliam, 1998). A student’s emotional reaction to the assessment process is well documented. A dynamic, student-centered approach to assessment has the potential to influence motivation and inform future successes (Phi Delta Kappa, 2006). In addition, elementary general music teachers can use assessment processes to examine and inform teaching practice.

Music teachers interpret formative assessment to adjust teaching in the moment. To make an immediate adjustment, teachers must collect assessment information quickly and simply. The thumbs-up/thumbs down procedure is one example. Students respond to a process-oriented question by holding a thumb up or thumb down (in front of their chests so that the teacher can observe, but their classmates cannot). The teacher then scans responses to inform next steps in the teaching process (Popham, 2011). An exit slip is a favorite of many teachers. At the conclusion of a lesson or unit, students record answers in response to sentence starters or predesigned questions. Uses for exit slips include allowing students to rate understanding of new learning, garnering student feedback on an instructional strategy, or providing feedback about lesson materials or teaching (Marzano, 2012). Regardless of the strategy, taking a snapshot of a student’s assessment status results in useful information to guide instruction in the moment. While many music educators feel comfortable administering in-the-moment assessments, deciding how to make an instructional adjustment in response can prove challenging (Heritage, Kim, Vendlinski, & Herman, 2009). If a change is warranted, potential adjustments include re-explaining, varying modalities, clarifying the task, reconsideration of the learning progression, additional modeling, or additional time on task (Popham, 2011).

When elementary general music teachers view assessment as developmental, they can monitor individual music development in relation to long-term curricular goals. Teachers who implement portfolio assessments collect music artifacts over time to document student success in the elementary general music classroom. Different types of portfolios allow one to document different types of evidence (Danielson & Abrutyn, 1997; Forster & Masters, 1996). A working portfolio contains works in progress and serves as an interactive tool. Teachers provide feedback on portfolio items so that students can further refine their work. A display portfolio contains final products of student work and examples of the processes students used to create the work. It contains a student’s best work and may be maintained from year to year. Assessment portfolios are used to document what a student has learned and is directly aligned with the elementary general music curriculum.

The MCAs allow for benchmarking at grades 2, 5, and 8. By combining the MCAs with a portfolio assessment approach, music teachers can map student achievement over time. In turn, teachers can use this information not only to document student growth but also to inform instructional decisions and make curricular enhancements. The following statement of use is embedded in the grade 5 music MCA (artistic process: perform):

The following collection of standards-based assessments provides choices for music teachers seeking formative and summative means to measure student understanding and achievement within units focused on performance of selected musical works. Teachers may select among the components below … . Assessment results should continuously incentivize adjustments to curriculum and instruction throughout the unit.   (NCCAS, 2014b).

Informed by authentic assessment data, elementary general music teachers can reconnect and rethink curricular goals, class content, and methods of delivery.


Conclusion

Sometimes good music teaching is like jazz—it feels right. When music teachers garner feedback from students in a more formalized way, we model a learning-centered environment. By making our teaching visible to students, we ask questions about our teaching, seek feedback, and make adjustments as appropriate. Simply asking students, “How can I be a better teacher?” or “What could I do to help you learn better?” makes a strong statement. By asking these types of honest questions we model assessment behaviors necessary to create a self-reflective, process-oriented community of music learners (Shepard, 2000). Just as self-assessment is a powerful learning tool for our students, it also benefits teachers. Erickson (2007) builds on the premise that “thinking teachers inspire thinking students” (p. x). Embracing the notion that assessment leads to change allows us to answer a fundamental instructional question: What’s next?
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CHAPTER 19



Assessing Music in Early Childhood



Maria E. Runfola



Introduction


Throughout the history of school music in America, music teachers have been convinced of the important role of music in the lives of children. At the turn of the 21st century, a heightened level of research interest is noted as scholars gather data to support this belief, due to demand for evidence-based research, advocacy efforts to promote music as a core area in the curriculum, and initial indication that music learning may have positive impact on learning in other domains. Nonetheless, because of increasing pressure to demonstrate heightened academic progress in reading and mathematics, some school districts have reduced or eliminated music from the curriculum in order to devote more time to “the tested subjects” (Center on Education Policy, 2005). Consequently, many find themselves advocating for extramusical benefits to justify music’s place in the schools; however, some scholars caution us to balance musical and extramusical benefits with care, focusing more on the diverse benefits that music study offers when musical goals are the primary purpose (Reimer & Fonder, 1999). Gordon (2013) was quite strong in his recommendation that “Music for music’s sake should be the rule” and that “until empirical evidence proves otherwise, it is prudent to take the position music education, itself, is of value when it allows students to develop audiation skills. Thus, they will have foundations for learning to understand and communicate through music” (p. 20). Regardless of whether we are interested in advocating for music for music’s sake or for the utilitarian value of music with young children, there is need for development and use of assessments yielding valid interpretations.


Definitions

A number of definitions are important to understanding the content of this chapter. Arts policy is defined as “integrating the Arts into national issues to bring about innovations and change” (Americans for the Arts, n.d.). Early childhood refers to the period of time from birth to 8 years old, aligning with the definition of early childhood by the National Association for Education of Young Children (NAEYC, 2009) and reiterated by Snow (2011). Evidence confirms that these early childhood years are a time of remarkable biological and cognitive development—laying foundation for subsequent learning and development (Anastasiow, 1986; Emde, Hewitt, & Kagan, 2001; Gullo, 2005) and coinciding almost exactly with the period of children’s developmental music aptitude.

Developmental music aptitude is the innate potential of a child to learn music. According to Gordon (2013), developmental music aptitude is affected by the musical quality of a child’s environment. A child is in the developmental music aptitude stage from birth to approximately 9 years old.

Chronological age refers to the number of years a person has lived and generally is used in psychometrics as a standard against which certain variables, such as behavior and intelligence, are measured. In contrast, musical age delineates the trajectory of learning as individuals move through the types and stages of preparatory audiation over time and under different conditions (Runfola & Etopio, 2009). Preparatory audiation is a developmental period through which a child progresses in order to develop a deeper understanding of music at the audiation level. Gordon (1990) proposed that a child progresses sequentially through a series of three types and seven stages of preparatory audiation. “Audiation is the process of assimilating and comprehending (not simply rehearing) music heard in the immediate past or days, weeks, months or years, ago” (Gordon, 2015). Audiation (Gordon, 1976) is the foundation of musicianship and now a fairly understood term in the profession (Bugos, 2007). Though music educators have come to realize that early childhood is prime learning time for developing musicianship, they also must come to realize that instruction and assessment during this time should be guided by musical age, not chronological age.

Reynolds and Valerio (2015) asserted that by age 8, children “comfortably and confidently are able to apply initial fluencies with at least singing, chanting, and moving to express and communicate music ideas at least through performing, improvising, and creating” (p. 329). When the very special developmental and musical characteristics of the early learner are considered, immediately it is recognized that special skills and knowledge are necessary to design appropriate assessments for use in early childhood. Consequently, the music education community finds itself in need of assessments that take on more formal characteristics to serve as music criterion measures in research with early learners and also to assess student aptitude and achievement in ways that enhance music learning in our PreK–3 school music programs.

The assessment guidelines of NAEYC (2002), although focused on large-scale assessment of young children, are the basis of a majority of material in this chapter because said guidelines are intended to inform considerations about early childhood assessment that extends beyond the implementation of kindergarten entry assessments. Graue and Walsh (1998) advocated for assessments closely mirroring tasks familiar to children and always in culturally and historically situated contexts. Furthermore, children are more likely to exhibit behaviors representative of their true level of achievement when adults and/or peers with whom the children are comfortable administer assessments and do so in familiar surroundings (Hills, 1993). Also, it is important that assessments used be both “interpretive” in nature as well as “quantitative” and that by using a balanced approach mixing the two, a more accurate estimate of what is being assessed can be reached (Graue & Walsh, 1998).


Review of the Literature

I chose to present the major portion of the literature review as integrative (Cooper, 1989) with the “state of knowledge” relevant to each topic included and conclusions drawn from the review of several separate documents to support statements made. But, a thematic review comes into play as other documents reviewed lent support to core themes presented in them. At least three themes emerged as important to the content of this chapter: (1) early childhood is complex, multifaceted and global in context; (2) there are strong recommendations for naturalistic exploration of music learning and its effect on other learnings; and (3) current concerns of early childhood and music education scholars about the assessment of early childhood music characteristics.

A number of early childhood documents support the view that the developmental stages of early childhood are complex, multifaceted and global in context. Thus, it is believed that assessment policy and practice should celebrate diversity and address contemporary concerns such as poverty, children’s rights and quality in early childhood education (Yelland, 2010). As developmentally appropriate practices (DAP) began to face strong criticism in part because of ignoring the influences of cultural, social, and political traditions, systems that are intrinsic to specific communities at specified times (Cannella 2005), the idea of developmentally and culturally (or contextually) appropriate practice (DCAP) was introduced to highlight that what and how we learn is culture-bound, -informed, and -influenced, and often determined by other influential and prevailing groups (Hyun 1998; NAEYC 2009). Papatheodorou (2010) concluded, having compared four different national early year curricula, that it is the pedagogy, embraced by early-years professionals, that is the mediating force for reconciling different worldviews of early childhood embraced in contemporary curricula.

But what then of assessing music learnings of these children who learn in meaningful and relevant contexts that are complex, multifaceted and global? Welch (1998) posited that “musical development in early childhood is a complex product of human potential interfacing with, and being mediated by, socio-cultural influences and opportunities” (p. 27). Gullo (2005) claimed that young children cannot generalize meaning from a context that makes no sense or has no relevancy in their lives. He stated, “children will demonstrate what they know if it is assessed in a meaningful way, within a meaningful and relevant context and reflective of the kind of environment in which they learn” (p. 37). Thus, it could be argued that music assessment in these early grades should be more naturalistic and similar to the informal guidance of music learning that prevails in most music classes for young children (Gordon, 2013; Hills, 1993).

The third theme to emerge from the literature centered on current concerns of early childhood scholars and includes what domains to assess, what assessment procedures to adopt, how to interpret and use information derived from assessments, Kindergarten readiness, identifying students with special needs, using assessments for planning, monitoring children’s progress, and determining program effectiveness (Suggate & Reese, 2012). It is reasonable to conclude that with the exception of what domain to assess, all the other concerns are or should be those of early childhood music scholars as well and indeed a number of scholars (Gerrity, Hourigan, & Horton, 2013; May, 2015; Ritblatt, Longstreth, Hokoda, Cannon, & Weston, 2013; Savage, 2015) are investigating those areas.


The Role of Assessment in Early Childhood Music


The role of assessment in early childhood music has provoked controversy. When the words “assessment” and “early childhood” are used in the same sentence, there is immediate reaction among music educators. While some music educators are vehemently against assessing young students in music, others think the role of assessment in early childhood may have merit because assessment is inherently embedded in the process of making music (Hanes, 2010). Designing music assessments will provide data that teachers need to inform and improve instruction. Formal assessment of student music learning with intent of providing research and information will inform those against it and inspire a positive discussion. Appropriate documentation and a more formal approach to assessment in music may be a new concept for some early childhood music educators. However, the importance of assessment is underscored by Popham (2003): “The connection between one’s teaching and one’s testing is a critical one that, if properly understood, can lead to a substantial increase in instructional effectiveness” (p. 1). In this chapter, pros and cons of assessing young children’s music skills and content knowledge are explored with the intent to potentially influence the perspective of those who oppose assessment as well as to stimulate a progressive dialogue. The reader is alerted that ideas presented in this chapter are influenced greatly by the author’s long-standing study and work with Edwin E. Gordon. Although I call on Dr. Gordon’s work for support of many ideas and statements—perhaps to the exclusion of the great work of other music education scholars—I fervently believe in the solidity of the theoretical approach he outlined for guiding children’s music development through audiation (Gordon, 2013). While some may consider this a restricted view of what children can learn in music, the author gathers support from Swanwick (1999), who stated his own philosophical basis for music education “though informed by psychology and sociology, is grounded in musical encounters” (p. xi).


Historical and Philosophical Background

According to Gullo (2005), assessment in early childhood evolved gradually through the years, more from mandates than practicality, and with a focus predominantly on children with disabilities. In particular, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 was enacted to advocate placement of all students with disabilities, aged 3–21, in the least restrictive environment. So, the purpose of these assessments was varied but focused on identifying children’s differing types of disability and also medical risks. With passing of the Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments (1986), Federal Preschool Programs and the Early Intervention Program were established; but none of the assessments used in these programs involved music. Updates to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, and specifically Part C, extend opportunity for infants and toddlers to receive a free appropriate public education, comparable to all other children (2011).

Gullo (2005) suggested that measuring children’s specific learnings can be “a somewhat difficult, invalid and unreliable task if teachers view the assessment and evaluation process as being similar across the various age, developmental, and grade levels” (p. 17). With regard to music aptitude and music achievement, regardless of chronological age, early childhood children from birth to grade 3 most probably are in developmental music aptitude; although, with appropriate guidance of music learning, it is possible for children this young to transition to the audiation stages of development. However, children’s musical age may differ as they progress through the types and stages of preparatory audiation (Gordon, 2013). Thus, because of the typical practice in schools during this period of transition from late 20th century into the 21st century, children are grouped into two chronologically based categories rather than musical categories: preschool music (birth to age 4), which is referred to as the preK phase, and music in the primary grades (1–3), which is referred to as primary phase. A term, “biphasic,” borrowed from the physical sciences is used when referring to these two distinct phases. This term literally means “two phases” and seemed appropriate inasmuch as there are two separate phases to music learning, and therefore assessment, in the years included in early childhood. Moreover Reynolds and Valerio (2015) noted that the curriculum is different for each of these phases—preK primarily focused on informal music learning contexts and primary focused on formal music learning contexts and outcomes. The implications are that music assessments should be informal in the preK phase, similar to the informal context of instruction, whereas in the primary phase they will be more formal, similar in context to typical primary instruction in other fields.

Interest in preschool music education increased steadily during the shift from the 20th to the 21st century as growing numbers of children attended early care and early education programs (Barnett, Hustedt, Hawkinson, & Robin, 2006; Lascarides & Hisitz, 2000; Wolfe, 2000). As music programs for infants and toddlers began to emerge, there surfaced a need for music assessment in that preK phase of early childhood.

Standards-based education reform, beginning in the 1980s with publication of A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) gradually caused a shift of focus in the primary grades toward reading, mathematics, and science, sometimes at the expense of classroom music instruction. Overland and Reynolds (2010) provided a brief background of the sociopolitical circumstances during that time period and concluded that these and other circumstances stimulated MENC’s support of early childhood music learning and teaching, in two chief ways: (1) increased advocacy for music education in early childhood, and (2) structural support through facilitation of research, publication, and practice. Overland and Reynolds further stated that MENC positioned itself as the federal government’s task force on music education in order to exert influence for change in government policy. During that period, “MENC provided both philosophical and financial support for early childhood music by developing (1) position statements, (2) standards, and (3) partnerships with a variety of organizations” (Overland & Reynolds, 2010, p. 100).

Intensified attention regarding both formative and summative assessment as central to typical instructional procedures in all standards-based content areas was in part due to the standards-based education reform movement of the 1980s and called for clear, measurable standards for all school students. In 1984 the first early childhood music conference was held in Provo, Utah. Approximately 10 years later, a group of early childhood music scholars organized themselves into an organization called the Early Childhood Music and Movement Association (ECMMA) with a purpose of promoting early childhood music and movement for young children. Because NAfME included content and achievement standards for preK music as well as the primary grades (MENC, 1995) concomitant increased interest in assessment of early learning in music began to rise in popularity among scholars and many music educators.


Establishing Foundation for Assessment in Early Childhood

Hannon and Trehub (2005) provided evidence of infants’ ability to identify rhythmic variation in unfamiliar music after brief exposure to that music. Additionally, evidence of infants’ demonstrated ability to recognize familiar songs (Partanan, Kujala, Tervaniemi, & Huotilainen, 2013; Schellenberg & Trehub, 1996) and of their listening preferences (Trehub, 2006) has been provided. Further, singing—or at least vocalizations that resemble singing—is one of the first exhibited musical behaviors (Papousek & Papousek, 1981). Moreover, there is evidence that young children often know, and definitely can learn, far more challenging music skills than they are taught in most preschool or music classrooms (Woodward, 2005). In a project funded by the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) (Runfola, Etopio, Hamlen, & Rozendal 2012), rhythm patterns classified as “difficult” by Gordon (1974), were actually quite easy for 4-year-old participants as measured by the Test of Early Audiation Achievement (T-EAA) (Runfola & Etopio, 2010). Further, because of the NAfME position statement and especially the line, “Music in early childhood creates a foundation upon which future music learning is built” (1991, p. 1), there has been increased attention to the importance of preparing youngsters for higher levels of music learning in upper grades (Gordon, 2003; Guilbault, 2004; Wolf, 2005). Hence, if assessment is used to inform instruction during early childhood music learning, it follows that there should be an increase in abilities during these formative years, which then has potential for enhanced music achievement during elementary and secondary years (Allen, 1996; Bergen, 2011; Dansereau, 2005; DeCarbo, 1981; Jambeau, 2006; Jarjisian, 1981; McCusker, 2001). Although there are examples of successful practice (Bagnato, 2007; Nardo, Custodero, Persellin, & Fox, 2006), it may be that too many early childhood educators who deliver music in early childhood programs guide learning toward much of what children already know or are able to do. Accordingly, it is important that teachers of early childhood music become fluent in best practices, because high-quality music programs provide early childhood students with experiences that nurture musical development in foundational skills that lead to higher levels of music learning in elementary school and beyond (Gordon, 1970; Runfola, 2016).


Designing Assessment Systems in Early Childhood Music

Any time there is a goal of improving quality of instruction, or more importantly improving learning outcomes, development and use of trustworthy assessments become paramount. Assessment of a child’s progress and achievements assists in adapting curriculum and instruction to meet the developmental needs of each child, communicating with the child’s family, and evaluating program effectiveness (Bredekamp, 1987; Gullo, 2005). The Goal 1 Early Childhood Assessment Resource Group specified four general purposes of assessment and evaluation in early childhood (Shepard, Kagan, & Wurtz, 1998). However, it is plausible that educators and researchers alike agree that the ultimate purpose of assessment in early childhood, regardless of content area, is to support growth in learning and overall development of young children.

There are several reasons, however, why it is important for the music education community to promote student assessment as children participate in early childhood music. Increased recognition of the importance of music in the total development of the child, as well as increased interest in the impact of music learning on other domains of learning, is being noted (Bugaj & Brenner, 2011; Curtis, 2007; Deere, 2010; Kinney & Forsythe, 2005) and further supports the need for effective assessment systems in early childhood music especially by the music education research community as they continue to gather evidence regarding the utilitarian value of music in early childhood. Additionally, government agencies that provide financial support for preK programs designed to facilitate academic achievement, particularly for low-income children, are beginning to notice evidence supporting the premise that early interventions in music can increase learning in other disciplines for all children (Curtis, 2007; Etopio, 2009; McDonel, 2015; Runfola, Etopio, Hamlen, & Rozendal, 2012). Gradually, and mostly in doctoral dissertations, there has been intensified interest in assessing young children as they progress through various developmental stages of music learning, regardless of the theoretical framework for the instruction received/intervention used (Hanson, 2001; Hardy, 2011; Lange, 1999; Olson, 2000). But in the vast majority of these dissertations, the researcher developed one or more criterion measures, and probably because of doctoral study exigencies did not investigate the quality characteristics of those measures. Rigorous guidelines for such criterion measures are urgently needed. And, finally, the surge of interest and activity in the area of early childhood music including music instructional programs specific to the preK child (Musikgarten; Kindermusik; Music Together; Music Play) generates a need for assessment instruments to document the musical development of participants in these programs.


Ethics

From an extensive review of documents, including professional organization websites, texts on general assessment, and texts on early childhood research and practice, music teachers and researchers found little discussion of ethics within the context of early childhood music or early childhood music assessment. These results correspond with those of Lien (2012), who stated, “relatively few music education researchers and writers have addressed descriptive ethics, the investigation of music educators’ moral beliefs, or applied ethics, the philosophical examination of moral questions arising from issues in professional music education practice” (p. 82). With such scant literature on applied ethics in both music education and early childhood music assessment, Richmond’s (1996) recommendation for professional dialogue as practical means of generating a code of ethics seems reasonable in terms of early childhood music assessment. Thus the following statements are offered, as a compilation of ideas from numerous sources, from which such a code of ethics for early childhood music assessment might evolve. These statements are blended recommendations selected from the NAfME Position Statement on Assessment in Music Education (NAfME, n.d.), the NAEYC Position Statement with Expanded Resources (NAEYC, 2003), and the NAEYC Position Statement on developmentally appropriate practice in early childhood programs (NAEYC, 2009). This amalgamation of ideas aligns most closely with what a code of ethics might be for early childhood music assessment.



1. Treat each student with dignity and respect, without discrimination of any kind, and encourage, guide, and develop the musical potential of each student.

2. Begin with clear objectives for your lessons so students will learn and have opportunities to demonstrate their understanding of these objectives.

3. Share with students the purpose of the assessment, why you are assessing them, and how you will use the data gathered from the assessment; assessment tools for evaluating individual student learning in music are of prime importance.

4. Teach or review test-taking skills; familiarize students with test characteristics independent of the subject matter being assessed.

5. Provide appropriate amount of time so that all students are assessed the same day; include all eligible students in the assessment.

6. Collaborate with your music education colleagues to ensure agreement to use uniform assessments throughout the district and then develop a district-wide assessment plan.

7. When administering standardized tests, actively proctor students, keeping them focused and on task.

8. Communicate and share with colleagues, administrators, and the school community assessments you implement; discuss assessment strategies with colleagues to verify developmental appropriateness; ensure your supervisors understand the assessments.

9. Use all available and appropriate means to report on results of music assessments to parents; avoid any actions that might encourage misrepresentation of the level of content knowledge and/or music skill being assessed.






Quality Characteristics of Assessment Tools


Regardless of whether one is developing criterion measures for research or assessments for teaching to individual differences in early childhood music classes, it is imperative that data collected from assessment tools are investigated for reliability and validity. Authors of published tests routinely estimate these properties but it is equally important for teachers and researchers to estimate reliability and validity for assessments they develop and to consider these characteristics when making decisions about which measurements to use for what purposes and in what situations (Gullo, 2005).

From psychometrics, we know (1) reliability can only be estimated, not computed exactly, and (2) reliability is a necessary though insufficient condition for validity. Gullo (2005) cautioned, “young children are not reliable test takers due to the many different confining personal, developmental, and environmental factors that affect their behaviors” (p. 17). Gordon (1979) warned it is difficult to be sure whether aptitude or achievement is being measured when a child is in the developmental aptitude stage. The latter warning, of course, is a matter of validity because if we are not sure we are assessing current aptitude or past achievement, then it is not possible to arrive at reasonable score interpretation. Further, even with regard to music achievement, because in early childhood it is difficult to measure and assess bits of knowledge and skills isolated from other types of knowledge and skills, again, and because there is such a variety of musical environment in the background of each child, it may not be possible to appropriately interpret results.

The early childhood instructional situation equally deserves attention. Reifel (2007) concluded that in early childhood education there has been a long history of description of classroom activity by both researchers and practitioners in order to illustrate and explain the meanings of early education for children. Descriptions also are used by music researchers and more recently by music educators as they attempt to make sense of the musical behaviors they observe in their classrooms. Sometimes a checklist, rubric or other scoring scale is used to score these descriptions or code them. When this is done, stability of the scores must be investigated before those scores are used for any purpose. This practice is not common among music educators and in fact, very often, they do not take time to document what they observe either with a description or a scoring scale. Perhaps this is the most pressing focus for change among music education practitioners—documenting what they observe either by descriptions or use of scoring scales and then investigating the stability of what they have observed. This is a time-consuming and laborious endeavor, but there are new techniques. Statistical discourse analysis (SDA), for example, promises to simplify the coding and thus the analysis including reliability estimates (Chiu & Khoo, 2005). Currently these techniques are being used in mathematics education but hold promise for use in all disciplines. Discourse analysis, the interpretation of descriptions in order to make sense of them, relies on linguistic rather than numerical data, and employs meaning-based rather than statistical forms of data analysis.

Regardless of the promise that SDA holds for quantifying descriptions, two influences on score stabilities need to be taken into account. First the scorer must be consistent with him- or herself (intraclass statistic); second, the scorer must be consistent with other scorers in order to assess the degree to which different raters/observers give consistent estimates of the same phenomenon using the same scoring scale (interrater or interobserver reliability). Shepard et al. (1998) suggested reliability and validity are not as important for instructional assessment as for screening, diagnosis, and program evaluation. However, a different perspective is offered by Hosp, Hosp, and Howell (2007), who said formative, curriculum-based measures must be reliable and accurate because the assessments also are used to inform decisions such as identification of students in need of additional or alternative instruction, and selection of goals and objectives.


Individualized to Developmental Stages

A joint position statement was issued by NAEYC and the National Association of Early Childhood Specialists in State Departments of Education (NAECS/SDE) (NAECS-SDE, 2003a, 2003b) in which they emphasized need for early childhood assessments that not only are ethical and valid but also individualized to the developmental stage of each child. Because early childhood is a time of great biological and cognitive development, the child is uniquely different from an older child; these differences are because of biophysical changes in the brain that take place around age 7 or 8 (Anastasiow, 1986). Gullo (2005) concluded that the maturation and resulting integration of particular brain functions during these years make it possible for children to learn things at age 7 or 8 that were not possible at age 5 or younger. Piaget, Gardner, and Bruner all expand on this dictum that a child can learn any content at any age, but in ways appropriate to their developmental stage. Early childhood learning environments are considered age appropriate when they are consistent with what we know about typical development of young children at various chronological ages (NAEYC, 2003).

To summarize what has been asserted thus far: Assessment of the young child’s music aptitude and music achievement is appropriate if attention is given to gathering evidence that will guide development, implementation, and use of music assessments for young children both in the classroom and for research. Furthermore, researchers need to be aware of environmental factors that may impact early music development and learning and cognizant of current best practices in music education for early childhood. Both music aptitude and music achievement play a role in understanding the music learning process; objective measurement of innate music potential is integral to promote optimal music learning, because by teaching to individual musical differences, each child may achieve to his or her music learning potential (Gordon, 2013). Thus in assessment of early childhood students, we must take into account those practices that are consistent with chronological age as well as musical age. For example, if a student is 3 years old and just beginning to imitate tonal patterns, then the assessment might be observing the child’s attempted imitation within a class of informal guidance of music and documenting observation of that behavior after class. Whereas, if we have a group of 6-year-olds who are at the imitation stage of tonal pattern development, then we might want to do something more formalized, such as administering T-EAA.


Policy

There is an old axiom used when it is almost impossible to get something done: “it would take an act of Congress to… .” In July 2015, the arts got their “act of Congress” when the US Senate, in a bipartisan vote of 81 to 17, passed the Every Child Achieves Act; this was signed into law on December 15, 2017, by President Barack Obama as the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (US Department of Education, 2017). This important piece of legislation was an important step forward in ensuring that all students—regardless of their socioeconomic status—experience the demonstrable positive impact that music education has on learning and life (NAfME, 2015). By this act of Congress, the status of music is returned to core content as a national policy enacted in law, a distinction that had been diminished with recent focus on “tested content areas” and the Common Core. It also permits early childhood programs to be included in various titles of the Act (US Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor & Pensions, 2015).

However historical this act is, it is not enough. Since the states are in charge of local education policy, state mandates for standards-based instruction and assessment in music for early childhood are needed. This requires policy work at the state and local levels.

The United States’ National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), authorized by Public Law 107-279, compiles and disseminates data on State education reform activities (Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002). The NCES website serves as a general resource on state education reform and describes major developments in state-level education policies. Results of the 2015 survey are disturbing. A review of Table 2.18, “Arts Education Policies by State for 2015” reveals that only 27 states define the arts in statute or code as a core or academic subject; still fewer, 17 states, require state, district, or school level assessment of student learning in the arts. It is somewhat encouraging that 45 states have adopted early childhood or prekindergarten arts education standards; hopefully assessment requirements will follow shortly (National Center for Education Statistics, 2016). Clearly, there is much work to be done to effect a change in policy that will ensure that those children in developmental aptitude, who need a rich appropriate musical environment, will receive one.

Regarding arts in early childhood education, it is recommended that new state policies that mandate the arts in all early childhood settings for assessment and curriculum begin at birth and extend through Kindergarten to 3rd grade (Davis & Elliott, 2014; Lidz, 2002; Shepard et al., 1998; Soto, 2000; Stuart, 2003; Vanslambrook, 2004; Woodward, 2005; Yelland, 2010). Moreover, these state mandates should include music in early childhood with instruction guided by a music specialist.

How will this happen? One possible answer is “advocacy” and through advocacy policy changes eventually reflected in law at the state level. Change is unlikely without strong, consistent, and committed advocacy at the state level. Numerous local and national arts partners situate themselves as leaders of advocacy through their various position statements, website offerings, and organization sponsored activities (e.g., NAfME, NAEYC, National Endowment for the Arts, Americans for the Arts). Review of over 78 advocacy documents and reports from these arts partners resulted in no explicit policy statements enacted as law either national, state, or local, specific to early childhood music assessment. What one finds is mostly shibboleths rather than action plans. This is “feel-good” advocacy, not real movement for change. Only one document reviewed came close: Gilbert’s (2016) Framework for 21st Century Learning: A First-Rate Foundation for Music Education Assessment and Teacher Evaluation. It is understandable why these advocacy statements are about the arts rather than each art individually. After all, there is political power in numbers, and with the arts united it is more likely that policy supporting arts in early childhood will become reality. In a recent webinar (Burton, Reynolds, & Valerio, 2016a), the facilitators called for “[awakening] others to realize music is integral to young children’s lives and identities, expressions of their creativity, and realize that music, in and of itself, is a discrete domain of development and learning” (Slide 42). They cited examples of successful attempts to affect policies, such as “[developing a] policy brief (Burton, Kistler, & Scully)… in conjunction with the Delaware Early Learning Council … that highlights the musical and extra-musical benefits of early childhood music” and “[disseminating these ideas to] Delaware legislators” (Slide 16) (S. Burton, personal communication, August 12, 2018).

Moreover, Burton, Reynolds, and Valerio (2016b) called for focused professional development for stakeholders, especially future music teachers, to learn ways to affect early childhood music education policies, referencing NAfME’s Early Childhood Music Special Research Interest Group’s (ECM-SRIG) planning for a conference in January 2017.1 Multiple strategies to help take concepts from ideas to concrete policy change at the national, state, and local levels, can be found on the Americans for the Arts website. These include:

1. Convene policy forums, such as the National Arts Policy Roundtable, to explore and share ideas, policy, and private sector best practices nationwide.

2. Research concepts and ideas to support arts-friendly policy positions.

3. Collaborate with national and international strategic partners to take the set of positions and create an action strategy to advance a cultural policy agenda.

4. Provide critical tools and information for our various action networks to put the policies into play on the federal, state, and local levels.

(Americans for the Arts, n.d., para. 5)

Some higher education institutions have Centers for Arts Policy, but often they are focused on visual studies and/or museum studies at the exclusion of music. For example, in 2015, the University of Florida (UF) was awarded a National Endowment for the Arts grant in support of a Center for Arts in Medicine and in 2016 they announced a new Undergraduate Certificate in Music in Medicine, in collaboration with the UF School of Music. It is possible that activities such as this will eventually result in policy, but for now, these are grassroots endeavors at best and they are not focused at music in early childhood but rather other aspects of arts in education.

Some policy recommendations (Epstein, Schweinhart, DeBruin-Parecki, & Robin, 2004) developed for preschool likewise are appropriate as recommendations for arts in early childhood generally and form a good beginning for discussion of music assessments for all students in the early childhood years. The following recommendations from Epstein et al. are included:



• Require that measures included in an assessment be selected by qualified professionals to ensure that they are reliable, valid, and appropriate for the children being assessed.

• Develop systems of analyses so that test scores are interpreted as part of a broader assessment that may include observations, portfolios, or ratings from teachers and/or parents.

• Base policy decisions on an evaluation of data that reflects all aspects of children’s development—cognitive, emotional, social, and physical.

• Involve teachers and parents in the assessment process so that children’s behaviors and abilities can be understood in various contexts and cooperative relationships among families and school staff can be fostered.

• Provide training for early childhood teachers and administrators to understand and interpret standardized tests and other measures of learning and development. Emphasize precautions specific to the assessment of young children.





These policy recommendations were grounded in what we already know about assessment and assessing what the young child knows and is able to do:



• Assessment is an ongoing process that includes collecting, synthesizing, and interpreting information about pupils, the classroom, and their instruction.

• Testing is one form of assessment that, appropriately applied, systematically measures skills such as literacy and numeracy.

• While it does not provide a complete picture, testing is an important tool, for both its efficiency and ability to measure prescribed bodies of knowledge.

• Alternative or “authentic” forms of assessment can be culturally sensitive and pose an alternative to testing, but they require a larger investment in establishing criteria for judging development and evaluator training.

• Child assessment has value that goes well beyond measuring progress in children—to evaluating programs, identifying staff development needs and planning future instruction.

• The younger the child, the more difficult it is to obtain valid assessments. Early development is rapid, episodic, and highly influenced by experience. Performance on an assessment is affected by children’s emotional states and the conditions of the assessment.





While these policy recommendations and statements of what we know about the preschool child and assessment are general, they seem reasonable for music educators to consider when beginning a discussion on music assessments for both phases of early childhood, preK and primary, even though we may consider some findings more appropriate for the preK student and others more appropriate to the primary grade student.


Considerations for the Development of Early Childhood Music Assessments


Assessments, implemented in the classroom and aligned with standards for learning (birth to age 8 or 3rd grade), help inform teachers about the effects of curriculum design and help teachers to provide various learning opportunities in concert with how each child learns (Kim, 2007; Koretz, 2008; MENC, 1995; Phillips, 2008; Wiggins, 1998). This holds true for music learning as for any other content area. Assessment of learning and for learning are equally important in music learning as in any other content area. To ensure student understanding, formative assessment is ongoing and embedded into the instructional process (Danielson, 2011). All assessment begins with carefully selected criteria and instructional outcomes that align with curriculum. Welch (1998) provided guidelines he deemed crucial to successful data gathering in early childhood. They included the nature of the sample, the location of the assessment, the performance context, and the assessment method.

Reynolds and Valerio (2015) identified seven pillars that contributed to development of the Jump Right In: Music Play curriculum (Valerio, Reynolds, Bolton, Taggart, & Gordon, 1998) and offer them as an aid for any early childhood music curriculum writing. The pillars are the consequence of Reynolds’ and Valerio’s continued evolving philosophies about making music with young children, the theoretical framework outlined in A Music Learning Theory for Newborn and Young Children (Gordon, 2013), and from discussions with various colleagues as practical applications of that framework have been expanded. A detailed explication of each can be found in their chapter on Early Childhood Music Curriculum in Musicianship-Focused Curriculum and Assessment (Conway, 2015). The pillars are:



1. Each child is born ready to audiate and communicate musically.

2. Each child is born with music learning potential, which does not disappear.

3. Authentic music development, skills, and learning are rooted in audiation.

4. Young children learn through play.

5. Interactions are critical to audiation and music-learning processes.

6. Continually monitoring and adjusting during playful music interactions leads to assessment of music fluencies in music-making contexts authentic to early childhood.

7. Guiding young children to realize their audiation powers takes culturally relevant, musical preparation.





Assessments in the preK phase have to be similar in context and content to the informal guidance of student music learning, where children are in music babble and respond naturally and spontaneously to music; it is a time when children are not forced to respond but rather are simply exposed to music (Gordon, 2013; Runfola & Swanwick, 2002). Assessments in the second phase however, should be similar in context and content to more formal instruction, during which time instruction is structured and sequenced with students’ music responses planned and directed by teachers. Regardless in which phase of early childhood we are assessing musical outcomes, “children vary in the extent to which they demonstrate their music learning and development. Some children demonstrate music expressiveness earlier in life than others, illustrating differences between musical age and chronological age” (Reynolds & Valerio, 2015).

Additionally, we need to heed the advice of McDonald and Simons (1988) who emphasized the importance of the following guidelines. Assessment tools should:



1. be criterion-referenced,


2. include each area of music learning,


3. be referenced to specific instructional objectives,


4. be diagnostic, referenced to a child’s developmental stage,


5. measure behaviors that represent a child’s actual abilities,


6. be able to be scored consistently,


7. be conducted periodically so that it contributes to an overall evaluation of musical growth, and


8. be administered easily. (p. 181)







Standardized Assessments

During the latter part of the 20th century, some standardized assessments for measuring developmental music aptitude appeared: Primary Measures of Music Audiation (PMMA) (Gordon, 1979) and Intermediate Measures of Music Audiation (IMMA) (Gordon, 1982). Gordon’s (2013) intent for these tests was “to serve as an objective aid to an adult’s subjective opinion about a child’s music potential and progress, particularly when both normative and idiographic evaluations are considered” (p. 118). In 1989, Gordon developed Audie, a developmental music aptitude test appropriate for 3- and 4-year-old children but more importantly for children in stage four (Shedding Egocentricity) or preferably stage five (Breaking the Code) of preparatory audiation. In addition to Audie’s usefulness for guiding preK children through the types and stages of preparatory audiation, researchers have used Audie as a control variable when investigating young children’s growth in music (McDonel, 2013). Some doctoral students have used PMMA and IMMA in their research, sometimes testing the items (Ji, 2012; Lee, 2010) and other times using the tests to document changes in developmental aptitude as a consequence of some intervention (Dansereau, 2005; Kwiatkowski, 2001; Mallett, 2000; Raisner, 2002).

There also have been several achievement measures that have been through rather rigorous iterative development but do not provide national norms as yet: Singing Voice Development Measure (SVDM) (Rutkowski, 1986, 2010) and Test of Early Audiation Achievement (T-EAA), (Runfola & Etopio, 2010). Because they lack national norms, both tests might be called quasi-standardized. Initially, SVDM and T-EAA were developed for research purposes but eventually found their way into usefulness as classroom assessments. The former aptitude measures have been published and used extensively in research, whereas the latter—achievement measures—have been investigated primarily by the test developers.

Doctoral students in their dissertation research often developed criterion measures to investigate the effect of various interventions. Some researchers interested in the developmental characteristics of young music learners used investigator-developed criterion measures specific to their research questions. If researchers do not find significant differences it could be due to some deficiency in their criterion measures to accurately reflect the student learning that was under study. Moreover, Gullo (2012) warned that children generally do not acquire knowledge nor learn skills without learning other things; that is, learning within a contextual framework is key to both instruction and assessment. So, it may be that threading the needle of assessment too specifically to a given knowledge or skill may not be possible during the preschool years and that learning should be looked at more holistically, across several domains of learning. For example, McDonel (2013) concluded there is supportive evidence that young children’s learning is more holistic and cyclical than rigidly sequential (p. 189). This confirms NAEYC’s position that in early childhood all domains of learning interact with and influence one another (NAEYC, 2009). McDonel stated “it appears that kindergarten readiness being developed in Pre-K classes doesn’t occur as a result of learning in individual content areas or solitary social conventions, but rather, is the result of interrelated learning processes and multiple social conventions that blend holistically in children’s development. One might even consider the mapping of these interrelated domains of learning as a type of conceptual blending (Fauconnier & Turner, 2003; Zbikowski, 2009), in which a single mental operation underpins systematic mapping schemes that ultimately produce a variety of unique mental expressions or products. Information taken in by the senses through the body is not parsed out in isolated bits at this young age; the mind is just beginning to form the general conceptions that will later branch out into different forms and expressions of thinking” (p. 140). If we accept McDonel’s conclusion, music achievement in the preK phase may then be thought of as one small part of students’ overall learning and thus be more challenging to assess because it is confounded with other learnings.

Several of the aforementioned measures are useful for primary phase early childhood learners as well. In 1979, Gordon recommended that PMMA be used to guide student learning according to their individual music differences. The IMMA also is useful with students in this phase because it includes more difficult patterns that allow for better discrimination among top-scoring students who reach a ceiling in PMMA. Similarly, SVDM (Rutkowski, 1986) was developed in order to assess where each student’s achievement was in terms of singing voice development, and T-EAA (Runfola & Etopio, 2010) was developed to assess achievement of students’ early learning in music; both also are useful during this phase. While both SVDM and T-EAA initially were developed for research purposes, they have found their way into the classroom for ongoing assessment of musical development in the area of singing voice and tonal pattern and rhythm pattern acquisition.


Assessment Examples


The value of this chapter is enhanced by inclusion of assessment examples for each of the two phases in early childhood, birth through preK (Phase 1) and K–3 (Phase 2). For the Phase 1 assessment example, Gordon’s theory of preparatory audiation was used as the framework. For Phase 2, items were developed in consultation with a focus group of in-service music teachers. Each of the Phase 2 items has been field tested at least once. The item analysis included difficulty level, discrimination index, and use of options; they are reported for each item.


Phase 1 Assessment Example

From a rather exhaustive literature review, Reese (2011) concluded that when guided by conservative definitions of music behaviors, some researchers (Gordon, 2003; Papoucek & Papoucek, 1981; Valerio et al., 1998) have suggested that children first begin to demonstrate music behaviors during the first month of life (p. 14). If Gordon’s stages of preparatory audiation (Gordon, 2013) are used as a framework during this phase, it is possible for educators and researchers not only to easily identify those initial musical behaviors exhibited by children but also to label them, thus documenting the music development of these youngest of musicians. In Figure 19.1, the types and stages of preparatory audiation are listed with expected behaviors that are indicative of a young child’s functioning at that level of development.


[image: image]
Figure 19.1 Types and stages of preparatory audiation with observable behaviors. (Gordon, 2013, p. 41).





From participant observation research over the course of many years, Gordon theorized seven stages of preparatory audiation to describe the path of readiness children take for engagement in music with deep understanding. The stages, in hierarchical order and organized in three types, progress from marginally conscious engagement with music in the stages of Type 1: Acculturation, through somewhat enthusiastically conscious engagement with music in Type 2: Imitation and Type 3: Assimilation. These stages are considered necessary in phase 1 of musical development in order to prepare children for formal music instruction during Phase 2 of early childhood.

During the first stage of preparatory audiation (absorption), children begin the journey of acculturation to the music of their culture by absorbing musical sounds and movements. In the second stage of preparatory audiation (random response), children move and babble somewhat arbitrarily in response to sounds of music in the environment but not with any relevant connections to the music (2013, p. 41). As they advance to the third stage of preparatory audiation, purposeful response stage, children attempt to relate their movements and babbles to the sounds of music in their environment (p. 41). To develop an example of assessment for these young musicians, the first five stages of development and their related observable behaviors were used to construct a checklist rubric (Figure 19.2) for possible use in research and for instruction.


[image: image]
Figure 19.2 Checklist rubric—First five stages of preparatory audiation.





Once a child has broken the code and can imitate tonal patterns and rhythm patterns with some accuracy, T-EAA (2010) is a more appropriate measure than the checklist in Figure 19.2 because it provides an objective measure that includes varying difficulty levels of patterns and also assesses to some extent, a child’s ability to improvise in the tonalities and meters included in the T-EAA subtests (major and minor tonalities, duple and triple meters).

Because of the interactive nature of teacher responses to the young child’s demonstrated music behavior, the checklist rubric is useful only for documenting the behavior observed but not for documenting how the teacher responded to the child, a most important pedagogical consideration at these first stages of development where assessment and instruction function interdependently. According to Reese (2011), based on the literature, these teacher responses can be divided into two categories: language-based (Berger & Cooper, 2003; deVries, 2005; Hsee, 2007; Metz, 1989; Young, 2002) and music-based (deVries, 2005; Hornbach, 2005, 2007; Hsee, 2007; Papousek, 1996; Reynolds, 1995, 2006; Reynolds et al., 2007; Valerio et al., 1998; Valerio, Reynolds, Grego, Yap, & McNair, 2011; Valerio, Seaman, Yap, Santucci, & Tu, 2006). Reese clarified that language-based responses may include nonverbal gesturing, describing music behaviors of young children, suggesting new and different ways to make music, correcting music behaviors demonstrated by young children and complimenting music behaviors demonstrated by young children; music-based responses include chanting, singing, moving, improvising, playing an instrument or music recording, as well as providing silence.


Phase 2 Assessment Item Examples

Over the years, there have been attempts at development of standardized tests that might be useful for children in this phase of instruction (Colwell, 1969, 1979). A focus group of primary grade music educators was assembled to review these now out of print tests, to study some basic concepts of constructing test items and then select a content area they typically cover in the primary music classes. Next, they were asked to teach that content and plan how they would assess student learning. The teachers made several recommendations:



1. The content they cover in their classes include content other than that based on the Gordon framework of preparatory audiation or audiation.

2. Paper pencil tests in the format of multiple choice items, when properly constructed, can measure important music learnings.

3. To allow for development of items that might be considered more authentic, each would include an aural or a visual prompt.

4. Either a teacher-made answer sheet or one commonly used for testing in their school district, not only facilitates scoring but also simplifies student attempts at marking the answer to questions.

5. To assist students with the task of test taking, items would be presented on PowerPoint slides. That way, the teacher administering the test could assist with reading the items. This procedure also was considered cost-effective, as it did not require duplication of test booklets.









[image: image]
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Figure 19.3 Representative test items for grades 1–3.





Figure 19.3 includes representative items of that focus group’s work, though the task was much more difficult than they had anticipated. Items were analyzed using a school program for such purpose, and the difficulty (D) and discrimination (d) indices are included for each item.

Overall, teachers in the focus group were surprised at how well their students performed on the various test items and realized that they may not be challenging their students nearly enough. Even though these were primary grades students, the objectives written and taught in the lessons were low level for the most part and accordingly the test items to assess student achievement of those objectives were too easy. In the end, it was difficult to pull enough quality sample items because so many of the items were answered correctly by 100 percent of the children and thus had no discrimination power.

My experience with working with music teachers has revealed that they generally construct items that are at the lowest cognitive level (Bloom: Knowledge). They worry that their students will be stressed by a test in music and no longer like music class because of it. They were surprised to find that their students took the test (some called them activities because they worried about using the term “test”) with some pride and seriousness. They expected groans and other signs of discontent but instead students “rolled up their sleeves and got to it.”

While these sample items vary in quality because of their difficulty and discrimination indices, and can certainly be refined in many ways, they are a beginning and confirm that when teachers are guided in test item construction, it is possible for them to develop reasonable items. Also, the positive responses of their students to taking a paper-pencil test supports the idea that primary grade students will take a traditional paper-pencil test and not be negatively impacted by the experience.


Conclusion

While it appears there is no definitive policy or any ethics statements regarding early childhood music assessment, both of these areas should be considered vital priorities for the profession because we now have a greater understanding of the role of music in the lives of young children. The professional organizations continue to provide materials and ideas for early childhood music assessment policy and ethics guidelines, but it is the challenge of scholars and teachers to collaborate on grassroots efforts to accomplish these goals.

Even without policy and ethics guidelines, researchers and teachers must move forward in both informal and formal testing of our youngest musicians. Important for the research community will be to develop consistent approaches for the rigor of criterion measures and to establish appropriate models for doctoral students who attempt to develop their own criterion measures for their doctoral dissertation research. Setting aside the political demands for accountability in teaching, we know that assessment informs teachers about how well the curriculum is working and aids in providing appropriate learning opportunities that address student differences. Of great importance is that context and content of assessments remain similar to instructional delivery and that teachers meet the demand of differences in which students demonstrate what they know and can do in music.

While there are some standardized tests useful for measuring tonal and rhythmic aptitudes of young children, there is a negligible number of quasi-standardized achievement tests. Here the community of scholars must collaborate to expand the number and variety of achievement tests available to classroom teachers—who have neither the training nor time to develop measures with the classic quality indicators of practicality, interpretability, reliability, and validity. Instead of expanding the work of Edwin E. Gordon, the profession seems to have lost interest in test development except for those who now work on the Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs) for music, a joint effort of the National Coalition for Core Arts Standards (NCCAS) and the National Association for Music Education (NAfME). The MCAs will be models; still, the work of developing local assessments largely may fall on classroom teachers, and they could use significant help from our scholars in this regard. Technology may be one solution for intense collaborative effort toward development of an item pool that could be shared. If a local focus group could make a reasonable start, imagine what could be accomplished on a national level. But likely only those scholars who have a deep interest in assessment and those teachers who have a deep caring for and understanding of the role of assessment in teaching and learning will volunteer to respond. Everything developed in such a national network will be useful, providing we start with clearly defined, intended outcomes and then develop assessments that aid documentation of student attainment of those musical outcomes.




Note

1. http://smte.us/wp-content/uploads/2006/10/2016-04-22-07.01-Policy-ASPA-Webinar.mp4
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CHAPTER 20



Assessment in the Music Learning Theory–Based Classroom



Jill A. Reese and Heather N. Shouldice



For elementary general music teachers, a variety of pedagogical approaches, methodologies, and learning theories exist to inform instructional choices. Music learning theory (MLT), developed by Edwin Gordon, is one such learning theory. While MLT is not a teaching method, many teachers and scholars have used the theory to develop methodological materials for teaching in a variety of contexts including early childhood, elementary general, piano, and instrumental music. Regardless of the context, assessment is at the heart of MLT-based teaching and learning. Teachers measure students’ music aptitudes and music achievement and use this data to inform instruction and guide curricular decisions, all with the goal of developing students’ audiation and helping them attain their maximum individual potentials.

In this chapter, we share a brief history of how MLT-based instruction and assessment evolved from Edwin Gordon’s research on music aptitude, and we demonstrate how MLT practitioners assess student growth and use this information to guide their teaching. We describe the aptitude tests created by Gordon, the purpose of these tests, and the ways in which MLT practitioners use this data to inform instruction and evaluate student growth. We outline the ways in which MLT practitioners assess students’ achievement within the context of classroom activities and the measurement tools they may use to do so. Finally, we suggest ways in which teachers can use assessment data to individualize instruction, guide curricular decisions, evaluate students’ musical development, and reflect on the effectiveness of their teaching.


Audiation, Aptitude, and the Development of Music Learning Theory


In this section, we describe audiation and aptitude and consider how Gordon’s understanding of audiation, aptitude, and MLT evolved as he developed standardized tests of music aptitude. We also examine the ways in which aptitude and achievement are different. Finally, we describe some of the standardized tests of music audiation and aptitude created by Gordon and used by MLT-based teachers.


Audiation and Aptitude

The most prevalent idea associated with MLT is the concept of audiation. Audiation is “hearing and comprehending in one’s mind sound of music that is not, or may never have been, physically present” (Gordon, 2012, p. 389). Gordon (2012) believed that “audiation is integral to both music aptitude and music achievement” (p. 3) and that audiation development should be at the core of music education. The Music Aptitude Profile (MAP), Gordon’s first standardized test of music aptitude, was the seminal work that informed his thinking about audiation, aptitude, and music education (Gordon, 2005). While the MAP could be used successfully to measure the aptitude of students 4th grade through 12th, Gordon discovered that the MAP would not work for children younger than 9 years old and theorized this might be because music aptitude does not stabilize until approximately 9 years old (Gordon, 2005). As his research on aptitude continued, he developed two additional tests intended for use with younger children whose aptitude is developmental and has not yet stabilized: Primary Measures of Music Audiation (PMMA) (Gordon, 1979) and Intermediate Measures of Music Audiation (IMMA) (Gordon, 1982).

During the development of the PMMA and IMMA Gordon discovered an important precept about developmental music aptitude: it is sensitive to and influenced by music instruction and other environmental influences before it stabilizes (Gordon, 2005). This discovery was later supported by Flohr (1981), who found that short-term music instruction had a significant effect on the PMMA scores of children. Flohr found that PMMA scores of children who received music instruction were significantly higher than those who did not receive music instruction, and he suggested that gains in scores could diminish if instruction ceases or if teaching effectiveness decreases. Music learning theory is based on the belief that teachers have the opportunity to affect their students’ aptitudes positively and the belief that rich and developmentally appropriate elementary general music experiences are imperative for later musical achievement. “Realistically, the purpose of music instruction after age nine is to assist students in achieving in music to the extent their musical potential will allow, whereas the purpose of music instruction before that time is to provide environmental influences for stimulating music aptitude” (Gordon, 2005, pp. 26–27).

As Gordon developed the music aptitude tests, he applied his knowledge of music aptitude and learning theories in general education to his work with school-aged children. He began to develop a practical theory of music learning that would eventually become known as music learning theory. Though the music aptitude tests provide important data regarding the individual music potential of each student, teachers initially were unsure about how to use that data meaningfully to teach to individual differences and help students maximize their unique potentials. Gordon emphasized the tests are not an end; they are a means to an end: “The primary purpose of the test battery [was] to assist teachers in teaching to the individual musical differences among students” (Gordon, 1989, p. iii). Therefore, in collaboration with his students and colleagues, Gordon began to develop curricula based on MLT (Gordon, 1989; Walters & Taggart, 1989). Many curricula based on MLT have been developed for use in different contexts including early childhood, instrumental, and general music (e.g., Grunow, Gordon, & Azzara, 2003; Taggart, Bolton, Reynolds, Valerio, & Gordon, 2000; Valerio, Reynolds, Bolton, Taggart, & Gordon, 1998).


Aptitude and Achievement

Though music aptitude and music achievement are linked, they are not the same. Aptitude is the potential to achieve, whereas achievement is the realization of that potential through formal and informal learning (Gordon, 2012). Music aptitude is multidimensional, normally distributed, and influenced by nature and nurture (Gordon, 1987). Each person is born with a certain level of music aptitude that fluctuates depending on the richness of his or her environment and the interactions in which they engage. Gordon suggests the environment affects whether aptitudes persist at birth level or lower (Gordon, 1987). The richer the environment and interactions, the greater the chances of maintaining original levels of aptitude. As mentioned earlier, music aptitude is developmental and sensitive to environmental influences until approximately age 9, at which time music aptitudes stabilize (Gordon, 2012).

That is not to say one cannot achieve musically or continue to grow musically after age 9. Aptitudes can be likened to the vehicle you drive. Whether your audiation stabilizes as a skateboard or a racecar, both vehicles can get to the same location. The person with the skateboard will require more effort and time to travel the same distance as the person with the racecar, but travel is possible. While one is capable of achieving musically and benefiting from musical instruction regardless of one’s stabilized music aptitude, stabilized music aptitude is only one factor that will influence your future achievement and how much you benefit from musical instruction. Unlike music achievement, which can be measured through observation, music aptitude cannot be measured without a standardized test (Gordon, 1986; Reynolds & Hyun, 2004).


Gordon’s Tests of Music Audiation and Music Aptitude

Gordon developed three standardized tests that typically are used with elementary-age students. The MAP is a test of stabilized music aptitude. The PMMA and IMMA are two tests of developmental music aptitude.

The MAP was the first standardized test of music aptitude developed by Gordon and is intended for use with students in 4th through 12th grade (Gordon, 1995). The MAP can be administered to individual students or groups, involves four nonpreference subtests (Melody, Harmony, Tempo, and Meter) and three preference subtests (Phrasing, Balance, and Style), and results in eleven scores (Melody subtest score, Harmony subtest score, Tonal score, Tempo subtest score, Meter subtest score, Rhythm Imagery score, Phrasing subtest score, Balance subtest score, Style subtest score, Music Sensitivity score, and a composite score). Each nonpreference subtest contains 40 items and each preference subtest contains 30 items and should be administered over three days in three 50-minute periods. While it is recognized as a thorough test, teachers restricted to time limits can choose to use only selected subtests, such as the Melody and Meter subtests, with the understanding that this provides a less complete picture of students’ aptitudes.

The PMMA and IMMA can be administered to individual students or groups, consist of two subtests (Tonal and Rhythm), and produce three scores (Tonal subtest score, Rhythm subtest score, and a composite score). Each subtest, which should be administered on different days, contains 20 items and takes approximately 20 minutes to administer. Both tests have the same design but are intended for use in different circumstances. The PMMA typically is used with children ages 5 through 8. The IMMA typically is used with children ages 6 through 9, especially “with groups in which half or more of the children score above the 80th percentile on the Tonal test or the Rhythm test or both, of the Primary Measures of Music Audiation” (Gordon, 1987, p. 120). While the IMMA is used primarily as a test of developmental music aptitude, it can be used as a test of stabilized music aptitude with children as old as 11 years when it is not possible to use the MAP (Gordon, 1987).

For the majority of elementary general music teachers, the PMMA and IMMA will work as aptitude tests for their students. In addition to the traditional paper format, these tests can be administered using computers via a CD-ROM or online program; however, the validity and reliability of these electronic formats have not been studied as thoroughly as Gordon’s original paper-and-pencil version. Once teachers have administered the test and aggregated the data, they will have a rhythm, tonal, and composite score for each student. According to their raw scores and percentile ranks, students’ tonal and rhythm aptitudes are categorized as high (80 percentile rank or above), average (between the 79th and 21st percentile ranks), or low (below the 20th percentile rank). It is not unusual for either the rhythm score or the tonal score to be higher than the other (Gordon, 1987). Gordon suggests teachers consider the information idiographically (in relation to the individual student) and normatively (in relation to the students’ peers) to individualize and guide informal and formal instruction, as is described later in this chapter. Teachers who use the PMMA and IMMA to inform their teaching typically administer the appropriate test early in the school year and repeat after a period of instruction (midyear or end of the year). By repeating the test, the teacher is able to compare the first score to the new score to determine influence of instruction. If students’ scores remain relatively stable, instruction is supporting the tested level of aptitude. If their score has increased, instruction has been compensatory. If their score has decreased, instruction has not supported aptitude and should be adjusted.

Without a test for which sufficient validity evidence has been provided, teachers are not able to determine aptitude accurately based on observations of students’ achievement (Reynolds & Hyun, 2004; Stamou, Schmidt, & Humphreys, 2010; Taggart, 1989). When Reynolds and Hyun (2004) asked teachers to compare their estimates of their students’ music aptitude to their students’ actual scores on the IMMA, the teachers were surprised to find their estimates often were inaccurate: some high-achieving students scored low and some low-achieving students scored high. The teachers recognized their subjective estimates often were influenced by nonmusical behaviors such as participation, attention, and attitude. When teachers have accurate data regarding music aptitudes of their students, they are better able to focus on the specific needs of individual students (Reynolds & Hyun, 2004). By using the results of standardized aptitude tests, teachers can adapt their teaching to meet the needs of their students. Gault (2002) suggests that students with different music aptitudes may require different pedagogical techniques to learn successfully. In addition, when teachers individualize instruction according to students’ individual aptitudes, their students achieve to a greater extent than when teachers do not use students’ aptitude data to individualize instruction (Froseth, 1971).

Though students benefit when teachers use data from aptitude tests to inform instructional choices, teachers must be cautious when interpreting and applying results of the aptitude tests. First, music aptitude is multifaceted (Gordon, 1987; Mota, 1997) and the aptitude tests are limited to specific dimensions. Scores on the tests can be used to adapt instruction regarding certain skills and content but are not exhaustive measures of every dimension of music aptitude. Second, though the aptitude tests are valid for use with students from a variety of educational and socioeconomic backgrounds (Gordon, 1987) and have been used successfully with students outside of the United States (e.g., Reynolds & Hyun, 2004), more research is necessary to determine whether the norms established with students in the United States can be used with students universally (Stamou et al., 2010). Third, Taggart (2005) cautions that “test scores are only estimates, and estimates can be inaccurate” (p. 129). Similarly, Gordon (1986) suggests, “both an objective test battery and a teacher’s subjective knowledge and judgment are required” (p. 6). For example, the teacher’s judgment is required when aptitude scores contrast with achievement. While rare, it is possible for students with high music aptitude to falsely score low due to external factors such as adverse testing conditions or lack of sleep (Taggart, 2005). If a student is achieving beyond expectations based on aptitude score, instruction should proceed at the higher achievement level until the student can be retested. Conversely, high scores do not occur by chance (Taggart, 2005). If a student is achieving below expectations based on aptitude score, instruction should be adapted to help that student reach the potential indicated by the high test score (Flohr, 1981; Taggart, 2005). Finally, test scores must be used appropriately to support audiation development and musical achievement of all students, not to force opportunities on or deny opportunities to any students (Gordon, 2012; Taggart, 1989, 2005). Test scores should be used to guide instructional choices regarding compensatory opportunities for students who need them and enrichment opportunities for those who could benefit from them.

Despite those cautions, aptitude tests are a valuable diagnostic tool to help teachers identify when students need intervention to support development. When teachers have data about students’ aptitudes, they are able to make more accurate diagnoses about students’ musical struggles and accomplishments. Without data about students’ aptitude, teachers may be making pedagogical decisions without the complete picture or based on inaccurate assumptions. To do so would be like taking medication for the flu when you are actually experiencing symptoms of allergies. Without an accurate diagnosis, you cannot choose the appropriate intervention. Without accurate data regarding aptitude and achievement, you cannot provide appropriate instruction. In the next section of the chapter, we describe the ways in which MLT practitioners use data from aptitude tests in combination with measurements of achievement to individualize instruction and make curricular choices. While we acknowledge that teachers apply the theory and assessment strategies differently (based on multiple factors including teaching context, beliefs about teaching and learning, and experience), for the purposes of this chapter, we describe broad commonalities typically observed in MLT-based pedagogical practices and curriculum.


Applications of Music Learning Theory and Assessment in Elementary General Music


Many elementary general music teachers focus on assessing students’ knowledge about music, including note names and instrument identification, or nonmusical factors, such as participation, effort, and behavior (Kastner & Shouldice, 2016). In contrast, teachers who use MLT tend to focus primarily on the assessment of musical skills. Because a central assumption of MLT is that all persons possess some level of music aptitude that can be nurtured into audiation and musical skill development, the ultimate goal of MLT is to develop students’ audiation and facilitate independent musicianship. For this reason, MLT practitioners emphasize and thus most commonly assess skills for active music making that contribute to audiation development, such as singing, chanting, and movement (Taggart, 2016).

Music learning theory practitioners often assess skills associated with Gordon’s skill learning sequence. The skill learning sequence outlines two types of learning: discrimination learning and inference learning (Gordon, 2012). In the discrimination learning levels, students learn by rote through observation and imitation. In the inference learning levels, students teach themselves by applying the skills and understanding developed at the discrimination levels to make inferences. Table 20.1 provides a brief overview of the skill learning sequence as well as examples of learning activities in which students engage at each level. Using the skill learning sequence, teachers guide students from simple to more complex skills and content. While learning can proceed in a stepwise manner through all of the discrimination levels of the skill learning sequence before beginning the inference levels, students benefit when teachers choose to bridge by temporarily advancing instruction from a discrimination level to an inference level and back again. For example, teachers could begin at the Aural/Oral Discrimination level. If they determine, after assessing students’ achievement, that the majority of the students are successful at that level, they may choose to bridge to Generalization–Aural/Oral. Using assessment data in conjunction with the skill learning sequence, teachers are able to determine when students have the readiness to proceed to the next, more challenging level of learning. For further details on skill learning sequence and its implementation, see Gordon (2012) and Taggart (2016).


Table 20.1 Description of Skills and Learning Activities Within Gordon’s Skill Learning Sequence




	DISCRIMINATION LEARNING
	INFERENCE LEARNING





	AURAL/ORAL
Students develop aural and oral musical “vocabulary” through listening and imitating.

Example Activities:

• Echo tonal patterns and rhythm patterns on a neutral syllable (e.g., “bum”/“bah”).

• Sing resting tone on a neutral syllable (“bum”).

• Move to/chant macrobeats and microbeats on a neutral syllable (“bah”).

Example Assessments: Box 20.1.

	GENERALIZATION—A/O
Students teach themselves new information by independently applying skills learned at the Aural/Oral level to unfamiliar patterns or unfamiliar songs/chants.

Example Activities:

• Identify two patterns (neutral syllable) as same or different.

• Identify and sing the resting tone (neutral syllable) of an unfamiliar song.

• Identify and move to/chant macrobeats and microbeats (neutral syllable) of an unfamiliar song/chant.




	 
	Example Assessments: Box 20.2.

CREATIVITY/IMPROVISATION—A/O
Students independently apply skills learned at the Aural/Oral level to create and perform new musical material with (improvisation) or without (creativity) external restrictions.

Example Activities:

• Create tonal patterns or rhythm patterns (neutral syllable) that are new and/or different from those performed by the teacher.

• Create new melodic material, with or without harmonic progression/restrictions.

• Arrange or compose new musical material through audiation.

Example Assessments: Box 20.3.




	VERBAL ASSOCIATION
Students learn to sing tonal syllables and chant rhythm syllables and use them as a tool for labeling and understanding content previously audiated and performed at the Aural/Oral level.

Example Activities:

• Echo tonal patterns using tonal syllables and rhythm patterns using rhythm syllables, and recognize/label pattern function (e.g., major tonic).

• Sing resting tone using tonal syllables and recognize/label tonality.

• Move to/chant macrobeats and microbeats using rhythm syllables and recognize/label meter.

Example Assessments: Box 20.4.

	GENERALIZATION—VA
Students teach themselves new information by independently applying skills learned at the Verbal Association level to unfamiliar patterns or unfamiliar songs/chants.

Example Activities:

• Apply syllables to patterns performed by the teacher using a neutral syllable.

• Label/identify the function of patterns sung/chanted by teacher using a neutral syllable.

• Identify and sing the resting tone of an unfamiliar song with the appropriate syllable and identify/name the tonality.

• Identify and chant/move to the macrobeats and microbeats of an unfamiliar song/chant with syllables, and identify/name the meter.

Example Assessments: Box 20.5.




	 
	CREATIVITY/IMPROVISATION—VA
Students create and perform new musical material with (improvisation) or without (creativity) external restrictions, using syllables as a tool.

Example Activities:

• Using syllables, improvise patterns that are new and/or different from those performed by the teacher using syllables. Teacher could specify function to be improvised.

• Improvise new melodic material within a specific tonality/meter and/or over an explicit harmonic progression.

• Arrange or compose new musical material through audiation within a specific tonality/meter and/or over an explicit harmonic progression.

Example Assessments: Box 20.6.




	PARTIAL SYNTHESIS
Students learn to compare and identify tonal contexts or rhythmic contexts of familiar content.

Example Activities:

• Recognize and label the tonality or meter of a series of familiar tonal patterns or rhythm patterns.

• Recognize and label the tonality or meter of a familiar song or chant.

Example Assessments: Box 20.7.

	 



	SYMBOLIC ASSOCIATION
Students learn to read and write notation for content previously audiated and performed at the Aural/Oral and Verbal Association levels.

Example Activities:

• Recognize and sing/chant familiar tonal patterns and rhythm patterns seen in notation.

• Notate familiar tonal patterns and rhythm patterns.

• Recognize familiar tonal patterns and rhythm patterns within the notation of familiar songs/chants.

Example Assessments: Box 20.8.

	GENERALIZATION—SA
Students teach themselves new information by independently applying skills learned at the Symbolic Association level to unfamiliar patterns or unfamiliar songs/chants.

Example Activities:

• Read unfamiliar patterns.

• Write unfamiliar patterns.

• Transpose familiar patterns to a new key signature or a new time signature.

Example Assessments: Box 20.9

CREATIVITY/IMPROVISATION—SA
Students create and perform new musical material in conjunction with notation reading and/or writing.

Example Activities:

• Improvise based on what is read in notation.

• Arrange or compose new musical material through audiation and use notation to preserve creation.





	COMPOSITE SYNTHESIS
Students learn to sense tonal and rhythmic context of notated sounds.

Example Activities:

• Read/write a series of familiar tonal patterns and rhythm patterns and recognize/label its tonality or meter.

Example Assessments: Box 20.10.

	 



	 
	THEORETICAL UNDERSTANDING
Students learn theoretical information explaining how musical sounds are constructed and/or audiated (i.e., traditional music theory).

Example Activities:

• Understand and identify time-value names of notes.

• Understand the patterns of half steps and whole steps within scales and construct scales on a given pitch.

• Understand and name pitch intervals.










Forms of Assessment Used by MLT Practitioners

Existing research suggests that written tasks and tests are the most common form of assessment used by elementary general music teachers (Kastner & Shouldice, 2016). However, because these typically are used to assess knowledge about music, they tend to be less common among teachers whose instruction is informed by MLT. Because MLT practitioners focus on audiation and skill development, they are more likely to use forms of assessment like rating scales, rubrics, and checklists to measure musical performance skills than written assessments of conceptual knowledge.

While many elementary general music teachers assess students during large group responses (Kastner & Shouldice, 2016) and may be hesitant to assess individuals (Delaney, 2011; Rutkowski, 1996; Shih, 1997), individual student responses are imperative to assessment in MLT-based instruction (Salvador, 2011, 2018; Taggart, 2005, 2016). Although assessment during group response may be efficient, it is problematic and may be less reliable for a number of reasons. First, during group performance students often engage in split-second imitation of one another, minimizing the teacher’s ability to assess students’ independent musicianship (Salvador, 2011; Taggart, 2005, 2016). Teachers must hear individual responses to measure students’ independent musical skills accurately, diagnose students’ individual strengths and weaknesses, and differentiate instruction to meet the needs of each individual student (Salvador, 2011, 2018; Taggart, 2005). Second, when performing in solo, students are able to hear themselves and engage in self-assessment, thus employing their audiation and improving musical skills (Gordon, 2001; Rutkowski & Miller, 2003; Taggart, 2005). For example, Gordon (2001) suggests that individual singing and chanting “teach[es] students how to audiate” (p. 34), and Rutkowski and Miller (2003) found that 1st-grade students who experienced singing individually and in small groups showed greater gains in singing achievement than students who had only participated in large-group singing.

To facilitate individual student response, teachers must cultivate a positive and safe classroom environment in which solo response and assessment is a normal part of the class routine. Some teachers avoid individual response/assessment because they believe it makes students uncomfortable and may even lead them to dislike music and music class (Delaney, 2011; Rutkowski & Miller, 2003; Shih, 1997; Taggart, 2005). While this may be true if teachers wait until the upper elementary grade levels to incorporate solo response, teachers can prevent this by beginning to engage students in solo responses (e.g., resting tone, 2–4 pitch tonal patterns, 2–4 beat rhythm patterns) immediately in Kindergarten. At this young age, students are happy and excited to respond individually, and normalizing individual response and assessment at this age helps minimize negative perceptions of solo response in later grades. Teachers also may encourage individual response by nurturing an atmosphere of support and respect, fostering the perception that it is safe to make mistakes, allowing and empowering students to be musically independent, and communicating to students that all can succeed musically (Salvador, 2011, 2018).

It also is important to emphasize the frequency with which MLT practitioners assess students’ individual musical progress. While many elementary general music teachers use formative assessments infrequently (once or twice per month) and are more likely to focus on summative assessment immediately prior to completing report cards (Kastner & Shouldice, 2016), MLT practitioners typically conduct frequent formative assessments, some in virtually every class period (Salvador, 2011, 2018). Frequent formative assessment enables teachers to use the data to monitor musical progress of students continuously, constantly adapt and individualize instruction based on students’ individual needs, compare students’ achievement to their potential, and evaluate the effectiveness of their teaching.

Given that many elementary general music teachers perceive large class sizes and a lack of instructional time as impediments to assessment (Kastner & Shouldice, 2016), one may wonder how teachers assess every student through individual performance on such a frequent basis without compromising time devoted to learning activities. However, this would assume that assessment is divorced from instruction. Music learning theory practitioners weave assessment into learning activities, with assessment serving as a natural outgrowth of teaching and learning. For example, Salvador (2011) describes one MLT practitioner, Hailey, who “assessed as she taught and taught as she assessed to the degree that her practice of differentiated instruction and her assessment of students’ capabilities were virtually indistinguishable” (p. 242). This is accomplished by keeping individual student responses brief, embedding them into existing learning activities, and making them a part of the regular classroom routine.


Instruction and Assessments


Two types of activities typically constitute instruction in an elementary general music class informed by MLT: learning sequence activities and classroom activities. Learning sequence activities are research-based, sequential pattern instruction implemented during the first 5 to 10 minutes of each class period. The rest of the class time is devoted to classroom activities, which look similar to activities observed in most other elementary general music classes and include singing songs, playing games, moving to music, and playing instruments. Learning sequence activities and classroom activities form a “whole-part-whole” approach to music learning (Gordon, 2012). “The rationale for that approach is that students will learn most efficiently [and effectively] if they are given a general view of the whole followed by a specific study of parts within that whole, and finally followed by a more enlightened view of the whole” (Walters, 1989, p. 143). In the first whole, students are exposed to tonalities and meters of songs and chants in classroom activities. Then students learn the “parts” of music through tonal pattern and rhythm pattern instruction in learning sequence activities. Finally, skills learned in learning sequence activities are applied to songs and chants in classroom activities, where “the whole is revisited … with greater comprehension and depth as a result from having engaged in the part[s]” (Taggart, 2016, p. 198). Music learning theory practitioners assess during learning sequence activities and classroom activities but in slightly different ways.


Assessment in Learning Sequence Activities

Learning sequence activities are unique to MLT and “provide students with the audiation and music skills to continue to grow musically and to perform literature in a musical manner” (Gordon, 2001, p. 4). Learning sequence activities are brief periods (5–10 minutes per class period) during which students learn to audiate tonal patterns and rhythm patterns and develop musical skills in a sequential manner. These skills vary “according to the level of the skill learning sequence in which the children are engaged” (Taggart, 2016, p. 200). See Table 20.1 for examples of skills at each level of the skill learning sequence.

When including learning sequence activities in their instruction, MLT practitioners use three resources: Rhythm Register Book (Gordon, 1990a), Tonal Register Book (Gordon, 1990b), and the Reference Handbook for Using Learning Sequence Activities (2001), which provides specific directions for how to teach learning sequence activities. The register books are compilations of brief modules that engage the students in a sequential manner through the levels of the skill learning sequence while also building a vocabulary of tonal and rhythm patterns. The patterns in the books have been studied extensively to determine which are easy to audiate, moderately difficult to audiate, and difficult to audiate (Gordon, 1978).

Most pages of the register books have three individual patterns intended to engage individual students in solo responses; one pattern is labeled E for easy, one labeled M for moderate, and one labeled D for difficult. Teachers use results of a standardized aptitude test to determine which difficulty level is most appropriate for each student. “Students of lower music aptitude are taught by using simpler, more readily accessible patterns than those used with students of higher music aptitude” (Gordon, 2012, pp. 48–49). All students learn the same skill within the same tonality or meter in learning sequence activities, but each student is engaged with patterns that challenge him or her appropriately. Students with lower aptitude engage with easy patterns, students with average aptitude engage with easy and moderate difficult patterns, and students with high aptitude engage with all three patterns. In this manner, frustration is minimized for students of lower aptitude and boredom is minimized for students of higher aptitude. While teachers use the three individual patterns to engage students in solo responses, they also improvise class patterns (in the same tonality or meter as the three patterns) to engage the class in group response. The purpose of class patterns is to add variety and keep all students engaged, whereas the purpose of individual patterns is to develop and assess students’ independent audiation and musical skills.

Students respond to individual patterns and are assessed in either teaching mode or evaluation mode. “When in teaching mode, the teacher performs the individual pattern in duet with the student,” which serves to teach the student as well as “[prevent] possible embarrassment to a student who may not immediately perform the patterns successfully” (Gordon, 2001, p. 12). After a student successfully performs an individual pattern in teaching mode, the teacher later returns to that student with the same pattern but allows the student to respond in solo, which is called evaluation mode. Similar to a checklist, these assessments are marked in a yes/no fashion. Although Gordon does not suggest recording unsuccessful attempts, the teacher may wish to record when a student has attempted but not successfully performed a pattern in either teaching or evaluation mode. Additionally, because students teach themselves rather than learning by rote at the inference levels of Gordon’s skill learning sequence, the teacher does not use teaching mode at the inference levels of learning but only assesses students in evaluation mode. Once the majority of students have successfully completed evaluation mode for the patterns at the appropriate difficulty level according to their aptitudes, the teacher moves on to the next learning sequence activity, which includes either a new skill level or new patterns (Taggart, 1989).


Assessment in Classroom Activities

Once students have been introduced to a skill in learning sequence activities, that skill can and should be applied to music literature and assessed in classroom activities. This is important because “students’ mastery of skill in music learning sequence activities is never a goal in itself” but is a means to “[provide] skills necessary to learn to audiate and perform conventional literature in classroom music with comprehension and artistry” (Gordon, 2012, p. 264). However, unlike learning sequence activities, there is no prescribed form of assessment for classroom activities. Instead, teachers create their own assessments for use in classroom activities (Taggart, 2016).

Rating scales tend to be the most common form of assessment used during classroom activities. This is because, unlike written tests, which typically are used for assessing knowledge about music, rating scales are more appropriate for assessing musical performance skills (Gordon, 2002). Another benefit of rating scales is that they “can be used meaningfully in the context of an on-going class to evaluate student [achievement] quickly” (Taggart, 2015, p. 17), and thus can be used to easily record and manage assessment data. For example, Salvador (2011) found that Hailey “embedded [assessments] in instructional activities in the form of frequent opportunities for individual children to sing, play or move independently” (p. 171) and used rating scales as “an effective way of [assessing] quickly, and in a manageable way” (p. 172).

The curricular objective being measured by the rating scale is called the “dimension,” and multiple rating scales can be created to assess various dimensions of the same musical performance, such as intonation, rhythm, and expression (Gordon, 2002). Each dimension involves components called criteria, which serve as “standards upon which the teacher bases the [assessment]” (Lange, 1999, p. 16). It is important that these criteria be stated specifically enough that the rating scale can be used objectively and so that the results can be used to improve instruction (Lange, 2006). There are several types of rating scales, including continuous, additive, and numerical.

The first type, continuous rating scale, is used most frequently by MLT practitioners. Continuous rating scales are named so because they describe a continuum of musical behaviors related to a particular objective in which “each criterion is dependent or built upon another criterion” (Lange, 1999, pp. 16–17). Because continuous rating scales involve “sequentially complex criteria,” they are particularly useful for assessing skills that involve developmental processes, such as singing or the ability to keep a steady beat, and provide the teacher with “specific information about a student’s achievement, thereby assisting the teacher in adapting instruction to students’ individual musical needs” (Gordon, 2002, p. 16). Additionally, due to their specificity, continuous rating scales help direct the teacher’s attention in what to listen for when rating students’ musical performances and thus tend to have higher reliability than other forms of rating scales. According to Gordon (2002), “the optimum number of criteria for each dimension … is five” because “it is difficult … to consider concurrently more than five criteria when listening to a student’s performance” (p. 18), which reduces validity and reliability. However, teachers may still find it difficult to remember five criteria and may find that rating scales involving only four criteria are easier to remember and thus to use while teaching (see examples in Boxes 20.1–20.10).



Box 20.1 Example Assessments at the Aural/Oral Level

Objective: Student will be able to chant familiar rhythm patterns using a neutral syllable (e.g., bah).

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythm Pattern Performance at the Aural/Oral Level:



• Student chants accurate rhythm.

• Student chants with consistent tempo.

• Student chants with expression.





Objective: Student will be able to perform (move or chant) the steady beat (macro or micro). Continuous Rating Scale for Macro/Microbeat Performance at the Aural/Oral Level:

4—Student performs (moves or chants) the steady beat (macro or micro) that consistently corresponds to the externally imposed tempo.

3—Student performs (moves or chants) the steady beat (macro or micro) that inconsistently corresponds to the externally imposed tempo.

2—Student performs (moves or chants) a steady beat (macro or micro), but that beat does not consistently correspond to the externally imposed tempo.

1—Student is learning to perform (move or chant) a steady beat (macro or micro).

Objective: Student will be able to sing familiar tonal patterns (arpeggiated, 2–4 pitches in length), or resting tone, or first pitch of familiar pattern using a neutral syllable.

Continuous Rating Scale for Tonal Pattern, Resting Tone, or First Pitch Performance at the Aural/Oral Level:

4—Student sings pitch(es) with accuracy.

3—Student sings pitch(es) with some accuracy (inaccurate intervalic relationships or approximates contour).

2—Student is not yet able to sing pitch(es) but engages singing voice.

1—Student is learning to engage singing voice.







Box 20.2 Example Classroom Assessment at the Generalization-Aural/Oral Level

Objective: Student will be able to compare familiar and unfamiliar patterns and identify patterns as same or different.

Additive Rating Scale for Same/Different Identification at the Generalization-Aural/Oral Level:



• Student is able to accurately identify patterns that are the same.

• Student is able to accurately identify patterns that are the different.











Box 20.3 Example Assessments at the Creativity/Improvisation-Aural/Oral Level

Objective: Student will be able to create and perform a rhythm in the same metric context but different from the teacher’s pattern.

Continuous Rating Scale for Rhythmic Creativity at the Creativity/Improvisation-Aural/Oral Level:

4—Student improvises a different rhythm pattern while consistently maintaining musical context.

3—Student improvises a different rhythm pattern, but musical context is inconsistent.

2—Student improvises a different response, but response is not in related musical context.

1—Student imitates teacher’s pattern (not yet able to create a different pattern).

Objective: Student will be able to create and perform a pattern in the same tonal context but different from the teacher’s pattern.

Additive Rating Scale for Tonal Creativity at the Creativity/Improvisation-Aural/Oral Level:



• Student sings pattern that is different from the teacher.

• Student sings pattern in the same tonal context as the teacher.

• Student uses singing voice.











Box 20.4 Example Assessments at the Verbal Association Level

Objective: Student will be able to chant familiar rhythm patterns using rhythm syllables.

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythm Pattern Performance at the Verbal Association Level:



• Student chants accurate rhythm.

• Student uses accurate rhythm syllables.

• Student chants with consistent tempo.

• Student chants with expression.





Objective: Student will be able to sing familiar tonal patterns (arpeggiated, 2–4 pitches in length), or resting tone, or first pitch of familiar pattern using tonal syllables.

Additive Rating Scale for Tonal Pattern, Resting Tone, or First Pitch Performance at the Verbal Association Level:



• Student sings accurate pitches.

• Student uses accurate solfège.

• Student uses singing voice.





Objective: Student will be able to identify harmonic function of familiar tonal patterns.

Additive Rating Scale for Pattern Function Identification at the Verbal Association Level:



• Student identifies tonic patterns accurately.

• Student identifies dominant patterns accurately.











Box 20.5 Example Assessments at the Generalization-Verbal Level

Objective: Student will be able to associate rhythm syllables to perform familiar and unfamiliar rhythm patterns heard without syllables.

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythm Syllable Association at the Generalization-Verbal Level:



• Student chants accurate rhythm.

• Student uses accurate rhythm syllables.

• Student chants with consistent tempo.

• Student chants with expression.





Objective: Student will be able to identify the harmonic function of familiar and unfamiliar tonal patterns heard without syllables.

Additive Rating Scale for Pattern Function Identification at the Generalization-Verbal Level:



• Student identifies tonic patterns accurately.

• Student identifies dominant patterns accurately.





Objective: Student will be able to associate tonal syllables to perform familiar and unfamiliar tonal patterns heard without syllables.

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythm Syllable Association at the Generalization-Verbal Level:



• Student chants accurate rhythm.

• Student uses accurate rhythm syllables.

• Student chants with consistent tempo.

• Student chants with expression.











Box 20.6 Example Assessments at the Creativity/Improvisation with Verbal Association Level

Objective: Student will be able to improvise tonal patterns (arpeggiated, 2–4 pitches) using syllables.

Additive Rating Scale for Tonal Improvisation at the Creativity/Improvisation with Verbal Association Level:



• Student improvises a tonal pattern within the guidelines (e.g., major tonic).

• Student applies syllables accurately.





Objective: Student will be able to create and perform a rhythm (4 macrobeats in length) using syllables in the same metric context but different from the teacher’s pattern.

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythmic Creativity at the Creativity/Improvisation with Verbal Association Level:



• Student improvises a rhythm pattern the guidelines (e.g., triple meter).

• Student applies syllables accurately.

• Student performs with consistent tempo and meter.











Box 20.7 Example Assessments at the Partial Synthesis Skill Level

Objective: Student will be able to compare two series of familiar tonal patterns and recognize/name the tonality of either or both of the series.

Additive for the Partial Synthesis (Tonal) Level:



• Student accurately recognize/names major tonality.

• Student accurately recognize/names minor tonality.





Objective: Student will be able to compare two series of familiar rhythm patterns and recognize/name the meter of either or both of the series.

Additive for the Partial Synthesis (Rhythm) Level:



• Student accurately recognize/names duple meter.

• Student accurately recognize/names triple meter.











Box 20.8 Example Assessments at the Symbolic Association Level

Objective: Student will be able to read familiar tonal patterns using syllables.

Additive Rating Scale for Tonal Reading at the Verbal Association Level:



• Student accurately reads/sings pitches.

• Student uses correct syllables.

• Student uses singing voice.





Objective: Student will be able to write familiar tonal patterns.

Additive Rating Scale for Tonal Writing at the Symbolic Association Level:



• Student writes correct key signature (“DO signature”).

• Student accurately notates pitches on the staff.





Objective: Student will be able to read familiar rhythm patterns using syllables.

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythm Reading at the Symbolic Association Level:



• Student accurately reads/chants rhythms.

• Student uses correct syllables.





Objective: Student will be able to write familiar rhythm patterns.

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythm Writing at the Symbolic Association Level:



• Student writes correct time signature.

• Student accurately notates rhythms.











Box 20.9 Example Assessments at the Generalization-Symbolic Level

Objective: Student will be able to read familiar and unfamiliar tonal patterns using syllables.

Additive Rating Scale for Tonal Reading at the Generalization-Symbolic Level:



• Student accurately reads/sings pitches.

• Student uses correct syllables.

• Student uses singing voice.





Objective: Student will be able to write familiar and unfamiliar tonal patterns.

Additive Rating Scale for Tonal Writing at the Generalization-Symbolic Level:



• Student writes correct key signature (“DO signature”).

• Student accurately notates pitches on the staff.





Objective: Student will be able to read familiar and unfamiliar rhythm patterns using syllables.

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythm Reading at the Generalization-Symbolic Level:



• Student accurately reads/chants rhythm.

• Student uses correct syllables.





Objective: Student will be able to write familiar and unfamiliar rhythm patterns.

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythm Writing at the Generalization-Symbolic Level:



• Student writes correct time signature.

• Student accurately notates rhythms.











Box 20.10 Example Assessments at the Composite Synthesis Level

Objective: Student will be able to read a series of familiar tonal patterns using syllables and recognize/name tonality.

Additive Rating Scale for Tonal Reading at the Composite Synthesis Level:



• Student accurately reads/sings pitches (indicate for each pattern in the series).

• Student uses correct syllables (indicate for each pattern in the series).

• Student uses singing voice.

• Student accurately names the tonality of the patterns.





Objective: Student will be able to write a series of familiar tonal patterns and recognize/name the tonality.

Additive Rating Scale for Tonal Writing at the Composite Synthesis Level:



• Student writes correct key signature (“DO signature”).

• Student accurately notates pitches on the staff (indicate for each pattern in the series).

• Student accurately names the tonality of the patterns.





Objective: Student will be able to read a series of familiar rhythm patterns using syllables and recognize/name the meter of the patterns.

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythm Reading at the Composite Synthesis Level:



• Student accurately reads/chants rhythm (indicate for each pattern in the series).

• Student uses accurate syllables (indicate for each pattern in the series).

• Student accurately names the meter of the patterns.





Objective: Student will be able to write a series of familiar rhythm patterns and identify the meter of the patterns.

Additive Rating Scale for Rhythm Writing at the Composite Synthesis Level:



• Student writes correct time signature.

• Student accurately notates rhythms (indicate for each pattern in the series).

• Student accurately names the meter of the patterns.









The second type, additive rating scale, is similar to a checklist (Lange, 1999). “When using this type of rating scale, a mark is given for each criterion achieved,” and the total number of marks “represents the student’s score on the dimension” (Gordon, 2002, p. 17). Unlike continuous rating scales, each criterion in an additive rating scale does not depend on any other criterion. With additive rating scales, teachers indicate that a student has demonstrated or has not demonstrated a skill (see examples in Boxes 20.1–20.10). Unlike continuous rating scales, there are no options to indicate varying levels of success with a skill. While this might make them easier for teachers to create, this also makes additive rating scales less useful for informing and adapting instruction than continuous rating scales because they “[offer] a teacher only general information about students’ achievement” (Gordon, 2002, p. 16).

A third type of rating scale is the numerical scale. With this type of tool, a student’s performance is rated by indicating a number on a scale ranging “from excellent to poor” (Gordon, 2002, p. 17). Due to the vagueness of the descriptors in a numerical rating scale, they not only tend to be unreliable measurement tools but also provide the teacher with little to no “diagnostic information about what a student’s compensatory or remedial needs might be to improve his or her [achievement]” (Gordon, 2002, p. 17). For this reason, MLT practitioners tend to rarely use numerical rating scales.


Sample Assessments for Use in Classroom Activities

In this section we share examples of assessments that might be used by MLT practitioners during classroom activities. “Classroom activities can be quite different from teacher to teacher” because they “provide the opportunity for teachers to go beyond the skills taught in Gordon’s models to other valued aspects of music learning” (Taggart, 2016, p. 201). However, because the skill learning sequence distinguishes MLT from other approaches, we focus on activities and assessments connected to the various levels of learning in Gordon’s skill learning sequence. Though MLT practitioners often teach and assess skills and knowledge that are not a direct part of Gordon’s skill learning sequence (e.g., folk dances and instrumental arrangements using pitched and nonpitched percussion), this section focuses on skills and assessments particular to MLT. Opportunities to build audiation and to develop the musical skills described in Table 20.1 can be integrated into traditional activities, such as play parties and passing games.

Table 20.1 outlines brief examples of skills and activities for each level of the skill learning sequence, and Boxes 20.1 through 20.10 provide sample assessments that could be used to measure student achievement during these activities. The skills described in Table 20.1 would be taught, reinforced, and assessed within the context of a number of songs/chants and through a variety of activity types. For example, tonal pattern echoing might be practiced and assessed through various singing games or by using props such as puppets to elicit singing responses in a playful manner. In some cases, it is possible to assess all students on a particular task in one class period. For instance, the teacher could quickly assess all students’ ability to audiate and sing the resting tone (i.e., “home tone” or first scale degree) of a familiar song by pausing at various points in the song to toss a ball or other toy to each student, indicating when it is his or her turn to sing the resting tone. The teacher could assess each individual’s achievement using the continuous rating scale for resting tone in Box 20.1 if teaching at the Aural/Oral level or Box 20.4 if teaching at the Verbal Association level. If assessing all students individually in a single class period seemed unrealistic due to time constraints, the teacher could conduct the activity and assessment over a series of multiple days, focusing on one subset of students in each class period.


Using Assessment Data


If activities and assessment such as those described in the previous section are implemented in an ongoing manner, the teacher will have amassed a considerable amount of assessment data on individual students. This process of gathering objective data on students’ music aptitude and achievement is known as measurement (Gordon, 2012). However, measurements are not an end in themselves but rather must be interpreted by the teacher through the more subjective process of evaluation in order to be used to provide feedback regarding individual student progress and to make short-term instructional and long-term curricular decisions. This section will describe ways teachers can use assessment data for the purposes of adapting instruction, idiographic and/or normative evaluation, and as an indicator of teacher effectiveness.


Adapting Instruction

As previously mentioned, MLT practitioners adapt instruction to meet individual student needs. One way teachers can use assessment data for this purpose is to evaluate the degree to which each student needs remediation or further challenges. For example, if assessment data suggests a student is struggling with a particular skill, “the teacher knows that the student lacks the readiness to accomplish what is being asked. As a result, the teacher should determine what readinesses are missing and help to provide the student with opportunities to develop those readinesses” (Taggart, 2005, p. 140). Conversely, if a student consistently demonstrates high achievement, “the teacher knows that the student needs to be challenged with more difficult tasks in the future to prevent boredom and maximize achievement” (p. 140). Similarly, the teacher can look for broad trends in student achievement among an entire class or grade level in order to discern the degree to which the group has mastered the curricular objectives and thus whether they are ready to proceed to more challenging concepts and/or skills or need compensatory experience. Lange (1999) suggests that using assessment data to identify broad trends in student achievement “would help the teacher recognize [an] omission [or ineffective instruction], and he or she would be able to fix the problem before attempting to teach new material built upon the missing skills” (p. 17). For example, Salvador (2011, 2018) found that Hailey used assessment data to tailor future instruction by either moving on to more difficult material if the data showed that the majority of students were successful or providing opportunities for the class to practice (or even revert to easier material) if many were unsuccessful.

Another way in which teachers use assessment data to meet individual needs is by studying each student’s aptitude test scores and measurements of prior achievement (those attained during learning sequence activities and classroom activities) to determine the difficulty level needed to keep each individual engaged and progressing in his or her musical development. If results of an aptitude test indicate that a student has low aptitude and/or assessments indicate low past achievement in a particular dimension (e.g., tonal or rhythm), the teacher can adapt instruction to this student’s individual learning needs by providing the student with easier response opportunities. For example, if students are practicing the skill of audiating and singing the resting tone of a song in a classroom activity, the teacher might adapt the difficulty level by varying where she pauses during the song to have each student sing the resting tone. In this instance, the teacher might pause after a phrase that ends on the resting tone for a student whose assessment data indicates low tonal aptitude and/or low tonal achievement in the past. Conversely, for a student whose assessment data indicates high tonal aptitude and/or high tonal achievement in the past, the teacher might pause at a point in the song that results in a wide interval between the last pitch sung and the resting tone. Difficulty level would also be adapted based on individual needs in a similar manner during learning sequence activities, as previously discussed.


Idiographic and Normative Evaluation

In addition to adapting instruction, teachers also may use assessment data for the purposes of idiographic and/or normative evaluation. In an idiographic evaluation, the teacher considers each individual student’s achievement in relation to his or her own music aptitude and/or past achievement (Gordon, 2002, 2012). In doing so, the teacher can determine whether each student is achieving at an appropriate and realistic level considering his or her potential to achieve. For example, consider two students, both of whom are achieving consistently only at the “easy” difficulty level during tonal learning sequence activities. If Student A has low tonal aptitude, she would be expected only to achieve at the easy level, thus she would be achieving at a level appropriate to her potential. On the other hand, if Student B has high tonal aptitude, achieving only at the “easy” level would be far below his expected level of achievement, thus he is not achieving to the level of his potential. Teachers also may choose to use idiographic evaluation when assigning student grades, grading each student in relation to his or her own aptitude and/or past achievement level. For example, if a teacher is assigning grades through idiographic evaluation, Student A might receive a high tonal grade because she is achieving at a high level in relation to her tonal aptitude, whereas Student B might receive a low tonal grade because he is achieving quite low in relation to his tonal aptitude.

In addition to idiographic evaluation, teachers also may use assessment data for the purpose of normative evaluation. In normative evaluation, the teacher compares the achievement of individual students with the achievement of their peers (Gordon, 2002, 2012). In general in education, normative evaluation tends to be the most common way of assigning grades: The teacher considers what a typically developing student could achieve and then evaluates individuals in comparison to this standard. An example of normative evaluation observed in many report cards is language such as when students are described as exceeding, meeting, or below grade-level expectations. In this way the teacher, parents, and students are aware of how their achievement compares to the typical achievement of peers. Although assigning grades through normative evaluation traditionally tends to be the most common approach to grading, one may find using a combination of idiographic and normative evaluation more meaningful and informative.


Teacher Effectiveness

Finally, assessment data can play a role in reflective practice as one measure of teacher effectiveness. It is commonly thought that “pretest and posttest data comparisons provide the strongest view of student growth” (Nielsen, 2014, p. 67), and teachers who implement assessments in an ongoing manner will have a plethora of data with which to make such comparisons. Specifically, the comparison of student scores from an assessment of a particular skill measured at an earlier point in time with scores from an assessment of the same skill obtained at a later point in time can serve as evidence of student growth and thus one indicator of teacher effectiveness. One such way of documenting student growth through assessment data would be to calculate the mean of all student scores on an early assessment of a skill and compare it to the mean of all student scores on a later assessment of the same skill; if the mean of the latter is higher than that of the former, one could interpret this to be an indication that growth has occurred among that group of students because the average level of achievement went up. One could also reflect on instructional effectiveness by calculating the change in individual students’ achievement levels over time. Flohr (1981) suggested that a decrease in aptitude score or achievement might indicate that teachers need to modify instructional strategies and curriculum. In addition, by examining individual students’ achievement idiographically, teachers can determine how many students are reaching their expected level of achievement in relation to their music aptitude, which could be considered an indication of the teachers’ ability to effectively individualize instruction. While teachers could use these strategies to reflect on their effectiveness, as with music aptitude and achievement, teacher effectiveness is a multidimensional factor that requires examination across multiple contexts and with multiple reliable measurement tools.


Conclusion

In this chapter we have provided an overview of Gordon’s music learning theory and the role assessment can play in elementary general music instruction that is informed by MLT. This chapter offers many perspectives on the ways that MLT practitioners use assessment. While we have attempted to be comprehensive, there are a number of intricacies specific to MLT and related pedagogy that are best explored through the suggested references, as well as professional development experiences provided through the Gordon Institute for Music Learning.

Music learning theory evolved from assessment and, as a result, assessment is the foundation of pedagogy and curriculum based on MLT. Practitioners gather data regarding students’ aptitude and achievement and use that data to ensure all students have the opportunities and challenges they need to maximize their individual potentials through audiation and musical skill development. Because MLT practitioners value each student’s unique strengths and challenges, they include frequent assessment of musical skills and consider the data from idiographic and normative perspectives to provide the most comprehensive picture of each student’s musical development. Curricular decisions, short-term and long-term, are then informed by these assessments. Through this student-centered approach, MLT practitioners are able to maximize their potential as guides of their students’ musical journeys in the general music classroom.
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CHAPTER 21



Assessment in the Kodály Classroom



Sue Leithold-Bowcock and Ann C. Kay





It is the right of every citizen to be taught the basic elements of music, to be handed the key with which he can enter the locked world of music. To open the ear and heart of the millions to serious music is a great thing.

—Kodály (1952, p. 77)

Halfway through the 20th century, the country of Hungary underwent a transformation in music education that is still impacting the world today. Rooted in the belief that music is essential for human development, the composer, musicologist, and educator Zoltán Kodály (1882–1967) envisioned a music education system that would enable all children to be musically competent and literate (Zemke, 1977, p. 10). Kodály said, “Music is a manifestation of the human spirit, similar to language. Its greatest practitioners have conveyed to mankind things not possible to say in any other language” (Kodály, 1954, p. 205). Kodály sensed that singing folk songs and playing singing games in one’s musical “mother tongue” not only enabled children for music and language acquisition, but also for intellect, emotion, and personality development (Zemke, 1977, p. 10). Kodály’s vision generated a dramatic rise in musicianship and music literacy in the Hungarian population.

Decades later, neuroscience is revealing what Kodály intuited—that making music holds numerous benefits for brain development. Dr. Nina Kraus’s research has revealed that children who can keep a steady beat and play instruments have enhanced auditory processing, enabling them to better acquire language, read at a higher level, and focus in noisy environments (Kraus & Slater, 2015). The research of Dr. Usha Goswami indicates that the reading disorder “dyslexia” is a rhythmic processing problem in the brain that can be remediated with steady beat activities (2013). Dr. Adele Diamond’s studies show that music making, singing, dancing and playing sports challenge and improve the brain’s executive functions, such as the ability to solve problems, reason, be creative and flexible, understand information, exercise self-control and discipline, and resist temptation (2014, p. 215).

Thus, active music-making plays a significant role in brain development. The Kodály, Orff, Dalcroze, and Gordon approaches, although they differ in focus and practice, engage students in active music making while sequencing the acquisition of skills and knowledge. Students, viewed as developing musicians, gain skills rapidly when given rigorous, sequential instruction within a playful, creative, classroom environment. Skills acquisition with assessment is the key to both musicianship and brain development.

The purposes of this chapter are (1) to show ways in which students in Kodály-based classrooms can be assessed for skills competencies, and (2) overview assessments that are currently in use. After a brief description of the Kodály philosophy, pedagogy, and its adaptation in the United States, we describe the integrated K–5 music curriculum-instruction-assessment system in the Owatonna Public Schools District #761, in Owatonna, Minnesota. Since the district began requiring all elementary music specialists to take Kodály courses in 1996, the teachers have continuously collaborated to create and improve the system. We then provide examples of each segment and describe how the teachers choose skills to assess, create and use rubrics, and conduct assessments. The chapter concludes with secondary choral and instrumental applications and an analysis of the effect of national standards on Kodály instruction.


Developing a Pedagogy

Kodály’s philosophy ran counter to the culture in Hungary in the early 1900s. After 150 years of Austrian rule, German music was standard and Hungarian folk music was rarely sung in the schools. Determined to give the legacy of traditional music back to Hungarians, Kodály and the composer Béla Bartók traveled around the country collecting folk songs from people in the villages, and used them in compositions. Kodály envisioned schools where children would first learn Hungarian folk songs, then folk songs of other countries, well-composed music, and music masterpieces. To develop musicianship, Kodály and his colleagues incorporated practices that had been used successfully in other countries: solfège from Guido d’Arezzo in the 11th century, the relative or “movable do” system from John Weber in Switzerland, hand signs for solfège syllables from John Curwen in England, rhythmic time names from Emile-Joseph Chevé and Galin Paris-Chevé in France, and rhythmic movements from Émile Jaques-Dalcroze in Switzerland (Szőnyi, 1983, pp. 16–24). Over decades, many music teachers collaborated to evolve a new pedagogy that incorporated these techniques within a child-developmental spiral learning process where students are led to “discover” each new rhythmic and tonal element within songs they already know well.

The first music primary school where students received music instruction every day with the new pedagogy opened in Kecskemét, Hungary, in 1950. In a research study conducted by the Hungarian national education department, these students not only developed higher level musicianship but also, according to Jeno Adám, “the students excelled in every other subject! Scores were considerably higher in mathematics, biology, history, and all other areas than in classes where music was taught only one or two hours a week” (Adám, 2010, p. 46). These results, along with pressure from parents, inspired the establishment of 130 music primary schools in the next 20 years.


The Kodály Approach in the United States

In 1964, Hungarian music education received worldwide attention when the International Society for Music Education Conference was held in Hungary. Americans began studying in Hungary and establishing Kodály programs in the United States with the goal of enabling all children to be musically competent and literate. A common definition of “competent” is “having the necessary ability or skills: able to do something well or well enough to meet a standard,” (“Competent,” n.d.), and music literacy enables people to be independent and more inclined to make music lifelong.

However, the Kodály philosophy stood in contrast to the prevailing perspective of most school music teachers as articulated by professor Dr. Bennett Reimer in his book, A Philosophy of Music Education: the goal of music education is “to develop the talents of those who are gifted musically,” and “to develop the aesthetic sensitivity to music of all people … who will provide a continuing supply of sympathetic, sensitive consumers” (1970, p. 112). Mirroring this two-tiered education, the first-ever 1971–1972 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) music assessment revealed that most Americans were musically incompetent: 80% of 9-year-olds, 70% of 13-year-olds and 60% of adults could not sing “America” with good pitch and rhythm; 85% of adults could not play an instrument; and 88% could not read music (as reported by Michael Mark, 1986). The next NAEP in 1978, conducted with the same age groupings, found some decline in skills (NAEP, 1981, p. xiii). The 1997 NAEP tested only 8th graders: 75% were not able to sing in tune and in rhythm (NAEP, 1998, p. 64). The 2008 NAEP of 8th graders did not assess skills (except for writing two measures of rhythmic notation). Rather, they were asked to observe, describe, analyze, and evaluate music. Two-thirds of the students were no longer enrolled in a performance class (NAEP, 2009, p. 13). Thus, by age 14, it appears that most Americans are finished taking music instruction for life.

To create a musically competent population, elementary music teachers must provide rigorous, sequential, skills-based instruction using active music-making approaches such as Kodály, Orff, Dalcroze, and Gordon. However, a survey of members of the four national organizations of these approaches—mostly elementary teachers—found that the majority had not received instruction in these approaches during undergraduate preparation, and they did not feel sufficiently prepared to teach (Brophy, 2002). Shifting the nation toward music competence and literacy will require a revitalization of undergraduate teacher preparation programs and establishment of educational policies to support sequential, skills-based music instruction for all.


Evolving from a Subject-Based to a Skills-Based Curriculum

Prior to 1991, the elementary music curriculum in Minnesota School District #761 consisted of a music textbook series plus a few supplementary units that had been compiled by district music teachers. There were no district goals, outcomes, or sequences for the instrumental, choral, or classroom music programs. The elementary music textbooks and units in use were divided by subject, such as “Rhythm.” Referential materials, such as “Songs of the Cowboys,” were the center of student learning. This organizational structure encouraged the classroom music teachers to primarily view their students as appreciators or consumers of music rather than developing musicians. Relying on subject-based music textbooks, students sang songs, clapped rhythmic patterns, identified music symbols, listened to recordings, and learned facts about music. However, without a sequential skills-based curriculum, most of the students were unable to sing in tune, play instruments, read, notate, or compose music competently.

Many circumstances contributed to a dramatic change in the district’s elementary music curriculum. First, the 1983 A Nation at Risk national report issued an educational and cultural wake-up call about the low achievement level of students in American public schools. Second, Minnesota’s response to A Nation at Risk, was to develop the Public Education Report (PER). For every curricular area the Minnesota Department of Education developed tests that were administered by schools. The state analyzed the data and reported the results to each district so that they could correct areas of concern. The PER testing was Minnesota’s first attempt to hold districts and schools accountable for the achievement of their students.

The 1985 PER music assessment consisted of many referential questions, such as, “Who is singing this song?” An excerpt of a song was played, and the student made a choice of (a) John Denver, (b) Kenny Roger, or (c) Barry Manilow. Although this type of question was consistent with the subject-based music curricula in place in most school districts, it was ethnocentric and irrelevant for students in the 1980s who were listening to Michael Jackson rather than to these singers. Another test question asked, “What instrument is being played?” Two sounds of the same pitch were played by a synthesizer, and the choices were (a) trumpet, (b) clarinet, or (c) flute. Unfortunately, the timbres that a 1980s synthesizer produced were mere resemblances of actual instruments, so it was difficult to discern that the answer was “trumpet.”

Overall, District #761 students performed well on these types of referential questions. However, other questions on the test were based on what was referred to as “translative skills,” such as reading music. One example of these type of questions asked students to listen to a recording of four quarter-note pitches and identify which of three examples on a treble clef staff was the correct notation. Another example showed a pattern written in staff notation in bass clef, and asked students to choose which note names were correct: (a) FGAG, (b) GGCB, or (c) BACB.

Even though the students used music textbooks filled with notated songs during every music class, they were not expected to be able to decode the notation into sound. Thus, it is not surprising that only 20% of the students tested as competent on “translative skills.” A subject-based referential curriculum does not support the development of these skills.

A third factor in the evolution of the district music curriculum was that the 1985 PER reports prompted the district to require the music department to develop a new curriculum with assessments. Some examples of these early assessments were statements such as, “When my teacher talks about rhythm, I understand,” and “I know what a melody is,” with answer choices of “Yes” or “No.” From this point, the music teachers were unsure of how to proceed, so the development process came to a standstill.

In 1986, the author Sue Leithold-Bowcock, having just completed a master’s degree in education specializing in theories of instruction and curriculum development, was hired to teach K–5 music and help develop a new music curriculum. However, because I was not yet tenured, I was not allowed to serve on the Curriculum Steering Committee, a cross-discipline steering group composed of eight teachers and two administrators who were overseeing the curriculum writing of all disciplines. In 1988, music was scheduled on the curriculum rotation, and the committee encouraged the K–12 music department to visit other districts and explore new methodologies of teaching. I began taking courses in Dalcroze and Kodály.

After taking my first Kodály course in summer 1989, I immediately began incorporating the methodology in my classrooms that fall. I was amazed by my students’ increasing level of musicianship. I stopped using the music textbooks because they had a limited expectation of the level of music-making and artistry children are able to achieve. In the spring of 1990, I invited the Curriculum Steering Committee, the elementary and junior high principals, and the instrumental and vocal music teachers to observe my classes. They were amazed at the abilities of the students, and the principals said that they wanted this type of music education in every elementary school in the district.

I was assigned to the elementary music curriculum writing team. We made bold, new decisions. Instead of purchasing a new text series, we reallocated that funding to pay for teachers to attend the University of St. Thomas Kodály courses, and purchase resources for their classrooms. We used the curriculum equipment funds to purchase Orff and non-pitched instruments for every elementary music classroom. In 1991, following district guidelines, we completed our first Kodály curriculum. By 1996, the teachers, administrators, and students were so pleased with the implementation of the Kodály approach, the Board of Education adopted it as the official method of elementary music instruction for District #761.


Practicing the Kodály Approach


Kodály said, “Every lesson should be built in a way that at its end the child should feel his strength increased rather than any sense of tiredness; moreover he should look forward to the next” (Kodály, 1954/1974, p. 204). This alludes to both the craft and art of teaching. Artist-teachers establish playful, lively, inclusive environments where the learning of skills is a motivating challenge and high expectations are a form of nurturing. Lois Choksy, author of the first American Kodály text, The Kodály Method, said, “The Kodály Method is not a static process, but a continually evolving one” (Choksy, 1974, p. xiii). Staying true to the principles and pedagogy, American Kodály-inspired teachers have adapted the concept to the culture of American classrooms by incorporating freedom to question, creative and critical thinking, student choice and inquiry, and independent and cooperative learning.

The Kodály pedagogy uses the following elements.


Singing

Kodály said, “If one were to attempt to express the essence of this education in one word, it could only be—singing” (Kodály, 1966/1974, p. 206). Kodály believed that only when children can sing well, read, and write music are they ready to learn to play an instrument (Kodály, 1954/1974, p. 201).


Folk Songs and Singing Games

Folk songs and games in children’s “mother tongue” are the foundation of the Kodály approach. “Singing connected with movement and action is a much more ancient and, at the same time, more complex phenomenon than is a simple song” (Kodály, 1951/1974, p. 46). However, given the multiplicity of ethnic groups in American classrooms, teaching the native language of every child’s heritage is impossible. It is imperative that students, especially new immigrants, learn English. Singing is a primary source for learning the sound patterns and vocabulary of a language, thus, most musical material is Anglo- and African American folk songs. This is supplemented with folk songs of other cultures and languages, well-composed music of many genres, and music masterpieces.


Movable Do Solfège

Do, re, mi, fa, sol, la, ti, do are used to name pitches in a movable system where any pitch can be used as do, do is the tonic in major, and la is the tonic in minor. Kodály said, “Relative solmisation can be of great help and … successions of syllables are easier and more reliably memorized than letters; in addition, the syllable indicates the tonal function and, by memorizing the interval, we develop our sense of the tonal function” (Kodály, 1941, p. 3).


Inner Hearing

Kodály said, “sol-fa needs [to] be continued right up to the highest grade of tuition in both singing and instrumental work, in order that we should read music in the same way that an educated adult will read a book: in silence, but imagining the sound” (Kodály, 1954/1974, p. 204).


Child-Developmental Progression

Kodály said, “A good musician can be summarized as follows: 1. a well-trained ear, 2. a well-trained intelligence, 3. a well-trained heart, and 4. a well-trained hand. All four must develop together in constant equilibrium” (Kodály, 1953/1974, p. 197). Students are presented with new concepts only when they are developmentally ready to understand them. For example, most six6-year-olds cannot understand that a quarter note is one-half of a half note because they do not yet grasp the concept of fractions. However, they can understand that the quarter-note symbol means one sound (“tah”) on a beat and the half-note symbol means one sound (“tah-ah”) that lasts two beats.


Sequential Order of Elements/Concepts

Although Hungarians begin first with pentatonic songs and sol-la-mi patterns, American Kodály teachers sometimes use different element sequences. Some teachers start with diatonic songs instead of pentatonic, begin the sequence with mi-re-do instead of sol-mi-la, and/or use different names for rhythms such as the Gordon approach “du,” “du-de” system. These differences are still consistent with the Kodály approach. The process moves from imitating patterns to improvising with known rhythms and intervals. The goal is that students become as fluent singing solfège and rhythms as they are speaking sentences.


Reading, Writing, and Dictation

Next, students read, write, and take dictation incorporating each new element with the ones they already know. They read and write rhythms with stick notation (rhythms without note heads), read from a solfège ladder, and use their own hand as a staff. The final step is reading from the music staff.


Improvising and Composing

Students in a Kodály setting improvise by consciously combining known tonal and rhythmic elements in new ways. Students revise and expand their improvisations to create compositions.


Prepare-Present-Practice Model

Using a sequence of elements and concepts, teachers prepare students for conscious learning by teaching songs that will later be used to present tonal and rhythmic concepts. When a new element is presented (for example, two-eighths), the students sing a song they already know well while patting the beat on their laps (such as “Rain, Rain, Go Away”), name all the known rhythmic elements (quarter-note “tahs”), and aurally “discover” the new unknown rhythm (two sounds over a beat). The teacher names the new element “ti-ti,” and students echo clap patterns using “tah” and “ti-ti.” Next, they improvise with “ti-ti” and identify it aurally in other known songs. They read and write “ti-ti” with the rhythms they already know (“tah” and a quarter-note rest). In each lesson, students are also singing songs specifically chosen to prepare them for the next elements in the sequence.


Designing a Curriculum-Instruction-Assessment System


This section describes one district’s 25-year process of collaboratively developing and refining a music curriculum-instruction-assessment system.


Developing Standards, Assessments, Rubrics, and Benchmarks

After the Board of Education in District #761 adopted the Kodály approach as the official method for elementary music in 1996, the director of teaching and learning asked the music curriculum team to create a set of standards and develop a system of benchmark assessments (aligned with the standards) and rubrics for 4th and 6th grades using performance assessments and authentic assessments. Neither the author Sue Leithold-Bowcock nor any of the other music teachers had knowledge about standards, benchmarks, rubrics, or performance and authentic assessments. Fortunately, the Music Educators National Conference (MENC) had already published National Standards for Music Education (MENC, 1994), but neither MENC nor the Minnesota Department of Education (MDE) had yet developed exemplars of benchmarks, rubrics, and assessments. The MDE told us that ours was the first district to request them. The MENC asked us to send a copy of our benchmarks, assessments, and rubrics when we had completed them.

When we found out that our English department had already developed benchmarks and assessments, we obtained them and “translated” many of their statements into music assessments. For example, from the English performance assessment, “The student is able to conjugate the verb “be,” we wrote, “The student is able to translate stick rhythmic notation to staff notation.” For authentic assessments, students need to be able to combine elements into an artistic whole, whether using English or music. From this authentic assessment used by the English department, “The student is able to compose a story that relates mythical creatures to modern culture,” we wrote, “The student is able to compose a sixteen-beat piece of music in the pentatone using mallet instruments.” To accompany these broad statements, we created rubrics defining proficiency of skills. At first, we used a two-point rubric: “Is able” and “Not able.” Later, we changed this to “Mastered” and “Not mastered” to provide more clarity and objectivity.

The process of creating and implementing assessments triggered the first revision of the music curriculum. The benchmark system of assessments and rubrics was eventually transferred to our quarterly assessments using four areas: vocal performance, rhythmic performance, reading notation, and composition/improvisation. All elementary music teachers were using the same curriculum (revised again in 1998), but each teacher created their own rubrics for each assessment.

While elementary music was using a two-point rubric, the other disciplines were using the district’s long-time scale: E-Excellent, S-Satisfactory, U-Unsatisfactory, N-Needs improvement. During subsequent curriculum revisions, the district adopted a three-point grading scale with broad rubrics: 3-Proficient, 2-Developing, and 1-Not observed. The elementary music department adopted this scale and created four specific rubric statements for the quarterly assessments. For each assessment, we were very specific about the criteria for Proficient, Developing, and Not observed. These assessments and rubrics became standard for all of the elementary music teachers.

With this new assessment scale came a new philosophy of assessment. We scored each student according to their proficiency at the skill demonstrated, not on their attitude or behavior. The report card had a section where teachers could make comments about each student’s learning habits.


Continuous Quality Improvement

In 2005, the district required that every discipline convert their written curriculum to an electronic server using the Atlas system. The district paid for substitutes so teachers could complete this time-consuming task. Using Atlas, the music teachers were able to create a calendar of concepts, song lists and other activities that were accessible to all of the elementary music teachers of the district. Any music teacher could add new ideas and documents to the program to share with the entire staff. The common set of resources was organized by grade level and concept, with assessment periods clearly marked for each concept. This made it easy for new teachers to instruct using the curriculum outcomes.

At this time, Minnesota had developed a standardized test, the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment (MCA), that aligned with Minnesota’s academic standards in reading, writing, math, and science. It used a four-point rubric scale, so to be consistent, the district moved to a four-point scale: 4-Above proficient level, 3-Proficient, 2-Developing, 1-Not Proficient. Revising the music rubric scale from three to four points necessitated changing all of the criteria for each level of proficiency, and this not only produced a more accurate reflection of competence level in each area assessed but also allowed teachers to report when students were performing at an outstanding level of achievement.

In 2010, the district moved from quarterly assessments to trimester assessments. The music curriculum already had a calendar of concepts, so during summer curriculum writing, we simply moved lines of assessment on the grading calendar and applied the same assessment methods to the new concepts.

Two years later, the district transferred from the Atlas system to the Moodle system. During the summer curriculum writing days, while the music team manually entered all of the data (it would not transfer electronically), they also improved the amount of information and materials. The new system was easily downloadable to individual computers, and new ideas were easy to upload to share with music colleagues. After almost 6 years of using this program, we have found it very helpful for both new and experienced music teachers. It is our version of a textbook because it has almost everything found in current textbook series: songs, listening lessons, video exemplars from YouTube, assessments, and worksheets.

In 2013, three teachers who had been integral in the development of the curriculum and assessments had retired. The district hired new teachers who were already pursuing their Kodály levels. When they began using the music curriculum criteria, rubrics and scale, however, each person had a different interpretation of how to carry out the assessments. Thus, in the fall of 2015, we added step-by-step procedures for each assessment with specific songs, teacher-created written assessments, and activities. When the district hired another music teacher, they reported that the procedures were clear, and they had no trouble carrying out the assessments.

Although we were very proud of our assessments, we felt there was something missing between our goals and the students’ perceptions of those goals. In 2015, we used Professional Learning Community (PLC) sessions and summer curriculum writing time to create self-assessments for our students with “I can” student-friendly language and four goals for each trimester that corresponded with the trimester assessments. We give the self-assessments at the mid-term to let students know what we expect them to be able to do musically by the end of the trimester. These midterm self-assessments are also included in the packet for parent-teacher conferences. We give the same self-assessment sheet at the end of the trimester and the students score themselves on each goal by circling “I can,” or “It’s getting easier” or “I’m having difficulty.” The next week the report card is sent home with scores from their assessments which correlate with each “I can” statement.

Students are proud of their new abilities, and they now have an avenue to tell us when they are having difficulty so that we can respond with reassurance or help. Students like being accountable for their learning. When they fill out their self-assessments, I hear comments, such as “I love these things,” and “Is ‘re’ on there yet? I was hoping we were going to learn that next.” The self-assessments help our students become reflective about their learning, and to be able to look at areas of struggle not as failures but as achievable challenges to be met with new learning and effort. At the same time, the self-assessments encourage teachers to be reflective about their instruction. We ask ourselves questions, such as, “What did we miss?” “Why do so many students think they are singing poorly?”

Our curriculum-instruction-assessment system has been designed and improved for over 25 years, but it will never be finished. Teaching and learning is a fluid process dependent on supportive administrators, funded curriculum development, and very determined, hardworking music educators.


The Current Curriculum-Instruction Assessment System in District #761


A sequenced curriculum with clear goals and measurable competencies that are relevant, understandable, and achievable is the foundation for fair assessment of students. The seven elementary music teachers in Owatonna Public Schools continually revise and improve their long-standing curriculum-instruction-assessment system. They meet for one hour every other week as a professional learning community (PLC), and receive district funding for three or four teachers to meet for a few days each summer. The primary author Sue Leithold-Bowcock, an Owatonna K–5 music teacher since 1986, serves as facilitator. The curriculum and assessments are based on a delivery system of 30-minute sessions twice per week for kindergarten, and three times per week for grades 1–6, with an average of 26 students in a class.


Sequence of Elements

The first step in creating a curriculum is to create a sequence of elements such as listed in Figure 21.1. This is dependent on the developmental stage of the students and the song literature used. The teachers have amassed a collection of 400 folk songs for use with the sequence of elements they have developed.


[image: image]
Figure 21.1 Element sequence.





Choosing the number of elements to present at each grade level depends on a school’s delivery system. Although students who have only one 50-minute music class or two 30-minute classes a week will be able to learn fewer elements per year than Owatonna students who meet three times a week, they can still attain a high level of competency singing, playing, reading, notating, improvising, and composing with those elements. Each element is taught using the prepare-present-practice model. To ensure complete confidence, all elements are experienced physically, visually, and aurally.


Abridged Scope

Using the element sequence, the teachers create a scope for each grade in four different areas: performing, notation/analysis, creating, and contextual elements. Figure 21.2 shows the 3rd-grade year (age 8).


[image: image]
Figure 21.2 Scope chart for grade 3.





Next, the teachers establish a timeline for each grade for preparing, presenting, and practicing elements throughout the school year. Again, this depends on the delivery system. Figure 21.3 shows the 3rd-grade calendar of concepts.


[image: image]
Figure 21.3 Calendar of concepts for grade 3.






Enduring Understandings

The enduring understandings align the curriculum with the Minnesota music standards (Minnesota Department of Education, 2008). Enduring understandings state main concepts and processes that students should do, know, and understand that have lasting value beyond the music class. They are revised each time Minnesota changes the standards. Each standard is listed with learning targets that start with “I can ….” Figure 21.4 contains the 3rd-grade enduring understandings.


[image: image]
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[image: image]
Figure 21.4 Enduring understandings for grade 3.






Lesson Planning

Using the yearly calendars of concepts, each teacher creates their own weekly and daily lessons for each grade. Figure 21.5 displays one of the primary author’s 3rd-grade lessons.


[image: image]
Figure 21.5 Lesson plan for grade 3.






Assessing and Evaluating in the Elementary Kodály Music Classroom


Although the Owatonna teachers use referential and contextual material to enrich students’ musical experiences and musicianship, they do not assess the students on this knowledge. Rather, they assess knowledge-in-practice. For example, after students have listened to an authentic field recording of a spiritual, discussed the style of singing, and learned the meaning of the text in historical context, they might be assessed on whether they can sing the song emulating the style. Assessing musical skills allows students to both celebrate their achievement and know which skills they need to improve, and it provides information to enable teachers to help all students achieve mastery.


Formative and Summative Assessment

To enable individual growth, it is critical that teachers establish a warm, safe classroom climate so that students feel comfortable singing, playing, and improvising alone and with partners and small groups in front of their peers. Mistakes are viewed as an opportunity for learning. Young children in this environment become as comfortable singing as they are speaking. In kindergarten, teachers formatively assess their students by observing them individually within the group, checking to see if they can keep a steady beat on their laps while singing a song, clap rhythms, and understand and perform the elements and concepts in the sequence. Teachers provide individual feedback, for example, by telling students whether they are matching a pitch, and coaching them if they are not yet able.

Starting in first grade, teachers make summative assessments three times per year. Each trimester, the teachers let the students know what will be assessed. Progress reports are based on both formative and summative assessments, and go home at the end of each trimester. These are reported as ratings (1–4) for specific areas of performance.


When and to What Degree to Assess

To create assessments, teachers draw a vertical line on the yearly calendars for the date of each grading period. Going back through the prior month, they draw another line to establish what students should have mastered during that time. Based on expected proficiencies, teachers create criteria for performance assessments in four areas: vocal, instrumental, notation, and creating.


Rubrics and Rating Systems

First, the teachers discuss what each proficiency “looks like” in practice. Then, they develop rubrics based on agreed-on song material and rhythmic and/or tonal elements. For example, in the third trimester of 3rd grade, the teacher will choose either “I See the Moon,” “Kookaburra,” or “Scotland’s Burning” to assess students on singing in tune in canon. The 3rd-grade third trimester assessments for weeks 20–36(and the associated rubrics) are in Figure 21.6.


[image: image]
Figure 21.6 Trimester rubrics for grade 3.






How to Assess Students

Conducting individual student assessments takes planning, but it does not need to take much time. Ideally, an entire class of 30 students can be assessed in less than 10 minutes. First, the class practices the song and assessed skill, and the teacher explains exactly what will be assessed. Starting in the last trimester of 2nd grade, the teachers read the rubric criteria to the students. Then a small group of students faces the teacher in a semicircle with their backs to their peers. The teachers use a blank spreadsheet with four columns at the top for what is being assessed and student names alphabetically down the side (see Figure 21.7 for a sample).


[image: image]
Figure 21.7 Class score sheet.





Using the rubric, teachers mark each student with a 1, 2, 3, or 4 for the skill being assessed, disregarding other elements that the student might perform incorrectly. Later, they enter the scores into an online grading system.


Student Self-Assessments

Midway through each trimester, students receive a self-assessment form with two parts: learning targets and behavioral habits from Stephen Covey’s The Leader in Me, used district-wide (Covey, Covey, Summers, & Hatch, 2014). As a group, they read the learning targets for that trimester and then rate themselves on the two behavioral habits. The teacher then uses a different colored pen to circle their own rating of behavioral habits on each student’s form, and gives the forms to the classroom teachers to use during parent–teacher conferences. At the end of the trimester, the students fill out a clean copy of the same form, this time circling both their rating of their progress on the learning targets and on the behavioral habits. Again, the teacher only circles their perception of each student’s behaviors. The form is then sent home with the progress report. Figure 21.8 shows a 3rd-grade trimester three self-assessment form.


[image: image]
Figure 21.8 Music self-assessment for grade 3.






Report Card Evaluation

The district sends progress reports at the end of each trimester. Each report has four sections correlating with the four categories on the rubrics: vocal, notation, rhythmic, and create. Each student receives a 1 (low) to 4 (high) rating in each category.


Benchmark Assessments

Instead of regular third trimester assessments, 4th and 6th graders (ages 10 and 12) are given benchmark assessments. These assessments allow teachers to examine year-to-year patterns of proficiency so that they can obtain professional development in best practices in desired areas in need of growth. The assessments consist of two sections: (1) a comprehensive composition project created sequentially over an entire school year, involving improvising, composing, notating, playing parts on instruments, and an oral presentation and musical performance, and (2) a performance assessment of singing independently and in a group, independent instrument playing, vocal improvisation, reading notation of rhythm and pitches and dictation notation of rhythms and pitches. The composition project for 4th grade is displayed in Figure 21.9 with accompanying rubrics in Figure 21.10.


[image: image]
Figure 21.9 Composition project for grade 4.
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Figure 21.10 Composition project rubrics for grade 4.






Student Survey

Each year, tenured teachers create a student survey from a data bank of teacher-developed questions based on the Minnesota Department of Education’s Teacher Development and Evaluation State Model (2016). The primary author created the survey in Figure 21.11 and administered it in 2015–2016.


[image: image]
Figure 21.11 Teacher development student survey.





The teacher selects one class to fill out the surveys anonymously twice per school year. The information can be collected and analyzed easily within 10 minutes by using a smart phone or tablet with an application such as Plickers (https://www.plickers.com). Using the questions shown in Figure 21.12, the teacher completes a reflection. This process is used for the teacher’s personal and professional growth, not to evaluate the teacher.


[image: image]
Figure 21.12 Student engagement and connection reflection.






Assessment Goals

Every year, each PLC creates a goal. In fall 2015, the elementary classroom music teachers were concerned that only 60% of 4th graders and 50% of 6th graders (about 365 students per grade) were meeting the standard they had set for vocal improvisation. They discussed ways to improve their instruction to enable more students to meet the standard, and set a new goal of 80% of 4th graders meeting the standard. Due to 6th graders’ self-consciousness and changing voices, they decided to stop assessing them on vocal improvisation. The new 4th-grade goal was added to each teacher’s personal goals for the year, but is not used to evaluate their performance.


Assessing Middle School Students


This section includes a few unique assessments used in Kodály-based middle school settings in other districts.


Classroom Music

Sixth graders in Janet Jan’s World Music course at South Lake Middle School in Edina, Minnesota, compose two pieces. First semester, they apply their knowledge of solfège to absolute letter names by composing a melody with the online notation software Noteflight (https://www.noteflight.com) software using either G or C as do in a pentatonic scale (drm sl d’) or a diatonic scale (drmfsltd’). When they are finished, they use a rubric to self-score their composition and then their teacher scores it. They fill out the self-assessment form shown in Figure 21.13.


[image: image]
Figure 21.13 Composition reflection for grade 6.





Janet reports that after completing this reflection, students are more focused and directed when working on their next composition. Students who receive a lower mark of B or C on their first composition usually earn the highest mark of A on the second one. The second composition assignment is shown in Figure 21.14.


[image: image]
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Figure 21.14 Melodic and harmonic composition for grade 6.






Choirs

The retired Kodály teacher Cynthia Bayt Bradford taught for over three decades in Crown Point, Indiana. She collaborated with her students to create a rating system for tone quality by listening to demonstrations and recordings of male and female singers in various musical styles, and recording and assessing their own voices. On the form they developed, vocal qualities that can be changed or controlled are on the upper half, and vocal qualities typically not in one’s control are on the lower half. For each vocal assessment, students would record themselves singing a song alone, then listen to it and use the tone quality rating form in Figure 21.15 to assess themselves. Cynthia would then listen to each recording, fill out a rating form, and return it to the student.


[image: image]
Figure 21.15 Describing your tone quality for grade 8.





After viewing many performances by different choirs, Cynthia and her students also collaboratively developed the performance presentation rubric shown in Figure 21.16.


[image: image]
Figure 21.16 Performance presentation rubric for grade 8.






Instruments

Kodály-based instrumental teachers start their beginning students by singing familiar folk songs with solfège and then transferring that knowledge to absolute letter names. Some create their own methods books using folk songs. After many years teaching elementary classroom music in Northmont City Schools in Ohio, the Kodály teacher Julie Swank now teaches middle school band. She shares the following story as an example of a formative assessment.

Bailey, a beginning trumpet player, and Mason, a novice baritone player, were improvising on their instruments one morning before class. Bailey announced that he had composed a tune. He called it, “March.” He played it for Mason and subsequently, Mason wanted to learn the melody. Mason expressed concern because he reads in bass clef and trumpets play in treble clef. Bailey said, “No worries, I’ll sing it for you.” He then sang his composition using solfa syllables—motif by motif until Mason could play it on his instrument. Soon they both had it memorized and they were playing it together. After some peer editing, they were very excited with their product. They stood up and started marching about the room as they played their composition. As others trickled in, they wanted to join in on the fun. So, Mason and Bailey taught the others—flutes, clarinets, saxophones and French horns—the melody of “March” using their common language, solfa. Soon the entire beginning band class was playing and marching about the room performing Bailey’s “March.”

This was the joy of music, composition, movement, and communication using a common language of music—the sung solfa syllables. They were all playing different note names in different “keys,” yet they were all one in solfa. A common experience and common foundation is needed and necessary; it is the preparation period to concert pitch. (personal communication, September 16, 2015)


Adapting Kodály Practice to US National Standards

In 1994, the first-ever National Standards for Music Education articulated what students should know and be able to do in music (MENC, 1994). Of the nine standards, five called for competence in singing in tune, playing instruments, reading, notating, improvising, and composing music; two involved analyzing, describing, and evaluating music; and two concerned the relationship of music to other arts, history, and culture. Most Kodály teachers were easily able to align their curriculum and measurable outcomes with the standards about singing, reading, notating, and understanding the relationship of music to other arts, history, and culture. However, the standards prompted many Kodály teachers to change their instructional practice by adding Orff instruments, recorders, and keyboards, having students create their own music, and helping them to analyze, describe, and evaluate music and music performances.

A Kodály instructor and former Minnesota music education coordinator, Nyssa Brown spent years coaching music teachers in how to develop standards-aligned curriculum and assessments, and served on a committee that helped develop the new standards. Nyssa states:

The National Core Arts Standards [State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education, 2014] provide an unprecedented opportunity for Kodály-inspired educators to build upon the strengths of the historically significant sequential, spiral pedagogy. As education in general moves from a knowledge- and skills-based framework, evident in the 1994 standards, to a framework based around inquiry, problem solving, and critical thinking, the National Core Arts Standards provide possible processes and performance standards to help teachers create a 21st Century learning environment for students in the music classroom. For example, instead of simply providing expectations about what students should know (knowledge) and be able to do (skills), the new standards offer teachers a more holistic way to conceive of curriculum that intentionally integrates knowledge, skills, critical thinking, evaluation, and reflection on both product and process. To this end, in addition to anchor and performance standards, The National Core Arts Standards also include enduring understandings, essential questions, and optional model cornerstone assessments to aid teachers in determining if students have met learning objectives, as outlined in the standards The forward-thinking Kodály-inspired educator can benefit from applying the powerful sequence and tools employed in Kodály pedagogy and increasing student independence, transfer of learning, and diverse reasoning skills through careful study and curricular implementation of the National Core Arts Standards (personal communication, March 6, 2016).


Envisioning the Future

Scientific research is revealing that music making holds numerous benefits for health, vitality, well-being, socialization, brain development, achievement, aging, and living with chronic diseases. These findings affirm Zoltán Kodály’s philosophy, “Music belongs to everyone.” Based on her brain research, the neuroscientist Dr. Nina Kraus has called for a large-scale effort to provide more and improved music instruction for every child in American schools (Kraus & Chandrasekarn, 2010, pp. 603–604). In a joyful, challenging skills-based environment, students become active participants in their own learning, enabling them to continue making music into adulthood, thereby enhancing the quality of their existence lifelong.
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CHAPTER 22



Assessment and Orff Schulwerk Pedagogy



Daniel C. Johnson



Introduction/Overview


This chapter on the assessment of student learning and the Orff Schulwerk approach begins with a brief history of this pedagogical tradition along with its philosophical tenets. The initial section includes an orientation to current adoptions of this approach worldwide and, more specifically, adaptations of the Schulwerk in the United States. The second section addresses assessment issues with specific references to professional development standards. In particular, this section presents assessment challenges faced by process-focused teachers who promote creativity as a fundamental principle. National, state, and other standards frame the third section of this chapter and provide a more practical context for understanding how those factors impact assessment in Orff Schulwerk lessons. This section includes recommendations for formative and summative assessments appropriate for Schulwerk-based instruction. Practical considerations and recommendations complete this discussion of implementing assessment practices in Orff-based teaching. The conclusion of this chapter presents a review of assessment principles centered on the Schulwerk, with particular applications to teaching practices.


Orff Schulwerk


Orff Schulwerk, named for the German composer Carl Orff (1895–1982), is a creative approach to movement and music education. Through singing, instrumental, speech, and movement activities, tens of thousands of music teachers throughout the world use this pedagogy to engage their students and promote creativity.


A Brief History

Orff and his colleagues began to develop ideas for the Schulwerk in the 1920s at the Güntherschule, an experimental school for music, dance, and theatre in Munich, Germany. Following World War II, Orff collaborated with Gunild Keetman to focus his efforts on music and movement education for children. Beginning in the 1960s, music teachers in the United States, Canada, and other countries began to adapt Orff’s original material by substituting their own folksongs and rhymes. During the following decades, Orff Schulwerk became one of the most widely practiced and professionally relevant approaches to music education (Hoffer, 1981). Now adopted by tens of thousands of educators worldwide, it continues to attract music teachers as a well-established yet innovative pedagogy for effective instruction (Frego & Abril, 2003; Johnson & Rack, 2004, November).


Philosophical Tenets

Philosophically, Orff Schulwerk is aesthetic education (Frazee, 1977). One distinguishing feature is its combination of four art forms: vocal music, instrumental music, movement, and speech. Termed “Musica Poetica” by Orff (Kugler, 2011), this intersection gives rise to a multitude of interpretive activities. Reaching beyond easily assessed musical performances, this interdisciplinary approach celebrates the creative nexus of music, movement, and speech.

Another characteristic of Orff Schulwerk is its focus on elemental music. By concentrating on the fundamental elements of music, Orff conceptualized his approach as preceding traditional music instruction. Instead of studying established vocal or instrumental repertoire, the Orff approach emphasizes making music with the body (i.e., in movement and body percussion), using speech (e.g., the rhythmic patterns in spoken words), singing folksongs, and playing specialized classroom instruments (e.g., xylophones, glockenspiels, and metallophones). Because the Schulwerk originated with Orff and his colleagues teaching dancers, who were nontrained musicians, this pedagogy de-emphasizes music notation while highlighting active music-making. Taking his cue from educational theorists and developmental psychology, Orff conceptualized the Schulwerk as incorporating music, speech, and movement in a unified whole (Kugler, 2011).

A third central but more esoteric feature of the Schulwerk is its humanizing effect. By sharing, exploring, discovering, and creating in sound and movement, the Schulwerk promotes a sense of community that has a profoundly humanizing influence (Orff, 1983). Beyond imparting knowledge and skills, Orff Schulwerk fosters this experience of creating music and movement in a socially mediated context (Johnson, 2006). The resulting learning includes critical thinking, interpersonal skills, and self-confidence as well as the more obvious musical knowledge and proficiencies (Wang, 2013a). As Orff wrote in 1962, “Anyone who has worked with children or young people in the spirit of Schulwerk will have discovered that it has a humanizing influence which transcends its musical function” (Orff, 1985, p. 13).


Orff Schulwerk Worldwide

Orff described the Schulwerk as a wildflower. In a speech delivered to open the Orff Institute in Salzburg in 1963, he said,

I am a passionate gardener so this description seems to me a very suitable one. As in nature plants establish themselves where they are needed and where conditions are favorable, so Schulwerk has grown from ideas that were rife at the time and that found their favorable conditions in my work. Schulwerk did not develop from any preconsidered plan—I could never have imagined such a far-reaching one—but it came from a need that I was able to recognize as such. It is an experience of long standing that wild flowers always prosper, where carefully planned, cultivated plants often produce disappointing results.   (Orff, 1983, p. 3)

Since that time, applications of Orff Schulwerk span the globe. Organizations of Orff Schulwerk teachers regularly network and promote professional development. They include: The Orff Institute (Austria), Carl Orff Canada, The Australian National Council of Orff Schulwerk, Orff New Zealand Aotearoa, the Orff Schulwerk Society of South Africa, and Orff Societies throughout Europe.

The focus on international adaptations of the Schulwerk has been a topic of scholarly research. Several of these studies indicated that the characteristics of Orff Schulwerk allow it to bridge cultural divides and to incorporate indigenous musical and text-based materials in meaningful ways. For example, Mason (2013) reported on the successful implementation of the Orff approach in South Africa and the founding of the Orff Schulwerk Society of South Africa (OSSSA) in 1972. Also in Africa, Addo (1990) investigated Orff-based strategies music teachers used in Ghana. She found that the basic tenets of both the Orff approach and the Kodály method were compatible with teaching Ghanaian indigenous music while developing a curriculum for formal music education. Similarly, Kubitsky (1998) found that using the Orff approach with traditional musical material resulted in positive learning experiences, both for Ghanaian children and their American counterparts. Working with the Asian cultures of Taiwan, Japan, and Thailand, Shamrock (1988) also studied the application of this European-based model. In her ethnographic study, she described the transplantation process according to evidences observed in these countries. Her findings related to teacher preparation, instructional materials from indigenous traditions as well as Western traditions, traditional Orff Schulwerk instruments, and the pedagogical process.

In Latin America, some music educators and scholars have conversely rejected the typical barred instruments and European traditions connected with the Schulwerk (Frega, 2013). These reactions honor the native, traditional music of Latin American countries and do not indicate a denial of the approach itself. For example, Johnson (2010) successfully adapted musical and spoken material from Costa Rica for use with K–12 Costa Rican students and their teachers. Despite a lower level of infrastructure and financial support for music in schools, both students and teachers responded very positively to the Orff approach, validating the universality of the fundamental tenants of this pedagogy. Using text, song, instrumental settings, and creative movement, these international projects demonstrate the worldwide applications the Schulwerk has.


Adaptations of the Schulwerk in the United States

As Hughes (1993) documented, music teachers and teacher educators in the United States began to adopt Orff Schulwerk in the 1960s following its first introduction at the 1956 national convention of the Music Educators National Conference (MENC), now known as the National Association for Music Education (NAfME). With the establishment of the American Orff-Schulwerk Association (AOSA) in 1968, the movement grew in momentum and members. That year, the Orff Echo first appeared as the organization’s professional journal and offered members ongoing explorations of the Schulwerk. The following year, annual professional development conferences began to encourage members to learn, share, and celebrate music and movement with their colleagues from across the country and beyond (Frazee, 2013). The AOSA also approved professional development or levels courses according to a set of curriculum guidelines including a scope and sequence checklist, discussed below.

When the Schulwerk was relatively new to American teachers, the Bellflower Unified School District conducted a study, titled Orff-Schulwerk: Design for Creativity—A Report of the Project “Creativity and Participation in Music Education” (1968), and found that the Schulwerk provided both an effective instructional approach and innovative professional opportunities for music teachers. Other teachers throughout the United States soon explored Orff Schulwerk as a practical pedagogy for music education. By the end of the next decade, an American edition of the original five volumes of Musik für Kinder appeared (Regner, 1977). Since then, dozens of resource books offer teachers a wealth of material based on authentic, American sources. After nearly 50 years, Orff Schulwerk is now one of the two leading active music-making approaches in the United States. Together with the Kodály philosophy, teachers use the Orff approach more frequently than any other pedagogy in teaching general music (Frego & Abril, 2003). With such widespread use of the Schulwerk, the important issue of evaluating the authenticity of Orff-based teaching practices arises, with implications for student learning outcomes (Johnson, 2017). Assessing that aspect of music teaching and learning, however, is beyond the scope of this discussion on the assessment of student learning and the Orff approach.


The Role of Assessment in Orff-Based Teaching


Assessment is a critical element to successful and thoughtful general music teaching. It updates teachers on student progress and informs instructional practice (Shuler, 1996). There are, however, three general limitations of assessment and Orff-based teaching: (1) a lack of clearly defined research studies focused on assessing student learning in Orff-based instruction; (2) a de-emphasis of evaluation in the Orff process itself; and (3) inherent challenges related to the assessment of creativity with respect to student learning. As Wang (2013b) described, there is a lack of research literature using a clear definition of Orff Schulwerk pedagogy. Teachers and teacher educators need more research that focuses on the effect of specific Orff instruction instead of an eclectic approach or Orff-based instruction blended with other approaches. In addition, improvisation has received little attention from researchers—a topic that is directly linked with creativity in music, one of the hallmarks of the Schulwerk. Despite these deficits, some researchers have investigated the effect of Orff Schulwerk instruction on a number of outcomes, as outlined in the following sections.


The Orff approach


The Orff Process

Because a direct connection between assessment procedures and the Orff process provides evidence of content validity, teachers and administrators need to appreciate the philosophical and pedagogical tenets of Orff Schulwerk when developing assessment measures. By doing so, teachers can identify and rationalize what and how to assess when considering student learning in Orff-based instruction. As Janovjak and her colleagues wrote (1996), the role of assessment in Orff Schulwerk should be flexible and include a range of measures. While including performance as the most obvious demonstration of student learning, other assessment measures should include student reflection and self-evaluation. By emphasizing longer-term growth of both musical and social learning, assessments provide a closer match to Orff Schulwerk’s holistic approach, addressing multiple educational outcomes.

The Orff process includes four stages of learning: imitation, exploration, improvisation, and literacy (Frazee & Kreuter, 1987). Because it is not prescriptive, this process allows for flexibility and overlap among the activities during instruction. Overall, the process describes ways the teacher guides student learning in a creative and student-centered manner. To move toward a more coherent and shared understanding of this pedagogy in theory and practice, O’Hehir (2005) conducted survey research with American music teacher educators. From the collected responses of 186 certified teacher educators, she reported 94 statements that outlined a comprehensive operational definition of Orff Schulwerk pedagogy. Although this kind of work provided insights into a shared understanding of this pedagogy, the profession needs to devote more attention to defining the Orff process more clearly in both theory and in practice (Wang, 2013b).

The role of assessment in the Orff process is both formative and summative. While the teacher implicitly assesses student work during the process of instruction, he/she also returns with explicit assessments at the completion of the lesson or instructional unit. By including formative and summative assessments in these ways, the Orff approach seamlessly integrates authentic assessment techniques in the form of student performance and responses to thoughtful discussion questions.

The Orff process is also organic. Although based on certain fundamentals, it unfolds dynamically and therefore resists being concisely prescribed. As Kugler (2011) wrote, “there is a tense relationship between the dynamic reality of the concept and its fixation through publication” (p. 18). As a function of its organic nature, Schulwerk-based instruction is difficult to clarify in step-by-step lesson plans. Instead, Orff Schulwerk teacher educators and scholars offer pedagogical models and kernels of ideas to promote access to creativity in music and movement. Well-established examples of these publications include: Elementaria (Keetman, 1974), Orff-Schulwerk: Applications for the Classroom (Warner, 1991), and Discovering Orff (Frazee & Kreuter, 1987). In a more recent example, Frazee’s Artful—Playful—Mindful (2012) provides an Orff-based curriculum to guide teachers toward thoughtful and musical activities. As one might expect, a focus on process is central to her descriptions and suggestions. She also comments on the need for skill development as an outcome of musical behaviors. Goodkin’s Play, Sing and Dance: An Introduction to Orff-Schulwerk (2002) offers a similar set of suggestions and teacher-oriented curriculum guides.

Absent from these publications, however, is guidance for assessing the recommended musical behaviors. Instead, the respective authors take a similar attitude that Orff himself took when then trusting teachers’ musicality and professional training to develop appropriate assessments. Although experienced teachers may infer formative and authentic assessments as part of their lesson plans, more specific and intentional assessments would provide teachers with more practical assessment guidance. In contrast to other publications, one teacher-centered resource that offers more explicit assessment guidelines is the winter issue of the 1996 Orff Echo, including a “Point~Counterpoint” article by Potter and Riley (1996). In this publication, numerous teacher educators and Orff scholars offer insights and recommendations on a range of assessment topics appropriate for Orff-based instruction including: benchmarks, concept mapping, journaling, portfolios, and other alternative assessment strategies. Most noticeable in this collection is the emphasis on nonstandardized assessments to capture both the process and products of Orff Schulwerk instruction (Marchetti, 1996). Since 1996, other Orff-based teachers and teacher educators have adopted many of these protocols.


Creativity as a Fundamental Principle

Orff Schulwerk maintains creativity as one of its core values. Orff Schulwerk lessons therefore routinely emphasize the teaching and learning processes over products. Instead of training students to perform closely prescribed, set pieces, the Orff approach depends on creativity—both on the part of the students and their teachers. In fact, the process of improvising, of engaging by actively making music, and of creating collaborative pieces defines the Orff process and distinguishes it from other approaches (Walter, 1983). Similarly, in contemporary education, creativity plays an important role in preparing students to succeed and is an important 21st-century skill (P21, n.d.; Trilling & Fadel, 2009). Not only in music education but also in other fields, creativity has continuing importance as a broadly applicable learning outcome (Webster, 2002).


Assessing the Creative Process

In 1983, Richardson and Saffle reported that teachers and administrators often overlook creativity when assessing student work. Since then, music education scholars and pedagogues have made advancements on this issue. Frequently associating creativity with music composition, some researchers (e.g., Barrett, 2006; Brown & Dillon, 2012; Byrne, MacDonald, & Carlton, 2003; Wrigley & Emmerson, 2013) have explored creativity in terms of Csikszentmihalyi’s flow theory or optimal experience (1990). Using Custodero’s adaptation of flow theory to study a broader range of musical activities (1998), Cunha and Carvalho (2011) conducted a pilot study on the effects of Orff-based instruction on flow states among elementary school students. They found strong connections between the Orff approach and flow states of: self-assignment, self-assessment, and deliberate gesture, as well as anticipation, expansion, and extension. Despite this emerging scholarship, how to accurately and authentically assess musical creativity, and particularly improvisation in the Schulwerk remains an underdeveloped area of scholarship (Wang, 2013b).

Perhaps one of the most challenging tasks for teachers (from both a pedagogical and an assessment perspective), improvisation also represents one of the most central goals of the Schulwerk, namely, creativity. One example of this type of study is Beegle’s 2001 thesis, An Examination of Orff-Trained General Music Teachers’ Use of Improvisation with Elementary School Children. Using observational and interview data, she found that the teacher-participants agreed on the importance and definition of improvisation. Although they disagreed on the amount of structure to use when teaching improvisation, they did agree that modeling was an effective instructional strategy. How to assess improvisation, however, was another point of disagreement, perhaps because students need to demonstrate musical intentions even if their efforts do not consistently result in achievement (Janovjak et al., 1996).


Influences of the Orff Approach on Assessment


Process Versus Product

Assessment of student work in Orff-based instruction is challenging because the instruction is process-oriented and creatively focused. Nevertheless, teachers can consider Webster’s (2002) definition of creativity in music as, “the engagement of the mind in the active, structured process of thinking in sound for the purpose of producing some product that is new for the creator” (p. 26). This process-oriented understanding is actually more of a description of creative thinking than abstract creativity. As such, it fits well with the philosophical foundations of the Schulwerk by allowing for both processes and products in the teaching and learning of music.


Ontological Development of Musical Competencies

As an example of the teacher-education standards established by the American Orff-Schulwerk Association (AOSA), the curriculum standards matrix includes six learning outcomes organized by six musical elements and eight learning outcomes. During both the teacher education courses and practical work with children, these elements develop ontogenetically. By mirroring the cognitive development of the child, the material grows in sophistication in a natural, organic progression. Although this ontological development has come under scrutiny and some criticism in recent years (Abril, 2013), the lineage is one that AOSA and Carl Orff himself endorsed as a philosophical and theoretical framework (Orff, 1963). In future, a less linear approach to the child’s development may afford teachers and students a more holistic understanding.


Scope and Sequence Progressions

For the Basic Pedagogy component of the Level I Orff Schulwerk Course, the corresponding Scope and Sequence Checklist is:

Basic Orff/Pedagogy Level I Scope and Sequence Checklist

Learning objectives organized by six musical elements:



1. Time, Rhythm, and Meter


2. Melody


3. Accompaniment Texture


4. Form


5. Timbre


6. Expression (American Orff Schulwerk Association, 2013, p. 2)






Although AOSA specifies the learning objectives (listed next), it is important to note that all assessment measures are left to the discretion of the instructor.

Learning Objectives:



1. Speech


2. Performing Body Percussion and Playing Unpitched Percussion Instruments


3. Singing


4. Playing Pitched Instruments


5. Playing Recorder


6. Movement


7. Improvisation, Composition, Orchestration


8. Pedagogy (American Orff Schulwerk Association, 2013, p. 2)






Orff Schulwerk scholars have assembled an online research database with structured abstracts to catalog studies related to the Schulwerk (Johnson, Wang, & Abril, 2008, November). This growing body of scholarship describes the scope of research literature with clear linkages to Orff Schulwerk. Unique among resources promoting active music-making approaches, this database represents a concerted effort to ground pedagogical practice in scholarly research. Studies of Orff Schulwerk and its applications have addressed a range of 15 different themes, including curriculum and assessment (Wang, 2013b). With approximately half of this scholarship completed since 1990, this body of research demonstrates an increased emphasis on qualitative methodologies and greater attention to describing the Orff process (Wang & Sogin, 2004, November). Instead of discovering an existing truth, the purpose of qualitative research is to develop more informed perceptions of lived experiences, resulting in deeper understandings with greater complexity and collective conceptualizations. Hallmarks of this type of research are: observing in natural situations, emphasizing interpretations, relying on context for thick descriptions, and validating data through triangulation (Bresler & Stake, 2006).

Research-based assessments of learning with the Orff Schulwerk approach have yielded a collection of studies that include outcome measures such as traditional musical elements, learning in other disciplines, and affective responses. While this discussion is not inclusive, it outlines the type of research available on Orff-based instruction and assessing student learning. For a more comprehensive discussion, see “Orff-Schulwerk Research: Where Are We?” in Orff Schulwerk: Reflections and Directions (Wang, 2013b).

With respect to traditional musical elements, several studies have investigated the effect Orff-based instruction has had on student achievement. In one early study conducted by the Bellflower Unified School District (1968), elementary students receiving Orff Schulwerk instruction demonstrated both freedom and expression in movement, understood the relationship of space and time, and successfully completed improvisation tasks. During another early implementation of Orff Schulwerk in the United States, Siemens (1969) investigated the effect of Orff-based instruction on elementary student achievement. She found that, in contrast to the control group, the group receiving the Orff-based instruction had significantly stronger results on the three assessment measures: a student interest questionnaire, the Knuth Achievement Test in Music, and the Kwalwasser-Ruch Test of Musical Accomplishment. In a more recent study, Shank and Rashley (2001, November) investigated the effect of Orff-based instruction on students’ attitude toward music listening and musical concept recognition in comparison to traditional lecture-based instruction among college-level students. In contrast to the conclusions reached earlier, they found a significant and positive difference in students’ attitudes, but no significant difference in musical understanding, possibly because she worked with older students.

Johnson (2003) found that Orff-based instruction resulted in significantly greater kinesthetic accuracy on rhythm tasks among 4th-grade students, that is, using body percussion to demonstrate given rhythms. As compared to a more theoretical pedagogy based on mathematical concepts, the Orff approach yielded significantly more accurate rhythm skills without any loss in overall learning. He also found that 5th-grade students demonstrated significantly higher response scores in response to music listening experiences when they received Orff-based instruction, as compared to students receiving parallel instruction (Johnson, 2011). Similarly, Parisi (2004) reported that 4th- and 5th-grade students receiving Orff-based instruction focused on melodic and improvisatory discrimination responded with higher levels of auditory discriminatory skills and more positive affective responses than students in a control group who received general playing and singing instruction.

Generally, researchers have contributed many studies about the effect music instruction has on academic skills (Hodges & O’Connell, 2005). Few of those studies, however, have focused on Orff-based instruction. DeMarea (1976) conducted one investigation on learning in other disciplines among kindergarten students. In her 6-week study, she focused on what effect the Orff approach had on developing three preacademic skills: auditory comprehension, visual-motor integration, and verbal ability. Although there were no significant differences between the treatment and control groups, questions about the teachers’ level of Orff expertise and the length of instructional period raised validity concerns about DeMarea’s study (Zimmerman, 1978). In another study, Lu (1986) found no significant difference in reading scores among 1st-grade students who received 12 weekly lessons of blended Orff-Kodály instruction as compared to those receiving traditional instruction. In contrast, Whitehead (2001) reported significant gain scores in mathematics among secondary level students who received 20 weeks of Orff Schulwerk instruction, in comparison to two other groups of students who received limited or no Orff-based lessons. Perhaps the length of instruction in the two earlier studies was insufficient to effect a change in academic skills.

Several studies have either highlighted or included the effects of Orff-based instruction on student attitudes, possibly because the Orff Schulwerk approach involves considerable group work and emphasizes personal as well as musical development (Johnson, 2006). For example, the 1969 Siemens report included significant differences between the Orff-based and a comparison group, favoring the group receiving Orff-based instruction with respect to interest and attitude. Those participants reported significantly higher choice of music as a favorite subject, as well as enjoyment of rhythmic activities and part-singing. Also, the 1968 Bellflower study included noticeable improvement in seven out of nine categories of student behavior. In addition, music instruction was associated with increased learning in writing, drawing, and creativity.


Factors That Impact Assessment Practices in Orff-Based Teaching


Frameworks and Guidelines for Music Teaching


National Standards

In 1994, the MENC introduced the National Standards for Music Education in the United States. The original 1994 National Standards for Music Education were nine descriptive statements, indicating what types of musical and cognitive activities should be taking place in the music classroom. As listed below, these nine voluntary standards served as the basis for most state-level music standards across the nation.



1. Singing, alone and with others, a varied repertoire of music.

2. Performing on instruments, alone and with others, a varied repertoire of music.

3. Improvising melodies, variations, and accompaniments.

4. Composing and arranging music within specified guidelines.

5. Reading and notating music.

6. Listening to, analyzing, and describing music.

7. Evaluating music and music performances.

8. Understanding relationships between music, the other arts, and disciplines outside the arts.

9. Understanding music in relation to history and culture. (Consortium of National Arts Education Associations, 1994)






In 2014, NAfME cooperated with the National Coalition for Core Arts Standards to introduce the National Core Arts Standards (NCAS). The resulting four overarching artistic processes of creating, performing/presenting/producing, responding, and connecting are common across all art forms: dance, media arts, theater, visual arts, and music (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education, 2014). Unlike the original focus of the 1994 standards on content and behavioral music-specific competencies, the revised national standards for music education also reinforce 21st-century skills including the four C’s: collaboration, communication, creativity, and critical thinking (P21, n.d.; Trilling & Fadel, 2009).

In each of the 50 United States, there are specified state standards for music education that outline a recommended formal curriculum for general music education. Often aligned with the national standards, instructional and operational curricula give music teachers more specificity and suggested practical guidance for use in the classroom. This curricular hierarchy represents a system of levels, from formal and ideal standards to informal and operational curricula, resulting in the actual instruction students receive, or the experiential curriculum (Campbell & Scott-Kassner, 2014).

The 2014 revision of the National Standards for Music Education is based on Understanding by Design (UBD), a curricular framework developed by Wiggins and McTighe (2005). This model contains several key concepts, including enduring understandings and essential questions. Although many music teacher educators are as yet unfamiliar with the revised national standards (Johnson, Peterson, Spears, & Vest, 2017), researchers expect more widespread recognition and adoption of the revised standards through the use of Model Cornerstone Assessments and other practical guides for teachers. By linking the UBD framework with the Orff Schulwerk process, promising direction for authentic and innovative assessments may emerge. As shown in Charts 22.1–22.4, the activities, enduring understanding, and essential questions for each of the four artistic processes match with recommended Orff-based applications.


[image: image]
Chart 22.1 Artistic Process: Creating with Orff-Based Applications.
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Chart 22.2 Artistic Process: Performing with Orff-Based Applications.
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Chart 22.3 Artistic Process: Responding with Orff-Based Applications.
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Chart 22.4 Artistic Process: Connecting with Orff-Based Applications.





In Charts 22.5–22.8, recommended assessment strategies extend the Orff-based applications discussed previously. For each artistic process, these assessments relate the Schulwerk-based processes to activities and student-work products. They also encourage student ownership within the context of teacher-directed, creative activities (Lind, 1996).
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Chart 22.5 Artistic Process: Creating with Orff-Based Assessments.
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Chart 22.6 Artistic Process: Performing with Orff-Based Assessments.
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Chart 22.7 Artistic Process: Responding with Orff-Based Assessments.
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Chart 22.8 Artistic Process: Connecting with Orff-Based Assessments.






State Standards

Many of the United States have well-defined state standards for music education that outline a sequential curriculum designed to provide for a diverse, thoughtful, and engaging during the elementary grades. Because the majority of Orff-based instruction focuses on the preadolescent learner between pre-Kindergarten and grade 5, this discussion is limited to the elementary school level. Although an examination of each state’s music curriculum is beyond the scope of this chapter, the North Carolina Essential Standards for Music illustrates a parallel organization into three focus areas: music literacy, musical response, and contextual relevancy (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2012).

When Orff-based teachers assess their students, they often adopt their respective state, local, and district standards for music education. Although these standards are frequently product-driven, teachers can use the Orff process as the instructional vehicle if they have corresponding pedagogical projects. Then, they can directly address performance and cognitive outcomes as directed by their governing documents. One exceptional resource that combines an Orff-based instructional process with well-designed assessment measures is the Elementary Music Orff Curriculum, assembled by the Clark County School District, Nevada (1996). In this set of grade-level-specific lessons, the authors begin with an assessment target/s based on their state standards. Following the instructional guide, a summative assessment section lists sample assessments (materials, activities, and results) along with assessment options (e.g., solo, small-group, and large-group demonstrations) and designs (i.e., auditory, verbal, visual, kinesthetic, and written). Because there is no state-level requirement for music assessment in Nevada, teachers use their own school-based assessments instead.


Local and District Standards

Local and district standards often take the form of scope and sequence charts, standard course of study, and other documents providing guidance for teachers’ daily practice. While these necessarily fit with statewide standards, individual school districts set educational priorities, thereby influencing teachers’ actual practice and students’ experiential curriculum (Campbell & Scott-Kassner, 2014). At times, the local and district expectations may constrict opportunities for structured assessments of musical practices, depending on other pedagogical or procedural priorities. Especially when local policies are incongruent with the philosophy of the Schulwerk, such policies may have a directly negative impact on Orff Schulwerk teaching practices. The resulting assessments may, for example, emphasize musical performance or understanding music literacy in favor of the creative process.


Arts-Based Curricular Integration

On a more positive note, local schools and school districts adopting integrated arts as a curricular model provide important recognition and enhanced support for music, theatre, visual art, and dance. This type of program serves as a resource for general education teachers to teach a state’s mandated K–12 curriculum by using arts integrated instruction and assessment strategies. The result is engaging, multimodal, and interactive presentations of the standard K–12 curriculum in all subjects for all students. For two decades, integrated arts curricula have demonstrated significant gains in student achievement, engagement, attitudes, attendance, and behavior (Noblit, Corbett, & Wilson, 2000; Noblit, Corbett, Wilson, & McKinney, 2009). Even when teaching at-risk students in nontraditional settings, this approach has been similarly effective as demonstrated by multiple outcome measures (Johnson & Howell, 2009, September).

One arts integration approach, the A+ Schools Program, has developed eight essential components of their work to provide teachers and administrators with experiential, highly engaging teaching and assessment strategies. One essential, enriched assessment, articulates a cooperative and inclusive approach to assessment. Not unlike the Orff approach itself, enriched assessment in the A+ model includes the other art forms, is collaborative, and experiential (A+ Schools Program, 2012).


Practical Considerations


Material and Equipment

Music educators face many practical considerations during the course of their teaching duties. One of the most obvious challenges to elementary general music teachers, and Orff-based teachers in particular, is logistics. Managing the musical instruments, organizing movement activities, and leading a variety of interactive musical experiences often taxes the teacher’s classroom management skills (Campbell & Scott-Kassner, 2014). Especially without a dedicated music classroom, delivering Orff-based music instruction can be demanding. Therefore, how a school allocates its classroom spaces and manages musical resources indicates its focus on music as part of the schoolwide curriculum. While the instruments are the most obvious indicators of an Orff approach, they are not necessary to successful Orff-based teaching. Education via AOSA professional development conferences and publications provides teachers with creative alternatives to expensive instrumentaria. Other professional resources can offer funding assistance for teachers to build their instrumental collections.


Financial

Because Orff Schulwerk is instrument intensive, many music teachers perceive it as costly. The iconic barred instruments (specially designed xylophones, metallophones, and glockenspiels) pair with unpitched percussion and recorders to constitute the Orff instrumentarium. Sounds of these child-centered instruments combine to create what some observers describe as a magical effect. To equip a music classroom with these instruments is financially demanding and can cost thousands of dollars. Yearly maintenance and storage are additional financial considerations for teachers using these classroom instruments. Schools’ financial commitment to their music education program provides one way to measure how much they value arts education.

A more pedagogically sound approach addresses the nature and role of the instruments and equipment. When teachers appreciate that the Orff process focuses on facilitating creativity, as opposed to the iconic barred instruments, they can begin to shift their attention away from instruments and toward the students’ experience. This shift, however, presents an assessment challenge: how to evaluate and document students’ creativity. As discussed above, teachers may rely on authentic music-making activities for formative and summative assessments. Such active musical experiences provide opportunities for teachers to document student engagement, growth, and understanding while in vocal, instrumental, speech, and movement activities.


Scheduling

Obligations of general music schedules, often when the entire school body rotates for a weekly music class, add another layer of difficulty to the task of student assessment. Periodic checks for individual knowledge and skill development may be sufficient to document student growth, but authentic music making with a focus on creativity reaches beyond intermittent inspections. Demands of state-mandated, annual testing in other subjects often interfere with regular delivery of a sequential music education program. Both budgetary and scheduling limitations have the most negative effects on elementary school music programs (Abril & Gault, 2006).

Addressing these considerations is no easy task, but experienced music educators develop classroom management techniques that anticipate and prevent some of the most common behavioral issues. As a result of these and other challenges, assessment in Orff-based instruction frequently relies on group performance measures and student attitude. Prepared performances at annual concerts and other public regular events are generally inconsistent with the Orff process, but are realities many music teachers face. Perhaps because the Orff process routinely engages students in active music making, it often inspires personal growth simultaneously with musical skills (Johnson, 2006). Even though scheduling elementary music classes is a demanding task, successful music teachers demonstrate student learning with objective and thoughtful measures. Using these data, they can advocate for the importance of maintaining regularly scheduled music instruction despite other schedule constraints.


Conclusions/Implications


Chapter Summary

This chapter began with a historical and philosophical introduction to Orff Schulwerk. This foundation is perhaps the most important component to understanding appropriate and effective assessment strategies consistent with this approach. From those principles, the three general limitations of the current state of assessment in Schulwerk-based lessons followed. Without an established body of research literature and a clear, shared definition of Orff Schulwerk practices, development of corresponding assessment measures is difficult. More fundamentally, because the Schulwerk itself does not specifically or separately address evaluation in its quintessential process, assessment measures may seem artificial to Orff practitioners. Finally, the inherent challenges of assessing creativity, the central aim of the Schulwerk process, present additional obstacles. Working with the revised national standards for music education, however, provides a way to improve and recommend Orff-based assessment practices. By understanding and applying the three broadly applicable artistic processes, teachers may develop appropriate and specific assessment measures consistent with Orff Schulwerk instruction.


Principles with Implications for Teaching Practice

Because assessment is not an integral part of Orff’s original concept of the Schulwerk, teacher directed assessment per se takes many forms. Practically, teachers using the Orff approach follow school-mandated assessments although they are frequently more product-driven than process-oriented. By interpreting the Orff process through the four NCAS artistic processes (i.e. creating, performing, responding, and connecting), Orff practitioners may adapt their assessment practices while simultaneously preserving the creative Orff process. Without losing the central creative focus of the Schulwerk, teacher educators and Orff Schulwerk scholars can scaffold assessment strategies that guide teachers to authentic and organic assessments of their students, in both formative and summative formats (Shuler, 1996). As recommended earlier, those adaptations include specific references to activities and materials highlighting the four media of the Schulwerk.

Examining assessment strategies in terms of national standards has other implications for teaching practices and teacher education. Those include reinforcing artistic processes and the 21st-century skills of creativity, collaboration, critical thinking, and communication. Other implications include issues of authenticity in Orff-based teaching practices, as described in critical examinations of the Schulwerk (Johnson, 2017; Wang, 2013b). Because creativity has continuing importance for music educators (Webster, 2002), the future of Orff Schulwerk as an effective and engaging pedagogy is promising. With attention to strengthening assessment strategies related to the Schulwerk, forthcoming research and scholarship may offer teachers guidance to facilitate more extensive evaluative strategies that model formative and summative assessments within the context of Orff-based teaching.
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CHAPTER 23



Assessment in Dalcroze Pedagogy



Marja-Leena Juntunen and Cassandra Eisenreich



In this chapter, we first present a brief description of Dalcroze pedagogy, history, interrelated branches, and practical applications. Next, we discuss target areas, forms, practices, and tools of assessment in Dalcroze teaching, accompanied by practical examples. We end by describing some of the challenges of assessment and providing various suggestions for future assessment practices. This chapter was informed by Dalcroze teachers who kindly shared their ideas and experiences regarding assessment in Dalcroze teaching.


General Definition of Dalcroze Pedagogy

Dalcroze pedagogy—education in, through, and for music—is an approach that integrates body movement (rhythmics), ear-training (solfège), and improvisation into the learning process in order to facilitate, establish, and reinforce musical perception, understanding, and expression. Dalcroze pedagogy builds on an idea that music, listening and inner hearing, and body movement are intrinsically linked.1 It suggests an ideal path and practical guidelines for musical growth that aim to acquire possession of those qualities deemed essential for working in the field of music (or other fields of the arts), both professionally and nonprofessionally (e.g., Juntunen & Westerlund, 2011). Dalcroze pedagogy enhances, shapes, and strengthens overall musicianship and musical independence while working to support and complete other music studies. This teaching philosophy, practice, and approach promotes student-centered learning and shaping the whole person through music. It focuses on the (simultaneous) integration of all learning modalities (visual, auditory and tactile/kinesthetic) for a well-rounded, holistic education that provides a strong sense of musical awareness.

Dalcroze teaching practice enables a participant to act as a musical agent through the moving body. One can actively create, feel, and experience music, and participate in collaborative music making through movement of the whole body. Reciprocally, the body movements express what the participant hears, feels, understands, and knows (e.g., Juntunen & Hyvönen, 2004). Through an innate connection between sound, perception, and neuromuscular response, the body movement enters an intensive dialogue with music (Greenhead & Habron, 2015) since, in the exercises, body movements either match, reflect, or contrast the music presented. The aim is to develop kinesthetic awareness of the properties of musical sounds (e.g., Mead, 1994, p. 200). Yet, body movement in this context is not only a means of musical perception, thinking, and expression, it also brings about bodily transformation and therefore better musicianship (Juntunen & Westerlund, 2001; see also Westerlund & Juntunen, 2005).2


The First Steps of the Approach

Dalcroze pedagogy was initiated in the late 19th century by Émile Jaques-Dalcroze (1865–1950), a Swiss composer and professor of harmony and solfège at the Geneva Conservatory. He created and developed his pedagogical ideas based on the problems he identified in music education practice at the time. While analyzing the traditional classical teaching methods used at the Conservatory, Jaques-Dalcroze became concerned with why music theory was generally being taught as abstractions disconnected from students’ aural perceptions, sensations, and experiences and why students seemed to perform mechanically without expression, understanding, or sensitivity. He was also concerned with the lack of exercises for the development of aural faculties (Jaques-Dalcroze, 1921/1980, p. 2). He concluded then that the methods of training musicians focused mainly on the thinking mind and did not allow the students to experience the elements of music fully (Jaques-Dalcroze, 1935).

Jaques-Dalcroze began to dispute the philosophies and teaching methods of his time and started experimenting with combining body movement and solfège exercises. He noticed that the students were able to sing more musically when incorporating rhythmic gestures (Jaques-Dalcroze, 1935). He also noticed that rhythmic musical sensations “call for the muscular and nervous response of the whole organism” (Jaques-Dalcroze, 1921/1980, p. viii, italics original). Thus, he started to work toward instilling into his students a sense of rhythm by making his students “react physically to the perception of musical rhythms’” (p. viii), that is, making use not of theoretical explanations but rather of sensory experiences.

Jaques-Dalcroze first experimented with professional music students, but soon extended his ideas to the teaching of young children. He began to apply bodily movement to make musical experiences and understandings more rooted in perceptions and bodily, lived experiences. He started to look for ways in which the body and mind were integrated, while also involving the person as a whole in aiming to enhance and refine the development of one’s faculties, especially the ones used to engage in music: the aural, visual, tactile, and muscular senses. In the beginning of the 20th century, demonstrations of his ideas throughout Europe were well received. Public recognition encouraged him to set up courses for teachers and gradually, Jaques-Dalcroze began to concentrate on training teachers (Spector, 1990).


Branches of Dalcroze Pedagogy


The approach includes three interrelated branches: rhythmics, solfège (ear training), and improvisation. “Plastique animée”—the realization of music in body movement—can be regarded as a branch on its own or as an attendant discipline. Though the different branches can be taught separately, which is often the case in Dalcroze teacher education, Dalcroze teaching commonly incorporates all of them within one teaching process, in which they intermingle and interact. Depending on the context, teaching can also focus on one or two of these branches.


Rhythmics

In rhythmics, one of the most applied branches of the approach, gesture and whole-body movements are applied to explore and express various qualities of music, especially those related to rhythm. Rhythmics builds on an idea that it is most natural to develop a sense of rhythm through body movement. During the teaching process, students are encouraged to become aware of the rhythms of their natural body movements, to recognize those rhythms in music, and then to realize and express those rhythms in deliberate movements thereafter. This awareness supports and reinforces an individual’s ability to read, notate, and create rhythms both mentally and physically. The basic idea is to have students experience first before any analysis so that theory, when needed, follows practice (Jaques-Dalcroze, 1921/1980).

Musical activities are first introduced with a focus on simple nonlocomotor and locomotor movements that naturally occur in daily experiences (e.g., walking, stepping, clapping, and gesturing). Gradually, the movement vocabulary is enriched as more attention is paid to the style and expressiveness of whole-body movements. To develop a sense of time, which is particularly important, students are often guided to experience a steady pulse by walking freely through space. Through awareness of walking, one can experience many elements of music including the pulse, accents (e.g., by bending the knee, changing direction, or tapping), various rhythmic meters, and so forth. From the very beginning, following musical cues, exploring space, changing tempo, and dynamics of movement are all incorporated into the exercises. Because walking can be automated easily, other tasks, such as clapping or conducting, can then be incorporated simultaneously beginning at the primary level. In addition to various rhythmic elements, other elements of music, such as the harmony, form, or style, as well as the nuances of dynamics, can be realized through the body. Through practice using bodily involvement, one can learn to discriminate between even the subtlest nuances in all the expressive qualities of sound.

According to Jaques-Dalcroze (1921/1980), the relationships of body movements, involving time, space, and energy, have counterparts in musical expression. Thus, in the rhythmic-movement exercises, students explore space, duration, weight, and speed through whole-body movement experience (Le Collège de l’Institut Jaques-Dalcroze, 2011) and become aware of the time and energy needed for certain spatial movements; and come to understand how these elements relate to those of music. There is an idea that practicing the use of the body as a musically responsive instrument gradually results, for example, in the speed and accuracy of the body to pulse, rhythm, and phrasing and that this approach is transferable to other situations as “body-smart behaviors” (Shehan Campbell & Scott-Kassner, 2014, pp. 160–161).

Often in teaching, the instructor asks students to express freely in movement what they hear in the music that is presented. Based on interpretation and past experience, a diverse set of movements can arise as students direct their attention and listening toward certain aspects of the music. It is important to note that not all music lends itself to movement and there are never fixed movements for a specific piece of music or musical idea. Movement is primarily a spontaneous and natural response to the music, reflecting a student’s listening and individual experience in the moment. In general, the approach avoids promoting stereotyped and mechanical movements, while also encouraging individuality and diversity in movement. Other kinds of exercises, applied also in other branches, include, for example, follow, internalization, and quick reaction exercises (that develops inner feeling and inner hearing), echo, canon, and replacement (see e.g., Abramson, 1997, 1998; Boyarsky, 2009; Mead, 1994; Schnebly-Black & Moore, 2003).

Below are some examples of basic rhythmics activities at the elementary level (see also Mead, 1994):



• Students walk while the teacher improvises music based on their movements, following the walking tempo (movement inspires the music). Eventually, children are encouraged to walk to the beat of the improvised or composed music, matching what they hear (music inspires the movement).

• Experience different ways of walking (on toes, heels, etc.) and at various speeds (fast/slow, accelerando/ritardando).

• Respond to different rhythmic patterns of music using nonlocomotor and/or locomotor movements, such as walking, running, swaying, galloping, skipping, hopping, jumping, sliding, and so forth.

• Show the length of a musical phrase, for example, by drawing a circle in the air or using materials, such as stretchy bands.

• Use different types of energy, weight, and/or dynamics when moving through space (accompanied with different music): strong/weak, light/heavy, crescendo/descrescendo, and so on.

• Use imaginative movements (telling a story in movement) to show, for example, different articulations in music (e.g., when the music is played legato, paint a wall with a brush, and when played staccato, splash painting with fingers).






Solfège

The term “solfège” refers to ear-training exercises and studies that aim to develop the capacity of hearing, listening, responding to, singing and playing, remembering, identifying, and notating any combination of sounds. Solfège also aims to develop the “inner ear” (or “inner hearing”), which is the ability to mentally produce (i.e., “hear”) exact sound images without the help of the voice or an instrument. Jaques-Dalcroze particularly sought to develop this capacity so that students would be able to mentally hear rhythms, intervals, phrasing, and dynamic nuances of music when reading music; that is, in advance of and therefore as a guide in performance, composition, and improvisation.

Developing listening skills is at the center of Dalcroze teaching. Body movement is used to reinforce musical hearing, making it concrete and visible by forming a dynamic partnership between the body and the ear and thus transforming auditory perception into a holistic bodily experience. In this partnership, listening inspires movement expression, while moving both guides and informs listening. The goal is also to create a strong connection between hearing and understanding. This approach to solfège strengthens the aural and kinesthetic counterpart to written music and music theory.

The Dalcroze solfège3 applies a fixed do system. The solfege approach in this work trains the ear to develop a sense of absolute pitch. However, today, many Dalcroze teachers use movable do (“relative solfa”) or some other note- and function-naming system. Usually, pitches used in the beginning exercises are not limited but use the entire diatonic scale and modes. Intervals and harmonies are studied within the context of the scale through singing and bodily response. In teaching, any musical material is used and teachers also invent new songs and melodies, when teaching both solfège and rhythmics. Learning songs and melodies by ear particularly aids in practicing musical memory and inner hearing. All solfège exercises are presented with the highest level of musicality requiring attention, alertness, concentration, and nuance.

Below are some examples of solfege activities (at the elementary level):



• Show the pitch levels of music by using high and low hand placements; OR walk forward when the melody moves up and walk backward when the melody moves down.

• Sing a chosen melody or scale repeatedly (and walk the beat). When the teacher says, “HOP,”4 change the tempo to twice as fast (diminution) or twice as slow (augmentation). In the next “HOP,” return to the original tempo (quick response exercise).

• Sing a melody, and react (clap, snap, etc.) on certain notes (e.g., on each “g,” or on half notes) or leave out (do not sing) certain notes (to develop inner hearing).

• Half of the students move to the treble part and the other half to the bass part of a piano score; or some students follow in movement the different instrumental parts of the score (violins, brass, etc.).






Improvisation

In Dalcroze teaching, students improvise by moving, singing, and playing an instrument. In rhythmics, “show what you hear” or “find another way” are common calls by the teacher. The possibility of doing things differently, to improvise, is present almost in all exercises as students respond to music in a variety of ways (see, e.g., de Bouyalsky, 2011). Overall, Dalcroze practice offers abundant possibilities for improvisation and spontaneous expression. Improvisation motivates students to express their own ideas, stretches students’ imaginations, and brings about a sense of accomplishment and satisfaction (Mead, 1994). Through frequent improvisation activities, students come to perceive creative production as a natural and important part of music making and learning.

In Dalcroze teaching, many forms of movement improvisation are applied. Improvisation in movement develops imagination, initiative, communication, trust, responsibility, spontaneity, and the ability to lead and follow (e.g., following the music in movement or the movements of the leader, creative movement inspired by images, emotions, stories, or pictures, etc.). Musical improvisation offers a way to apply and give sonorous form to things learned (e.g., various rhythms, forms, harmonies, and dynamics), to reveal musical understanding, and to develop creative facility. Also, the teacher can assess what students know by listening to what they can invent on the spot.

Dalcroze teacher candidates practice and learn to improvise music since they are expected to be able to improvise music for movement exercises in their lessons. Improvisation is designed to initiate a response in movement; it is the main means of dialogue with the students. When the students respond to the music and the teacher responds, in turn, to the students through the music, there is a spontaneous interaction for which recorded or notated music does not allow. The music is constantly changing according to the students’ responses; the music is being created at the same time that the movements are being enacted.


Plastique Animée

Plastique animée aims at expressing music in movement, embodying all shades of it, and making it visible. Often in exercises, students make movement-compositions to music, initiated by movement improvisation, which is associated with choreography. It is considered a process of exploring and discovering, understanding, and revealing a piece of music. Plastique can be viewed as a culminating experience where all the braches of the Dalcroze work unite and help individuals to make more meaningful and musical connections. Plastique differs from dance in that it is meant to be a representation of the music as perceived through listening. As a “living” and visual analysis of the music, a movement-composition, including the use of space, entails portraying the form, structure, style, dynamics, phrasing, the interplay of parts, the texture, the relationship between voices, and/or expression of a musical work through interpretative movement. The internal experience—sensitivity toward music and its expression—is more important than the qualities of external performance. At the elementary level, the plastique animée exercises may include making an easy choreography or dance to show the form of music (AB, ABA, rondo, etc.). It can also imply choreographing the different lines or parts of the score.


Practical Applications

The Dalcroze approach is applied mostly in music education practices (including training of professional musicians) and teacher training programs. The ideas of Dalcroze pedagogy can be applied at all levels of music education, including early childhood education programs, primary and secondary schools, colleges and universities, music schools, private lessons, and community settings. From newborns to older adults, the approach influences the ways music is taught. The approach is also successfully applied in theatre, dance, cinema, somatic, and special education, therapy, and gerontology (Mathieu, 2010). In the performing arts, Dalcroze techniques and ideas grounded in its theories and practice are applied to enable musicians, dancers, and actors to become better performers in their field.

The Dalcroze approach can be applied by teachers of various educational backgrounds (also as a result of differences in Dalcroze training developed for historical reasons), often leading to a diversity of practice among the teachers and countries implementing the Dalcroze work. The approach can be studied in various programs and courses offered primarily by universities, conservatories, and Dalcroze societies all around the world (for example, see Fier.com; Dalcrozeusa.org). There are over 40 Dalcroze-training centers in 20 countries over four continents (see Dalcroze.ch). In this chapter discussing Dalcroze teaching, we also include teaching practices for teachers who are not necessarily certified Dalcroze teachers, but have enough knowledge, skills, and understanding of the approach to apply it in their own teaching.

In Dalcroze teaching, students are offered possibilities, primarily through body movement, to experience, interact with, and express music. The teacher’s role is to lead students through a series of meaningful actions and experiences, to create conditions for exploration, interaction, knowledge construction, learning, and so forth. The teacher is viewed as guiding the learning process rather than transmitting knowledge—a principal that is foundational to the constructivist conception of learning. This approach helps students to make their own discoveries through a movement-based learning process rooted in “doing,” in line with Dewey’s ideas.5

In Dalcroze teaching, often a lesson is designed around a musical subject or idea—tempo, meter, phrasing, harmony, or form—which is explored through movement and other musical activities such as singing, listening, and improvising. A subject is first introduced by fostering the most natural movements of pupils and building from those basic experiences. It is typical for a Dalcroze teacher to present the same musical subject or concept to different age groups but vary the complexity of the exercises based on current knowledge, ability, and past experiences of each group. Without offering a specific order of sequenced exercises or teaching phases, most of the exercises presented are meant to reinforce previous learning—moving from the known to the unknown—and to build off of one another with increasing complexity, in line with Bruner’s spiral curriculum (Bruner, 1960). Therefore, the exercises implemented are usually an extension of previous work but also include the presentation and manipulation of new material strengthening the foundational learning that is needed to make future and more elaborate connections. Since each group will respond differently, the course of the lesson will be shaped according to the response of each class starting with the students’ present abilities, then proceeding progressively according to their subsequent responses (see e.g., Juntunen & Westerlund, 2001). All of this takes place in a supportive environment, which also enables and encourages students to take risks in the classroom. Teachers usually create their own ideas, exercises, and materials and should be prepared to adapt them to fit both the curriculum and each teaching situation (see Juntunen, 2002).

On a general level, Dalcroze teaching always aims to enhance participants’ artistic expression. During the learning process, Dalcroze teachers often find ways to define what artistic expression means by first providing students with kinesthetic and artistic experiences. Expressive elements may then be described differently and can vary from one educator to another based on a variety of factors including background, culture, education, and so forth. However, keeping these areas at the forefront of instruction, regardless of interpretation, is at the core of the Dalcroze work. Dalcroze teachers often expose students to a variety of both live and recorded performances, as well as composed and improvised music to introduce students to varying styles and interpretations. These experiences help to shape and enhance overall musicianship and influence the musical choices students make in their future experiences. Dalcroze teaching holds musicianship at the forefront of the classroom and, because of that expectation, teachers recognize artistry as a primary focus in Dalcroze education, especially in training for musicians.

In the exercises, sensing, perceiving, reacting, moving, improvising, thinking, feeling, and interacting are integrated (Juntunen, 2004). Since joy is considered the most powerful mental stimulus for learning, many of the exercises are shaped as musical games (such as follow, quick-reaction, etc.) according to set guidelines in which students play, both with and against the changes of the music, but without competition among one another. Additionally, the teacher endeavors to make things as interesting and enjoyable as possible and accelerate the difficulty of exercises. The learning process challenges and invites students to overcome problems and use their creative potential, thus obtaining a sense of achievement and self-confidence. Singing games, songs with movement, folk/ethnic/historical dances, creative exercises, and exercises integrating various art forms can also be applied. All of these are expected to form a logical developmental process in which different learning modalities—the sensory channels or pathways through which individuals give, receive, and store information—appear to be at work: the visual (seeing), auditory (hearing), kinesthetic (moving), tactile (touching) and intellectual. By providing experiences in such eclectic ways, various forms of assessment can easily take shape, providing valuable feedback to both the student and teacher.

Dalcroze teaching takes place mostly with groups in a learning environment intended to be positive, relaxed, and warmly encouraging. Students work both individually and collaboratively, in both small and big groups. A Dalcroze teacher continuously observes and assesses the class while exercises are being executed in order to make appropriate decisions for additional instruction and supplementary activities (reflection-in-action). Once activities are experienced, teachers may invite participants to share their thoughts and/or watch one another complete the task at hand. This collaborative approach to musical discovery is an integral part of the social aspect of the learning process and the Dalcroze work in general. Working in groups is considered to be an effective and fun way for individuals to improve their skills, since they see others responding and inventing new ideas. A student is seen as an active agent, construing knowledge as a result of (inter)action, communication, and experience, which reflects social constructivist views (Vygotsky, 1986).


The Content-Specific Learning Objectives as Assessment Target Areas

In effective assessment, target areas are in line with learning objectives. District music curricula, state music curricula, state curriculum standards, and the National Association for Music Education (NAfME) standards (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2014) can all provide teachers with learning targets for music instruction (Asmus, 1999, p. 20). In addition, the assessment target areas of Dalcroze teaching may be defined and vary according to the teaching context, though certain target areas can be considered inherent in the approach. Educators wishing to provide Dalcroze experiences can use these suggested inherent target areas as points of reference. In a school context, the curriculum guides the selection of the subject matter and learning objectives (and consequently assessment target areas) that can be approached through, or enriched by, Dalcroze exercises. For example, a song can be learned through body movement, a study of music history/ethnic culture can be enlivened by a dance, or the style and rhythmic feel of music can be introduced through movement. In primary grades, Dalcroze-based games and activities (such as games of quick reaction, follow, echo, with a partner, in a circle, etc.) can also be applied as an introduction or addition to other musical activities. In music education settings where the approach is integrated with other activities in the classroom, learning objectives (and assessment target areas) are selected according to the context.

When applying Dalcroze pedagogy in a school context, the learning goals are often of the elementary level. It is considered essential that Dalcroze teaching offers the opportunity for each student to enjoy music through body movement and listening, enhanced with perception and understanding; express one’s own ideas, feelings, and experiences; explore and become familiar with music from various times, places, and people; and learn and interact socially with other students. In music schools and professional training of musicians or teachers, the objectives of Dalcroze teaching and learning are naturally more detailed and demanding, covering a wide range of skills (see, e.g., Marta Sanchez Dalcroze Training Center, 2015). Internationally, the Dalcroze teacher training units have somewhat shared assessment target areas, although assessment practices vary widely between training centers worldwide.6

In addition to the learning objectives and content areas already discussed above, the goals of Dalcroze teaching concern musical, bodily, social/emotional, psychological, and educational objectives. In teaching, these different areas of development are strongly intertwined and integrated; consequently, it can also be a challenge to separate them in assessment.

Musical goals include, for example, the ability to experience, recognize, know, understand, and express musical elements and phenomena, active listening, musical literacy (including improvisation), development of musical imagination, expressivity, musicality, artistry, and so forth. Often teaching focuses on rhythmic elements, such as pulse, tempo, meter, form, note values, melodic rhythm, subdivision, cross rhythms, polyrhythms, anacrusis, augmentation/diminution (twice as fast/slow), or other musical elements, such as melody, harmony, phrasing (breath/flow), dynamics, articulation, nuance, and so on.

Bodily goals imply developing general bodily skills, awareness, and knowing, including fine and gross motor skills, coordination, association/dissociation, balance, mastering various qualities of movement and spatial relationships (including time, space, and energy), automation, relaxation, free use of the body, and so forth.

Social goals include social integration, as well as the ability to work with different people and in various combinations, to adapt, to collaborate, interact and communicate, to learn with and from others, to respect others, and so on.

Other objectives, such as psychological or mental benefits, include attention/attentiveness, concentration, engagement, memory, self-confidence, curiosity, ability to follow directions, react and process information, ease in performance, and flexibility. Additionally, there are other educational goals that concern holistic growth of the human being, such as joy, imagination and creativity, the body-mind balance, and over all well-being. These areas are a large part of the educational process, and an important aim for the teacher is to build and enhance them in lessons. However, the learning goals related to musical and bodily skills are usually the ones selected as assessment target areas, since they are more concretely connected to the study of music although the social and other objectives determine the effectiveness of the musical and bodily ones.

Current formulations of learning outcomes/assessment target areas of Dalcroze teaching for teacher training (Dalcroze Society of America, 2017; see Table 23.1; Le Collège de l’Institut Jaques-Dalcroze,7 2011; see Table 23.2) serve as the basis for defining context-specific assessment target areas for any specific level of Dalcroze teaching.8 These formulations can also be linked to the NAfME standards9 (NAfME, 2014) and/or any other school, district, state, regional, national, or international standards with a focus on creating, performing, responding, and/or connecting in music.


Table 23.1 Goals of Dalcroze Education




	Dalcroze Education addresses the following musical concerns:





	MUSICIANSHIP
	• Musical expression and understanding

• Active listening and inner hearing

• Music literacy

• Aural memory

• Visual memory

• Sight-reading and dictation

• Choreography as related to music composition




	THE BODY AS AN INSTRUMENT OF LEARNING AND EXPRESSION
	
• The senses: aural (musical and verbal), visual, tactile, proprioceptive/kinesthetic

• Kinesthetic memory

• Motor control: coordination, balance, posture, flexibility

• Spatial awareness

• Weight, quality, and intention as it related to musical meaning, precision, and economy

• Movement vocabulary and technique




	IMPROVISATION
	• Imagination, creative expression, and adaptability

• Spontaneous synthesis and exploration of learned materials: music theory in action

• Multiple contexts that espouse joy and the spirit of play through social interaction

• Musical (piano, voice, or other instrument)

• Solo, ensemble

• Movement

• Pedagogy: teachers improvise on their lesson plans based on the students’ responses






Source: The Dalcroze Society of America (2015, pp. 10–11).




Table 23.2 Assessment Target Areas for Dalcroze Teacher Training




	SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE
	• Inner hearing and feeling

• The capacity to pre-hear and pre-feel what you are about to do

• The development of muscular memory and of neurological control

• Construction of the motor image

• A secure sense of pulse and tempo

• The sense of metrical emphasis and meaning

• The sense of duration (pulsed and unpulsed) and timing

• The sense of rhythm

• The sense of phrase, phrasing and form

• The sense of touch and articulation

• The capacity to perceive and express

Anacrusis/Crusis/Metacrusis of various types (auditory, motor, visual, etc.)

• The development of the dynamic range

• The development of the use of space

• The ability to express skills and knowledge through whole-body movement

• Association/dissociation and economy of gesture

• The ability to enter into direct communication with pupils

• The ability to vary the ways of teaching a subject

• The ability to construct balanced lesson plans that can be modified according to passing states in the student group

• The ability to articulate verbally the theory and principles of the Dalcroze method




	VALUES AND QUALITIES
	The assessment will take account of:

• Originality, creativity, artistry

• Adaptability, receptivity, decision-making

• Observation, discernment, and judgment

• The ability to make connections laterally

• Respect for others and self-control

• Instinct and intuition

• Self—confidence and the ability to risk

• The ability to create an environment in which people can succeed

• Conceptualization, consciousness, awareness, understanding






Source: Le Collège de l’Institut Jaques-Dalcroze (2011, p. 23).




Forms of Assessment in Dalcroze Teaching


There are several practices, methods, forms, and tools of assessment. They are suggested to be selected based on the goals and contents of teaching and learning. Assessment forms can be described, for example, as either subjective or objective, holistic or analytical, or diagnostic, formative or summative. In the following section, these assessment forms will be discussed in the context of Dalcroze pedagogy.


Objective Versus Subjective Assessment

Assessment is often described as either objective or subjective. Subjective assessment draws on the teacher’s awareness of quality developed through professional experience, while objective assessment focuses on measurable outcomes. Though objective assessment is usually considered more reliable and fair than subjective assessment (often considered biased), in music the measurement practices are mostly subjective since human judgment is necessary when assessing musical performance. Even when the target areas and criteria are clearly defined, there are very few areas of musical learning that can be assessed truly objectively. We can argue, for example, that in Dalcroze teaching, accuracy of time, tempo, rhythm, note values, and articulation can be assessed objectively; but even then, assessment is based on human observation, which is never strictly precise. Whereas assessing creativity, expressivity, and interpretation—all of primary focus in a Dalcroze experience—can be assessed only subjectively. Moreover, thinking that accuracy can be assessed more objectively than “artistry,” and thus “better,” can lead to emphasizing accuracy of student performance also in teaching, Yet they are both important and affect each other in performance. As a consequence, the challenge and the aim in Dalcroze teaching is to make subjective assessments more reliable. This can be done, for example, by defining and using assessment rubrics.


Holistic Versus Analytical Assessment

In holistic assessment, different aspects of evaluation are intertwined. The assessor employs all of her/his professional skills as the master teacher and makes a comprehensive interpretation in an assessment situation. The assessment is based on intuition and tacit knowledge developed through many years of experience in the professional practice. However, the problem in a holistic assessment is that in the evaluation situation, the assessor may react too comprehensively rather than analytically (Sadler, 1985).

The problem arises, for example, in exam situations in which a student does not pass and is not told why or gets very critical feedback but receives a high grade. It can also be a problem if the evaluating teacher does not have the required competence and understanding—in this case of the Dalcroze approach—or is not fully aware of the assessment criteria. Moreover, if the criteria are not clearly articulated, one teacher may focus more on the bodily skills while the other is paying attention primarily to musical expression, for example. In holistic assessment there is also a danger that knowledge of student’s talent or overall skillfulness has an effect on assessment.

Analytical assessment, in turn, is based on known and shared target areas and criteria; in contrast to the holistic assessment, analytical assessment is rational and progresses systematically. In this form of assessment, the assessor makes separate qualitative conclusions over a limited number of qualities. The same criteria are used to assess each student’s performance.

Analytical assessment improves the unity and objectivity of grades, since the assessment process is broken up into smaller scale conclusions, such as a clear articulation of the required skill for a certain grade. The assessment process is transparent to students and may encourage them to participate in formulating the assessment criteria, in which case the criteria directs student learning. The analytical assessment allows for some degree of uniform assessment, because the quality of student work is compared to predefined criteria and standards instead of the preceding level of achievement, the performance of other students, or the teacher’s personal taste and preferences. However, the criteria have to rise out of context and not from any supposed absolute situation (Sadler, 1985). It should be noted that, for instance, a student-centered assessment may be problematic if the analysis is directed to a specific performance and does not take into account how the student has made progress in relation to the previous performance. However, in Dalcroze context, predefined assessment criteria may not make explicit all learning outcomes. Since learning takes place through bodily, holistic, and interactive exploration, students often have meaningful experiences and are taught valuable lessons in addition to the primary objectives originally established. Thus, learning outcomes do not only correspond to the learning objectives, but expand far beyond the initial goals set by the teacher.


Diagnostic, Formative, and Summative Assessment

Diagnostic assessment, also known as preassessment, can be used to diagnose strengths and areas that need work, as well as to gather information about student’s prior knowledge, skills, and possible misconceptions before beginning a learning activity or course of study. It determines, for example, if a specific set of skills has already been mastered. This assessment is critical, as it provides essential feedback regarding the context and content of the teaching to follow and helps the teacher to adjust expectations and formulate more specific learning goals, choose appropriate exercises and processes, and so forth. In some occasions, educators need to examine the prerequisite knowledge or experience that is required for students to be successful in the classroom. If the diagnostic assessment shows room for improvement or a need for review, time should be spent revisiting the fundamental elements that preface the higher-level skill set. This process helps students continue their learning in a systematic way and influences educators to design teaching that corresponds to students’ know-how in both a challenging and rewarding way.

Often in Dalcroze teaching, diagnostic assessment takes place during the first lesson(s) of the course. The following are some examples of exercises for diagnostic assessment from Dalcroze teachers are presented.

Elementary level:

Students



• walk from one arbitrary place in space to another place in space; first without music, then following the music played by the teacher to examine:

• students’ ability to listen, concentrate, interact socially, and follow the nuances of music






• walk around the room and participate in various introductory movement tasks to examine:

• how they walk, and how they start and stop walking (preparation—anacrusis, point of arrival—crusis, follow through—metacrusis)


• level of movement, fluidity of movement, and movement vocabulary


• capability of walking to the beat of music and following the changes in tempo or dynamics


• ability to use space (walk around the room without bumping to each other)






• do basic movement exercises alone, with a partner and change partners to examine:

• social relationships and dynamics of the class, for example, by observing how finding or changing a partner will work out






• react to a set of quick musical cues or directions to examine:

• listening skills, attention, concentration, and reaction time (input vs. output)






• sing back a melody, sang by the teacher to examine

• listening and vocal skills, musical memory, ability to connect voice with hearing










University level:

Students



• step a given rhythm or that of a melody to examine:

• skills in listening and rhythmic movement






• sing “question and answer” melodic phrases to examine:

• ability to sense the key, phrasing, and so forth






• sight-singing tasks to examine:

• skills in solfège and the ability to hear patterns in music










Formative assessment, or “assessment for learning,” means a range of formal and informal assessment procedures conducted by teachers during the instructional processes in order to modify teaching and learning activities to improve student achievement and progress. It is the most common form of assessment in Dalcroze pedagogy. In Dalcroze teaching, the informal assessment happens primarily through observation (which will be discussed later in the text). In each teaching situation, the role of the teacher is to be in constant communication with the students. When providing instruction, performing, and so forth, teachers must keep a close eye on the movement-related intricacies of both individuals and the entire class. There is a constant circle of assessment happening.

Two major challenges for Dalcroze teachers are deciding whether to guide a student’s performance verbally or not to comment at all and articulating feedback to students in ways that encourage their further participation but also advance their performance. A teacher may also call students to become aware of other students’ responses in relation to their own which serves as a form of feedback and guides them to improve their performance if needed. Formative assessment may also take place individually or in a group after the lesson by discussing experiences and challenges of learning, areas that require improvement, and so on. The formal formative assessment may take place through tests or by repeating some exercises in order to check what students have learned and what the possible challenges are, and so forth. The formative assessments can occasionally be graded but are mainly conducted to check for development and to identify areas that may need improvement.

One way of doing formative assessment is raising questions related to the observed shortcomings in student performance so that students can become aware of their performance and/or change their approach in some way. Among the very few readings in the area, Campbell and Scott-Kassner (2014, p. 160) suggest the following questions for teachers when considering formative assessment for movement in the elementary music classroom:



1. In the case of action songs and singing games, are you rhythmically on time with your gestures, steps, and other means of physical movement? Or are you performing out of sync with the song, the game, and fellow players?


2. In the case of rhythmic movement, are you able to capture the musical feature (pulse, meter, rhythmic pattern, melodic contour, form) in your movement? Or are you drawn to some other musical feature than the one prescribed? Why?


3. In the case of creative movement, are you able to move in a way that feels good to you, with thought given to the use of space, time, and energy in your own personal way? Or are you simply following someone else’s ideas?






Summative assessment, or “assessment of learning,” seeks to monitor educational outcomes; it aims to describe or measure how well a student has met the previously established learning objectives and often takes place at the end of a course or semester. It provides information and feedback that sums up the teaching and learning processes. In other words, summative assessment summarizes the level of achievement and tends to lead to systematic conclusions about the level and value of it (Fautley, 2010, p. 7). Summative assessment target areas and criteria should be aligned with defined learning objectives and are often developed around a set of standards or expectations set at the district, state, and national level, such as the National Core Arts Standards. These standards are met when educators provide assessments that in some capacity, require students to successfully create, perform, present, produce, respond, and/or connect in the field of music. Movement itself can also be an artistic end product of instruction (and the basis for summative assessment) especially with children with whom movement is used as a pedagogical tool for achieving music understanding and a means for demonstrating music perception and cognition and who thus learn to connect their ears, minds, and bodies in expressive ways (Shehan Campbell & Scott-Kassner, 2014, p. 159).

Types of summative assessment in the Dalcroze classroom can include:



• summative assessment of learning outcomes in the end of the semester in relation to articulated learning goals through repeating the previous exercises and observing students’ performance.

• practical examinations in rhythmics and solfege with a small written or oral component. The latter may include, for example, a rhythmic or melodic dictation.

• tests on various topics and skills (e.g., ability to walk to the beat, change direction at the new phrase, work collaboratively, etc.) through observation and note taking (with an outside observer). Students may come in one by one, two by two, or in a small group and do various rhythmics and creative exercises. This structure enables students to receive more detailed and individualized feedback.

• exams in college-level Dalcroze course:

• a final plastique animée that integrates students’ in-class work.

• an exam that includes “follow” tasks, conducting (different meters), subdivision of the beat (2, 3, 4, 5, 6), cross rhythms (3 vs. 2), simple polyrhythms, following treble and bass lines in the piano—one line corresponding to hands and the other to feet, and so forth.

• an exam that includes group work, creative work, interpretation, and so forth.





• exams in professional teacher training: formal examinations in rhythmics, solfège, improvisation, plastique animée, and pedagogy. As an outcome, students may receive grades (or pass/fail) and a written report for each subject area.






Assessment Practices, Methods, and Tools


Assessment in Dalcroze pedagogy is primarily qualitative but can also be quantitative, oral or written, and use grades or pass/fail -scale. It is mostly based on observation of student participation and their skills. It can also include portfolio projects, reflection, learning journals, other writings, and artistic performances, among others. Assessment usually happens individually but can also take place in group projects or discussions. Assessment can be done by the teacher, external evaluator, peers, or by oneself. Observation, self-assessment, peer-assessment, exams, and tests are often utilized assessment methods and tools in Dalcroze teaching.


Observation

Assessment in Dalcroze pedagogy takes primarily place through observing student behavior, since students’ participation in music and movement activities can be argued to make explicit various skills and capacities (e.g., listening, bodily, social, and creative skills, understanding, concentration). For example, the teacher interprets the student’s body movements as indicating how (s)he perceives, senses, feels, or understands music or specific aspects or elements of it. A teacher can also aim to interpret a student’s creative and expressive capacities through observing his/her actions. Observation, as an assessment tool, is used in Dalcroze pedagogy both in teaching situations as formative assessment and in exams as a summative assessment. Also in many studies examining Dalcroze teaching practices, observation is used as a method of data collection (e.g., Alperson, 1994).

When assessing learning through observation, the teacher focuses on the quality of the students’ movement as it reflects their listening and understanding. The observation guides how the lesson evolves as the teacher modulates the process and the level of difficulty of the exercises in response to her emerging understanding of students’ abilities and needs. Since observation informs teacher’s further decisions and actions it includes reflection-in-action (Schön, 1983).

In teaching situations, assessment through observation generally includes comments, musical cues, or teacher demonstrations that guide students to pay attention to and improve certain qualities in their performance. It aims at encouragement and support, helping students to succeed. The ongoing, often wordless, dialogue between the tasks suggested by the teacher through music (often improvised vocally or on a drum or keyboard) and students’ responses—each influencing the other—is actually an essential feature of the whole approach (Bauer & Silverberg, 2004; also Schnebly-Black, 2003). In such dialogue, the teacher can also test, challenge, accompany, question, or even contrast through her music based on what she would like the students to execute at any point during the class. Criteria vary between different exercises from accuracy, according to some particular parameter, such as experimentation, expressiveness, and creative responses. The teacher also provides verbal guidance and feedback as an outcome of observation. Feedback and comments should offer explicit information on how to close the gap between where the students are now and the standard they are trying to reach (Hattie & Timperley 2007, pp. 81–112). Such feedback is usually given indirectly to the whole group, not to an individual participant. In this way, the teacher might make a general comment addressed to the whole group and then repeat the exercise, thus giving students an opportunity to refine or improve the movement response. This setup serves as valuable practice time for the students to implement the suggestions provided by the teacher and perhaps gain a stronger feeling and understanding of the task at hand.

Students can also be guided to observe each other. One student (or a couple of students) at a time may be asked to repeat her response or the exercise, which reinforces the learning of the demonstrating student and allows other students to observe and rehearse mentally while watching. Watching another student perform or becoming aware of the movement of other students can influence perspective and enhance individual interpretations and overall performance, just like listening to different interpretations of the same piece of music. It is helpful for students if the teacher is able identify any possible “problem” in student performance and suggest a change that can help improve a musical or physical response (e.g., “use more space for the longer note values when clapping a rhythm”). It is also important to note students’ success individually and inform them about it often.

In a group teaching situation, however, observation is challenging; this is especially true when working with large groups. It is a challenge for the teacher to be able to watch everyone carefully while simultaneously being responsible for the teaching activities and often also for the musical improvisation or accompaniment. Furthermore, since the exercises are so wide-ranging and multifaceted, it is not always easy to monitor progress in all the various areas of work through observation. It is also difficult to know how long it may take for a student to acquire a certain skill. Hence, as Bauer and Silverberg (2004) note, we should also question whether the actions that students perform in Dalcroze teaching provide a reliable indicator of the students’ ongoing processes of perception and understanding and of their rhythmic and bodily skills and the inner, kinesthetic understanding of them. Moreover, in Dalcroze teaching everyone should have an opportunity to explore, experiment and make mistakes, follow one’s own speed of development and progress, and feel comfortable and safe without being afraid of making mistakes or being assessed all the time. Accordingly, the teacher should know when to allow students to explore freely, solving problems by themselves, and when to help them solve problems.

Observation-based assessment is also applied as summative assessment in exams, usually included in professional studies of music or teacher training. In professional studies, students’ musical, bodily, and mental abilities are tested as indicating a direction of growth of musical competence, and for the purpose of informing students themselves or other teachers of student development. In teacher training, students have to meet a certain level of performance in each subject area in order to obtain a teacher degree (certificate, license, or superior diploma). Requirements are proper for each subject area and level tested. A higher level of skillfulness and fluency are expected at higher degree levels, as well as more developed understanding and ideas. In tests, observation is often guided by precise target areas that help focus on various areas of performance (analytic assessment). These target areas correspond to the learning objectives. It also recommended that the criteria for assessing performance in each target area be clearly defined.


Self-Assessment

In self-assessment, students (or teachers) are guided to become aware of, reflect on, and assess their own actions, performance, experiences, and learning (or certain aspects of it) so that they start to think critically, develop analytical skills, and organize their thoughts about their own (musical) development. The goal is that students recognize their own strengths and abilities and mark their own progress but also conceive the shortcomings and objects of improvement. It is helpful to use a Socratic approach by asking the students questions about their performance or experience. This approach encourages students to think about their execution of a specific task and guides them in the reflection process. The following questions can guide this kind of formative self-assessment (for learning): Where am I going? (What are the goals?), How am I going? (What progress is being made toward the goal?), and Where to next? (What activities need to be undertaken to make better progress?) (see Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p. 86).

Self-assessment can be applied in different ways. For example, at the end of a lesson, students can be asked to describe something that went well and something that could be improved, or to answer the following questions: Where did you succeed? What did feel good? What did you learn? What could you do better? How? Students can also assess themselves by viewing a video recording of the lesson and answering questions regarding their performance or experience (Butke, 2014). This type of reflection also includes keeping a journal of experiences discussing the difficulties being worked through and progress being made. When reflecting on past experiences, it is important to specify the “what” and the “how” goals moving forward.

Self-assessment is an important and valuable skill to foster. It helps students to understand learning objectives and to set own ones, which in turn supports self-knowledge, motivation, empowerment, and independence (see Butke, 2014). Providing students with the tools necessary to critically assess themselves in an honest way helps them to become their own best teachers. Self-assessment is a key practice also for teacher development. For music educators to be successful at music performance assessment, they should be not only prescriptive in evaluating their individual students and ensembles but also willing to assess and improve their methods of teaching and communicating (Wesolowski, 2012, p. 37). For example, if a majority of the students in a classroom are not able to complete a task, the activity chosen may be too difficult or the instructional process being used may be ineffective.


Peer Assessment


In Dalcroze teaching, peer assessment primarily implies activities in which students assess each other’s performance during a lesson. This may involve working in pairs, observing the other student’s performance, becoming aware of certain qualities of it, offering feedback or advice, and possibly being able to articulate and discuss them (critically). Students can also be asked to give constructive commentary on performances of others in a group.

When students are being observed during peer feedback, they have to own what they are doing because it is being witnessed, compared, and contrasted with another performance and/or preconceived notion. Peer assessment helps students to understand feedback from another person’s point of view and become more aware of their individual performance. This works particularly well in professional and higher-education-level contexts in which students are already skillful, have a strong identity, are prepared to evaluate each other’s performances, and are knowledgeable enough to give constructive feedback. Yet, peer assessment can also be practiced in more elementary ways as well. Using questioning techniques during peer assessment will help to guide students to think critically about another individual’s performance. During peer assessment in performance, or any assessment in general, it is easy for individuals to continuously focus on the things that need to be improved upon. It is worthwhile to encourage students to provide areas of feedback for their peers that include specific elements that went well and things that could be improved. By focusing on these two areas of feedback, students can find comfort in hearing something they are doing well, and feel motivated to continue to work through the challenges.


Exams and Tests

A series of graded exams (based on student performance or pen-and-paper tasks, such as dictations) as summative assessment that evaluate specific skills have been developed and are applied in Dalcroze programs (Vann, 2013). Also, a plastique animée assignment can serve as an exam. Dalcroze teachers stress that assessment tasks in exams should be similar to those practiced in the lessons and students should know what kinds of tasks to expect in an exam. Tests are mostly designed by the teacher or by a group of teachers; however, some teachers also use ready made tests to investigate the effectiveness of learning musical interpretation and notation skills.

Each teacher training program uses a set pattern of tests and exams for examining teacher candidates mainly in the areas of rhythmic movement, ear-training, improvisation, and pedagogy. When evaluating teaching exams, great attention is paid to the presence of Dalcroze principles, musical qualities, lesson structure as well as candidate’s overall pedagogical abilities. In addition, plastique animée, a research paper or other written work, portfolios, and compositions may be required.10


Grading

Grading is a typical tool of summative assessment. Because of the personal, experiential, and exploratory nature of the Dalcroze approach, many teachers are opposed to grading. Whether grades motivate student participation is disputed as well. For some Dalcroze teachers, grading is not a requirement as their jobs are affiliated with after-school music classes, precollege programs, and other extracurricular activities. Classes such as these have a stronger focus on progress versus product and assessment is more informal, formative, and qualitative. For those teaching in public, private, charter, or other school systems, there is an accountability factor for demonstrating student achievement. In the case of applying Dalcroze pedagogy as a part of music instruction in schools, student achievement in these types of activities can be documented and discussed at the diagnostic, summative, and formative levels. Since letter and numerical grades describe very little about student learning outcomes, it is advisable that all grading in a Dalcroze class be accompanied by written or aural feedback when possible.

Rubrics increase objectivity in the assessment and use a set of scoring criteria that determine the achievement level of a student’s performance on assigned tasks (Wesolowski, 2012, p. 37). The use of four levels of ranking rather than three is an appropriate choice because the tendency is to use the middle level most often (DeVault, 2013). With children, grading often means giving general grades, such as meets expectations, requires practice, or needs improvement. Butke (2014, p. 25) offers a suggestion of four categories—unacceptable, progressing, satisfactory, and outstanding—that could be used as a basic template for rubrics in music performance in the Dalcroze classroom for primary school levels (Tables 23.3 and 23.4). At the college and university levels, grades A, B, C, D and F are applied (see Table 23.5).
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Table 23.5 Criteria for Various Grading Categories, College-Level Dalcroze Studies




	Grade
	Assessment Criteria





	A
	Grades in the A range show that the student has mastered all or almost all of the given material with both technical skill and clear musicality. Rhythmic work is done with near-perfect accuracy and the student is able to precisely and correctly execute musical tasks modeled on ones that have been practiced in class. The student shows open-mindedness and enthusiasm, thinks carefully about each exercise, and works well with other students in partner and group settings.



	B
	Grades in the B range may reflect either an incomplete mastery of the material or an insufficient level of engagement in class activities. Rhythmic work may have some significant errors, or minor errors that recur. Though effort is made, the student does not always attend carefully to accuracy or expressivity in movement, or “tunes out” from time to time in class. Some problems in executing musical tasks.



	C
	Grades in the C range usually show that there is both incomplete mastery of material and an insufficient level of engagement in class activities. Rhythmic work has notable and/or persistent errors, and work shows a failure to master movement and musical concepts. Students may show an inability or disinclination to control the precision of their movements, and progress in these areas may be slow or nonexistent. Significant problems executing musical tasks.



	D
	Grades in the D range generally indicate that basic problems in rhythmic understanding are impeding the student’s ability to master simple movement exercises, though this grade may also be earned through a failure to maintain the requisite approach to participation in the class. Serious problems with musical tasks exist and persist.



	F
	A grade of F reflects serious difficulties in mastering simple rhythmic and musical tasks and/or an inability to perform up to the minimum standards of the class. While it is rare for music majors to earn an F for strictly musical reasons, the influence of attendance and participation on an otherwise passing grade may drop that grade to an F.





Source: Nicole Brockmann, DePauw University.



Butke (2014, p. 27) suggests that using assessment rubrics “establishes both validity and importance to the experience.” Teachers need to make students aware of the rubric criteria before they are assessed. Becoming familiar with the rubric guides student efforts and learning, enables them to prepare for the assessment, and makes them more aware of what constitutes a high level performance in music.


Concluding Comments

As in all assessment, it is important that target areas and evaluation criteria be defined, articulated, known by all participants, and in line with long-term Dalcroze learning objectives and instructional goals in relation to each specific class. The assessment target areas and criteria should be created after goals and objectives are solidified, which in turn forms the basis for selection of assessment methods and tools. Most assessment experts recommend designing instruction and assessment guidelines at the same time so that they are consistent and reinforce each other (Hale & Green, 2009, p. 28). The transparency of the assessment is crucial: When students become familiar with the target areas, criteria, rubric, and types of assessment—what and how they are being evaluated—they get a stronger sense of how to prepare for a given class, experience, assignment, or exam and become more aware of what constitutes a high-level performance in a given context. Similarly, the more teachers know about individual student learning and the effectiveness of their own instructional goals and teaching strategies, the more effective they can be in their work and the more meaningful the teaching and learning process becomes for everyone involved.

Assessment in Dalcroze pedagogy is challenging, since the approach does not offer ready-made assessment practices, target areas, or evaluation criteria though certain skills, qualities, and values are universally understood as inherent in the Dalcroze approach and are often used as the basis for creating learning objectives. Assessing learning achieved through Dalcroze teaching is especially difficult in music classrooms where the approach is integrated with other activities and methodologies. Since learning in Dalcroze is holistic and individual, a combined approach makes it difficult to differentiate and specify what learning outcomes are direct results of Dalcroze exercises. Currently, in the United States, there are few shared assessment target areas, criteria, and activities aligned with a national or international Dalcroze curriculum. The Dalcroze teacher training units share similarities in the essential areas of the approach; however, assessment practices and requirements affiliated with the training centers vary, for example, based on the faculty and their backgrounds. Many Dalcroze teachers have developed their own personal assessment tools for use in their classroom, but seldom are those tools created or set through a national or international assessment expectation. It would be worthwhile to provide training centers and school teachers with a basic outline of resources, example rubrics, and/or suggested guidelines for assessment and grading in the Dalcroze work. The Dalcroze Society of America has published a training manual (Dalcroze Society of America, 2017) outlining requirements for credentials, but has yet to develop anything specifically for teachers using Dalcroze principles in the music classroom. On the other hand, when using Dalcroze ideas as a way of teaching, it is an advantage that the target areas of learning and assessment are flexible and can be designed or modified for each specific context, yet in line with the curriculum.

Defining explicit assessment criteria is a challenge as well. For example, Dalcroze teachers may talk about and have an implicit understanding of “good movement” without being able to explicitly describe and articulate the qualities of it. The clarity of criteria often depends on the teacher’s ability to show and articulate the qualities she expects from her students. Educators should ask themselves whether or not they are accurately assessing the intended skill set and/or set objectives initially created for the class. Though some educators may feel that defining assessment criteria limits creativity, defining clear expectations can give students a platform from which to be creative and flourish. This specificity can be challenging in Dalcroze teaching because lesson plans often function more like flow charts and class topics can shift based on the performance level, ability, and creativity of the class at any given moment. For example, based on the flow of the class, a lesson focused on metrical concepts might easily evolve into a lesson in musical form.

The additional challenge for assessment in Dalcroze is that student’s personal experience plays a crucial role in learning. A student’s experiences as well as their personal reflections, interpretations, and meaning-making of those experiences are often considered primary compared to a student’s observable progress or transformation of performance. Furthermore, each individual gets something different out of shared educational processes, learning and observable learning outcomes take time, and certain skills develop at a slower rate than others. Students themselves may become aware of their learning and make valuable connections long after participating in these classes. Many teachers maintain that learning in a Dalcroze class is so complex and holistic that assessing a specific variety of skills separately does not speak to the depth of the actual learning that takes place. Thus, self-reflection and self-assessment are advisable assessment tools for bringing out the experiential nature of the learning and for making students’ experiences explicit, known, and part of assessment processes (Juntunen, 2016).

Despite the various challenges, according to our survey, Dalcroze teachers consider assessment an important element of teaching and learning: students should be notified of where their learning or development lies on the continuum and what elements might need more attention moving forward. Many of them (outside of the teacher training context) support qualitative assessment methods alone and would prefer not to give grades but are often required to do so. This is understandable, since in Dalcroze pedagogy qualitative assessment plays a crucial role and issues of quality are difficult, sometimes even impossible, to convert into numbers or grades. Yet, nowadays the effectiveness of teaching and learning is often demonstrated by measurable outcomes (Fisher, 2008). Student learning, and consequently the quality of teaching, is widely evaluated by standardized tests, and schools are judged effective based on observable outcomes. Standardized tests, however, often limit or even preclude creative work and as Abrams (2016) notes, constant testing does not make students learn better, takes a large amount of time, and directs the focus of teaching at obtaining high test results. Instead, if teachers are trusted as autonomous agents, they will gain a sense of ownership and maintain their precious inner motivation and passion for teaching (Sahlberg, 2011; Juntunen, 2017).
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Notes

1. This connection continues to be pointed out by several scholars, especially in the field of neuroscience, (see e.g., Altenmüller, 2015; Altenmüller & Scholz, 2016; Hodges & Gruhn, 2012; Seitz, 2005a, 2005b).

2. For the background, development, and principles of the Dalcroze method, see also Greenhead (2015).

3. See also de Bouyalsky (2013).

4. Instead of “HOP,” other signals, such as “change” or “switch,” can be used as cues to prompt students to respond quickly, to perform a predefined change in musical behavior.

5. Dewey discusses the intricate relationship between doing, experience, and learning as follows: “To ‘learn from experience’ is to make a backward and forward connection between what we do to things and what we enjoy or suffer from things in consequence. Under such conditions, doing becomes trying; an experiment with the world to find out what it is like; the undergoing becomes instruction-discovery of the connection of things” (Dewey, 1916, p. 164).

6. In the United States, each Dalcroze training center sets its own standards for teacher certification and administers its own examinations. The Dalcroze assessment practices in the United Kingdom, regarding the training of adults, are shared by Canada, Italy, and Australia and used in Thailand, Singapore, Hong Kong, Indonesia, and increasingly widely. The United Kingdom has also formulated assessment practices for children.

7. Le Collège de l’Institut Jaques-Dalcroze was founded by Emile Jaques-Dalcroze to protect and promote the development of his method.

8. For assessment target areas (of a test) for conservatory-level music studies, upper grades (Seattle Conservatory of Music, as an example), see Schnebly-Black (2003).

9. Educators can use the NAfME standards (SEADAES, 2014) as a basis from which to create assessment target areas and practices. These standards emphasize conceptual understanding in areas that reflect the actual processes in which musicians engage. They aim to cultivate a student’s ability to carry out the artistic processes of creating, performing, responding, and connecting in music at various grade levels; all areas that are strongly present in a Dalcroze classroom. Curriculum choices can be defined and solidified in these areas based on specific teaching contexts.

10. Guidelines of the examination structure for the Dalcroze teacher training programs, see Dalcroze Society of America (2017, p. 27).
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CHAPTER 24



analyzing student data to inform instruction and increase student growth

Assessment in American Music Classrooms



Denese Odegaard



Two categories of educational assessments are most commonly used in American music classrooms—formative and summative. In the formative process, music teachers check for understanding as students learn, and use their findings to modify and adapt instruction in real time. Formative assessments are usually not graded or marked. Summative assessment is a final snapshot of student learning and achievement at the end of a period of learning. Summative measures can include high-stakes testing, final projects, or end-of-unit tests. Formative assessment results in adjustments to lesson plans or instructional approaches. Summative assessments reveal what a student knows at a particular point in time, usually compared against grade-level standards and/or benchmarks.

Formative assessment is designed to assess learning and growth during instruction. Stiggins, Arter and Chappuis (2006) refer to this as assessment for learning, and claim this process increases student motivation. A significant component of the formative process is the delivery of specific, actionable feedback that students can use in order to advance their learning. For instance, when a teacher administers a pretest, the data obtained can inform instructional decisions and lesson modification. The practice of pretesting prior to beginning a unit allows educators to collect individual student data to differentiate instruction in their lesson plans, to accommodate students who excel and ensure success for low-achieving students.

Other examples of formative assessment used in music classes include exit slip questions, visual checks for understanding (thumbs up/thumbs down, whiteboard activities, etc.), station rotations (where the teacher rotates among small groups, assessing one group at a time on a particular skill), short small-group presentations, self-assessments, or performance of a line of music as a quick proficiency check. Music teachers continuously observe students in group settings and are able to see or hear, and then document, examples of student achievements and growth. In addition to whole group and small group assessment opportunities, it is important to assess students individually to examine specific aspects of skills achieved.


Learning Targets and Scales as a Framework for Monitoring Progress

Learning targets and scales are tools that assist students in understanding what they should be learning during each lesson. They also provide specific examples of the teacher’s expectations for proficiency demonstration and clarify what students need to do to be successful. In addition, learning targets and scales provide students with a framework for self-assessment.

Marzano (2007) states that teachers should set clear goals, track progress, and celebrate success. Learning targets (goals) are clear statements of knowledge or skills written in student-friendly language. When teachers post learning targets in the classroom during each lesson, the teacher and the students can reference them periodically throughout the lesson. The visibility of these learning targets enables the students to articulate the learning targets themselves during the lesson (perhaps in a think-pair-share exercise with a partner), which reinforces learning. For example, a learning target for 5th-grade general music that involved creativity might be, “I can make a plan for creating music and explain my choices.” When this is posted in the classroom during the lesson, students can refer to this and focus specifically on the lesson target.

Once students are familiar with their learning goals, scoring scales are essential for the measurement of student growth. Haystead and Marzano (2009) list research-based instructional strategies that can raise student achievement, including note taking, student discussion, graphic organizers, summarizing, practice, setting goals, building vocabulary, effort recognition, homework, identifying similarities and differences, interactive games, nonlinguistic representations, and using scoring scales to track student progress. They assert that the instructional strategy of tracking student progress using scoring scales results in the greatest effect on achievement in percentile gains (34%), compared to the effect of the other strategies listed (which ranged from 13% to 25%). They further suggest that student learning gains are enhanced when the teacher clearly defines the standards-based learning goal(s) and assesses student progress toward the goal(s).


Analyzing Student Work

The first step in deciding how to teach new material and determine specific learning targets is to understand what students already know and are able to do. According to Bernhardt (1998), educators can use data to determine the root cause of learning problems, rather than basing their instructional decisions on hunches. To plan differentiated instruction that reaches all levels of proficiency effectively, teachers can use the analyzing student work (ASW) process. In the ASW process, teachers analyze student work to determine strengths, learning needs, and next steps for teaching. This also ensures cohesiveness and consistency in grading among groups of teachers who all work with the same grade levels.

The first step in the process is the collection of proficiency data from one completed student task. The data is collected from a rubric designed for the task.1 After examining what qualities are present and absent in student work, the teacher then analyzes them for patterns, and uses these findings to modify instruction and planning to meet student needs. The information gained from analyzing student work guides instruction throughout the learning process. This process provides teachers a deep understanding of student progress toward proficiency and the rubric used to assess the student work. The teacher’s analysis informs whole-group, small-group, and individual student instructional needs. The process closes with a posttest to assess progress toward proficiency after the implementation of instructional modifications.

Figure 24.1 shows the ASW process, which is designed to assess one aspect of student work at a time. This tool is used to analyze student work in the formative stages of learning and answers the two questions, “How do I respond when students don’t know yet?” and “How do I respond when students already know?” Once these questions are answered through the ASW process, teachers can then plan to implement interventions and extensions.


[image: image]
Figure 24.1 Analyzing student work template.






Analyzing Data to Improve Student Learning


The ASW process focuses closely on individual student work to determine levels of proficiency. This essential assessment practice guides teachers to develop strategies that modify future instruction. Studying one aspect of student work at a time through the ASW process reveals the underlying causes for misconceptions, patterns, and gaps in instruction and learning. Once teachers know individual student capabilities, material can be retaught using targeted strategies for all learners. Differentiating lessons so that proficient students are challenged and low-achieving students are directly supported is optimal for student growth. Teachers also will be more aware of the importance of periodic progress checks, so instructional changes can be made throughout the learning process.

If a team of teachers analyzes student work during a professional learning community (PLC) meeting, collaboration and sharing can reveal strategies that can be developed and implemented for reaching all students. Teacher collaboration during the analysis of student work can also lead to teacher growth as well as student growth. As demonstrated in the examples in this chapter, there are many positive outcomes for those who use this process. Some teachers find that the outcomes of the assessment given were not at all what was anticipated, so the assessment was modified to better correlate with the learning targets. As a result of ASW, teachers who have not used rubrics in the past can discover the utility of rubrics to provide clear learning expectations. Teacher groups also moderate rubric results through collaboration (see Brophy, chapter 37 in this volume, for a description of consensus moderation).

In the next section, I share examples of how the ASW process has been implemented in four cases. The results of the process vary for a sample of music teachers.


Case 1: 5th-Grade General Music (Ages 11–12)—Adjusting Instruction and Assessment Tools to Improve Learning

In the United States, one of the 2014 National Music Standards Artistic Processes is “Responding” to music. A 5th-grade teacher worked through the ASW process to learn more about what her students know and how she could best meet their needs. Her 5th-grade students listened to Tchaikovsky’s Swan Lake and responded to a series of assessment questions about instrumentation, tempo, and mood of the music. Also included were three open-ended questions about personal observations: “I wonder … ,” “I notice … ,” and “What do you like about this piece, and why?” Students were prepared by practicing this exercise twice, first during a whole class discussion of possible answers. Next, the students were paired with classmates to practice all of the questions a second time with a partner activity to develop multiple answer options. Finally, a variety of answers were presented during a second whole class discussion to provide students different perspectives for listening to and responding to music.

Figure 24.2 is the finalized student assessment task sheet that this music teacher developed through trial and error. Because the original assessment consisted of solely open-ended questions, it was difficult for some 5th-grade students to write extensive answers. A word bank was developed to eliminate possible spelling frustrations or difficulties transferring words from the board to the paper. The 2014 music standards (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education, 2014) encourage the engagement of student preference, so the last question on the assessment addressed what students liked about the music and asked them to support their answers by explaining their reasoning.


[image: image]
Figure 24.2 5th-grade listening exercise.





Once students completed the written assessment, the teacher determined which specific aspect of the student work (a criterion from the rubric) would be studied first. Figure 24.3 shows the entire rubric (or markscheme) for this particular close listening assessment. Each area assessed is listed, though the observational criteria selected for this particular analysis are the “I wonder … ,” “I notice … ,” and “What do you like about this piece, and why?” portions. The rubric clearly lays out the specific expectations for four possible scores: 1—needed assistance to express opinion and support with reasons, 2—expressed some individual opinion and supported with limited reasons, 3—expressed individual opinion and supported with reasons, or 4—expressed individual opinion and supported with insightful and creative reasons).


[image: image]
Figure 24.3 Rubric for close listening.





After the specific rubric criterion was chosen for ASW, the analysis process began by sorting student work into high, medium, and low groups. The teacher then reviewed the rubric to clarify what was expected of her students at each proficiency level. Analysis then was completed by listing the specific qualities of each student’s work, along with a rubric score for all students in this specific area (responding to music). Figure 24.4 shows the completed chart that lists qualities present, qualities absent, and a score for each student in this area. It is important to note that some students received a 2.5 because all qualities of work were present, but the student may have needed to include more thorough descriptions.


[image: image]
Figure 24.4 Analyzing individual student work.





The next step was to determine the percentage of students who were proficient and the percentage of students who were not proficient. According to Figure 24.5, 40% of the students were proficient (rubric levels 3 and 4) and 60% were not (rubric levels 1, 2, and 2.5). Once this information was revealed, the teacher’s goal was to determine why certain students performed at each level, so she could work on creating her next steps for making instructional adjustments for those who are not proficient. On the other hand, she also planned to find ways to challenge those who were proficient already. Ultimately, the main purpose for using the ASW process is to plan for differentiation in future classroom instruction.


[image: image]
Figure 24.5 Students at each rubric level.





The next step of the ASW process consisted of finding evidence of each rubric level in four pieces of student work, one for each rubric level (1, 2, 3, and 4). Figure 24.6 presents a chart that specifies examples of qualities from one student whose work represented each of the four rubric levels. Under each heading, the teacher described distinguishing characteristics of the student work at each level, noting what was present and absent. The bottom portion of the chart lists specific strategies that can be used to deepen student understanding. Once this was complete, the teacher moved to the final step in the ASW process, and determined the appropriate next steps to (1) challenge students who were already proficient or exceeding expectations, and (2) deepen understanding for those who are not yet proficient (possibly by grouping students according to level for differentiated instruction).


[image: image]
Figure 24.6 Deepening understanding.





Because she took the time to analyze instruction, assessment, and student results, the teacher found that this formative listening assessment could be improved. Over time, useful changes were made to the instruction and assessment of this listening lesson. For instance, when the assessment was first presented to the students, it did not include a word bank, which caused some frustration. Students were much more successful in selecting instrument types, tempo, and mood when the work bank was provided. Additionally, the last item on the assessment, “What do you like about the piece, and why?” was presented initially as one question in the original format, and several students forgot to explain “why.” Once the question was divided into two parts, more students successfully completed both parts. It is also important to note that the teacher created modified assessments to support both English-language learners and students with special needs. The assessment was later crafted with pictures for students with autism or learning disabilities, to support their learning needs more effectively. Writing requirements were kept to a minimum to accommodate English-language learners who struggle with language. Improving the assessment itself made it easier for this teacher to obtain useful, accurate information about her students’ progress toward their learning goals.

The teacher’s instructional modifications throughout the listening exercise were directly influenced by student assessment responses. One instructional modification involved the choice of music. Swan Lake is a heavily orchestrated piece, so it was difficult for students to name specific instruments. In future listening lessons, the teacher selected music that presented specific instruments more clearly. She also selected music in a variety of styles. These instructional decisions improved student engagement when listening to music and raised student achievement.

After revising the assessment, the teacher practiced the entire assessment procedure multiple times with the entire class, sharing a variety of perspectives and possible answers to improve assessment scores. The teacher and students both modeled multiple ways students could explain what they were hearing, and students became more familiar with specific phrases they could use to express their thoughts about music.

By implementing the ASW process, the teacher obtained formative assessment data that she used to modify her instruction to improve student learning. The analysis also revealed that students would benefit from teacher modeling, whole-group and small-group instruction, and teamwork. The teacher collected accurate information about each individual student, and used it to create an action plan for future lessons.


Case 2: 6th-Grade Orchestra (Ages 12–13)—How Assessment Directions Affect Scoring

Sometimes teachers inadvertently create issues for student assessment because of the directions they provide. In this example, a 6th-grade orchestra teacher worked with her cello students on C and G string notes and wanted to assess their note-reading skills in both a prepared piece and a sight-reading piece. Students practiced two exercises from their method book but chose one to videorecord. The initial assessment directions were somewhat vague. They read:

Your next playing test will have two parts. In part one, you will choose from a list of songs in the book to play. In part two, you will sight-read a line of music that you have never seen before. It will only have C and G string notes in it. We will do this next week on Wednesday, January 20th and Friday, January 22nd. Please bring your computer so we can record it. Part 1: choose one - #166 or 167. Part 2: Sight-reading.

Early in the ASW process, several obstacles began to hinder the grading process. Because of camera position, many student recordings showed only a portion of the student and cello. Some students recorded many takes, and some simply played the exercise and turned the recording off without completing the sight-reading excerpt. The teacher quickly discovered her videorecording directions were not specific enough and decided to engage the assistance of a technology-savvy student to videorecord other students’ performances. The selection of a recording student assistant ensured that all assessment parts were completed and uploaded properly for all students.

The first assessment covered known and unknown note-reading material. Even though the students did well, the various steps required of students to videorecord the assessment made it difficult for them to complete the task. It was also difficult for the teacher to assess the video performances accurately. After completing the ASW process, the teacher adjusted the directions and changed some of her instructional strategies. The new directions (shown in Figure 24.7) include very specific steps students would need to take to create their video recordings.
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Figure 24.7 6th grade cello playing test—low notes.





In addition to the new and improved assessment directions, this teacher also implemented instructional strategies to support student success. She modeled practicing how to read note names aloud for the sight-reading portion. On one assessment, a student responded out loud, saying, “D, and a B, and a C,” and so forth. This student often lost her train of thought and lost her place in the music by naming notes with the extra words “and a” in her video. Showing students how to specifically state only the note names (for example, “A, G, C,” etc.) kept students engaged. Practicing the sequence of playing the book exercise, naming sight-reading notes, and playing the sight-reading material helped students with the assessment process. The teacher also reminded students to record the prepared exercise only once, and not until it sounded “perfect.” This prevented students from recording multiple takes. She also found it beneficial to spend time with struggling students, practicing one to two measures at a time, naming notes and placing fingers correctly. These strategies increased proficiency for students who were performing at lower levels. Taking the time to clarify assessment directions and adjust instructional approaches made it possible for this teacher to determine accurately what her students knew and were able to do.


Case 3: High School Choir (Ages 14–18)—The Importance of Analyzing One Aspect of Work at a Time and Improving the Scoring Device

A high school choir teacher strongly believed that rhythmic and melodic abilities in sight-reading should be assessed simultaneously. Figure 24.8 presents a copy of the exercise he composed prior to using the ASW process. Notice the skips across a bar line and rests prior to a bar line. These both increased difficulty for some students and could be addressed in sight-singing practice.
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Figure 24.8 Choir sight-reading example.





He had already graded (marked) the students using his exercise, in which he deducted one point for every incorrect beat. While working through the ASW process, he focused on his marking method and was not yet open to analyzing student work differently. While talking through the issues the students displayed, he began to see that he could do more to facilitate student learning. The initial focus of his lesson and assessment was melody (separate from rhythm), and he identified several reasons why students struggle with melody when he analyzed melody only. Next, he analyzed rhythm and quickly realized that the performance of melody affected rhythm performance and vice versa. Scoring was more complicated when melody and rhythm were assessed simultaneously.

He also noticed that some very specific performance patterns became evident. If students were able to hear tonality (do, me, sol, do) internally, they were able to get back on track if they momentarily lost tonality. Some students sang everything correctly, but their pitches were flat due to lack of air support. He also discovered that there were three sight-singing response patterns: students could label solfège and sing it correctly, they could label solfège correctly but not sing correct pitches consistently, or they got both pitch and solfège labeling incorrect. He determined that students should be assessed on the starting and end notes as well.

Other response patterns then began to emerge. Students struggled with skips, especially across bar lines. This led him to modify his instruction. He began to take the time to teach students explicitly to recognize skips across bar lines in future lessons. Reading rests gave students difficulty, even if the same pitch was used before and after the rest. Rests across bar lines were also difficult for some students, and he began to teach students to look for them.

At first, he did not score students using the initial rubric developed for the assessment, because he believed that melody and rhythm could not be assessed separately. Instead, he chose to score the students by taking off one point for each beat that was incorrect. While this method may be effective for judges to use in his state’s All-State sight-singing assessment, it is not an effective practice for teaching and assessing students in the classroom. Figure 24.9 shows the initial rubric constructed to score student work that the choir teacher dismissed in order to use his method of scoring. Figure 24.10 is the improved rubric, which addresses the issues he discovered during the ASW process. This new and improved rubric also provides reminders for students about what will be assessed during sight-reading.
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Figure 24.9 Initial choir sight-reading rubric.
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Figure 24.10 Improved choir sight-reading rubric.





Strategies for teaching and assessing sight-singing at varying student ability levels are important for “planning for differentiation” in the ASW process. Heacox (2009) states, “Tiering by degree of structure provides some students with more support or direction for their work while other students engage in a more open-ended task” (p. 91). Creating exercises with two to three levels of difficulty offers students the option to select one that they feel is commensurate with their skill level. The teacher in this case decided he did not want to use this strategy, and that all students should sing all levels. He felt if students struggle with sight-singing, they would feel successful on the easier exercises, while still trying to sing the more difficult exercises as well. This teacher was not open to instructional differentiation to meet the needs of all of his students, and could not find the value in ASW.


Case 4: High School Band (Ages 14–18)—Differentiating Lessons for Student Growth

Love, Stiles, Mundry, and DiRanna (2008) suggest that teachers should identify student learning problems, study the evidence as to why they have the problems, and then prioritize them in order to help the students grow. Tomlinson (2005a, 2005b) suggests that differentiation provides multiple approaches to content, process, and product. Tomlinson (2005a) states, “all students work harder than they meant to; achieve more than they thought they could; and come to believe that learning involves risk, error, and personal triumph” (p. 4).

A high school band teacher assessed students playing B<flat>, E<flat>, A<flat>, and F scales as they performed one to two octaves and articulation at a tempo of 120 beats per minute (bpm). The assessment criterion for analysis was pitch accuracy. After listening to all scale sets, it was evident that there were two items that impeded pitch accuracy for the students scoring below rubric Level 3: breath support in the lower note range, and the speed at which students played the scales. Most students were familiar with the tonality of a major scale, and several attempted to play two octaves. If two octaves were attempted, the teacher scored the notes of both octaves. After scoring, the teacher determined that about 50% of students were in the Level 3 and Level 4 range, and 50% were in the Level 1 and Level 2 range. Figure 24.11 contains the assessment data for nine students, and provides evidence of performance patterns. Based on these findings, she decided that Level 3 and Level 4 students should play all scales in two octaves on the next assessment as an additional challenge.
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Figure 24.11 High school band scale qualities of work.





Next, this teacher decided to incorporate new strategies into her instruction for Level 1 and Level 2 students to vary the process to improve pitch accuracy. She composed and then practiced warm-up exercises with students that addressed the lower range notes (incorporating breath support and embouchure), and she also had students sing the scale during warm-ups using the proper note names of the key signature. The teacher identified two reasons why students may play the wrong notes. First, she noticed that they did not transfer the key signature to the fingerings. To remedy this, she chose to have all students say the note names of the scale before playing. Second, her students did not know that a scale was constructed with half and whole steps. She decided this needed to be retaught.

She started to teach the effect of tempo on note accuracy by encouraging students to slow down at first to ensure accuracy. In addition, she taught the students how they should know when they are ready to begin increasing their tempo with a hands-on approach that involved three coins as markers. Starting with all three coins together on the left, each time the student plays the scale correctly, they moved a coin to the right side. If they performed the scale incorrectly, they moved a coin back to the left. When the scale was performed accurately three consecutive times, they were allowed to increase tempo. For this teacher, the ASW process gave her the information she needed to appropriately modify instruction to meet specific student needs.


Using Data from ASW to Write Rubrics


When music teachers are challenged by how to score student work, they may resort to grading or marking by awarding daily points for nonmusical achievements such as attendance and having materials present. Music educators know that it is important to grade or mark students primarily on musical knowledge and skills, and that they should know their students’ performance levels. Music teachers in the United States are evaluated by administrators not just on whether or not they grade their students but also on their instructional practices, their assessment processes, and their ability to meet a wide variety of student needs they encounter every single day.2 As explained in the case that follows, writing rubrics that are tied to the learning targets/goals to use for grading and marking students is much easier when data from the ASW process informs the decision-making process.


High School Composition—Writing a Rubric to Assess an Assignment

A high school composition teacher who was relatively new to teaching did not have detailed expectations for the students’ composition projects. He explained the assessment components during instruction and students were expected to take notes. He began to observe that students were omitting parts of the assignment due to their note-taking skills. For example, they did not include some requirements of the work in their notes, and in some cases, did not keep track of notes they had taken. The teacher depended completely on listening and note-taking to relay the assignment. The teacher found it difficult to assess the students’ composition skills when they were unclear on the assignment expectations and grading criteria.

Based on these observations, he decided to develop a rubric (markscheme) for the assignment. He designed the rubric to help students maintain a clear understanding of the assignment expectations. The rubric criteria and the achievement level statements provided the students descriptors of the quality expected at each score level. Figure 24.12 presents the final rubric developed for a specific assignment.


[image: image]
Figure 24.12 High school composition rubric.





To design the composition rubric, the teacher made a list of criteria for this assignment during his analysis of student work. Next, he wrote rubric level descriptors for levels 1, 2, and 3. The students received the rubric via multiple media: e-mail, Google Classroom, and paper copy.

Once students completed the assignment using the new rubric, the composition teacher analyzed the student work using the ASW process. He selected the criterion “use of chromaticism in the B section melody” for analysis. His results revealed several areas in which students needed continued support and additional teaching. While some students used chromaticism appropriately, some did not use chromaticism at all in the B section. Other compositions did not demonstrate resolutions moving upward a half step to a chord tone. Based on this analysis he refined his instruction. He challenged students who used chromaticism correctly to use nonchord tones such as passing tones, escape tones, and auxiliary tones. For less successful students, he provided a checklist of essential components of the composition and a copy of the rubric. He also decided to provide this document electronically and in hard copy for future assignments.

The ASW process changed this teacher’s practice in several ways. Before he developed the rubric, he wrote the assignment on the board, and students were instructed to take detailed notes and keep track of them. The teacher did not articulate all of the details well, which inevitably led to students misunderstanding his expectations. Once the checklist and rubric were available to all students, the assignments were more consistently completed, and more students were able to achieve success.


Using Data from ASW to Create Consensus

In the United States, student populations are transient; while some leave a school district completely, some change schools within the district. When possible, teachers within a school district should apply the same standards and use common assessments in order to score student work consistently across schools at each grade (age) level. Furthermore, students benefit from this consistency, and familiarity with the assessment expectations lessens anxiety when they move to a different school. Teachers who practice scoring student work together can achieve consensus on how to apply rubric criteria, which has the potential to improve interrater reliability. This process, calibration, improves the chances that student work will receive the same score no matter who is scoring it, because all scorers apply the same interpretation of the rubric criteria.

Not only does calibration improve scoring accuracy and reliability, but it also deepens the scorer’s understanding of assessment response expectations. Interpretation of rubric statements can vary greatly from teacher to teacher. All teachers within a school district benefit if they uniformly decide the expectations of student work through common assessment tools and have rich discussions during the practice of scoring work together. Teacher scores range widely. Teachers who score in the more extreme ranges give their reasons why they scored the way they did and those in the majority range offer their reasons. Teachers moderate these scoring extremes during these discussions.

The process for calibrating student work is detailed, and it is important to follow all steps in sequence. First, teachers should determine the details of the assessment, thinking through specific situations that might occur in assessment administration. Some examples are (1) deciding whether to give only the starting note for singing assessments, (2) choosing whether students will sing a cappella or with background music, or (3) coming to consensus on whether to use a metronome for secondary vocal or instrumental assessment. These advance decisions contribute to improved assessment consistency across assessment administrations.

After the assessment is administered, the next step is for each teacher to provide one piece of student work (or a recording) that s/he feels represents each rubric achievement level. Student names are redacted in this process. One person collects the student work samples that represent the rubric achievement levels from each teacher and randomly numbers them. Audio or video recordings can be uploaded onto a website for easy access, and written work should be randomly distributed.

To begin the process, group members each obtain a copy of the rubric and an ASW form to document the qualities of the works. Some operate a computer to play recordings or open the rubric document to adjust wording if needed. Next, the group works together to determine which criterion from the rubric will be used for analysis, and circle it on the rubric. Then, individually, each teacher writes the student identifier (a student number assigned for anonymity) on the score sheet, review each student sample several times, and document the qualities of work that are present and missing. Finally, each teacher enters a 4, 3, 2, or 1 in the far right-hand column of the rubric, indicating their assigned score for the criterion under analysis.

In order to come to a consensus, the teachers hold up the number of fingers that matches their assigned score. Members observe the scores to determine the degree of agreement or disagreement among the scorers. The teachers then moderate score disagreements through a discussion of why the rubric level score was selected using data from the description of work. The teachers come to consensus before moving on to the next sample. This process leads to rich discussions for music educators and yields the most appropriate scores.

Teachers learn from each other during this phase of the scoring calibration exercise and adjust scoring of student work as needed. Rubric modifications and improved assessment directions or guidelines are documented during the scoring calibration session as well. Student work improves when instructions and expectations are well thought out. The most significant benefit of calibration, though, is that teachers learn new strategies from one another and apply these in their practice. They become more knowledgeable, effective, and better teachers.


Conclusion

Analyzing student work is a best practice for teachers because it provides the means to deliver critical feedback to both teachers and students. A critical question for teachers is “How will a student improve, especially in music, if s/he receives only a number or letter grade”? Specific and timely feedback during the learning process helps students improve their skills and advance their knowledge over time. Furthermore, teachers who analyze student data obtained through the ASW process use this data to modify and improve their instructional methods, and identify and address specific student needs for enrichment or extra support. This process is time consuming at first but gets easier as the teacher’s skill set develops over time. At first, students need to learn this process and become accustomed to regular formative assessment. However, once students become familiar with it, they begin to appreciate their growth, which is best facilitated by timely and specific teacher feedback.

The ASW process is a highly effective way to improve learning for all students, because it is done during the learning process when there is still time for teachers to adjust instruction. Through the ASW process, teachers uncover why students have misunderstandings or gaps in their learning and are able to adjust instruction to close those gaps. Success in the classroom generates more student engagement, and when students are engaged, they achieve their best.




Notes


1. Since pretests are often used as initial formative assessments to identify the areas in which students are already proficient and which concepts students still need to learn, they result in student work that can be used for this particular process. The teacher selects one specific rubric criterion and student task, and then determines what constitutes examples of student work that is meeting expectations, below expectations, and above expectations.

2. Refer to the handbook section on music teacher evaluation for more information about this in the United States.
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CHAPTER 25



Assessing Music Learning Through Composition



Clint Randles



Introduction

In the field of music education, researchers and practitioners alike have concerned themselves with composition learning for the better part of 50 years. Mark (2015) suggests that music education has always “adjusted to social, political, and economic change” (Mark, 2015, p. 3) and that by doing so it has remained an integral part of society. Composition has been one of the areas of musicianship that has been underrepresented in music education practice, but advocated for by many music education researchers and practitioners (Kaschub & Smith, 2013; Kratus, 2016; Webster, 2016) as a vital component of a well-rounded education in music. In this chapter I provide insight into where the future of music composition in music education might be heading and how teachers might go about assessing composition work. First, I provide some context to these matters by clarifying what has led to the profession caring about this type of learning in settings where music teaching and learning takes place by considering the music education systems in the United Kingdom, Finland, Australia, and North America, and to a much lesser extent, Brazil and Singapore.

Perhaps the furthest along in the development of programs for student composition is the United Kingdom, whose National Curriculum (Qualifications and Curriculum Authority [QCA], 2007) states that students should be able to:



1. Create, develop and extend musical ideas by selecting and combining resources within musical structures, styles, genres, and traditions; and


2. Improvise, explore, and develop musical ideas when performing.





The QCA document goes on to state that the curriculum should provide opportunities for pupils to “Develop creative and composition skills, including songwriting, arranging and improvising” (2007). The history of valuing composition as equal in the education of all students in the United Kingdom can be attributed to the work of John Payntor (Payntor, 1982; Payntor & Aston, 1970), Keith Swanwick (Swanwick, 1988), June Boyce Tillman (Swanwick & Tillman, 1986), and others (Dennis, 1970; Self, 1967), as far back as the late 1960s. Since then, other researchers in the United Kingdom have continued this work, including most notably Pamela Burnard (2000, 2002, 2012a, 2012b) and Martin Fautley (2010).

Music educators in Finland have excelled in the development of areas of the curriculum where popular music and creativity intersect. In line with the work of Green (2002, 2008), Allsup (2003), Kratus (2007), Williams (2007, and many others including myself (Randles, 2015a, 2015b, 2016, in press) these Finnish music educators have brought experiences at the intersection of popular music and creativity to students widespread in Finland. They have provided space in the curriculum from the early stages through to their music teacher education levels for students to create their own original music, perform, and improvise within contemporary music mediums and student-directed small ensembles (Korpela et al., 2010). This brand of innovation in music teacher education mirrors the work that I have been involved with at the University of South Florida (Williams & Randles, 2017).

In Australia, in similar fashion as in the United Kingdom, space has been given within the general curriculum for all primary age music students for the teaching and learning of music composition. Robert Walker (1976, 2007) has been one of the leading figures in Australia for providing philosophical, theoretical, and practical support for teachers to develop students’ compositional ability. He describes the music education environment of the United Kingdom in the 1960s, where he was teaching before moving to Australia, as a time when interest in “experimental music” started to blossom. The inclusion of the work of contemporary musicians and engagement of all students (not just the gifted performers) in music composition tasks became a more common educational goal. The results of this work can be seen in the current curricular offerings in Australia, and has led to research in this area by Margaret Barrett (2006) most notably.

In North America, similar blossoming occurred with the work of R. Murray Schafer (1969, 1976, 1979) in Canada. Schools of thought and practice emerged that placed a higher value on musical activities that did not follow a traditionally conceived score, or might not make use of a score at all. The impetus for much of this work was to give students the reins of their music-making experience in ways that played on the thinking that was involved when they made creative musical choices. Peter Webster’s work in this area (1977, 1983, 1987, 1994, 2002), including the development of the model of creative thinking in music (1990), contributed to the more widespread acceptance that composition and improvisation learning has a place in the education of every student in music. I now turn to a brief discussion of why composition is valuable in the curriculum alongside performance and listening.


Philosophical Foundations

A number of music education scholars have suggested over the years that composition should be included in the education of every student of music (Elliott & Silverman, 2014; Jorgensen, 2016; Reimer, 2003). Their rationales have pointed to the uniqueness of composition to musical performance that seems to mirror well the relationship of reading to writing—can we imagine a language arts class where students only learned how to read? Similarly, can we imagine that same class not listening out loud to written language or hearing language in spoken form? Music reading (in some capacity), music composition, and music listening have a seemingly inseparable relationship. The take away for music educators is that we need to have space for the teaching and learning of each of these areas, including (most importantly here) music composition.


Definitions

Creativity in music refers to the divergent and convergent thought processes, enacted both in solo and in ensemble, that lead to musical products that are both novel and useful, within specific sociocultural contexts, manifested by way of specific modes of musicianship or combinations of modes that can include but are not limited to the following: improvisation, composition, performance, analysis, and listening. Composition then, it would follow, is the manifestation of creativity that involves a fixed reproducible musical product that is the result of creative thinking as described in the previous definition of musical creativity. I believe music educators should embrace all of the forms that composition could take, including new and emerging media forms that have been described recently in the literature. Burnard (2012a) has classified new and emerging activity that includes generative music making as “creativities” rather than the traditional “creativity” often ascribed to music compositional activity (p. 15).

Tobias (2015) provides a map of sorts for digital media—collective communication outlets or tools that take shape and are transmitted digitally—that accounts for many of the ways that media in digital form can be used by people. If we believe that new forms of media can be used, we might be able to agree that logically they can be used creatively. We know that music can be composed using digital means, through the incorporation of digital technologies. Thibeault (2015) lays the foundation for a music education that embraces performance, recording, and new media. In doing so, he opens up the door conceptually for there to be manifestations of creative thinking in all of these media. Recording music results in fixed reproducible products that function as compositions for the musical artists, audio engineers, and music producers who work at bringing a recorded track into existence. Moorefield (2005) makes a case for the music producer as composer, suggesting that the studio, with all of the technologies, affordances, and constraints that come with the space, is to the music producer much like a written score would be to a traditional composer—a workspace of sorts. I have suggested that one of the primary ways forward for music education is through embracing the notion of music teachers working in the classroom much as music producers would in a studio (Randles, 2012), working to record, mix, and master student original music. Such would be a dramatic change from our current notions of what a music teacher does in the classroom.

So, composition can take many forms. It can take the form of paper-and-pencil or computer-based traditional composition resulting in printed musical parts. Composition can take the form of written or orally guided performance art, such as advocated by R. Murray Schafer (1969, 1976, 1979) and others in the 1960s and 1970s. Compositions, however brought into being, have some sort of visual representation/organization structure used to bring works into being, and some sort of performance medium, whether it be recorded or performed live. These live performances or recordings can then be assessed in relation to themselves or in relation to all works in a particular genre. In education, we can think of the impact of a work for an artist/student or the impact of a work in relation to all other works in a classroom or school culture. We might (however it is most likely not the case) look at a student’s work in relation to other students at the regional or national level.


Creative Identity

Through a series of studies I have examined the extent to which preservice music teachers in the United States, England, Finland, and Australia perceive their own musicianship, specifically their abilities to compose, improvise, and make use of popular music (making use of guitars, drums, keyboards, computers, etc.) in their practice as music teachers. I found this line of research necessary in that I had been studying initiatives in composition learning in the United Kingdom dating back to the 1960s that seemed to support composition for all students in a way that the National Association for Music Education (formerly MENC) in the United States had only acknowledged within the past 20 years. Since this chapter concerns the assessment of composition learning, it is appropriate to examine how music teachers in diverse parts of the world conceive of this currently, with the realization that for composition experiences to occur at all a music teacher needs to value it, make time for it, and teach it well (in all of the ways that music teachers can teach or not as in informal or nonformal music learning approaches).

Randles and Smith (2012) examined this phenomenon by comparing the results of responses to the “Creative Identity Survey,” which asked students about their perceived level of comfort in either doing those creative tasks themselves or teaching others to do them. We found that English teachers felt significantly more confident in their ability to teach music composition (p < .0001) and their ability to compose original music themselves (p < .0002).

Randles and Muhonen (2015) examined US and Finnish preservice music teachers’ perceptions of their own abilities as composers, improvisers, and popular musicians /consumers by using the Creative Identity in Music (CIM) measure and then used a factor analytical approach to data analysis. We found that while there were significant differences regarding students’ perceptions of their “creative music-making self-efficacy,” their “value of creative musicianship areas” in the context of their music classroom, and their “value of popular music-making/listening in the classroom,” there were not significant differences regarding their “willingness to allow time for creativity in the classroom.” Results suggest that perhaps if students (future music teachers) felt more comfortable about their abilities in these measured areas they would value them more, and since they seem to be willing to allow time for them, maybe they would. Again, it seems that both United Kingdom and Finland preservice music teachers are more able to teach differently based on their primary and secondary socialization. To impact whether students of the future music classrooms will be given opportunities to develop skills in the creative areas of musicianship and hence develop creative identities themselves, teachers must first become creative musicians in these areas.

Similarly, in Australia, Randles and Ballantyne (2018) examined the creative musical identities of preservice music teachers in both settings (see Table 25.1).
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Research findings suggest that Australian preservice music teachers indicate a stronger degree of creative music making self-efficacy (p < .0001), value the areas of creative identity as measured by CIM to a significantly greater extent (p < .0001), and value the use of popular music listening/performing within the learning environment to a significantly greater extent (p < .0001) than US preservice music teachers (see Table 25.2).


[image: Table_Image]


These results suggest that similar to what we observed in Finland, Australia primary and secondary socialization supports to a significantly greater extent teaching and learning in these areas of musicianship. Thus, US music education programs can learn a great deal still from what goes on in school music settings and music teacher preparatory programs in those countries. Further research in this area is necessary to take these findings further in the realms of practice and research.

Singapore preservice music teachers have been studied and compared to US preservice music teachers in similar fashion to previous studies in the United Kingdom, Finland, and Australia (Randles & Tan, 2018). Results were similar to previously published studies in that Singaporean preservice music teachers self-reported higher levels of compositional competence and pedagogical confidence related to composition than US counterparts. Regarding competence and pedagogical competence in popular music and pedagogy of popular music, Singaporean preservice teachers also self-reported feeling more competent. These results make sense, given Singapore’s status as a British colony or settlement for much of the past 200 years.

In Brazil, evidence for the inclusion of composition-based experiences for all students can be seen as early as the 1960s, and seems to parallel what was going on the United Kingdom, but to a somewhat lesser extent (Britto Manso, 1985; Pinho Kuhn, 2000). I have not been able to locate assessment literature for composition in Brazil. However, this difficulty is probably mostly due to my lack in proficiency in reading and understanding Portuguese. Future research could examine perceptions of preservice music teachers in Brazil concerning creative identity as previous studies have. Furthermore, we know very little about creative identity in non-Western places in the world. Differing notions of creativity in non-Western locations might make doing such comparative work difficult.


Composition Assessment in Research and Practice


Experimental

While it is known that musical creativity can be manifest by way of multiple modes of musicianship, compositional and improvisational creativity have received the most attention. These experimental studies in music and music education can be categorized into research on processes and products. In the United States, Webster’s dissertation (1977) was a seminal start to the movement of examining musical creativity empirically in music education. His work inspired other researchers in music education to explore musical composition. The work of Swanwick and Tillman (1986) and Kratus (1989) marked the continuation of a 15-year period during which the study of children’s compositional processes and products seemed to intensify (Hickey 2001; Kratus 1989). Future researchers in this area might explore preschool-aged students (birth to age 4) as they interact with improvisation, and older (age 14 to 18) students as they interact with both composition and improvisation. There of course has been some work in this area (Moorhead & Pond, 1941), but there is still so much we do not yet know about improvisation and the young child. Furthermore, the strategies for measuring the various components of compositional processes and products (Hickey 2001; Kratus 1989) might be explored through all of the other various modes of musicianship. For example, music listening on a mobile listening device might be measured over a period of 10 minutes, as Kratus did in his 1989 study, to explore how students interact creatively with their music (Rinsema, 2016). Practicing musicians might be examined over time to determine qualities of their divergent and convergent thinking processes.

Musical products might be assessed by way of Amabile’s consensual assessment technique (1996), as Hickey (2001) did in her work. The best people to judge the compositions of students of any age are the teachers of those students (or teachers who work with that same age group). If a panel of those teachers agree independently that a work (randomly ordered among all judged works) is more or less creative than other works, then it is, according to researchers and practitioners who use consensual assessment. Sadler (2009) suggests that this consensual assessment process be taken a step further with consensual moderation, a meeting of the panel of judges where markers are established for all ratings, thus ensuring a more valid consensus. The future is promising for research that explores other modes of musicianship from the perspective of musical creativity as it has been defined in the existing literature in music education.

There are crossover implications for the study of composition from the study of improvisation. Researchers have examined this intersection, often suggesting that the processes are similar but different (Brophy, 2000, 2001, 2005; Burnard, 1999, 2000). Brophy found that repeated melodic and rhythmic motives, sense of pulse, and antecedent/consequent phrases improved as participants matured in age, and that qualities such as antecedent/consequent phrases, presence of repeated rhythmic motives, and pulse adherence can be taught and more importantly can effect how students improvise over time. Brophy’s attention to detail is something that future researchers should take note of and seek to emulate in similar experimental studies.


Contextual

In the years since this research paradigm gained momentum in the 1980s and 1990s, some researchers have chosen to focus more on the study of creativity in real-world educational contexts (Barrett, 2006; Burnard, 2000, 2002) and specifically on the sociology of musical creativity. This movement has coincided with the development of Csikszentmihalyi’s systems perspective for the study of creativity, where he states that creativity should not be viewed “exclusively as a mental process,” but rather as an interplay of psychological and sociological factors (1999, p. 313). Csikszentmihalyi asserts that the momentum for a shift in the research paradigm to include sociological components has been building in the past few decades. There seems to be a growing concern for examining the cultures, including parents, peer groups, and teachers, the individuals that surround students and facilitate their creative work (Wiggins 1994, 2003, 2011). Ruthmann (2008) discovered through qualitative case study evidence for the existence of a complex interplay among teacher feedback, learner agency, and students’ compositional intent, and suggested that teachers take these factors into account when they design opportunities for students to compose. In a related study, Randles (2009a) discovered some evidence to suggest that teachers who compose or arrange music for their ensembles may foster creative cultures where students desire to pursue composition and arranging themselves. In another study, where the creative cultures of participants of an Honors Composition Competition in Michigan, United States, were examined, Randles (2009b) found that teachers played the most profound role in students’ development of a creative identity, more than parents or peer groups.


Practice


A few resources have been developed recently that point the practicing teacher to excellent collections of assessment tools that could take formative, summative, feedback, diagnostic, and evaluative forms (Brophy, 2000; Fautley, 2010). Musicianship: Composing in Band and Orchestra (Randles & Stringham, 2013) and Musicianship: Composing in Choir (Kerchner & Strand, 2016) are both excellent resources that contain a wealth of assessment tools that take all of these forms. Fautley (2010) suggests that two vital questions be asked when considering assessment of composition: (1) Who is the assessment for? and (2) What will happen with the results? (p. 135). As teachers we would like to lead our students to improve as composers over time and often we would like the resulting products to be able to be assessed on specific criterion. We know that we can assess both the process and the products of composition. The following sections contain suggestions for how to assess compositions both formatively and summatively. Remember formative assessment in this case is using diagnostic testing and adjusting during the instructional process, while summative assessment is evaluating student learning at the end of instruction by comparing it to some standard or benchmark.


Assessing Solo Products

Hickey (2012, 2013) suggests that rubrics, checklists, and peer assessment can be powerful tools for product assessment. When using peer assessment, it is essential that the teacher first work diligently to foster a community where it is safe to share original ideas. If handled with care, summative product assessment can also be a valuable form of formative assessment for student composers, keeping foremost the idea that the primary goal of assessment is for students to become better composers. Figure 25.1 is an example of an assessment rubric for an original song (see Figure 25.1) based on instructional content proposed by Kratus (2016). Kratus differentiates between compositional qualities (musical and lyrical) and performance qualities (vocal/instrumental technique and use of technology). By following the assessment guide, teachers can provide student songwriters with formative feedback with the potential to help them identify what is going right about their songs and what they might work on to make them better. By using this guide, comments can be made in the box under “misses expectations,” “meets expectations,” or “exceeds expectations.” The column “does not apply” could be checked in instances where a song does not exhibit a particular element listed. In cases where a number needs to be assigned to fulfill a particular educational objective, each column could represent a number, “exceeds expectations” being the highest number. Teachers could use this guide to have peers assess individual group products as well.


[image: image]
Figure 25.1 Original song feedback guide.






Assessing Group Products

Fautley (2010) addressed the need for practitioners to think about assessment in composition from the standpoint of group composition as well as solo composition. Because students involved in group composition are part of what psychologists term distributed cognition, where an original composition is very much a product of the combined efforts of a group rather than of solitary minds working in isolation, it is important that formative and summative assessments account for both the group product as a whole (Figure 25.1) and components that measure individual contributions, including “cooperation, participation, and willingness to contribute ideas” (p. 149). He suggests that the benefits for students involved in group composition are numerous and that such assessments would go a long way in accounting for the complexity inherent to group composition.


Assessing Process

Fautley (2010) conceptualizes the compositional process in terms of a number of distinct phases. An understanding of these phases might assist teachers in understanding first what is going on, and then how formative assessments might be given to assist learners along the way. These phases are:



1. The composing stimulus


2. Initial confirmatory phase


3. Generation and exploitation of ideas


4. Organizational matters


5. Work-in-progress performances


6. Revision


7. Transformation and development


8. The final performance






For a graphical representation of these categories, see Figure 25.2. With these delineations in place, teachers can have a clear direction as to the areas that can be reflected on, assessed, and furthered along in the work of students. Students can gain a better understanding of what the entire process might look like and then be on their way. We know from the work of Pam Burnard and Betty Anne Younker (Burnard, 2000; Burnard & Younker, 2002, 2004; Younker, 2000) that the process of bringing compositions into being are non-linear and quite personalized, so these phases should be viewed as merely suggestions for how one might begin conceiving of assessing compositional processes.


[image: image]
Figure 25.2 The composing process deconstructed.





Teachers and researchers alike could measure, both quantitatively and qualitatively, differences in the composition process among different populations of students using these phases as a theoretical framework.


Moving Forward

The 21st century has already seen a proliferation of the use of new media (Tobias, 2015; Thibeault, 2015) and creativities (Burnard, 2012b) that are expanding the ways that humans desire to engage creatively with music. Dissertations in this area have started to proliferate (Albert, 2016; Antonetti, 2013; Snell, 2012; Stringham, 2010), as music teachers think more and more about the place of original composition in the music curriculum. Our ways as teachers and researchers of assessing these creativities need to expand as well. We need both formative and summative assessments that can take the form of rubrics (see Figure 25.1), or checklists that might be made based on the process conceptualization mapped out in Figure 25.2, or simply in the form of verbal and/or written feedback (Reese, 2003; Younker, 2003). All forms of assessment can be rationalized as possessing some form of value depending on each specific situation and highly individualized setting.

The most important questions for a teacher to remember and to keep in mind when thinking about how to assess compositions are:



1. What am I asking my students to do?

2. How will I help them be more successful at doing what I am asking them to do, as they are doing it?

3. How will I know the extent to which they have done what I have asked them to do?





These questions focus on the teacher identifying and defining the compositional task, thinking through how to help students do that task better as they are doing it (formative assessment), and then assessing the extent to which they did the thing that you were hoping that they would do (summative assessment). These questions follow a (1) before, (2) during, and (3) after linear path—if we can think of the process linearly, in that all of this happens across a span of time. How to answer each of these questions must by necessity be context specific.

Since new technologies continue to emerge, and the creativities implicit in their use, teachers will have to be continually engaged in reflection around what is most important about student learning within each new practice. Elementary students’ creativity while performing in school iPad bands, for example, will have to have be formatively assessed to assist in the successful completion of projects, even when it will be difficult to summatively assess their work since few of these sorts of ensembles exist at the present time—two of my former students are leading one of these ensembles as of the writing of this chapter.1 Formative assessments can show to stakeholders the value of what music teachers do (see the newspaper article referenced earlier). There is creativity involved with the use of new media that music teachers can foster in their students. Researchers have only begun to understand the affordances and constraints wrapped up in the use of new media in the music classroom.

As music teachers are confronted with new forms of media and realize the potential for musical creativities for students that each new technology presents, asking the three questions mentioned previously when considering assessment can help focus learning. In other words, thinking about how to assess learning can actually aide in understanding the extent to which learning is occurring, the quality of it, and how better to develop it in students. In many cases, we cannot entirely plan for the future. Rather, we can develop and polish the lens through which we view new and emerging creativities, learn along with our students, and assess them on the qualities and characteristics that matter most to them and us as we experience the technologies together.

In this chapter I have pointed out some of the ways that music education has traditionally conceived of both creativity and the measurement of compositional activity in the classroom. However, it should be clear that formative, summative, feedback, diagnostic, and evaluative assessment are all necessary and vital to understanding and justifying the place of composition learning in music education. We will have to be creative and adventurous in our assessment efforts as the landscape of music education shifts from being more learner-centered (Green 2003, 2008), new technology accepting, and diverse. The future is bright for students and teachers alike in this new world to the extent that we can be flexible and open to emerging creativities in music.




Note


1. see http://www.tampabay.com/news/education/k12/ipad-bands-mix-students-love-of-music-and-computers/2310750 for more about this ensemble.
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CHAPTER 26



Assessing Singing Voice Development



Joanne Rutkowski



Introduction


Singing, like speaking, is a natural ability for all humans, unless a rare physiological vocal impairment exists. Some researchers have shown that singing develops naturally if the child is provided with a musically nurturing environment (Kirkpatrick, 1962; McKernon, 1979; Michel, 1973; Moog, 1976; Pond, 1978; Ries, 1987; Rutkowski, 2013; Wassum, 1979; Welch, 1986; Welch & White, 1993/1994). However, it is clear this is not the case for many children; the reported incidence of “problem singers” in elementary schools is high (i.e., Levinowitz et al., 1998). In addition, it is likely that you have heard many adults struggle to sing with success. Intervention to help these persons be successful singers is effective (i.e., Mizener, 2008; Rutkowski, 1996, 2015a) and should be a primary focus of music instruction, particularly in the elementary school.

Children’s singing voice development has been the topic of published research for almost 100 years (Drexler, 1938; Jersild & Bienstock, 1931, 1934; Updegraff, Heiliger, & Learned, 1938; Vance & Grandprey, 1929). Strategies for helping all children learn to be successful singers have been the primary focus of much of this work (for a review of strategies, see Runfola & Rutkowski, 2010; Rutkowski & Thompson, 1989a, 1989b; Svec, 2015). Of course, in order to determine whether children’s singing is improving, their singing achievement needs to be assessed. Various assessment tools have been used, primarily in research settings, to determine the efficacy of strategies to help children learn to sing. Most measures were developed pragmatically, to determine whether an instructional strategy was effective. Consequently, measures often were developed for use in one or two studies, although some measures have been used more frequently allowing for establishment of broader reliability and validity (Boardman, 1964; DeYarman, 1972; Rutkowski, 1990, 2018;Wise & Sloboda, 2008).

Of course, when developing assessments the primary question is what to assess. It may seem a fairly simple task so assess children’s singing, but what about the singing is important to assess? Is it the accuracy of intonation? The quality of the tone? The registers being used? The ability to sing a song with accurate pitch, rhythm, and text? You can probably think of other aspects that are of importance to assess for determining singing achievement. Welch (1994) offered, “this [assessment of singing] is not always a simple judgment because singing is defined by a complex web of interacting factors embracing perception, cognition, physical development, maturation, society, culture, history, and intentionality” (p. 3). For purposes of this chapter, however, I have narrowed the focus to assessment of singing development, which includes use of the singing voice (vocal registrations) and then pitch accuracy, as well as protocols and singing tasks for assessment. While other issues related to singing are, indeed, important, they are not within the scope of this chapter (see Welch, 1994, for a discussion of some of these issues).

I organized this chapter in four main sections. First, I provide a definition of singing development that will be used throughout the chapter. In the next section, I include an overview of approaches to assessing singing development to provide some historical context. Then I present and discuss selected tools and protocols making recommendations for their use. Finally, I offer recommendations for assessing singing development in research and classroom settings.


Definition of Singing Development

Someone’s use of singing voice and their pitch accuracy, singing in tune, are not the same constructs. If a voice is not developed, then that person will not be able to sing consistently in tune. Assessing the use of the voice (the instrument) has been shown to be an important precursor to assessing pitch accuracy (McGraw, 1996; Phillips & Aitchison, 1997; Rutkowski, 2015b; Updegraff et al., 1938; Welch, Rush, & Howard, 1991). Based on this research, I believe it is important to first assess the use of the voice prior to concern about accuracy of intonation and it is also important to assess these constructs separately. Salvador (2010) concurred, “simply measuring pitch accuracy is not a sufficient measure of singing achievement to allow a teacher to improve instruction, which is the goal of assessment” (p. 45).

Two singing behaviors have been used to assess use of singing voice—vocal range and vocal register. While vocal range is one indicator of singing development (Moore, 1991; Young, 1971), this behavior alone does not provide a complete picture of use of singing voice. Children and adults can learn to extend a register to sing in a wider range than is appropriate for that register. For example, a 6th-grade girl may sing with a range of A3 to C5 but only be using the chest (lower) register. In that case, the range does not provide a complete profile of the child’s use of singing voice. In addition, such behaviors may result in vocal damage, so it is pedagogically crucial to obtain a complete profile of use of singing voice. To further clarify, I offer an analogy of gears in an automobile. It is possible to drive 30 miles per hour in first gear, but the car was not designed to operate that way; extended use of first gear to drive at that speed can result in transmission damage. The same can be true of vocal registers. Repeatedly singing pitches that naturally exist outside the register can be damaging to the voice. Therefore, vocal register, particularly children’s ability to transition smoothly between registers (Monaco, 1992; Wurgler, 1990), seems to provide more detail about the development of the voice.

Although it is commonly thought that two vocal registers exist (chest voice and head voice), evidence suggests that the child voice may have at least three registers (Rutkowski, 1999; Wurgler, 1990). Based on lift points aurally identified in the child voice, I am led to believe that even four registers may be at play. Until persons are comfortable using all their vocal registers, and transitioning among these registers, they will not sing in tune consistently. In fact, some children who generally sing very well in tune often will still sing pitches near the bottom of their middle register (C4–D4) sharp if they are, in fact, appropriately using middle register and not chest register. Attempting to fix the pitch does not help, and it is clear when listening to the child sing that s/he hears and matches pitches and follows the melodic contour; the child just needs more experience extending middle register down and transitioning among the registers. In summary, assessing use of vocal registers seems a more sensitive assessment of singing voice development than just vocal range. And intonation should not be a concern until the person has use of all vocal registers. Therefore, I define singing development as comfortable use of all vocal registers followed by accuracy of intonation.


Overview of Approaches to Singing Assessment


Rating scales to measure children’s singing began to be developed and used quite frequently in the 1960s. Various singing behaviors were assessed including the ability to follow the melodic direction (Boardman, 1964; DeYarman, 1972; Dittemore, 1968/1969; Feierabend, 1984; Jarjisian, 1981; Phillips, 1983; Ramsey, 1983; Runfola, 1981); the tendency to transpose or shift from original key or tonality (Boardman, 1964; Jordan-DeCarbo, 1982; Kirkpatrick, 1962; Ramsey, 1983); the ability to exhibit a sense of tonality (DeYarman, 1972; Dittemore, 1968/1969; Hale, 1977; Kirkpatrick, 1962; Ramsey, 1983); the accuracy of intervals (Jarjisian, 1981; Michel, 1973; Ramsey, 1983; Sims, Moore, & Kuhn, 1982); and the use of a speaking response rather than a singing response (Boardman, 1964; Ramsey, 1983). However, what is consistent among these scales is that they either measured two constructs—the use of singing voice and the accuracy of intonation (Boardman, 1964; Hornbach & Taggart, 2005; Newlin, 2004; Ramsey, 1983; Updegraff et al., 1938)—or measured only accuracy of intonation without regard for the child’s use of singing voice (DeYarman, 1972; Dittemore, 1968/1969; Feierabend, 1984; Hale, 1977; Jarjisian, 1981; Jordan-DeCarbo, 1982; Kimble, 1983; Kirkpatrick, 1962; Phillips, 1983; Roberts & Davies, 1975). Scales used by Junda (1994) and Chuang (2012) measured use of singing voice and issues related to accuracy but viewed these as separate, sequential, constructs. (For a more specific review of some of these scales see Salvador [2010] and Rutkowski [1990].) A measure is more helpful for both research and teaching settings if it measures one construct, not several.


Measures Using Human Raters

The majority of rating scales for assessing children’s singing use human raters. It seems this is often a preferred means of assessment “since classroom teachers regularly must make decisions about student performance” (Nichols, 2013, p. 43). In these studies, rater(s) listened to recordings of children’s singing and determined a score based on the criteria set forth in the rating scales. Most tools for assessing children’s singing voice are continuous rating scales. In these measures each scoring level indicates a higher level of development. For example, a score of “5” would indicate a higher level of achievement than a score of “2.” Some rating scales, particularly more recent examples, use five scoring levels (Feierabend, 1984; Hale, 1977; Jarjisian, 1981; Jordan-DeCarbo, 1982; Phillips, 1983; Runfola, 1981). Other measures use six (Martin, 1991), seven (Boardman, 1964; DeYarman, 1972; Dittemore, 1968/1969; Kimble, 1983); or even eight scoring levels (Ramsey, 1983; Wise & Sloboda, 2008). The “Singing Voice Development Measure” (Rutkowski, 1990, 1996, 2018) initially used five scoring levels but with further development now uses nine: Five scoring levels serve as “anchors” with the other four scoring levels representing singing behaviors between two scoring levels. A few researchers have used an additive procedure. In these tools, the number of correct tones or intervals is counted (Gaiser, 1961; Kirkpatrick, 1962; Nichols, 2013; Sims et al., 1982). Of course, these would be tools primarily assessing intonation, not use of singing voice.


Measures Using Technology

Advances in technology have given researchers tools to assess singing without human raters. It seems these assessment strategies would appear to be more reliable than human raters, but Demorest and Pfordresher (2015a) found strong relationships between human raters’ scores and those produced by acoustic means. However, technological means of assessing singing might be more practical in certain settings. As early as 1962, Kirkpatrick (1962) used a stroboconn to determine the correct number of tones produced by preschool children. Since that time, computers have been used to chart pitch range of children (Welch et al., 1991) and to analyze pitch frequencies displayed by children (Cohen, 2015; Cooper, 1995; Goetze, 1989; Hickey, 1995) and undergraduate students (Wise & Sloboda, 2008) when performing various singing tasks. It seems these technological tools are quite efficacious to assess range and pitch, but they are unlikely to be able to determine, yet, the vocal quality assessment needed to determine vocal registers. Salvador (2010) provided a nice review of these options.


Singing Tasks

Various singing tasks have been used to assess singing in research studies. These include patterns (Aaron, 1990/1991; Boardman, 1964; Cooper, 1995; Feierabend, 1984; Flowers & Dunne-Sousa, 1990; Goetze, 1989; Kim, 2000; Martin, 1991; Mathias, 1997; Moore, Fyk, Frega, & Brotons, 1995/1996; Phillips, 1985; Reifinger, 2009; Sims et al., 1982), songs (Chen-Hafteck, 1999; Drexler, 1938; Gault, 2002; Jacobi-Karna, 1996; Kane, 1994; Kim, 2000; Klinger, Campbell, & Goolsby, 1998; Persellin & Bateman, 2009; Welch et al., 2011), patterns and songs or singing games (Apfelstadt, 1984; Brophy, 1997; Jordan-DeCarbo, 1982; Paladino, 1991; Rutkowski, 1986, 1996; Welch, Sergeant, & White, 1997, 1995/1996; Wurgler, 1990; Young, 1971), and patterns derived from song material (Bedsole, 1987; Hale, 1977; Runfola, 1981). In some cases the children were asked to sing a familiar song, phrase of a song or tonal patterns; in others the children echoed familiar or unfamiliar tonal patterns. Clearly, the wide variety of singing tasks has made comparisons among studies and generalizable conclusions difficult.


Selected Tools for the Assessment of Singing Voice Development


It is not within the scope of this chapter to review all the assessment tools, protocols, and strategies used by researchers. I carefully selected a few that are representative of the larger scope of the work and that may be helpful to researchers and teachers in assessing aspects of singing voice development. In what follows I review a few that assess vocal range, vocal register, and pitch accuracy as well as various singing tasks that may yield valid results for assessments.


Vocal Range

Vocal range assessment has been used to determine the highest and lowest pitches someone can sing. On its own, a vocal range assessment can be misleading for creating a full profile of singing development. As discussed earlier, singing too high with an inappropriate vocal register can be damaging to the voice. However, vocal range is certainly an important component in determining someone’s singing development. And, for younger children, generally prior to age 8, vocal range is a fairly reliable means of assessing vocal register: Children often cannot sing beyond the bounds of what is appropriate for the vocal register they are using. For example, a young child is not able to sing above C4 (middle C) unless s/he can use middle register. However, a child in third grade is likely to be able to do so.

Several researchers offer protocols for assessing vocal range. Wassum (1979), in a study examining the vocal range of 496 elementary-school children over a 5-year period, asked the children to sing ascending and descending major scales. She began with an ascending scale on G3 (G below middle C) and then adjusted depending on the child’s singing performance. Children sang on “ah” or “la”; some used solfège syllables. The child was then asked to sing descending scales followed by a song selected by the child. The highest and lowest pitches sung by the child were documented. Of course, the songs the children sang did not reflect their full range determined by singing scales.

Vocal range assessment has also been recommended to assist in identifying children with vocal disorders or in assessing the effectiveness of vocal treatment (Heylen, Wuyts, Mertens, & De Bodt, 1998). In addition, vocal range assessment has been effective in identifying the stage of voice change in male adolescents (Cooksey, 1977; Killian, 1999; Killian & Wayman, 2010) as well as for upper elementary children—grades 4, 5, and 6 (Phillips & Aitchison, 1997).

The protocol for assessing vocal range seems quite simple and straightforward. I do, however, recommend beginning with descending scales first. Many others also have found children have an easier time with descending patterns (Alford, 1971; Bentley, 1973; Drexler, 1938; Jersild & Bienstock, 1934; McKernon, 1979; Michel, 1973; Moog, 1976; Pond, 1980; Ramsey, 1983; Sallstrom & Sallstrom, 1973; Simons, 1964) and are more likely to access the middle and upper registers of their voices when singing descending patterns. Vocal range assessment is useful in some settings, particularly choral settings, but this assessment alone does not provide a complete picture of vocal development. In addition, vocal range assessment is easiest when working with a child one-on-one. It does not easily lend itself to assessment within a large group setting.


Vocal Register

As discussed earlier in this chapter, many rating scales attempt to assess vocal register and pitch accuracy in one measure. I developed the Singing Voice Development Measure (SVDM) to assess one construct, use of singing voice (Rutkowski, 1990, 2018). Others have supported measuring these two constructs separately:

It is interesting to note that SVDM does not include measurement of pitch accuracy. Rutkowski developed her scale to identify the steps children go through on the path to achieving singing accuracy because she viewed singing to be a developmental skill that required time, context, and maturity. This viewpoint has been supported by additional research since 1990 that indicates singing accurately may be a matter of physical skill related to vocal production in addition to tonal awareness. That is, a child may “hear” the correct pitch but lack the singing skill to produce it.

(Salvador, 2010, p. 45)

During the continued development of SVDM, it became apparent to me that the various categories of use of singing voice I identified were really vocal registers. As a result, I now view SVDM as a tool to assess vocal register. The rating scale, or rubric, is framed around three registrations in the child voice and five categories of types of singers. Children using lower register may be “pre-singers” or “speaking range singers”; those using middle register may be “limited range singers” or “initial range singers”; those who use upper register as well are “singers.” See Figure 26.1 for the most current version of the measure.
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Figure 26.1 The Singing Voice Development Measure (©2016 Joanne Rutkowski).





The SVDM has been used by many researchers (Bushra, 1994; Dansereau, 2005; Doneski, 2005; Elwood, 2011; Guerrini, 2006; Jaffurs, 2000; Kim, 2000; Levinowitz et al., 1998; Michaud, 2014; Runfola, Etopio, Hamlen, & Rozendal, 2012; Steenwyk, 2004; Vande Wege, 2005). In addition, some have used SVDM as the basis for designing a rating scale for their study (Atterbury & Silcox, 1993; Chuang, 2012; Wyatt, 1993; Youngson & Persellin, 2001). As noted by Salvador (2010), “Rutkowski’s Singing Voice Development Measure (SVDM) was the most frequently used published scale … was more standardized than other measures identified in this article … was deemed valid to measure singing voice achievement by a number of researchers” (p. 44). “In particular, the Rutkowski instrument, known as the Singing Voice Development Measure (SVDM), has undergone prodigious study to discover its efficacy and use, particularly with kindergarten children” (Levinowitz et al., 1998, p. 36). Therefore, I recommend researchers and teachers use SVDM as a measure of use of singing voice (vocal registers).


Pitch Accuracy

Pitch accuracy can be determined with human raters as well as by acoustic (technological) means. I caution that pitch accuracy is often a function of use of voice (Rutkowski, 2015b); therefore, assessing use of voice should be of primary concern and assessed initially. Once someone is comfortable with using all vocal registers, then accuracy of pitch is an appropriate construct to measure.

When human raters assess pitch accuracy, the easiest scoring approach is to give a score of “1” for each pitch deemed “in tune.” This approach has been used successfully in previous research (Bedsole, 1987; Nichols, 2013) and has been found to be highly correlated with acoustic (technological) evaluations (Demorest & Pfordresher, 2015a). Brophy (1997) used a similar approach when assessing children during singing games: “Subjects were classified as follows; (a) consistently accurate—those who obtained a ‘+’ on both songs; (b) consistently inaccurate—those who received a ‘−’ on both songs; and (c) inconsistent—subjects who obtained a ‘+’ on one song and a ‘−’ on the other song” (p. 63).

Another approach is a rating scale or rubric. Feierabend (1984) developed a rating scale focused only on pitch accuracy—many pitch accuracy scales also include use of singing voice. This continuous scale assumes a hierarchy of complete tonal pattern accuracy, accuracy but with uncertainty, melodic direction accurate but not all patterns accurate, melodic direction accurate but no patterns accurate, and pattern unrecognizable. See Figure 26.2 for the complete scale.


[image: image]
Figure 26.2 Feierabend rating scale (Feierabend, 1984, p. 57).





Chen (1998) developed two rating scales related to vocal accuracy. One focused on pitch accuracy (see Figure 26.3) and the other on melodic contour (see Figure 26.4). However, these scales appear to be directly related to specific song material and not universally applicable. I have included them here as they may provide a basis for development of a pitch accuracy rating scale. In addition, assessing melodic contour separately from pitch accuracy is a somewhat unique but interesting concept.
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Figure 26.3 Pitch accuracy rating scale for the singing performance (Chen, 1998, p. 99).
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Figure 26.4 Melodic contour rating scale for the singing performance (Chen, 1998, p. 100).





The Wise and Sloboda (2008) scale also judges song accuracy but is not restricted to specific song material. Melody, key, melodic contour, and text are considered. However, it seems key changes may sometimes be due to a lack of comfort with all vocal registers rather than the inability to maintain a tonal key center. Future research investigating this possible scenario is strongly encouraged.

Advances in technology have presented reliable options for determining vocal accuracy. While researchers have used technology to assess singing accuracy for quite some time, more recent increased access to computers and tablets in schools and easy to use software/apps have made these tools practical for classroom settings as well.

Several researchers have used Visi-Pitch to determine singing accuracy (Aaron, 1990/1991; Clayton, 1986; Cooper, 1995; Goetze, 1985, 1989; Smale, 1987). “Visi-Pitch samples the recorded voice and displays the frequency curve of the criterion pattern on the computer monitor. The user then moves cursors to outline the segments of the curve representing the pitch to be analyzed, and the Visi-Pitch automatically calculates the frequency (in Hertz) of the pitch area between the cursors” (Cooper, 1995, p. 225). Although this technology was used in studies 20–30 years ago, updated versions of Visi-Pitch are available through Kay Elemetrics.

Another tool used in research was Multispeech (Hedden & Baker, 2010). This program, which determines the frequency of WAV files, would be useful in research but likely less useful to a teacher. Children’s singing examples need to be recorded first and then analyzed, a two-step process.

Singing Coach (Paney & Kay, 2015) is an application that students can use on their own, both for singing instruction and for accuracy assessment.

SingingCoach (Franzblau, 2006), a computer game that rates singing, was designed to improve pitch-matching ability. Players sing into a microphone and the contour of their singing is displayed immediately on the screen, juxtaposed with the contour of the song’s melody. Players are rated on the proximity of their singing to the actual pitches in the song—their pitch-matching ability. Their score is a number between 0 and 100 and represents the percent of correctly sung pitches and rhythms. (p. 45)

Paney and Kay found that students who practiced 1–5 times with this application saw a significant improvement in their singing accuracy, more so than those who did not practice and just took the pretest and posttest. This program may have important instructional and assessment applications, particularly for classroom settings.


Vocal Register and Pitch Accuracy

Some researchers have explored scales to assess use of singing voice and pitch accuracy on a continuum. Junda (1994) used a rating scale to assess vocal accuracy for those children who were categorized as “singers” on SVDM. She labeled these as, “out of tune,” “directional,” “transposing,” “pattern,” and “accurate” singers (p. 38). Her approach was the first accuracy measure that acknowledged the importance of assessing use of singing voice first, then vocal accuracy. Rutkowski and Barnes (1999) investigated the reliability of Junda’s accuracy measure, which they labeled the Singer Accuracy Measure (SAM). See Figure 26.5 for this version of SAM. Note that the rating number begins at 6: SAM is intended for those children who were scored a “5” on SVDM. They found raters were not reliable in their use of the measure; interrater reliability as indicated by a correlation coefficient was not significant. Based on these results, they developed another version of the measure, SAM 2.2 (Figure 26.6), eliminating one category, adding others, and rewording descriptors (Rutkowski & Barnes, 2000). “Children who were previously labeled ‘transposing singers’ were those children compensating for lack of complete use of singing voice. Since SAM is intended for children who already have use of singing voice, it seems this category is not appropriate” (p. 4). In other words, if a child is not able to yet access upper register, s/he may transpose a song to a lower key when the melody of the song is higher than B5-flat (lift to upper register). You have probably heard adults do this when singing “Happy Birthday.” The person can sing in tune but cannot continue in the established key when the melody jumps an octave due to use of singing voice limitations. The SAM 2.2 is presented in Figure 26.6. The interrater reliability for SAM version 2.2 was significant but still rather low at r = .657. Raters did not use, or rarely used, the lowest categories on this version of SAM. “It seems that either the behaviors do exist but that the descriptors are not clearly presented or that these behaviors do not exist among those children who have use of their singing voices” (p. 5).
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Figure 26.5 SAM version 2.1 (Rutkowski & Barnes, 2000, p. 15).
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Figure 26.6 SAM version 2.2 (Rutkowski & Barnes, 2000, p. 16).





Chuang (2012) also developed a scale based on SVDM to measure Taiwanese children’s singing voice development that included pitch accuracy. The Children’s Singing Voice Measure (CSVM) uses the categories of SVDM but scales them 1–9, rather than the 5 points used by Rutkowski with the intervening behaviors labeled with a .5. For example, an “inconsistent limited range singer” would be scored 2.5 on SVDM but 4 on CSVM. The categories Chuang added were a “consistently accurate singer,” scored as 10 points, and an “accurate singer,” scored as 11 points (p. 96). He hypothesized that a child who has use of all vocal registers would at least be somewhat consistently accurate. Interjudge and intrajudge reliabilities were high (r = .935 to .945), and raters used all categories when rating except for 1, pre-singer. Rutkowski has also found few, or no, pre-singers much beyond kindergarten age. The CSVM appears to be a reliable and valid tool for use in assessing Taiwanese children’s singing development. To my knowledge it has not been used with other populations. In addition, the highest two categories seem quite vague and lack discrimination among various possible behaviors related to singing accuracy. With that in mind, the tool may not be that helpful to researchers. However, it is a laudable attempt at assessing singing development on a hierarchical continuum of use of voice, then pitch accuracy.

Clearly, if a rating scale is determined to be the most appropriate means of vocal accuracy assessment for a research or teaching setting, much more research and development is needed. A hierarchy of pitch accuracy behaviors for those children with comfortable access of all vocal registers has yet to be established. But Chuang and Junda are to be commended for understanding the importance of assessing use of singing voice prior to concerns about vocal accuracy and piloting measures to that affect.


Singing Tasks

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, various singing tasks have been used to assess singing in research studies. Some of the more widely used protocols are discussed here. Although some circumstances may warrant having children sing a single pitch (Clayton, 1986) or an interval of two pitches (Ramsey, 1983), I advise against this practice: “a child’s ability to match single pitches or acontextual pairs of pitches may not be a valid indicator of singing voice achievement for singing songs or contextual tonal patterns” (Salvador, 2010, p. 45). Demorest and Clements (2007) concurred.

Several researchers have found success with children echoing patterns (Jordan-DeCarbo, 1982; Rutkowski, 1986, 1996, 2013; Rutkowski & Miller, 2003a, 2003b, 2003c). I began to use this protocol in research for several reasons. From a practical perspective, it takes much less preparation time than teaching the children a song. However, the children should practice echoing the patterns as a group prior to individual assessment, but because they are echoing they do not need to learn the patterns. In addition, even though singing a song is the ultimate goal, when children sing a song for a singing assessment their performance may not be a reliable indicator of their singing achievement. Singing a song involves memory of melody, rhythm, and text. If children forget one of these aspects, typically the melody, they often drop their voices to lower register and speak the text. Guerrini (2006), 2006) and Welch, White, and Sergeant (1997) found children echoed patterns better than singing songs. Several researchers have reported that children actually sang echoed unfamiliar patterns better than familiar patterns (Hickey, 1995) or that no difference existed (Martin, 1991). For purposes of assessment, pattern echoes or singing songs in phrases (Jacobi-Karna, 1996) may result in a more accurate profile of singing: “It seems that children are more likely to open up their vocal ranges when modeling brief pitch patterns than when singing songs that demand the same range of pitches” (Flowers & Dunne-Sousa, 1990, p. 110).

The content of the patterns should also be of concern. I reviewed research to construct patterns that would be easiest for children (see Rutkowski, 1986, 1990). In general, descending, skip, and minor patterns are easier. The patterns recommended for use with SVDM reflect these recommendations. However, more recently, based on research and experience, I do feel a series of patterns used for assessment should encompass an octave or more. The SVDM patterns comprise only a 7th and do not use enough pitches in upper register to give children multiple opportunities to shift to upper register. A new set of patterns will be recommended with an updated version of SVDM (Rutkowski, in progress).

When children are asked to echo a vocal model, the type of vocal model must be carefully considered. Some researchers have found that elementary school-aged children sing more accurately with a female model than they do with a male model singing in his natural range (Hendley & Persellin, 1996; Sims et al., 1982; Yarbrough, Green, Benson, & Bowers, 1991). However, a child model seems most effective, then a female model, then a male model (Green, 1990) and particularly a female singing with no vibrato (Yarbrough, Bowers, & Benson, 1992). In addition, if a male model it is recommended that he sing in falsetto rather in his natural range (Paul, 1996). Some have explored the use of a male model singing in his natural range, particularly with kindergarten children, but those results have been inconclusive (Montgomery, 1988; Rutkowski, 2014, 2016). Based on these results, it appears that a child or adult female model is most appropriate for pattern echoes.

Of course, many researchers have assessed children’s singing development by having them sing familiar songs or during classroom activities involving singing games (i.e., Brophy, 1997; Klinger et al., 1998; Levinowitz et al., 1998; Nichols, 2013; Rutkowski, 1986). Although, as noted earlier, children have been found to sing better when echoing patterns, Demorest and Pfordresher (2015a) found that kindergarten children were more accurate singing a song than older subjects. They concluded the difficulty level of the song is likely to impact these contrasting results. Of course, the children’s familiarity with a song will also impact their performance.

The question of whether children sing better with a neutral syllable or better with text has been raised. Some have had children sing with a neutral syllable (Cooper, 1995; Wassum, 1979) for assessments. Others have used text and neutral syllable (Goetze, 1985; Jacobi-Karna, 1996; Rutkowski, 1996, 2013; Rutkowski & Miller, 2003a, 2003b, 2003c; Sims et al., 1982). In studies investigating whether children sing better with a neutral syllable or text the results have been mixed. Some have found that children sing better with text (Jacobi-Karna, 1996); others have found they sing better with a neutral syllable such as “loo” or “bum” (Goetze, 1985; Welch et al., 1995/1996); while others have found no difference (Rutkowski, 1993; Smale, 1987). Based on their results, Welch et al. (1995/1996) stated, “the main educational implication to be drawn from the data for us is that young developing singers should be taught words and music separately, and that the music is likely to be learned best in discrete elements” (p. 160). Given the nature of these conflicting results, my recommendation and practice is to have children sing with both neutral syllable and text for assessment purposes.

Another consideration is whether children should sing alone for assessments or be doubled by others. Nichols (2013) found that children sang more accurately in a doubled condition. However, others have found that children sing more accurately when singing on their own (Goetze, 1985, 1989) or that no difference between these two conditions exists (Cooper, 1995). It seems individual singing would indicate how well the child can sing alone (audiating). Singing with others may be easier for some children but such an assessment would only indicate whether the child is able to match another singer or not. As with all assessments, the purpose of the assessment should guide decisions related to the singing task. In addition, the wide range and diversity of these tasks has made comparisons among results difficult.


Recommendations and Strategies for Assessment


Singing development is multidimensional and is not appropriately assessed by one measure. The research suggests, however, that primary consideration should be given to assessing the use of the voice or vocal registers. Accuracy issues often result from lack of comfort with using all registers of the singing voice. The SVDM is recommended for assessing children’s use of singing voice. As Salvador (2010) indicated:

Based on my review, SVDM is the scale with the most research to support its use in the classroom (both in terms of the amount of the research as well as the strength of the research support for the reliability and validity of the measure) and (b) SVDM provides a developmental framework that guides instruction. A score on the SVDM essentially tells a teacher what the student needs to learn next. (p. 45)

Approaches to assessing pitch accuracy are much more varied, as described earlier in this chapter. This variety has made generalizability of research results problematic. In order to address these inconsistencies and provide a “shared definition of what constitutes accurate singing” (Demorest et al., 2015, p. 266), the Seattle Singing Accuracy Protocol (SSAP) (Demorest & Pfordresher, 2015b) was developed by participants at the Seattle International Singing Research Symposium, convened in October 2013. The battery is scored acoustically and includes tasks that assess comfortable range, singing imitation (single pitches and patterns), singing of two songs (with text and neutral syllable), an adaptive pitch discrimination task, and a musical background profile.

The goal of the SSAP will be to provide a measure that can be: (1) standard in administration and scoring across many studies allowing for a direct comparison of results, (2) short and easy to administer, and (3) comprehensive enough to provide some diagnostic information regarding the possible cause of an individual’s poor pitch singing (Demorest et al., 2015, p. 268).

The SSAP is currently available to scholars, teachers and the general public (https://ssap.music.northwestern.edu/).


In Research Settings

Based on the work presented in this chapter, I implore researchers to assess use of singing voice first and only assess singing accuracy for those persons with comfortable use of all their vocal registers, or to at least assess both constructs. I still read many research studies in which kindergarten children’s singing accuracy is the variable of concern. All we learn through these studies is that many of these children do not sing in tune yet. It would be much more helpful to our body of knowledge and to teachers to understand more about the use these children have of their singing voices.

I also strongly encourage researchers to make more use of existing measures, particularly SVDM and SSAP, both in terms of scoring and singing tasks. Such consistency would allow for greater comparison of results across samples and enable us to draw better conclusions about singing development. Remember, you do not have to construct your own measures! Use existing tools for which reliability and validity have been established and for which the scoring and singing tasks have been carefully considered and examined.


In Classroom Settings

I similarly encourage teachers to focus their assessment of children’s singing, initially, on the use they have of their singing voices. This knowledge will greatly assist in intervening with these children to help them be more successful singers. Encouraging them to sing higher or lower is often not helpful. When they mimic the melodic contour of a song or pattern it is clear they are hearing whether the pitches are higher or lower; they are not able to produce what they hear because they do not know how to access their other vocal registers. Of course, pitch accuracy is of concern, but avoid focusing solely on that aspect of singing. “Singing pitches accurately is the endpoint of a developmental progression. Therefore, simply measuring pitch accuracy is not a sufficient measure of singing achievement to allow a teacher to improve instruction, which is the goal of assessment” (Salvador, 2010, p. 45). I recommend the reader refer to TIPS: The Child Voice (Runfola & Rutkowski, 2010) for many strategies for helping these children learn to sing in all registers of their voice and with pitch accuracy.

Although assessments provide summative data when working with children, assessing singing development should be an ongoing, formative process immediately informing instruction. The large numbers of children music teachers instruct on a daily basis can make assessment seem like a monumental task! However, assessment does not need to be a separate task; singing assessment can easily be embedded within normal instruction. I recommend teachers learn the various types of singers on SVDM in order to determine children’s use of singing voice anytime the children are singing. Assessment can happen during singing games, particularly those in which the children sing in small groups and individually. Steenwyk (2004) assessed children’s use of singing voice by having them individually echo the SVDM patterns and rating their performances but she also rated their use of singing voice during regular classroom singing games. The correlation between these two assessments was very reasonable (r = .74). Brophy (1997) similarly found singing games a reliable assessment of children’s pitch accuracy. I strongly encourage teachers to consider assessment of singing a regular part of their instruction (see Rutkowski, 2010, for additional strategies).


Summary and Conclusions

In summary, assessment of singing can be a complex and daunting task. Consequently, researchers and teachers have approached this endeavor in a variety of ways. Although complex tasks do not always have easy solutions, this lack of consistency has contributed to our inability to generalize among results. Based on the research, I recommend we approach the assessment of singing development by first assessing the use a child has of his/her singing voice and then assessing the accuracy with which that child sings. Currently the SVDM is the only established tool to assess use of voice. This measure is easy for researchers and teachers to use. Once a child is comfortable using all registers of the voice, assessment of singing accuracy becomes important. I encourage researchers to consider the SSAP, a battery for assessing singing accuracy that was thoughtfully developed by music education researchers and psychologists who have conducted much research on the topic. The SSAP may also be a helpful tool for teachers. In addition, teachers may find an additive approach—counting number of correct pitches sung—to be the most efficient and helpful in their work with children. Acoustic measures that continue to be developed and are readily available may also be helpful when assessing students individually.

The tasks in which we engage children when assessing their singing development should also be more carefully considered. Having children echo tonal patterns, on text and a neutral syllable, is the most efficient task. I highly recommend this approach, particularly for researchers. Of course, singing a song accurately with good use of singing voice is the end goal. When assessing accuracy, the SSAP tasks allow for a more complete profile of singing and I highly recommend researchers employ these tasks in their work. Teachers can also assess children’s singing development during classroom activities while they are singing songs or participating in games. It is important to remember that other skills are involved when singing a song so the purpose of the assessment needs to be clear.

For me, the main purpose of assessment is to improve instruction. I believe we would know more about children’s singing development, and singing development in general, and be able to help all children be successful singers if we employed more consistent means of assessing singing achievement. The purpose of this chapter was to define singing development and offer some consistent assessment tools and protocols. Researchers have been investigating aspects of singing for over 100 years. I hope the work of so many over those years will now result in application of these recommended consistent assessment strategies to allow our research results to be more generalizable and for teachers to have relatively easy and consistent means to track their student’s achievement.
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CHAPTER 27



Self-Assessment of Singing Accuracy



Patricia E. Riley



This chapter presents a series of three research studies conducted to determine how teachers can best employ self-assessment to help elementary school children improve their singing accuracy. The first study examines the accuracy of children’s self-assessment, the second details the effects of teacher feedback on children’s self-assessment accuracy, and the third describes the effects of peer feedback on children’s self-assessment accuracy. Each study is presented separately, followed by implications of the three combined studies.

Developing skills leading to lifelong music making has become a goal of the music education profession (Hewitt, 2005). Elliott (1995) asserts that teaching students how to continue to develop musicianship in the future is a fundamental duty for music educators. According to Goolsby, “one of the primary goals of music education in general is musical independence … this goal in part translates to self-assessment” (1999, p. 34). Self-evaluation allows students to be placed at the center of their learning (Darrow, Johnson, Miller, & Williamson, 2002), and is an essential component of artistic development (Barefield, 2006).

Burrack (2002) states:

Assessing student progress in terms of attendance and technical skills is important, but other assessment possibilities can provide opportunities to observe students’ musical learning in a broader context by focusing on higher-order thinking skills, such as problem solving and creative thinking. Self and group assessments can serve as vehicles for enhancing musical understanding, aesthetic sensitivity, and critical-listening skills. (p. 27)

Additionally, the use of student self-assessment in music classes is discussed in several articles in the Music Educators National Conference (MENC) publications Music Educators Journal, Teaching Music, and General Music Today. These articles include Asmus (1999), Barefield (2006), Benton (2013), Burrack (2002), Butke (2014), Goolsby (1999), Hale and Green (2009), and Wells (1998).

The National Standards for Music Education have been revised and renamed the National Music Standards (nafme.org/standards). In the revised 2014 standards, the focus has shifted from student skills and knowledge (which figured most prominently in the 1994 standards) to conceptual understanding, which is attained through engagement with three main artistic processes—creating, performing, and responding. Through the framework provided by the processes, the goal of the 2014 standards is for teachers and students to work toward student musical independence and literacy (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE] 2014).

One of the main intents of participating in the artistic processes in music is for students to engage in the same processes as musicians in the wider world, beyond the school context. This provides a relevancy that was not present in the older version of the standards. Each of the artistic processes has been broken down into process components (or steps). For creating, the process components are imagine, plan and make, evaluate and refine, and present. For performing, they are select; analyze; interpret; rehearse, evaluate, and refine; and present. And for responding, they are select, analyze, interpret, and evaluate (SEADAE 2014).

Included in each process is a process component that involves students evaluating music or music performances. For the performing process component of rehearse, evaluate, and refine, it is stated that students should “evaluate and refine personal and ensemble performances, individually or in collaboration with others.” The enduring understanding for this performing process component is “to express their musical ideas, musicians analyze, evaluate, and refine their performance over time through openness to new ideas, persistence, and the application of appropriate criteria.” The associated essential question is “How do musicians improve the quality of their performance?” (SEADAE 2014). I believe that this rehearse, evaluate, and refine performing process component is closely connected to self-assessment because it is the student who evaluates her/his own performance to improve its quality. Therefore, the purpose of this chapter is to establish the most effective way to facilitate children’s self-assessment of their singing accuracy.


Singing Self-Assessment Accuracy of Elementary School Children

Research investigating self-assessment includes Darrow et al. (2002) and Hewitt (2001, 2002) in middle school music-class settings; Hewitt (2005) in middle school and high school settings; and Bergee (1993, 1997) and Bergee and Cecconi-Roberts (2002) at the college undergraduate level. Darrow et al. investigated whether there is a “relationship between the musical proficiencies students believe they possess and their performance on achievement tests designed to assess those skills” (2002, p. 9); Hewitt (2001) studied “the effects that modeling, listening to oneself on audiotape (self-listening), and self-evaluation have on junior high school instrumentalists’ music performance and attitude about practice” (p. 309); and Hewitt (2002) researched “the nature of junior high school instrumental music students’ self-evaluation tendencies over time” (p. 217); “whether the process of self-evaluation, with or without the use of a model, has an effect on self-evaluation accuracy” (p. 217); and whether “a relationship exists between self-evaluation accuracy and music performance achievement” (p. 217). Hewitt (2005) investigated middle school and high school instrumentalists during a week-long summer music camp to determine whether “grade-level (middle/high school) differences exist on self-evaluation tendencies over time” (p. 150); whether “grade-level differences and evaluator (student/expert) differences exist, alone and in combination, on music performance evaluation” (p. 150); whether “relationships exist between student self-evaluation and expert evaluations of music performance by grade level” (p. 151); and whether “differences exist between grade level and music performance subarea (tone, intonation, melody, etc.) on self-evaluation accuracy” (p. 151).

Bergee (1993) studied self-assessment of college-level brass jury performances, and compared these assessments to faculty and peer-assessments of the same performances; Bergee (1997) expanded the scope to examine self-assessments of college-level voice, percussion, woodwind, string, and brass jury performances, and compared them to faculty and peer-assessments of the same performances; and Bergee and Cecconi-Roberts (2002) examined “the effect of small-group peer interaction combined with peer feedback on undergraduate students’ ability to self-evaluate performance accurately” (p. 258), and whether “correlations among instructor, peer, and self-evaluations [are] affected by small-group peer interaction combined with peer feedback” (p. 258).

The findings of these studies show mixed results, although it seems that student self-assessment does not correlate highly with peer and expert evaluation of performance skills at the middle school, high school, or college undergraduate levels (Bergee, 1993, 1997; Bergee & Cecconi-Roberts, 2002; Hewitt, 2001, 2002, 2005). At the middle school level, it appears that there is a higher correlation between self-report questionnaires and written music achievement tests, than self-report questionnaires and music performance tests (Darrow et al., 2002); that students who self-assess and listen to a high-quality model perform better in the areas of tone, melodic accuracy, rhythmic accuracy, interpretation, and overall performance than those who listen to a model but do not self-assess (Hewitt, 2001); and that student self-assessment scores increase over time (Hewitt, 2002, 2005) but self-assessment accuracy does not increase over time (Hewitt, 2002). At the high school level, self-assessment scores do not increase over time but are more accurate than middle school self-assessment scores in the areas of interpretation, intonation, technique/articulation, tempo, and tone (Hewitt, 2005). At both middle school and high school levels, student self-assessment was most accurate for melody and least accurate for technique/articulation (Hewitt, 2005). At the college undergraduate level, there was no significant difference in self-assessment between performance area (voice, percussion, woodwind, string, or brass), or between years of undergraduate experience (first year, second year, etc.) (Bergee, 1997); and the effects of small-group peer interactions may have somewhat positively impacted the ability of students to self-assess performance skills, but small-group interaction combined with peer feedback did not have a strong impact on self-assessment skills (Bergee & Cecconi-Roberts, 2002).

I have been unable to find any studies investigating the self-assessment skills of elementary school children in music classes, however self-assessment has been researched at the elementary level in math (Brookhart, Andolina, Zuza, & Furman, 2004; Morony & Olssen, 1994; Munns & Woodward, 2006) and language (Butler & Lee, 2006). These studies indicate positive outcomes of student self-assessment at the elementary school level. Brookhart et al. (2004) found that self-assessment added metacognition and reflection to rote memory activities such as the learning of multiplication tables; that on average, the self-assessments were accurate and increased in accuracy over time; and that the students enjoyed self-assessing. Morony and Olssen (1994) report that there is teacher interest in using student self-assessment more frequently and effectively, and that student self-assessment is “critical in providing an adequate information base for teachers in reporting student achievement” (p. 388). Butler and Lee (2006) found that self-assessments conducted with specific tasks, rather than generalized contexts, were more accurate; and that the sixth graders in their study were more accurate in their self-assessments than were the fourth graders. Munns and Woodward (2006) reported on developing and testing a self-assessment framework based on the premise that “there are strong theoretical and practical connections between student engagement and student self-assessment” (p. 193).


Study 1: An Examination of Children’s Self-Assessment Singing Accuracy


This study examines the accuracy of children’s self-assessment of their singing skills.


Purpose

Research examining the self-assessment skills of students in music classes has been conducted at the middle school, high school, and college levels with mixed results; but I was unable to find any studies investigating the self-assessment skills of elementary school children in music classes. At the elementary school level, studies of children’s self-assessment in the areas of math and language indicate positive outcomes. Therefore, the purpose of this study, originally reported in its entirety in The Practice of Assessment in Music Education: Frameworks, Models, and Designs: Proceedings of the 2009 Florida Symposium on Assessment in Music Education (Riley, 2010), was to examine the singing self-assessment accuracy of elementary school children with the intent of facilitating similar positive outcomes.


Method

Subjects (N =58) were 2nd-grade and 3rd-grade children (ages 7–9) enrolled in their school general music classes. The classes chosen to participate were all of the classes in the school that included second graders, the grade level of children who were scheduled for singing assessment as part of their normal music instruction. The children in this study were either enrolled in one of the two single-grade 2nd-grade classes, or in the 2nd-grade/3rd-grade combined class. In this school, general music is taught two times each week for 30 minutes. The teacher primarily uses the First Steps in Music and Conversational Solfege curricula developed by John Feierabend, professor of music at the Hartt School of Music of the University of Hartford in Connecticut. These curricula are based on the research of Feierabend, and combine the methodology of Zoltan Kodaly, using American folk music, with the Whole Language Approach (www.giamusic.com/music_education/feierabend/articles/aural.cfm).

In their music classes, the children developed criteria for singing best practice, consisting of the following items: use of correct words, use of singing voice, ability to match pitch, and singing in time. A common occurrence in music classes at this school is for students to informally self-assess by closing their eyes and, as the teacher states each item, holding up one finger if they sang the correct words, adding a second finger if they used their singing voice, adding a third finger if they were able to match pitch, and adding a fourth finger if they sang in time. The children’s answers generally range from one to four fingers. They also work in pairs, singing and going through the best practice criteria with each other; and/or conferencing with each other giving tips on how to correctly perform problematic items. At the end of each school year, district-wide assessment occurs, and the children are scheduled for assessment of their singing. The teacher agreed to facilitate this research by completing assessment of singing rubrics, reporting each child’s self-assessment responses and recording the children’s singing for assessment by three expert judges. The assessment of singing rubric is based directly on the criteria the children developed, and uses their words. Of the three judges, one was a practicing high school chorus teacher; one was a former elementary general music teacher and current college elementary education professor; and the third was the researcher, a former elementary general music teacher and high school chorus teacher, and current music education professor.

Prior to the assessment episodes, the children practiced singing the assessment song, “Hot Cross Buns,” four times in class using the best-practice rubric (a statement of the best-practice criteria on a poster-sized chart). Figure 27.1 contains the notation for “Hot Cross Buns.” For the formal assessment episodes, during regularly scheduled music classes, the researcher substitute-taught in the classroom, while the children accompanied the teacher to a different space for the individual assessments. Before the assessment episodes started, the teacher told the children that they would be singing the familiar song they had practiced, “Hot Cross Buns.” The teacher established the key by playing a tape-recorded segment consisting of a dominant-tonic chord progression performed on an electric keyboard in the key in which the children were to sing (G Major), followed by the teacher singing “one, two, ready, sing” to a steady beat on the starting pitch. After each child sang, the teacher completed the assessment of singing rubric documenting the child’s responses, and the child returned to the classroom. After the assessment episodes, the teacher transferred the recordings of the children’s singing to a music CD. The following week, the three judges assembled, listened to the CD of each child’s singing, and completed the same rubric as the children, excluding the check for “I tried to match pitch or sound like the example;” but including circling whether the children’s singing was “too high,” “too low,” or “right on.”
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Figure 27.1 “Hot Cross Buns” (public domain).






Results

For Question #1, “I used the correct words,” 98% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges, and the judges were in 100% agreement with each other. For Question #2, “I used my singing voice,” 83% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges, and the judges were in agreement with each other 86% of the time. For Question #3, “I tried to match pitch or sound like the example,” followed by [my pitch was] “too high,” “right on,” [or] “too low,” 57% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges on the “too high,” “right on,” or “too low” part of this question, and the judges were in agreement with each other 64% of the time. And, for Question #4, “I sang in time,” 93% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges, and the judges were in agreement with each other 86% of the time. Scores on the Cronbach’s Alpha test of interrater reliability are as follows: question 1: 1.000, question 2: .861, question 3: .747, and question 4: .479.


Discussion

In this first study, the elementary school children’s self-assessments agreed with the majority opinion of the judges 98% of the time for singing correct words, 93% of the time for singing in time (rhythm and tempo), 83% of the time for using their singing voices, and 57% of the time for matching pitch (melody and intonation). The relatively high singing self-assessment accuracy rate of the elementary school children in this first study in the areas of using correct words, singing in time, and using their singing voices is similar to the results of Brookhart et al. (2004), who found that, in the area of math, on average, the self-assessments of elementary school children were accurate.

The relatively high singing self-assessment accuracy rate of the elementary school children in this first study in the areas of singing correct words, singing in time (rhythm and tempo), and using singing voice is in contrast to the findings of Bergee (1993, 1997), Bergee and Ceconi-Roberts (2002), and Hewitt (2001, 2002, 2005), who, in music-class settings at the middle school, high school, and college undergraduate levels, reported that student self-assessment did not correlate highly with expert evaluation of performance skills. The relatively low self-assessment accuracy in the area of matching pitch (melody and intonation) is similar, however, to the findings of Bergee (1993, 1997), Bergee and Ceconi-Roberts (2002), and Hewitt (2001, 2002, 2005). This is difficult to compare, however, because the areas of correct words and using singing voice were not investigated in the Bergee (1993, 1997), Bergee and Ceconi-Roberts (2002), and Hewitt (2001, 2002, 2005) studies.

As a result of research in music-class settings with middle school students, Darrow et al. (2002) speculated that the practicing of self-assessment might improve student accuracy in evaluating performance skills. Additionally, with elementary school children in math classes, Brookhart et al. (2004) reported increased self-assessment accuracy over time. Prior to the formal self-assessment episodes in this first study, the children somewhat regularly informally self-assessed their singing skills in class, conferenced with their peers regarding their singing skills, and on four occasions practiced their singing and self-assessment skills using the singing best-practice rubric with the formal self-assessment song, “Hot Cross Buns.” This may have contributed to their ability to accurately self-assess their singing correct words 98% of the time, singing in time (rhythm and tempo) 93% of the time, using their singing voices 83% of the time, and matching pitch (melody and intonation) 57% of the time. Contrasting this, however, Hewitt (2002) found that in music class settings, middle school students’ “self-evaluation accuracy does not improve over time” (p. 220), and that “self-evaluation intonation accuracy may actually decrease over time” (p. 220). This is similar to the finding in this first study that the children were least able to accurately self-assess in the area of matching pitch (melody and intonation).

In a study of the differences in grade level and self-evaluation accuracy in music class settings, Hewitt (2005) reported that high school and middle school students’ self-evaluation accuracy was similar in the areas of melody and rhythm; that there was no correlation between accuracy of high-school self-evaluation performance scores and expert scores; and that there were low to moderate correlations between middle school self-evaluation performance scores and expert scores. In this first study, the elementary school children were able to accurately self-assess their singing correct words 98% of the time, singing in time (rhythm and tempo) 93% of the time, using their singing voices 83% of the time, and matching pitch (melody and intonation) 57% of the time. Comparing the current findings to the Hewitt (2005) findings, it appears that self-assessment accuracy is higher at the elementary school level than at the middle school or high school levels, especially in the area of singing in time (rhythm and tempo).


Conclusions and Implications for Music Education

In this research, the elementary school children could accurately self-assess their singing of correct words 98% of the time, singing in time (rhythm and tempo) 93% of the time, using their singing voices 83% of the time, and matching pitch (melody and intonation) 57% of the time. These results indicate that elementary school children can accurately self-assess their singing in the areas of using correct words, singing in time (rhythm and tempo), and using their singing voices, and somewhat accurately self-assess their ability to match pitch (melody and intonation). Additionally, the children’s level of accuracy may have been positively affected by informally self-assessing their singing skills in class, peer-assessing and conferencing with their peers regarding their singing skills, and practicing their singing and self-assessment skills using the singing best-practice rubric with the formal self-assessment song.

Implications for music education are that informal self-assessment of singing skills, peer-assessment and conferencing with peers regarding singing skills, and practicing singing and self-assessment skills at the elementary school level are activities that may contribute to accurate self-assessment by elementary school children in the areas of using correct words, singing in time (rhythm and tempo), and using their singing voices, and to somewhat accurate self-assessment in the area of ability to match pitch (melody and intonation). If, as this first study indicates, children at the elementary school level can accurately and somewhat accurately self-assess their singing skills, then it seems that elementary school music educators should consider including student self-assessment as an integral part of their classroom activities.


Study 2: Effects of Teacher Feedback on the Singing Self-Assessment Accuracy


During a discussion of the results of the previous study with the classroom-music-teacher partner in this series of action research projects, we decided that the focus of this second research project should be how to best help the children self-assess their ability to match pitch, which was the lowest-scoring result obtained in Study 1. The research variable was the provision of teacher feedback. According to McPherson and Zimmerman (2002), “feedback obtained from prior performance helps a learner to adjust their performance and future efforts” (p. 327). Hargreaves, McCallum, and Gipps stated, “feedback can be the vital link between the teacher’s assessment of a child and the action following that assessment which then has a formative effect on the child’s learning” (2000, p. 21). “Feedback is a key strategy of formative assessment …. Formative assessment seeks to inform instruction and help students use the results to enhance their own learning” (Fluckiger et al., 2010, pp. 136–137).


Related Research

Research regarding feedback in music education has been conducted by Juslin, Karlsson, Lindstrom, Friberg, and Schoonderwaldt (2006); Karlsson, Liljestrom, and Juslin (2009); Salzberg and Salzberg (1981); and Schmidt (1995). Salzbert and Salzberg (1981) studied five children in an elementary string class to determine which of three feedback procedures was most effective in remediating left-hand playing position. The procedures differed in whether the feedback was positive or corrective (negative), and in the frequency and length of feedback intervention. The shorter interventions were 2 minutes in length, with feedback provided two times per minute; and the longer intervention was 10 minutes in length, with feedback provided four times per minute. The researchers found that both positive and corrective feedback were equally effective in the shorter interventions with less frequent feedback; and that the positive feedback combined with longer intervention and more frequent feedback was most effective. Corrective feedback combined with longer intervention and more frequent feedback was not studied.

Schmidt (1995) investigated 120 secondary school choral students enrolled in a summer music camp to determine whether student perceptions of teacher feedback varied according to gender, grade level, or attributes of success or failure. He found that the students were more likely to attribute their success or failure to internal reasons such as effort, ability, or talent than to external reasons such as teacher factors, luck, or difficulty of task. Effort and ability were found to be the most frequently stated attributes. Schmidt also found that the most-valued teacher feedback was information feedback, focusing on what students could do to improve; and least valued was norm-referenced feedback, comparing students. Last, he found that student perceptions of teacher feedback did not vary according to grade level or attributes of success or failure, but did vary according to gender in some areas. This suggests that perhaps male choral students respond more positively to negative feedback than do female choral students.

In a 2006 study, Juslin et al. explored 36 adult jazz/rock guitar students’ perceptions of the effectiveness of teacher feedback, computer-generated feedback, or no feedback on ability to improve the communication of emotion in performance. They found that teacher feedback and computer-generated feedback were more effective than no feedback; and that the computer-generated feedback resulted in more accuracy than the teacher feedback, possibly because the teacher feedback “often included information that was irrelevant to the task, and that therefore may have been distracting to the performer” (p. 91). Similarly, Karlsson et al. (2009) researched 80 adult guitar students’ perceptions of feedback quality, content, and the production source (teacher or computer-generated). They found the students felt the teachers’ feedback to be “more elaborate than the computer program’s feedback: teachers commonly provided encouragement, examples and explanations, whereas the computer program’s feedback was short, concise and focused only on the acoustic cues of primary importance to the communicative process” (p. 186). Karlsson et al. concluded that the students liked the teacher feedback because it was informational, providing suggestions of how to improve and why the suggestions would be effective and because it increased their self-esteem.

In nonmusic research, Cardelle-Elawar (1990); Kramarski and Zeichner (2001); Morrison, Ross, Gopalakrishnan, and Casey (1995); Ng and Earl (2008); Webb, Stock, and McCarthy (1994); and Wilkins, Shin, and Ainsworth (2009) studied the effects of feedback on various aspects of education. Wilkins et al. (2009) examined 64 undergraduate elementary education majors to determine the effects of peer feedback. Their findings revealed that (1) the participants’ teaching and reflective thinking were improved as a result of peer feedback, (2) insight into their own teaching was gained as a result of providing feedback to peers, and (3) collaboration and reflection were promoted. It was less stressful and nonthreatening for the students to give and receive feedback to and from their peers than from their mentor teachers or university supervisors.

Webb et al. (1994) investigated 40 undergraduate students enrolled in an introductory psychology course to compare the effects of immediate versus delayed feedback on their learning of information in multiple-choice items, assessed two times at a 1-week interval. They found delayed feedback to be more effective than immediate feedback; and feedback containing the correct answer to be more effective than feedback affirming that the response was received, but containing no information. According to Webb et al., students appear to be more likely to “attend to information about their performance when it is delayed enough to allow them a period of rest versus when it is presented immediately after answering the test items, regardless of the relevance of the information to their performance” (1994, p. 263).

In a 1995 study, Morrison et al. examined the effects of three types of feedback versus types of no feedback, and two types of incentives on learning achievement of 246 undergraduate students enrolled in two introductory teacher education courses. Feedback types either indicated the correct response after each student response; indicated if the response was correct or incorrect, and instructed the student to continue responding until correct; indicated initially if the response was correct or incorrect, but on incorrect responses, delayed the correct response until the completion of the entire measure; provided no feedback; or provided no questions. Incentives types were either task incentives, wherein students were rewarded for successful completion of tasks, regardless of achievement; or performance incentives, wherein students were rewarded for level of achievement. Morrison et al. found feedback indicating the correct response, whether immediate or delayed, to be more effective than either the answer-until-correct feedback or no feedback strategies. They found the feedback to be most effective for lower-level learning, in which follow-up questions were similar to initial questions and that students learned more when they were rewarded for achievement rather than simply completing tasks.

Cardelle-Elawar (1990) explored the effects of feedback designed specifically for 80 low-achieving 6th-grade bilingual mathematics students on their mathematical verbal problem solving achievement. Feedback included praising correct responses, providing cues to stimulate student thinking, and discussing privately with individual students how they could problem-solve to find correct answers on their own. She reported the students’ mathematics performance improved as a result of the feedback targeted to their specific needs. Cardelle-Elawar concluded that this type of feedback might “facilitate the transfer of performance from one problem to the next since teachers’ mediation enhanced students’ understanding of the steps involved in problem solving, which in turn helped students to build schemata for using strategies” (1990, p. 174).

In a 2001 study, Kramarski and Zeichner compared the effectiveness of two types of computerized feedback on the mathematical reasoning abilities of 186 eleventh-grade students: metacognitive feedback used to help students self-regulate their learning using feedback designed to enhance problem understanding, and result feedback pertaining only to the answers. They found the metacognitive feedback to be significantly more effective, and concluded that this form of learning informs students that they can self-regulate and take responsibility for their own learning processes.

Ng and Earl (2008) researched individual differences in ability, goal orientation, confidence, and response to feedback of 94 twelfth-grade students who were able to accurately self-assess. Their findings included that students who were learning-goal oriented sought feedback, that self-assessment accuracy and ability were positively linked, that high self-confidence was related to overestimation of performance, and that overestimation of performance was positively linked to learning-goal orientation and use of feedback.

Cartney (2010), and Fluckiger, Vigil, Pasco, and Danielson (2010) studied aspects of peer-feedback and -assessment as they relate to teaching and learning. Cartney (2010) explored using peer-assessment as a way to help students use feedback; and found that peer-assessment may be beneficial, especially in conjunction with a broader assessment conversation between students and teachers. She cautioned that the emotional dynamic of peer feedback may challenge students and impact group dynamics in ways that might not be obvious to teachers. Fluckiger et al. (2010) examined formative feedback, including peer-feedback, as a way to involve students as partners in their assessment and learning. Techniques included providing feedback on “product, process and progress,” “midterm student conferencing,” “and timely feedback using collaborative assignment blogs” (p. 136). They found that scaffolding, providing feedback in time for revision to occur, and involving students as assessment partners to be effective strategies that enhanced instruction yielding improved student learning. Fluckiger et al. conclude, “formative feedback involving students as partners is a key strategy to enhance the teaching and learning process” (2010, p. 140).


Purpose

Research appears to indicate that providing feedback—whether it be immediate or delayed, positive or corrective (negative), giving answers or other information, or given by teachers or peers—is more effective than providing no feedback (Cardelle-Elawar, 1990; Juslin et al., 2006; Karlsson et al., 2009; Kramarski & Zeichner, 2001; Morrison et al., 1995; Salzbert & Salzberg, 1981; Webb et al., 1994; Wilkins et al., 2009). Additionally, research examining the self-assessment skills of students in music classes has been conducted at the middle school, high school, and college levels with mixed results (Bergee, 1993, 1997; Bergee & Cecconi-Roberts, 2002; Darrow et al., 2002; Hewitt, 2001, 2002, 2005). At the elementary school level, studies of children’s self-assessment in the areas of math and language indicate positive outcomes (Brookhart et al., 2004; Butler & Lee, 2006; Morony & Olssen, 1994; Munns & Woodward, 2006). In music, elementary school children are able to accurately self-assess their singing in the areas of using correct words, singing in time, and using their singing voices; but only somewhat accurately self-assess their ability to match pitch (Riley, 2010). Therefore, the purpose of this second study, originally reported in its entirety in Music Assessment Across Cultures and Continents: The Culture of Shared Practice: Proceedings of the Third International Symposium on Assessment in Music Education (Riley, 2012), was to examine the effects of teacher feedback on singing self-assessment accuracy of elementary school children in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour with the intent of facilitating more independently accurate singing.


Method

Participants (N = 107) were 2nd-grade and 3rd-grade children (ages 7 through 9) enrolled in their school general music classes. The classes chosen to participate were all of the 2nd- and 3rd-grade classes in the school. General music is taught in this school, which is the same as in the previous study, two times each week for 30 minutes. The teacher primarily uses the First Steps in Music and Conversational Solfege curricula developed by John Feierabend, professor of music at the Hartt School of Music of the University of Hartford in Connecticut. These curricula are based on the research of Feierabend, and combine the methodology of Zoltan Kodaly, using American folk music, with the Whole Language Approach (www.giamusic.com/music_education/feierabend/articles/aural.cfm).

In this experimental study, a pretest-posttest randomized control group design was used, and the treatment period was 10 weeks. The research consisted of twice-weekly assessment episodes, during which the children self-assessed their singing of a phrase of a familiar song in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and accuracy of melodic contour. During these episodes, children in the experimental group received feedback from their music teacher in the combined areas; while children in the control group did not receive feedback. The treatment was the same for both the experimental and control groups, except for the feedback or no-feedback portion.

The children were seated in a circle on the floor, facing the outside of the circle, their voices were warmed-up using sirens, and they each sang a phrase of a familiar song in a call-and-response echo format. The teacher sang each call, and each child individually sang back his/her response. The responses were intended to be identical echoes of the calls. After each child sang his/her response, he/she held up one hand with his/her self-assessment of his/her singing accuracy. Hands closed in a fist indicated that the children felt their singing to be on pitch (using singing voice and matching pitch with accurate melodic contour); hands with the index finger raised indicated that the children felt their singing to be “too high”; and hands with the thumb extended outward indicated that the children felt their singing to be “too low.” For the experimental group, feedback was provided by the teacher either tapping the child’s hand to indicate that she agreed with the child’s self-assessment, or by adjusting the child’s hand to the teacher’s assessment of the correct response. For the control group, the teacher tapped each child’s hand to indicate that she observed their self-assessment response, but no feedback was provided. The children were seated facing the outside of the circle, so that their peers would not view their self-assessment response, or the teacher’s feedback. During the pre- and posttests, the song used was “Johnny on the Woodpile” in the key of F major; and during the treatment period, a variety of call-and-response songs in a variety of keys were used. Figure 27.2 contains the notation for “Johnny on the Woodpile.”
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Figure 27.2 “Johnny on the Woodpile” (public domain).





The pretests and posttests were recorded for assessment by three expert judges, and used the same procedures as the treatment-period assessment episodes, but without the feedback or no-feedback. Self-assessment accuracy was calculated by comparing the children’s self-assessment responses to the expert judges’ responses. Of the three judges, one was a practicing high school chorus teacher; one was a practicing elementary school general music teacher; and the third was the researcher, a former elementary general music teacher and high school chorus teacher, and current music education professor.


Results

Self-assessment accuracy of singing in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour was determined by comparing the children’s responses to the majority opinion of the three expert judges’ responses. This was calculated using the CROSSTABS procedure of IBM SPSS Statistics. For the experimental group, in the pretest 61.8% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges, while in the posttest 54.5% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges. For the control group, in the pretest 69.2% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges, while in the posttest 48.1% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges. Both the experimental and control groups experienced a decrease in their self-assessment accuracy from pretest to posttest.

Although it appears that the self-assessment accuracy of the experimental group decreased less from pretest to posttest than the self-assessment accuracy of the control group (the experimental group deceased from 61.8 to 54.5, while the control group decreased from 69.2 to 48.1), these pre–post differences were not statistically significant between groups (ɑ = .05, p = 0.23). A repeated measures logistic regression was used to perform this analysis using the GENLIN procedure of IBM SPSS Statistics. The intraclass correlation coefficient between the three expert judges was .873. According to guidelines outlined by Cicchetti (1994), an ICC of .873 indicates good agreement among judges.


Discussion

In this study, there was no statistical significance from pretest to posttest between the experimental group that received teacher feedback and the control group that did not receive teacher feedback on self-assessment accuracy of singing in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour. The levels of singing self-assessment accuracy, ranging from 48.1% to 69.2% of agreement with the majority opinion of the judges is somewhat consistent with my earlier findings (Riley, 2010) that elementary school children are able to accurately self-assess “their singing correct words 98% of the time, singing in time (rhythm and tempo) 93% of the time, using their singing voices 83% of the time, and matching pitch (melody and intonation) 57% of the time” (p. 11). Although conducted in music at the elementary school level, the results are also consistent with Bergee (1993, 1997), Bergee and Cecconi-Roberts (2002), and Hewitt (2001, 2002, 2005), who found that student self-assessment does not correlate highly with peer and expert evaluation of performance skills in music at the middle school, high school, or college undergraduate levels.

Both the experimental and control groups decreased in their self-assessment accuracy during the 10-week treatment period. This is somewhat consistent with Hewitt (2002), who reported that with junior high school instrumental music students, self-assessment accuracy does not increase over time; but inconsistent with Brookhart et al. (2004), who found that the self-assessment accuracy of elementary school children in the area of math increased over time. In the area of elementary school language, Butler and Lee (2006) reported that the 6th-grade children in their study were more accurate in their self-assessments than were the 4th-grade children. Similarly, Ng and Earl (2008), in researching 12th-grade students, found that self-assessment accuracy and ability were positively linked. Perhaps the age and developing singing abilities of the participants in the current study, 2nd-grade and 3d-grade children, contributed to the relatively low to moderate 48.1% to 69.2% range of agreement with the majority opinion of the judges.

In this second study, there was no statistical significance between the experimental group that received feedback and the control group that did not receive feedback. These results were inconsistent with Juslin et al. (2006), studying adult guitar students, and Morrison et al. (1995), studying undergraduate education students, who found teacher and/or computer generated feedback to be more effective than no feedback. With undergraduate psychology students, Webb et al. (1994) reported that delayed feedback was more effective than immediate feedback, regardless of how relevant the feedback was to the students’ performance. Although the participants in this current series of studies were considerably younger than those in the Juslin et al. (2006), Morrison et al. (1995), and Webb et al. (1994) studies, perhaps delaying the feedback in this second study would have had a positive effect on the singing self-assessment accuracy of the children.

Wilkins et al. (2009) found peer feedback to be effective with undergraduate elementary education students, reporting that it was less stressful and nonthreatening for the students to give and receive feedback to and from their peers than from their mentor teachers or university supervisors. Similarly, Cartney (2010) found that peer assessment may be beneficial, especially in conjunction with a broader assessment conversation between students and teachers. Perhaps including peer feedback in this second study would have had a positive effect on the singing self-assessment accuracy of the children.


Conclusions and Implications for Music Education

In this study, levels of singing self-assessment accuracy in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour ranged from 48.1% to 69.2% agreement with the majority opinion of the judges. There was no statistical significance from pretest to posttest between the experimental group that received teacher feedback and the control group that did not receive teacher feedback. Perhaps a longer treatment period might have yielded statistical significance. Also, perhaps delaying feedback or including peer feedback would have had a positive effect on the singing self-assessment accuracy of the children. Music educators might consider delaying feedback or including peer feedback in their classrooms. Clearly more research is needed in order to determine how to best help elementary school children accurately self-assess their singing in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour.


Study 3: Effects of Peer Feedback on the Singing Self-Assessment Accuracy


Based on the results of the first two studies in this series, I decided to conduct a third study that would focus on how including peer feedback would affect the accuracy of children’s ability to self-assess their singing. During a discussion of the results of the previous two studies with the classroom-music-teacher partner in this series of action research projects, we decided that this third research project would again investigate how to best help the children self-assess their ability to match pitch—the lowest-scoring best-practice result of the first study.


Related Research

In addition to the related research regarding peer feedback in non-music-class settings presented in the second study in this series (Cartney, 2010; Fluckiger et al., 2010; Wilkins et al., 2009), several relevant studies have been conducted in music settings. They include Blom and Encarnacao (2012), Blom and Poole (2004), Daniel (2004), Lebler (2006, 2007), Pulman (2009), Searby and Ewers (1997), and Sung, Chang, Chang, and Yu (2010).

Lebler (2006) describes an educational model that separates performing from critiquing through the recording of creative work and then employing self- and peer-reflection and assessment. This research was conducted with students enrolled in a bachelor of popular music program course. As part of this study, Lebler compared assessment by a peer panel to staff-member assessment, and found that 80% of the time, the assessment ratings were within 2% agreement. He concluded that in addition to factors such as collaboration and self-directed learning, student learning is enhanced by self- and peer reflection and assessment. In a follow-up study examining student feedback regarding this educational model, Lebler (2007) reports that collaboration and self-directed learning, and self- and peer reflection and assessment of prerecorded performance results in students’ increased self-efficacy and autonomy.

Also situated in the popular music genre, Pulman (2009) researched the development of peer-assessment criteria based on personal attributes of undergraduate college students engaged in rock band rehearsals. The purpose was for students to develop increased self- and peer awareness during rehearsals. A four-stage process model resulted, in which students gained knowledge and awareness of themselves and others through peer-assessment activities that foster trust and support high-quality feedback. Similarly, Blom and Encarnacao (2012) studied self- and peer-assessment criteria of undergraduate students as they rehearsed and performed in their rock bands. They found that students emphasized interpersonal skills more during the rehearsal process, and technical musical skills more during performance.

Daniel (2004) investigated perceptions of peer-assessment practices of music performance students at an Australian university. Data includes the following student comments:



• “The more performances I hear, the easier it is to discern between good and bad performances”;

• “I’ve learnt to listen for things that I didn’t when I first started”; and

• “Being able to see other students’ comments has been very helpful” (p. 106).





Daniel concluded students “gain and continue to develop a number of skills by simply engaging in the process of critically assessing performance” (p. 107). Similarly, Blom and Poole (2004) described a project in which undergraduate music performance majors in their third year of study assessed peers in their second year of study. Participants reported it to be difficult and daunting to assess their peers across diversely different instruments and musical styles. Blom and Poole concluded that engaging in peer-assessment activities enables students to focus more critically on their own performance strengths and weaknesses.

In a 1997 case study, Searby and Ewers examined undergraduate music students engaged in written peer-assessment activities. Among their findings were that



• developing peer-assessment criteria helps students to clarify learning goals;

• providing peer feedback encourages students to take responsibility for their own learning; and


• engaging in peer feedback activities helps students consider the entire learning process, and their role in it.





Searby and Ewers concluded that peer-assessment activities improve students’ critical thinking skills and provide increased ownership in assessment processes.

The reliability and validity of self- and peer assessment was examined by Sung, Chang, Chang, and Yu in two 2010 studies. The first study involved middle school students who self- and peer assessed individual recorder playing, and the second, middle school students who self- and peer assessed group webpage construction. Sung et al. found an increase in reliability and validity with an increased number of assessors, with 3–4 being the lowest acceptable number in the first study, and 14–17 in the second study. They also found that with self-assessment, low-achieving students were more likely to overestimate the quality of their work, and high-achieving students more likely to underestimate the quality. The agreement of student peer and self-assessors with expert college-student or in-service staff assessors was higher for the individual recorder playing, than for the group webpage construction.


Purpose

As reported in the second study in this series, research appears to indicate that providing feedback—whether it be immediate or delayed, positive or corrective (negative), giving answers or other information, or given by teachers or peers—is more effective than providing no feedback (Cardelle-Elawar, 1990; Jusli et al., 2006; Karlsson et al., 2009; Kramarski & Zeichner, 2001; Morrison et al., 1995; Salzbert & Salzberg, 1981; Webb et al., 1994; Wilkins et al., 2009). Additionally, research examining the self-assessment skills of students in music classes has been conducted at the middle school, high school, and college levels with mixed results (Bergee, 1993, 1997; Bergee & Cecconi-Roberts, 2002; Darrow et al., 2002; Hewitt, 2001, 2002, 2005). At the elementary school level, studies of children’s self-assessment in the areas of math and language indicate positive outcomes (Brookhart et al., 2004; Butler & Lee, 2006; Morony & Olssen, 1994; Munns & Woodward, 2006). In music, elementary school children are able to accurately self-assess their singing in the areas of using correct words, singing in time, and using their singing voices, but only somewhat accurately self-assess their ability to match pitch (Riley, 2010). Therefore, the purpose of this third study was to examine the effects of peer feedback on singing self-assessment accuracy of elementary school children in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour with the intent of facilitating more independently accurate singing.


Method

Participants (N =83) were 2nd-grade and 3rd-grade children (ages 7 through 9) enrolled in their school general music classes. The classes chosen to participate were all of the 2nd- and 3rd-grade classes in the school, which is the same as in the previous two studies. Also as in the previous two studies, general music is taught two times each week for 30 minutes, and the teacher primarily uses the First Steps in Music and Conversational Solfege curricula developed by John Feierabend, professor of music at the Hartt School of Music of the University of Hartford in Connecticut.

In this experimental research, as in the previous two studies, a pretest-posttest randomized control group design was used. In response to related research studies indicating that perhaps a longer treatment period would yield statistically significant results in the current study, the treatment period was expanded from 10 to 14 weeks. The research consisted of twice-weekly assessment episodes, during which the children self-assessed their singing of a phrase of a familiar song in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and accuracy of melodic contour. During these episodes, children in the experimental group received feedback from a peer in the combined areas; while children in the control group did not receive feedback. The treatment was the same for both the experimental and control groups, except for the feedback or no-feedback portion.

The children’s voices were warmed-up using sirens, and they worked in pairs—each singing a phrase of a familiar song in a call-and-response echo format. The teacher sang each call, and each child individually sang back his/her response. The responses were intended to be identical echoes of the calls. After each child sang his/her response, he/she held up one hand with his/her self-assessment of his/her singing accuracy. Hands closed in a fist indicated that the children felt their singing to be on pitch (using singing voice and matching pitch with accurate melodic contour); hands with the index finger raised indicated that the children felt their singing to be “too high”; and hands with the thumb extended outward indicated that the children felt their singing to be “too low.” For the experimental group, assigned peers provided feedback, either tapping the child’s hand to indicate that she agreed with the child’s self-assessment, or by adjusting the child’s hand to the peer’s assessment of the correct response. For the control group, the children indicated their self-assessment response, but no feedback was provided. During the pre- and posttests, the song used was “Purple Light” in the key of F major; and during the treatment period, a variety of call-and-response songs in a variety of keys were used. Figure 27.3 contains the notation for “Purple Light.”


[image: image]
Figure 27.3 “Purple Light” (public domain).





The pretests and posttests used the same singing and self-assessment procedures as the treatment-period assessment episodes, but without the children being paired and without the feedback. During the tests, the children were seated in a circle facing the outside of the circle for privacy. The pretests and posttests were recorded for assessment by three expert judges, all practicing elementary school general music teachers. Self-assessment accuracy was calculated by comparing the children’s self-assessment responses to the expert judges’ responses.


Results

Self-assessment accuracy of singing in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour was determined by comparing the children’s responses to the majority opinion of the three expert judges’ responses. This was calculated using the CROSSTABS procedure of IBM SPSS Statistics. For the experimental group, in the pretest 64.2% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges, while in the posttest 73.6% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges. For the control group, in the pretest 63.3% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges, while in the posttest 66.7% of the children agreed with the majority opinion of the judges. Both the experimental and control groups experienced an increase in their self-assessment accuracy from pretest to posttest.

It appears that the self-assessment accuracy of the experimental group increased more from pretest to posttest than the self-assessment accuracy of the control group (the experimental group increased from 64.2% to 73.6%, while the control group increased from 63.3% to 66.7%), but this difference in change between groups was not statistically significant (ɑ = .05, p = .59). A repeated measures logistic regression was used to perform this analysis, using the GENLIN procedure of IBM SPSS Statistics. The overall pretest to posttest change was also not statistically significant (p = .28). The intraclass correlation coefficient between the three expert judges was .718. According to guidelines outlined by Cicchetti (1994), an ICC of .718 indicates moderate agreement among judges.


Discussion

In this third study, there was no statistical significance from pretest to posttest between the experimental group that received peer feedback and the control group that did not receive peer feedback on self-assessment accuracy of singing in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour. The levels of singing self-assessment accuracy, ranging from 63.3% to 73.6% of agreement with the majority opinion of the judges is somewhat consistent with my earlier findings (Riley, 2010), who reported that elementary school children can accurately self-assess “their singing correct words 98% of the time, singing in time (rhythm and tempo) 93% of the time, using their singing voices 83% of the time, and matching pitch (melody and intonation) 57% of the time” (p. 11). It is also somewhat consistent with my previous results (Riley, 2012) that showed a range of 48.1% to 69.2% agreement with the majority opinion of the judges in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour. Although conducted in music at the elementary school level, the results are also consistent with Bergee (1993, 1997), Bergee and Cecconi-Roberts (2002), and Hewitt (2001, 2002, 2005), who found that student self-assessment does not correlate highly with peer and expert evaluation of performance skills in music at the middle school, high school, or college undergraduate levels.

Although not statistically significant, both the experimental and control groups in this third study increased in their self-assessment accuracy during the 14-week treatment period (the experimental group increased from 64.2% to 73.6%, and the control group increased from 63.3% to 66.7%). This is somewhat consistent with Brookhart et al. (2004), who found that the self-assessment accuracy of elementary school children in math increased over time; but somewhat inconsistent with Hewitt (2002), who reported that with junior high school instrumental music students, self-assessment accuracy does not increase over time.

There was no statistical significance between the experimental group that received feedback and the control group that did not receive feedback. These results were inconsistent with Juslin et al. (2006), studying adult guitar students, and Morrison et al. (1995), studying undergraduate education students, who found teacher and/or computer generated feedback to be more effective than no feedback. With undergraduate psychology students, Webb et al. (1994) reported that delayed feedback was more effective than immediate feedback, regardless of how relevant the feedback was to the students’ performance. Although the participants in this current series of studies were considerably younger than those in the Juslin et al. (2006), Morrison et al. (1995), and Webb et al. (1994) studies, perhaps delaying the feedback in this third study would have had a positive effect on the singing self-assessment accuracy of the children.

The results of this third study, in which there was no statistical significance between the experimental group that received feedback and the control group that did not receive feedback; and in which (although not statistically significant) both the experimental and control groups increased slightly in their self-assessment accuracy during the 14-week treatment period are somewhat in agreement with previous studies regarding peer feedback and assessment. Wilkins et al. (2009) found peer feedback to be effective with undergraduate elementary education students, reporting that it was less stressful and nonthreatening for the students to give and receive feedback to and from their peers than from their mentor teachers or university supervisors. Similarly, Cartney (2010) found that peer-assessment may be beneficial, especially in conjunction with a broader assessment conversation between students and teachers. Additionally, Lebler (2006) reported that student learning is enhanced by self- and peer-reflection and assessment, Lebler (2007) that self- and peer reflection and assessment of prerecorded performance results in students’ increased self-efficacy and autonomy, Pulman (2009) that students gained knowledge and awareness of themselves and others through peer-assessment activities that foster trust and support high-quality feedback, Daniel (2004) that students “gain and continue to develop a number of skills by simply engaging in the process of critically assessing performance” (p. 107), Blom and Poole (2004) that engaging in peer-assessment activities enables students to focus more critically on their own performance strengths and weaknesses, and Searby and Ewers (1997) that peer-assessment activities improve students’ critical thinking skills and provide increased ownership in assessment processes.


Conclusions

In this third study, levels of singing self-assessment accuracy in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour ranged from 63.3% to 73.6% agreement with the majority opinion of the judges. There was no statistical significance from pretest to posttest between the experimental group that received peer feedback and the control group that did not receive peer feedback. Although not statistically significant, both the experimental and control groups increased in their self-assessment accuracy during the 14-week treatment period (the experimental group increased from 64.2% to 73.6%, and the control group increased from 63.3% to 66.7%). Perhaps the longer 14-week treatment period in this third study helped yield more accurate singing self-assessment in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour, than the 10-week treatment periods in the previous study in this series.


Implications for Music Education

Implications from the three combined studies reported in this chapter are that informal self-assessment of singing skills, peer-assessment and conferencing with peers regarding singing skills, and practicing singing and self-assessment skills at the elementary school level are activities that may contribute to accurate self-assessment by elementary school children in the areas of using correct words, singing in time (rhythm and tempo), and using their singing voices; and to somewhat accurate self-assessment in the area of ability to match pitch (melody and intonation).

In the second study, teacher feedback yielded levels of singing self-assessment accuracy in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour that ranged from 48.1% to 69.2% agreement with the majority opinion of the judges. There was no statistical significance from pretest to posttest between the experimental group that received teacher feedback and the control group that did not receive teacher feedback. Additionally, both the experimental and control groups decreased in their self-assessment accuracy during the 10-week treatment period.

Peer feedback and an increased treatment period from 10 to 14 weeks in the third study resulted in slightly higher levels of singing self-assessment accuracy in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour. Accuracy ranged from 63.3% to 73.6% agreement with the majority opinion of the judges. There was however, still no statistical significance between the experimental group that received peer feedback and the control group that did not receive peer feedback. Although not statistically significant, both the experimental and control groups increased in their self-assessment accuracy, with the experimental group increasing from 64.2% to 73.6% and the control group increasing from 63.3% to 66.7%. Perhaps an even longer treatment period would yield statistical significance.

If developing skills leading to lifelong music making is a goal of the music education profession (Hewitt, 2005); teaching students how to continue to develop musicianship in the future is a fundamental duty for music educators (Elliott, 1995); self-analysis is an essential component of artistic development (Barefield, 2006); “self and group assessments can serve as vehicles for enhancing musical understanding, aesthetic sensitivity, and critical-listening skills” (Burrack, 2002, p. 27); and, as these three studies indicate, children at the elementary school level can accurately and somewhat accurately self-assess their singing skills, then it seems that elementary school music educators should strongly consider including student self-assessment as an integral part of their classroom activities. Including teacher feedback and peer feedback individually has yielded mixed results in increasing singing self-assessment accuracy in the combined areas of using singing voice, matching pitch, and melodic contour—with peer feedback over a slightly long period of time being more effective. Perhaps combining teacher and peer feedback over the longest possible period of time would provide the most effective means of facilitating children’s self-assessment accuracy.

After concluding this research, I asked my classroom-music-teacher partner in this series of action research projects if she had modified her practice as a result of participating in these projects. Her response is as follows:

I have not modified my practice significantly as a result of this research. I still continue to teach singing through First Steps in Music by having my students do voice exploration and offering individual singing responses for every student during each class. I have continued to give opportunities for students to work together in pairs and receive peer feedback from each other regarding their singing. And, I have continued to give self-assessment opportunities for students to show me how well they are doing with singing through using the singing best practices rubric. Both of these learning opportunities allow students to show what they know about how they are doing in regards to their singing and to learn more about their singing and how to sing.

Clearly, this teacher’s practice includes self-assessment, teacher feedback, and peer feedback. Her continued use of these teaching tools is a testament to her belief in their effectiveness for assisting her students with their singing accuracy.
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CHAPTER 28



Practical Tools and Strategies for Assessing Aural Skills



Nathan O. Buonviri



Music is an aural art, requiring musicians to gather information clearly through their ears and to understand how what they perceive functions in context. Mastering relevant music theory structures can help students understand plausible contexts and recognize relationships among musical percepts. Students can use visual representation of the sounds of music to establish, delineate, and organize the parameters of a given passage or piece. Standard music notation of pitches and rhythms on a musical staff can be helpful not only to performers as they learn a piece, or to composers as they disseminate new works, but also to all musicians as they gather their thoughts about how music operates. Ironically, many of these music theory principles per se can be understood visually without any reference to the aural aspect of music, but aural skills are what music students need to understand actual sounds according to these principles.

One might assume that aural skills would be part of all music students’ formal training, but they may not be explicitly taught or learned in school curricula. Researchers have found, for instance, that some first-year university students in the United States (Buonviri, 2014a), Brazil (Feichas, 2010), and the United Kingdom (Lebler, Burt-Perkins, & Carey, 2009) lacked preparation for aural skills study even though they were accomplished performers. Aural skills training prior to undergraduate matriculation would benefit these students as they encounter the broad range of competencies required of music specialists. More important, this training would improve the school music experiences of all students, including those who decide not to pursue music after graduation.


Defining Aural Skills

The term “aural skills” would seem to apply generally to everything music students do. For the purposes of this chapter, however, I focus on a specific set of three skills aimed at connecting acuity of aural processing with musical comprehension: sight-singing, dictation, and error detection. Sight-singing is singing a musical example from notation with typically only a pitch reference given prior to starting.

Dictation is the transcription of aural percepts into standard notation. Error detection is recognizing discrepancies between two versions of a musical example, usually with one version presented aurally and the other visually (e.g., notation).

I chose to focus on these three skills based on two standardized assessments widely used in many parts of the world, the Advanced Placement (AP) music theory examination and the Associated Board of the Royal Schools of Music (ABRSM) examinations. The AP exam incorporates all three of these skills (College Board, 2015). The ABRSM exams incorporate all but dictation, but they do test component skills necessary for dictation, such as singing back a phrase of solo melody or singing back the bass line of a two- or three-part texture (Associated Board of the Royal Schools of Music, 2015).

Sight-singing, dictation, and error detection are three ways of developing and assessing students’ ability to connect the aural and visual aspects of music, a crucial skill in any musical traditions involving notation. Musicians may use notation to record their ideas, share their creations, and remember their music during rehearsal and performance. Perhaps less commonly noted is that musicians can use notation to organize their understanding of underlying principles and relationships among the musical materials they are studying. When they fuse organized notation with the sounds it represents, students can demonstrate their fundamental musical fluency rather clearly. The problem remains of how best to demonstrate it, using which tools, and under what circumstances. The goals of this chapter are to explore issues related to assessment of aural skills in school music programs; to describe and evaluate current assessments employed by music teachers as reported in the literature; and to offer suggestions for ways to improve aural skills assessment in the future.


Scope of This Chapter

This chapter focuses specifically on sight-singing, dictation, and error detection assessment in formal music education prior to university studies. Examples are cited from as many parts of the world as could be found in the literature, to provide the greatest possible context for how assessments might best serve our students in an increasingly globalized society. The chapter then provides practical recommendations for persistent needs within school curricula. It does not include detailed reviews of textbooks, software, or applications except where specifically cited or tested in the literature reporting on classroom practice.


Sight-Singing


Sight-singing is singing a musical example from notation with typically only a pitch reference given prior to starting. The AP music theory exam requires sight-singing of melodies without accompaniment into a recording device, to be sent for scoring and evaluation to the annual AP reading session (Buonviri, 2014b). The ABRSM exams require students to sight-sing short groups of whole notes (five or six), and to sight-sing short melodies with recorded piano accompaniment for a live evaluator (Associated Board of the Royal Schools of Music, 2015). Comparison of these requirements on two standardized exams, used widely around the world, demonstrates how assessment can vary.

Sight-singing appears to be a common activity in school music training, but classroom assessment of this skill reflects a great diversity of approaches and sometimes none at all. In Nigeria, for example, sight-singing forms an integral part of general music study in the junior secondary school curriculum. Although music is not a core course, all students who elect to take music engage in sight-singing as part of their studies, according to Emielu (2011). The researcher did not mention assessment of sight-singing at all, though it should be noted that sight-singing was not the central focus of his study.

Demorest’s (1998a) exhaustive literature review of sight-singing in choral ensembles in the United States yielded very little regarding assessment of sight-singing within the classroom. He described many sight-singing tests employed by researchers in experimental trials, but only one example where the testing was actually incorporated in a class as part of the long-term learning process (Demorest, 1998b). He urged additional studies of the effects of various classroom assessment systems on choristers’ sight-singing skill development.

A later study by Demorest (2004) found that sight-singing was an integral part of choral instruction for those who responded to his survey, though he noted that respondents’ self-selection to participate in a survey on sight-singing may have skewed results. Respondents seemed to prefer individual assessment to quartet assessment, and participants who took their choirs to choral contests were more likely to teach and assess sight-singing during regular instruction.


Sight-Singing Assessment at Choral Festivals

In the United States, many school choral directors periodically take their choirs to adjudicated festivals, some of which include a sight-singing assessment. Norris (2004) noted the potential influence a state’s choral festival assessment could have on teachers’ sight-singing instruction and assessment practices. He described some states’ highly structured approaches to these assessments, including multiple levels of proficiency ratings and clear communication of content parameters, and suggested that other states could adopt and adapt them, since relatively few states offered these structural elements in sight-singing adjudication at their statewide festivals at the time of his study. Replication of his questionnaire would provide current information to both school choral directors and statewide assessment organizers as they continue to improve this process.

Choir directors in Kentucky responded to a survey (Floyd & Bradley, 2006) with unanimous agreement that the Kentucky Music Educators Association sight-singing evaluation improved their choir’s sight-singing skill, and over 90% of the respondents considered the evaluation to be a good measure of their singers’ music literacy. Respondents (79%) also reported that they assessed individual sight-singing skills as part of their instruction in preparation for the statewide group evaluation. Kuehne’s (2007) survey of Florida middle school choral directors indicated a general increase in their formal assessment of sight-singing over time; she similarly noted the influence of preparation for sight-singing at choral festivals on this increase. The apparent trend toward assessing individual choirs in schools to prepare them for periodic assessments at statewide festivals (Kuehne, 2010) suggests that the state’s assessment tools and procedures may be quite influential as models. Careful periodic review of statewide assessments would be most helpful to teachers who may use them to guide their own assessment practices within their school curriculum. On the other hand, teachers must be careful not to allow an impending statewide assessment to dictate how they teach their students. They must be able to incorporate the parameters of the contest assessment as they prepare, but continue to guide their students daily through their own best approach.

Preparation just prior to a sight-singing task may be a good indicator of the way directors align their school assessments with festival assessments. Yarbrough, Orman, and Neill (2007) investigated high school and middle school choral directors’ use of preparatory time for the sight-singing portion of a district choral competition. In their description of the competition’s procedures they noted that both the director and the students were permitted to tap out the rhythms of the selection, but not to reproduce any of the pitches during preparation. It appears that at the time of their report, the district conducting these assessments was focused primarily on testing students’ accuracy in pitch, not rhythm. However, most choral music involves the integration of pitch and rhythm, and authentic assessment of sight-singing skill would require both in combination. Further investigation of the effectiveness of both the tools and procedures in place at contest assessments would inform teachers as they evaluate their own curriculum (Kuehne, 2010).

Yarbrough et al. (2007) also concluded that an overwhelming number of participants received I and II (the highest) ratings at the competition, suggesting that either the music was too easy, the rating system was invalid, or the choruses were truly superb. The researchers recommended that reserving the highest marks for those choruses that sang not only accurately but also expressively might be a wise way to differentiate. These findings bring several aspects of sight-singing instruction into question. Should music teachers focus mostly on pitch? Rhythm and pitch separately? Rhythm and pitch in combination? Rhythm, pitch, and expressivity? All of these components may be appropriate measures of students’ skill development in sight-singing, but teachers must determine when and why to focus on each. The way they create and conduct assessments of these component skills will demonstrate their decisions.

Competition at choral contests and festivals seems to motivate sight-singing instruction in schools, which may prompt teachers to assess the whole ensemble more often than individual singers (Henry & Demorest, 1994). Researchers have found, however, that assessment of sight-singing by the whole ensemble does not necessarily reflect individual singers’ growth accurately, and that periodic individual assessment of sight-singing skills is a crucial component of students’ development (Demorest, 1998b; Demorest & May, 1995; Henry, 2004). Focusing on group assessment raises issues of reliability and validity in measuring individual students’ achievement.

In a recent study of high school choristers attending a summer music camp, Henry (2015) found that 74% of them received frequent instruction in sight-singing, and 70% of them had been assessed individually on sight-singing skill. These findings may indicate a trend toward teaching sight-singing as an integral part of group instruction, and assessing it individually to ultimately generate maximum group achievement. Henry did not focus primarily on assessment in her (2015) study; researchers should examine these findings in more depth with a larger, broader sample.


Sight-Singing Assessment Challenges

A majority of the teachers who responded to Floyd and Bradley’s (2006) survey indicated that they did not learn to teach sight-singing in choir during their undergraduate studies. This may reflect a lack of transfer between aural skills learned in college theory courses and teaching strategies learned in music education methods courses (Buonviri, 2014a). If teachers are expected to prepare sight-singing activities and assessments effectively, they need proper training in their teacher preparation programs to do so.

Assuming they are trained and motivated to assess sight-singing, music teachers still face several challenges. Measuring and evaluating individual sight-singing skills within the context of a large ensemble takes considerable time, which may deter many teachers (Darrow & Marsh, 2006). Conducting the assessments simply takes away time that could be spent conducting the ensemble. If teachers assess their students individually during group rehearsals, classroom management can be problematic as well.

Researchers have posed viable solutions to these challenges. Darrow and Marsh (2006) found that young singers were able to reliably self-evaluate their sight-singing accuracy. This approach could help teachers with challenges of time and classroom management, and also helps students learn to monitor their own process more effectively, ultimately creating more independent learners. The researchers warned, however, that using self-evaluation as the main means of assessment could be abused; periodic auditing of the system is necessary. Still, auditing the system would seem to require much less of teachers’ time as compared to conducting all of the assessments themselves, and students’ use of higher-order thinking skills in their self-evaluations could accelerate their musical growth.

Benton (2013) published a rating scale for sight-singing, accompanied by instructions and a script for a paired student activity in choral classes. In this activity, students interview each other after sight-singing to develop skills of metacognition and self-assessment. Class time is required to introduce and practice this approach, but students learn to measure their own development in a collaborative way, a valuable skill in any ensemble.

Finally, Mills (2009) described incorporating sight-singing tests into a chronological sequence of artifacts in portfolio assessments. Compiling, organizing, and evaluating these artifacts individually and collectively can help students understand and improve their own learning process. These artifacts could take the form of evaluations by the teacher, peers, or the students themselves, and audio recordings of students’ sight-singing. When students have an opportunity to review their sight-singing process through actual recorded examples, they discover how best to improve in the future. The portfolios become a learning tool for students, not just an evaluation tool for teachers. Portfolio assessments may be time-consuming to review (Mertler, 2003), but incorporating students’ self-assessments into the process could help offset demands on teachers’ time.


Tools for Sight-Singing Assessment

Review of relevant literature suggests that rubrics are the most common tool for assessing sight-singing. As part of a larger group of individualized assessment tools for choral singers, Furby (2013) published a very simple rubric that teachers could use efficiently to mark students’ pitch accuracy, rhythmic accuracy, and maintenance of a tonal center while sight-singing. She noted the need to test students regularly, and to assess individual as well as group sight-singing skills. The simplicity and specific focus of her rubric would appear to make this regularity possible.

Teachers should strive for clear structure and language when crafting sight-singing rubrics. Norris and Borst (2007) tested reliability and validity of two choral festival adjudication rubrics and concluded that specificity of language in the descriptors of each rubric dimension is crucial. They described the benefit of adjudicators being “bound to specificity,” rather than interpreting generic terms like “excellent” or “good.” Specificity of language also benefits those who see the completed rubric, in terms of communication of feedback and implicit or explicit suggestions for improvement.

Henry (2001) developed a detailed vocal sight-reading inventory, built on 28 skills related to specific pitch patterns (e.g., repeated note, octave leap, or chromatic passing tone). She aimed to offer teachers a feasible assessment instrument, given the limited time they would have to administer and evaluate it. She focused on only predetermined target pitch skills within a given melody, rather than grading every note. When she compared this method with traditional scoring for reliability and validity, she found that targeting only the specific chosen skills was a viable method for sight-singing assessment. Focusing on selective criteria during assessment could be helpful both for targeting designated learned skills and increasing efficiency.

Henry’s (2001) inventory did not focus on the rhythmic aspect of sight-singing. Since most music requires coordination of pitch and rhythm, sight-singing assessments should target the two in combination at least some of the time. Henry noted this, recommending further research probing rhythmic aspects in isolation, followed by development of a test instrument for pitch and rhythm combined. In a later study of the relationship between rhythmic and pitch aspects in sight-singing performance, Henry (2011) concluded that high school singers may prioritize pitch accuracy over rhythm accuracy when they are not able to execute both simultaneously, and that teachers may be emphasizing pitch skills during instruction at the expense of rhythm skills. Assessments could play a key role in balancing these two aspects; if assessments are structured to target pitch and rhythm equally, daily instruction and subsequent student performance would likely reflect that shift.

Teachers must consider not only what tools may be most effective for sight-singing assessment, but also how to use them appropriately. Beginning students in middle school, for example, have performed better on sight-singing assessments when required to sing alone, than when required to sing with either synthesized piano or synthesized vocal harmony (Lucas, 1994). This difference in scores likely derived from distractions that the harmonic element introduced. Teachers must strive to match assessment conditions to instructional conditions in the context of clear instructional objectives, and to eliminate unnecessary confounding factors in the assessment situation.

Killian and Henry (2005) discovered successful sight-singing strategies among a sample of high schoolers: establishing the tonic, reinforcing pitches with hand signs, maintaining the pulse physically, and maintaining a consistent tempo. They suggested that instructors could help students by proactively teaching these strategies. Assessing students according to explicit approaches they have learned is a great way to gauge progress and reinforce expectations. This approach would be equivalent to “showing one’s work” in a complex mathematics problem; students are required not only to arrive at the correct answer but also to demonstrate how they discovered it. When evaluating that work, the teacher can see much more clearly how well the student understands the whole process and where, exactly, any mistakes may have been made.


Conclusions and Implications

Floyd and Haning (2015) found in their review of 10 prominent choral methods textbooks that most of them covered sight-singing instruction but only two of them discussed sight-singing assessment. Further development and dissemination of sight-singing assessment tools, combined with preservice teacher training specific to sight-singing pedagogy in school music programs, could improve curriculum development for this crucial aural skill.

Assessments at choral festivals and contests appear to influence teachers’ motivation to teach and assess sight-singing in their own programs. Periodic review of the assessment tools and procedures employed at festivals and contests would maintain their effectiveness, and also help teachers who look to them as a model. The literature suggests that teachers need to assess individual students’ sight-singing skill in addition to that of the whole group. Doing so may be challenging in terms of time management and logistics, but teachers’ creativity with assessment tools and procedures, such as those described in this section, can ultimately yield more effective instruction.

Finally, further research is needed regarding sight-singing assessment outside of choral ensembles. The sight-singing requirements for the AP music theory exam and the ABRSM exams are clearly stated and readily available, yet very little has been published about how teachers assess their students periodically in preparation for these exams. Many students who take these exams are not choral singers, so further dissemination of information about teaching and assessing sight-singing in these situations would be especially helpful.


Dictation


Dictation is the transcription of aural percepts into standard notation. It essentially requires the reverse of the sight-singing process, and these two skills appear to be related in students’ musical development (Norris, 2003). The AP music theory exam requires standard notation on the musical staff of two dictation melodies consisting of four-to-six measures each in major and minor tonalities (Buonviri, 2014b). The ABRSM exams do not require students to take dictation per se, but they do require students to complete several activities crucial to the dictation process: identifying the meter by clapping along with a piece and accenting the strong beats; clapping the rhythms of the melody from an aural excerpt; singing back short tonal melodic phrases by ear; and repeating the melody or another part of a two-part or three-part phrase after hearing a key chord, starting note, and the phrase twice from the piano (Associated Board of the Royal Schools of Music, 2015). The Australian Music Examinations Board (AMEB) exams also require similar dictation-related tasks: clapping or tapping rhythmic phrases from an aural excerpt; humming or singing melodic phrases by ear; and humming or singing any of the three parts of a progression of triads (Australian Music Examinations Board, 2015). Again, the creators of these standardized exams appear to value similar dictation skills, but measure them in different ways. Researchers have reported parallel diversity within dictation assessments in school music programs.

Dictation requires students to hear clearly, remember, and quickly comprehend what they heard. These facets of musicianship are valuable in virtually any musical profession, making dictation a popular method to test students’ musical development. Cevik (2011) described dictation as the entirety of the first round of preselection for admission to music education programs at the university level in Turkey. Only after this initial screening did students proceed to vocal or instrumental performance auditions. Dictation can be employed, therefore, not only as a measure of criterion-referenced assessment of learning from a given period of instruction but also as a norm-referenced assessment of students’ readiness to pursue music further (Buonviri, 2014b).


Practical Examples of Dictation Skills Assessment

De Vries (2010) described dictation as a regular part of a general music class of Year 6 Australian students. At the beginning of each class meeting, students would write rhythmic and melodic dictations in cumulative notebooks for a few minutes. He pointed out that students often opposed the teacher’s choices of music for these activities, and strongly desired to work with their favorite music. Paney and Buonviri (2014) described an AP music theory teacher in the United States using a “dictation journal” to help students develop the skill of transferring familiar tunes already in their memory into accurate notation. This intermediate step toward dictation of unfamiliar melodies could be useful for checking students’ dictation skill development, and also capitalizes on internal repertoire that students could choose themselves. This approach could therefore help solve the problem of conflicting musical choices described by De Vries (2010).

Assessing students’ dictation ability need not always take the final, standard form of notating a full, unfamiliar passage on staff paper. The component skills necessary to complete the final task may be as important as the task itself. For example, dictation requires first the ability to hear clearly and internalize what was heard. Teachers can test these skills through graduated echo patterns on instruments or with the voice, as described by Burnsed (2012) in his development of the aural skills component of a strings curriculum.

Consistently accurate echo responses might indicate that students are ready to answer basic questions about musical aspects of what they echoed. In her description of performance tasks for music literacy assessment, Scott (2004) noted the usefulness of objective questions designed as an intermediate step in the instructional process. Students can demonstrate dictation skills and knowledge of notation, for example, by choosing the correct answer in a multiple-choice layout of possible matches for a passage prior to tackling an authentic dictation task. Scott concluded that combining objective questions and performance tasks might ultimately provide a clearer, broader picture of students’ skill development.

Teachers can extend their objective musical “questions” by prompting students to choose matching musical bits from sets of options and sequence several of them together in correct chronological order. For example, children in groups can “dictate” rhythms using rhythm cards to help them isolate the building blocks of larger musical structures (de Frece, 2010). Teachers can use these cards for assessment and easily recycle them for subsequent classes. By focusing their attention on a specific set of card choices, teachers can help students gradually develop the skill of process of elimination for dictation success (Buonviri, 2014c). Another related option is playing bingo with short melodic snippets in the squares (Perlmutter, 2015). This approach provides an efficient, accessible way for students to demonstrate their skill and capitalizes on their affinity for games.

Guderian (2012) suggested young students use craft sticks to dictate rhythms from songs they are studying. This provides an efficient, tangible, recyclable way to assess progress and provide immediate feedback. She suggested multiple activities revolving around the manipulation of these sticks in relation to rhythms: simple notation of learned rhythms, dictation of additional rhythms, and creation of students’ own rhythms. This example demonstrates the importance of establishing a consistent tool (in this case, craft sticks) for both instruction and assessment of dictation skill. Helping students become comfortable with chosen assessment tools and situations may help them better focus their attention on the musical content of the dictation itself (Paney & Buonviri, 2014). Guderian’s (2012) description also implies the need to help students recognize relationships between dictation and other musical skills. Through the common factor of craft sticks, students recognize that they can learn certain rhythms systematically, decipher new rhythms by ear, and ultimately create their own rhythms. The assessment instrument helps to unify students’ internal organization of concepts and skills.

Creative ways to assess component skills of dictation may also be helpful for students with special needs. Students with developmental dyslexia, for example, may find dictation to be especially challenging, due to chronological ordering of sounds represented by visual symbols. Heikkila and Knight (2012) recommended these students use their bodies and seating arrangements to demonstrate their understanding of basic rhythm passages within a metric framework. Students arrange their bodies sequentially to show the quarter and eighth notes they have heard, and then transfer these configurations to notation. Similarly, the researchers suggested having students demonstrate pitch movement by tracing with their hands the note movements that have been projected in a large image on the wall, and by touching higher and lower parts of their own bodies. These kinesthetic approaches to the horizontal and vertical aspects of music notation, combined with the aural aspects of music they represent, can be helpful means of assessing requisite skills for more standard dictation activities later. Of course, assessments like these can be useful not only for students diagnosed with developmental dyslexia but also for all students in an inclusive classroom.


Dictation in the Broader Music Curriculum

Some music educators and students may question the usefulness of dictation as an isolated activity. Teachers need to consider how to teach and assess dictation in the context of a broader musical education. Kindall-Smith (2010) described a high school choir class in which rhythmic dictation was one of a set of activities that were ultimately self-assessed by the students through a creative project based on the originally dictated materials. Through this sequence of activities, students could clearly see how dictation skills can benefit their musicianship and why it is helpful to check their accuracy periodically.

Students can use dictation to explore and check their understanding of salient elements of music they are performing. By dictating musical materials, they are reversing a typical learning sequence (see, then hear what was seen) to reinforce their comprehension from the opposite direction (hear, then see what was heard). Approaching new materials this way helps students focus on the aural aspect of music and understand the relationships among its elements. Burrack (2005) noted particularly the usefulness of dictating rhythms and melodies heard across the large ensemble to help students understand the full score better, improve their performance, and demonstrate their wider mastery of the repertoire.

Learning and practicing dictation may be beneficial not only for assessing musical skills development, but also for checking overall growth in thinking and learning strategies. Since dictation is a highly individualized task, students would probably benefit from metacognition strategies for learning and executing this skill (Buonviri, 2014c). Researchers found that Slovenian fifth- and sixth-grade students who struggled with aural skills tasks like dictation tended not to employ metacognitive strategies, and may have needed explicit help from teachers to develop them (Fritz & Peklaj, 2010). If teachers help students discover, practice, and self-assess their own best dictation strategies, they may also be helping them to ultimately self-assess transferable metacognition strategies.


Conclusions and Implications

Dictation appears to be a popular method of assessing music students’ comprehension of aural information. Teachers should consider creative ways to incorporate familiar and popular music into dictation activities, and to assess the component skills of dictation prior to, or in conjunction with, formal notation of the targets. Students can begin these activities and assessments at rather early stages of formal musical study, demonstrating their aural comprehension of rhythm and pitch parameters through movement and manipulation of physical objects. These assessments can then lead to short, objective checks of students’ comprehension in various multiple-choice formats, and ultimately full notation of musical examples.

Dictation assessments offer students the opportunity to demonstrate their internal integration of sight and sound. Specifically, they can map their understanding of what they hear, a relatively unique measure of musical growth. Teachers can help students with this process by incorporating dictation skills into rehearsals and other parts of the music curriculum, assessing dictation as part of a larger suite of related musical skills such as performance and creativity, and guiding students through metacognitive strategies to improve their own process.

Dictation assessments can be crafted as a learning tool, and can offer insights into both individual students’ internal musical growth and their understanding of the larger picture of musicianship. Through assessment feedback, students can recognize stronger and weaker areas of their own aural comprehension, and take steps to improve. They can explore in detail the way that music functions in the “big picture” of their performance ensemble parts, the musical examples they are studying from various historical and cultural contexts, or peers’ improvisations and compositions, for example. In other words, dictation can be used informally and formally as a measure of students’ understanding of how pertinent musical examples function, offering greater depth to their developing musicianship.


Error Detection


Error detection is recognizing discrepancies between two musical examples, typically with one example presented aurally and the other visually (e.g., in notation). This skill is related to dictation, in that students may use error detection to check their work once they have begun notating during dictation (Buonviri, 2014c). Error detection also appears to be related to sight-singing; Killian (1991) suggested that it can be used as an intermediate step toward sight-singing, but that the two types of assessments may not necessarily be testing the same skill.

The AP music theory exam requires students to determine, in a given measure, whether a pitch or rhythm error occurred, and in which voice part (Buonviri, 2014b). The ABRSM exams require students to identify where a pitch or rhythm change occurred in the melody, at the “beginning or the end” (ABRSM, 2015). Again, these examinations both include error detection, but vary in their particular approach. In both cases, a contrast to sight-singing and dictation should be noted: Error detection can be assessed relatively quickly and objectively. The AP music theory exam frames error detection items as multiple-choice questions, and the ABRSM exams frame them as dichotomous-choice questions.

Most of the relevant research about school music programs focuses on error detection by teachers, not students, during activities and rehearsals (see, for example, Cavitt, 2003). Another body of literature focuses on development of preservice teachers’ error detection abilities for use in the classroom (e.g., Byo, 1997; Sheldon, 1998, 2004; Silvey, 2011; Stambaugh, 2014). This chapter, however, will focus on assessment of students’ error detection in music instruction prior to college only.


Assessing Error Detection in Music Classes

As with dictation, teachers may find it more feasible and worthwhile to assess students’ error detection abilities within the context of other parts of the music curriculum, rather than as an isolated skill. For example, successful elementary-aged students have reported that error detection was an important part of their personal practice on recorders (Bartolome, 2009). The participants in Bartolome’s study used the singing voice and aural feedback from the instrument as intermediate steps, to ultimately develop more internalized skills. In the case of typical recorder performance instruction, teachers tend to measure students’ errors, not their error detection. Bartolome’s study introduced and encouraged a new perspective on aural skills assessment: Observing students’ practice habits can reveal crucial information about their error detection skill development. Helping students recognize and systematically employ error detection while practicing may boost their development of metacognitive strategies, as described previously for dictation.

In his comprehensive literature review of instrumental practice strategies, Miksza (2011) similarly noted that error detection during students’ practice routines contributed to their success, but that this skill must be learned and practiced thoroughly, especially if students are expected to employ it on their own effectively. Teachers should consider carefully how to craft error detection exercises and assessments so that students will see them as a natural part of the performance practice process. The way error detection is approached and tested will likely influence students’ ability and desire to transfer the skill to other applications.


Tools for Assessing Error Detection

Ensemble directors can actively encourage and teach error detection skills within the context of performance preparation. In many cases, this may require simply shifting the power to detect, identify, and fix errors from the teacher to the students. Crochet and Green (2012) suggested that directors incorporate student error detection practice into private lessons as part of the larger ensemble experience, so that students can learn to evaluate individual and group accuracy. Their article provides a simple rubric for students and teachers to use together. The rubric lists rather general observations from which to choose (“numerous individual errors,” “few individual errors,” or “clear with a steady beat by all players”) but could easily be adapted for more specificity or for any of various criteria depending on students’ and teachers’ needs.

Since error detection assessment can be approached through discrete objective items, teachers could employ computers for students’ self-paced learning. Standerfer (2011) advocated using computers for rhythmic error detection practice as part of a group of musical activities aimed at differentiation in the music classroom. Some computer programs and websites allow users to choose parameters such as type of meter, range of note values, and range of scales and modes, to produce error detection examples appropriate for individual students’ particular level of development.

Hart (2014) recommended students use SmartMusic (MakeMusic, 2017) not just as an external assessment of their rhythm and pitch accuracy, but to help them learn to recognize errors themselves. Although he only briefly mentioned the potential usefulness of SmartMusic in this regard, further exploration of music assessment software tools as a means for students’ self-assessment is warranted. For example, a simple exercise might be for students to play their assigned piece for SmartMusic and identify their own mistakes before checking the screen to see the assessment that SmartMusic provides. This extra step would help them build their own error detection skills rather than learning to rely solely on the program.


Conclusions and Implications

Review of relevant research suggests that error detection is considered a necessary skill more for teachers than for students. However, helping students develop their own error detection skills may benefit their practice routines. Since many student musicians practice by themselves, their growth depends to a great degree on their own strategies for improvement. Teachers can help students by sharing their own strategies for successful error detection, but they, of course, must be fully confident in their own abilities with this skill (Silvey, 2011).

Teachers can help students discover specific useful language through a rubric to improve their ability to pinpoint errors and craft solutions. They can also incorporate computer software and websites into error detection skill development, both as an efficient, objective means of assessing students’ errors in performance, and as a way for students to check their own ability to find the errors first. In all cases, it seems that students need to be given more responsibility for finding and solving errors in various musical activities. Reliance on the teacher, a computer, or both for this feedback may not be helping them build their own skills toward lifelong, independent musicianship. Finally, more research is needed on students’ error detection in music programs of all types, to guide teachers seeking to incorporate this musical skill.


Important Issues in Aural Skills Assessment


Music teachers should consider several factors potentially influencing the success of aural skills assessment, including their confidence in their own aural skills, the availability of technological tools, and the possibility of “teaching to the test.”


Teacher Confidence

Hopkins (2013) noted that researchers have reported the efficacy of students’ singing for improving their tuning abilities, but his survey results suggested that teachers are not employing it. He also stated that the likelihood that teachers will encourage their students to use aural abilities for a task like tuning probably depends on their own comfort level with the same skills. Researchers have described preservice music teachers’ apprehension about error detection in rehearsals (Berg & Miksza, 2010; Silvey, 2011) and about their aural skills training in general (Buonviri, 2014a). Some teachers’ lack of confidence in their own skills may affect both their tendency to use them in their work and to teach them explicitly to their students.

Part of this problem may develop within undergraduate teacher training programs. Preservice teachers may study sight-singing, dictation, and error detection in their university coursework without specifically learning or even considering how to teach any of them (Buonviri, 2014a). Instructors of these skills in college music theory courses may view the students simply as students, not as future teachers. While preservice teachers learn specific methods for teaching and assessing activities in general, choral, or instrumental music, for example, they may not learn the same for the aural skills outlined in this chapter. Teacher trainers must explore ways to make this aspect of university curriculum more tangible, so that future teachers gain confidence in their own skills, and feel prepared to teach those skills to music students. Sight-singing, dictation, and error detection all can be seamlessly incorporated into general music classes and performance ensembles, for example, ultimately improving both individual students’ musicianship and overall group success. However, teachers must be well prepared with ways to introduce, practice, and assess these skills with their students.


Technological Tools for Aural Skills Assessment

Technology may be helpful for assessing students’ aural skills progress, but using it effectively requires thoughtful guidance from teachers. A comprehensive overview of software, websites, and apps is beyond the scope of this section, but following are several research studies that investigated effects of particular programs on aural skills instruction and assessment. The purpose of summarizing these reports is not to evaluate the programs themselves, but to illustrate larger issues surrounding effective use of technology for aural skills assessment.

Basson and Zolkov (1996) tested the efficacy of computer software as an alternative to traditional teaching of aural skills—specifically, interval recognition and rhythm dictation—with Namibian school students ages 11 to 15. They found that the GUIDO (Guido, 2017) program served its purpose as an effective alternative in interval recognition, but not in rhythmic dictation. The researchers also reported various technical problems with administration of the program and stated that students frequently did not do the practice activities (e.g., tapping the rhythm) that the program prescribed. If computer-assisted instruction is to be effective as an aural skills teaching tool, any production activity that students perform needs to be checked and assessed; teachers cannot assume that students have done what the program instructs. For this reason, a combination of live instruction with computer assessment may be more appropriate in some cases.

Many students (67%) in the study preferred GUIDO to traditional aural skills instruction, perhaps a result of the consistent, objective feedback that such programs can provide. Students can develop self-assessment skills naturally through the desire to translate objective feedback into an overall perception of their progress. The researchers also noted that the touch-screen assessment of rhythmic dictation in GUIDO was not a viable substitute for traditional penciled notation. This particular finding will likely change as touch-screen technology continues to improve, so further research on this method of registering students’ responses is warranted.

Computer software programs can be used to assess students’ pitch and rhythm accuracy while sight-singing. Henry (2015) investigated high schoolers’ sight-singing performance as measured by SmartMusic software and by live evaluators, and the students’ perceptions of the usefulness of the program for assessment. She found that participants were less anxious when singing for SmartMusic than when singing in front of their peers, but more anxious when singing for SmartMusic than when singing for a single live evaluator. Henry suggested that computer software programs could be a valuable tool for both sight-singing practice and assessment, but that they need to be thoroughly introduced well in advance of testing situations so that they do not become a confounding variable in measurement.

Chen (2015) examined the effectiveness of Auralbook (Playnote, 2017), a mobile app for smartphones and iPads, designed to improve students’ aural skills in preparation for the ABRSM exams. He reported that the app is quite helpful for recording students as they clap rhythms and sing melodies, and then for providing feedback in the form of circled errors on standard notation. However, he noted that Auralbook’s judgment of pitch during melody assessment might be too stringent, displaying “errors” imperceptible to human ears. Chen also recommended more clarity in the app’s descriptive language used for the assessment of students’ ability to identify stylistic characteristics in musical examples. Clearly, appropriate criterion thresholds and descriptors are critical to gathering reliable and valid results from technology-assisted assessments. Both the creators and users of instructional technologies are responsible for recognizing and fitting the functionality of a given program to its educational purposes. Again, thorough familiarity with any technological tool is crucial to its usefulness, so that the tool itself does not skew assessment results.

Apps like Auralbook enable dissemination of assessment results via cloud computing. Students’ scores and feedback can be made immediately available to teachers and parents, for example. This capability may help save valuable class time, an important consideration given that aural skills practice is a time-intensive activity, and teachers have lamented lack of time to teach it properly (Buonviri & Paney, 2015). In a small exploratory study of computer-assisted dictation instruction with Finnish high schoolers, Kiraly (2003) found that technology provided benefits of accessibility and opportunities to practice outside of the classroom. Using software and apps as a component of blended learning can also free teachers to customize assignments and assessments according to particular students’ strengths and weaknesses (Chen, 2015). Therefore, when used effectively by teachers and students, technology can serve as a helpful aural skills assessment tool.


Test Preparation

Educational stakeholders have long debated the pros and cons of “teaching to the test” (e.g., Cizek, 1993; Shepard, 1991). When assessments are carefully crafted and gradually refined, teachers run the risk of focusing too heavily on preparing students for the end result. In so doing, they may miss opportunities for inspired learning during day-to-day instruction. Aural skills assessments may present this problem, especially those that are standardized and offered by an external examining body such as the AP program in the United States (Buonviri, 2014b; Lucia, 1993; Paney & Buonviri, 2014).

When students learn methodically how to carry out each specific task exactly as it will appear on an assessment, or “beat the test,” they may not learn the material as fully as possible. Whether teachers are preparing students for their own test or that of an external examiner, they should remain alert to the potential power of the assessment over the instruction. On the other hand, researchers have found that students likely do benefit from specific strategies and familiarity with the testing situation to increase their chances of success on aural skills tasks such as dictation (Buonviri & Paney, 2015) and sight-singing (Killian & Henry, 2005). Some level of familiarity with exam content and procedures will ensure that the exam itself does not interfere with the real purpose of the assessment, students’ ability to demonstrate their skills. Teachers should carefully and consistently reflect on the relationship between their instruction and assessment of aural skills.


Recommendations

Aural skills like sight-singing, dictation, and error detection constitute a crucial aspect of musicianship: the ability to merge sound and symbol through internal understanding of how music works. This chapter outlined many ways aural skills are currently assessed, but teachers and students would benefit from more formal organization of this area of musical study. Standardized exams help to provide cohesion in this regard for music programs in some areas, but additional insights about teaching and assessing aural skills in diverse parts of the world might produce better understanding and fresh ideas.

The rationale for teaching and assessing aural skills within the music curriculum is of utmost importance. Music teachers in Hong Kong described listening activities such as dictation and aural analysis as convenient means for executing “transmission teaching,” in which all students are focused on the same activity, seated quietly, and ready to receive instruction (Ng & Morris, 1998). They also reported that their schools required written examinations, for which listening activities seemed best suited in music, as compared to performance and creativity activities. Assessing aural skills through uniform listening examples is, indeed, an easy way to maintain consistency and fairness, as exemplified by objective test items on both the AP music theory and ABRSM exams. However, teachers need to be sure students are learning these skills for musical growth, not assessment convenience. The rationale for aural skills instruction should not be that teachers need a fair, consistent assessment to show for their work. It must be the other way around: High-quality, inspired instruction begs a fine assessment. Better, broader understanding of what constitutes quality aural skills instruction will help teachers to continue to develop quality assessments.

Assessing aural skills can require significant time and energy. This chapter outlined several potential solutions to this problem; perhaps the most crucial is infusing “other” areas of music instruction with aural skills activities and assessments.

For example, students can certainly learn, improve, and demonstrate mastery of aural skills in large ensembles (Burrack, 2002). If teachers plan their instruction wisely, aural skills practice will not simply siphon off valuable rehearsal time, but will spark a cycle of reciprocal benefits. If instrumentalists, for example, sight-sing regularly they may develop better sight-reading on their instruments, stronger “inner ears,” and better intonation, in addition to developing their sight-singing skills for overall musicianship (Wallace, 2014).

The seeds of aural skills development can and should be planted early in students’ musical paths. Thomsen (2011) outlined Dalcroze-based exercises such as pairs of students positioning their bodies to reflect sung whole or half steps, or uncovering the correct “diatonic” upside-down cup by identifying a scale degree. Very young students can enjoy these musical tasks while developing the component skills needed for subsequent aural skills study.

In several of the applications she described, Thomsen (2011) noted the importance of students’ improvisation, which can serve not only as a way of building students’ aural skills, but also of assessing intermediate steps leading to them. For example, students can demonstrate their mastery of tonalities by improvising within them. Results of these assessments would help teachers determine when and to what extent the students are ready to sight-sing, take dictation, or detect errors in those same tonalities. In other words, improvisation can demonstrate students’ fluency with given musical parameters, and improvisation assessments can help guide teachers to determine students’ readiness for additional exercises according to those parameters.

Success in teaching and assessing aural skills also depends on its relevance to the broader music curriculum in a school and to students’ musical lives outside of school. For example, Lowe (2012) found that middle school instrumental students in Australia opposed too much focus on sight-singing as part of their instruction, not only because it was a challenging skill, but also because they could not see its purpose in their musical development. Teachers can find creative ways to structure assignments and assessments to help students realize the relevance of aural skills study for themselves, rather than just trusting that it is useful.

For example, Dunbar-Hall and Wemyss (2000) described a college course requirement in Australia that might be helpful to school music teachers. Students would “reconcile a performance of a piece of popular music with its published notation—in the majority of cases, notation [would] only be rudimentary, giving rise to the need to develop realisation of the relationship between what the eye sees and what the ear hears” (p. 54). This basically describes error detection, in that students are comparing and contrasting aural and visual representations of the same musical example. However, it does not sound like error detection; it sounds like simple exploration of the differences between what students hear and what they see in music they enjoy. Broadening our definitions of sight-singing, dictation, and error detection to embrace a wider range of music and ways of teaching and assessing it might help teachers find common ground between the music students enjoy and the skills they are learning.

Finally, researchers and teachers should continue to test the feasibility of technological tools to aid instruction and assessment. Examples from this chapter suggest that computer programs and apps can provide customized, objective feedback to students both inside and outside the classroom. Teachers should consider how to incorporate technological tools into aural skills assessment for these strengths. Striking a balance between inspired human teaching and self-paced technological support might yield increased efficiency and stronger skills. Teachers can guide students toward a variety of tools that might be found on school computers, home or library computers, tablets, or phones. Providing many options increases the likelihood that students will be able to access this technological help.

In summary, considering how and why to teach aural skills contributes significantly to the success students enjoy in sight-singing, dictation, and error detection. Teachers may be able to improve their students’ learning experience by incorporating aural skills practice and assessment into multiple musical course offerings; infusing instruction and assessment with relevant musical material; beginning aural skills instruction early in the music curriculum; and incorporating technological tools into instruction for assessment when appropriate. These approaches do not require adding to the curriculum, but simply reshaping it with an eye toward students’ long-term musical development.
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CHAPTER 29



Assessing Music Listening



Keith P. Thompson



Music is generally considered the “aural art,” leading to the logical conclusion that music exists to be heard. However, teaching and learning in both general and professional programs place much greater emphasis on the producing of music than on listening to it. More than 50 years ago, Colwell observed,

This neglect of listening seems to be due to a variety of factors, chief of which is the paucity of knowledge about the listening process and about the role of specific skills and knowledge in it, with the correlative lack of teaching method, realizable goals, and evaluative tools. Lacking these, the music teacher has emphasized performance or participation in the assumption that they would result in musical understanding and discrimination. 

(Colwell, 1965, p. 21)

Technological advances in the 50 years since Colwell offered this observation have made all music much more accessible and undoubtedly have greatly increased the quantity of listening by people of all ages. We have come to understand that listening is not merely a passive reception of sound but, as Reimer (2003) stated, “a co-construction of musical meaning” (p. 225). Yet the time and emphasis allocated to listening in curricula at all levels of schooling and the teaching strategies employed in those few instances in which listening skills are taught, have changed very little. As a profession, music educators seem to work on one of two assumptions: (1) learning to perform music equips one to be an effective listener and/or (2) merely exposing students to music through concert attendance or recordings enables them to develop skills needed for listening.

The purpose of this chapter is to explore strategies for the assessment of music listening, but before doing that it seems necessary to consider what it means to be a music listener.


What Is Music Listening?

Hodges and Sebald (2011), and Lehmann, Sloboda, and Woody (2007), and others have summarized research examining the physical aspects of sonic reception that is commonly referred to as hearing. While these physiological aspects are interesting, the focus here is on the subsequent cognitive processing of sound; the construction of meaning from sounds heard resulting in what is broadly referred to as listening.

Elliott (1995), and Small (1999) and other contemporary thinkers argue the music itself is not an object to be acted on, but rather an action. Music is something people do. Therefore, listening is a way of doing music. Considering the action of musiking from a listener’s perspective, Small (1999) defined it as “to pay attention in any way to a musical performance, at whatever level or quality of attention” (p.12). Elliott wrote that listening requires “knowing how to discriminate, construct, and organize auditory events”(p. 79). Kerchner (2014) defined listening as the process of “receiving auditory stimuli (musical sounds), focusing on one or several musical elements, creating relationships among these elements, and then responding to those musical relationships” (p. 6). It would seem that the emphasis in assessment of listening should be on the degree to which listeners have acquired the skills necessary to do listening. If the ultimate goal of assessment is to improve learning, the primary concern should not be on what is heard in listening, but rather on the processes through which the listener approaches the listening task.

Listening is typically considered a singular activity, but like most human activities, it is a composite of many complex operations. If we are to effectively assess music listening we must consider at least the major components of the listening endeavor. Elliott identified some of these when he wrote, “music listening involves scanning acoustic waves for musical information, constructing cohesive musical patterns from this information (e.g., melodic patterns, rhythmic patterns, dynamic patterns), interpreting this information, and making comparison among musical patterns” (p. 83). Kerchner (2014) reminded us that responding is also part of the listening process. She began her book on music listening by declaring,

Music listening is a multisensory experience. We hear music, see or imagine musicians playing instruments or singing, tap feet and fingers to musical beats and rhythms, hum or sing a familiar portion of a song on a CD, and feel “moved” by music that evokes memories, associations, and emotions. (p. 1)

In the last half of the 20th century many public school music curricula included sections for “consumers of music.” We have moved considerably beyond this thinking, now realizing that instead of being passive “receivers,” listeners are actively involved in the listening process. Reimer (2003) described listening as

an act of co-construction of musical meaning. Every act of listening requires the operation of musical intelligence—the discrimination and interrelation of sounds imaginatively, sensitively, and skillfully, paralleling (but not duplicating), in the act of receiving, the acts of generating, accomplished by composers, performers, and improvisers. (p. 225)

Continuing his discussion of music as a something people do, Elliott (1995) pointed out that doing in music listening requires such things as “constructing coherent musical patterns, chaining musical patterns together, making same-different comparisons among and between patterns, and parsing musical patterns into different types of textures” (p. 85).

The music listener, then, is not merely on a “treasure hunt” to find the secrets composers and performers have hidden in their offerings. The music listener is actively involved in the event, fully employing human cognition to make sense of the experience and responses to it. The immediate challenge becomes finding ways to assess the degree to which the listener is doing listening and the degree to which he/she is successful in making sense of and responding to the experience.

Assessment is inextricably bound with teaching. Assessment can precede teaching to identify learning that needs to occur. Assessment can follow teaching to determine what learning transpired, and sometimes to reflect the effectiveness of teaching. In either case, assessment should be based on established learning goals. However, a review of extant literature did not yield clear or specific goals for music listening. What skills are needed for effective music listening? What are the outcomes for music listening? Is there a “product” that results from listening to music? What does the accomplished music listener take away from the listening experience that is different from the novice listener? Is there a pedagogy of music listening?

In the absence of well-defined goals for music listening on which to base assessment strategies, some speculations will be offered about music listening assessment in hopes that these might stimulate further thinking about this important aspect of music learning and ultimately lead to the establishment of both learning goals and teaching strategies. Teachers are often accused of “teaching to the test.” In this instance that might be necessary, as “the tests” will suggest possible goals for learning to listen to music.

Initially, it may appear that listening is a sequential process. However, that is far from true. Listening is a multifaceted endeavor with several processes occurring simultaneously and/in a circular manner. The limitations of verbal language necessitate descriptions that may be misinterpreted as suggesting that listening is longitudinal.


Identifying Sources and Selecting Music for Listening

Identifying sources of music for listening is the first step in the listening process. Of course, in most classrooms the teacher determines both the source and the specific music to be heard. However, if students are to be prepared as “lifelong listeners” they need to be aware of sources of various kinds of music for listening. One of the goals in teaching listening might be to enable students to make good choices when selecting music. (Note that there is a very big difference between “selecting good music” and “making good choices.”) The goal suggested is not to dictate what students choose to listen to, but to enable them to make thoughtful and informed choices. Listeners’ awareness of choices available could be assessed with items such as those shown in Box 29.1.



Box 29.1 Selecting Music Sources

Where in this community might you go to hear a live performance of classical music?

Where might you find listings of concerts available in our community this weekend?

Where might you access recordings of music from another culture?

Where could you access recordings of jazz?

Where could you access recordings of concert band performances?

Where could you access a recording of choral music by Mozart?





Most students have one or more electronic devices on which they store personal music collections, but these collections are often limited by their awareness of potential sources and the diversity of music available through them. Awareness of sources and the need for additional learning about sources could be assessed by asking questions such as those shown in Box 29.2.



Box 29.2 Assessing Personal Music Library

What styles of music are currently in your music library?

List three additional styles you might consider adding.

List two sources where you might obtain those additional styles.





Students’ awareness of sources for music listening could also be assessed by examining music stored on personal devices and the way it is organized into playlists. Concerns for privacy suggest self-assessment of such lists but questions such as those show in Box 29.3 could encourage students to re-evaluate their personal music collections and the sources from which it is derived.



Box 29.3 Assessing Personal Playlists

How many music titles do you have stored on your personal listening device?

What are the “top three” styles represented in your collection?

How many playlists have you created to organize your music collection?

What criteria have you used in selecting music for the various playlists?

List three styles not currently represented in your music collection that might be of interest to you.

List some places where you might find music representative of those styles.





Listeners frequently select music for listening from the variety offered by specific sources. Mace, Wagoner, Teachout, and Hodges (2011) found that selection can be very rapid and can be based on extremely short excerpts. Comparing their assessment to using the scanning feature of a car radio, they reported that their college-age subjects were able to identify the genre of 89% of excerpts presented after hearing only one second of music. When the length was shortened to 500 millisecond, identification decreased only slightly to 83%, and at 125 milliseconds correct genre was still correctly identified more than half (54%) of the time. Interestingly, they also found that musical training did not influence the length of excerpt required to make genre identification. This provides evidence that listeners make choices about the music to which they listen. By assessing these choices we determine the extent to which they are informed choices and determine what learning objectives, if any, in this area we need to establish.

Listener’s selection of music for listening is often based on personal preference, and numerous researchers have investigated music preference. LeBlanc, Colman, McCrary, Sherrill, and Malin (1988) found the tempo exerts a strong influence on preference of listeners. Greer, Dorow, and Randall (1974) confirmed that students’ listening preference change as they advance in age, with upper elementary students preferring rock style music to nonrock. Gregory (1994) found that familiarity, especially familiarity developed through performance exerts a positive influence on preference. Brittin (2014) and Sakai (2011) found that family culture has some influence of the preference of young listeners. Teo, Hargreaves, and Lee (2008) concluded that both the culture of the listener and familiarity with musical style influence musical preference. Information about students’ musical preference may at times be useful for teachers, especially when selecting repertoire for teaching. Scales, such as those in Box 29.4, can be constructed to assess students’ preferences. It is generally agreed that when assessing music preference aural examples should be presented and that extreme caution must be taken in generalizing beyond the specific excerpts used.
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In addition to using student preference as a basis for the selection of teaching repertoire, a goal for teaching listening might be to increase students’ awareness of their musical preferences and the limitations those preferences place on their listening. Krause, North, and Hewitt (2015) used an experience sampling method to assess students’ listening. Subjects received a text message at random intervals during evening hours that signaled them to go to a specific website and record information about what music they were hearing, the device that was the source of sound, activities in which they were engaged while listening, and their response to what they heard. A less sophisticated assessment could be made by asking students to maintain listening logs for their out-of school listening experiences providing information as shown in Box 29.5.
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Such logs could provide a basis for student reflection and self-assessment of music preference. Students could write, or orally present, “music autobiographies” through which they trace their involvement with music as a way of examining music preferences.

Related to preference for specific styles or genres of music is something Todd and Mishra (2013) identify as “receptiveness.” After reviewing a number of research studies on receptiveness they concluded,

reception of unfamiliar music is generally highest with the youngest children and declines beginning around second or third grade, with the middle school students being least receptive to unfamiliar music. Receptiveness then rebounds, increasing as students age toward adulthood. Various factors influence receptiveness, including the familiarity of the piece, genre, timbre, and tempo, but how a piece is presented to students can also affect receptiveness. (p. 7)

Willingness to “receive,” to give new and different music a chance, can be assessed with several of the tools offered earlier for assessing student awareness of sources, the diversity of styles in music libraries stored on their personal listening devices and tools for assessing music preference. In addition, receptiveness could be assessed with scales similar to that shown in Box 29.6.
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Effective listeners are aware of many sources of music that are available and the diversity of styles and genres that exist. While their selection of music for listening may be frequently based on personal preference, they are aware of those preferences and the limitations that they impose and are open to seeking new and broader listening experiences. By assessing students’ awareness of sources for music listening and their awareness of preferences and personal receptiveness to new music, teachers can design learning experiences that will enable students to become more informed listeners.


Attending in Listening

Music has become an accompaniment for life in the 21st century. Available technology enables music to permeate every aspect of our daily lives to the extent that many of us tune it out; pay little attention to it. Elliott pointed out that in listening, “Attention is required to select, sort, retrieve, organize, and evaluate” (p. 78). Reimer (2003) wrote, “All musics call on attention. Helping students attend in relevant ways to a wide variety of music is a basic obligation of the general music program” (pp. 264–265). If one is to make sense, to figure out what is happening in the sonic environment, attention must be directed to some aspect of the experience. Diaz (2015) concluded, “meaningful listening might result from almost any method that helps to keep a listener ‘on task’ even if the method is ancillary to the listening process” (p. 33). Directing attention is an important part of learning to listen, and it would be helpful for teachers to assess the degree to which students attend and the focus of that attention. Open-ended questions such as “What did you hear as you listened to that music?” or “What is going on in that music?” can serve that purpose. Blair (2006) and Kerchner (2014) pointed out that observing physical movements, especially of young listeners can provide nonverbal cues to the focus of listeners’ attention.

Diaz (2015) used a self-report scale with which listeners rated the degree of attention they gave to excerpts in a variety of styles and the musical element that was the focus of their attention. He also had listeners record the number of times their attention wandered from the music. He found that attention increased when listeners had specific listening goals. A simplified version of Diaz’s assessment tool is shown in Box 29.7.
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Greer et al. (1974) used attention span as an indicator of music preference, measuring the length of time students were willing to listen to a specific music selection before moving on to a different one. The technology available in 1974 to track listeners’ attention spans was quite crude by today’s standards. It should be possible to develop electronic measures to record the length of time individual students listen to given examples as an indicator of the degree to which they attend within a listening experience.

Music has been assigned a background role in our culture. It should not be surprising that many students are unaware that serious listening requires their attention. It would seem that learning to attend would be one of the appropriate goals for teaching music listening, and such attention can be assessed through careful observation of students’ physical reactions and verbal self-reports from interviews, journals, or questionnaires.


Music Listening as Sense-Making


An important part of the challenge to the listener in the “sense-making” that must be done in the search for meaning in listening is to determine what, in the mass of sound presented, resembles anything from previous encounters with music. This is accomplished by organizing the sounds experienced into patterns and comparing them with patterns held in memory. It may be as simple as categorizing them by volume, timbre, tempos, or grouping beats into meter or pitches into tonality. The process may be as complex as grouping multidimensional aspects of sound into categories that may be labeled “Baroque” or “Cool Jazz.” Throughout the book Psychology for Musicians, Lehmann et al. (2007) continually point out the importance of mental representations as a basis for all music activities, including listening. Peterson (2006) added,

when a person makes sense of the world, that “sense” can truly be understood as something made (consciously or unconsciously) by each individual, not just received and understood the same way by all. A product of music listening can be described as a mental model of the musical work. (p. 16)

Mental representations are patterns lodged in memory. Those patterns are reshaped, revised, or expanded with each new meaningful encounter with music. Of course, for some listeners those encounters include learning to play an instrument, learning to read music, learning to structure scales and chords, and so forth, but for the vast majority of listeners previous experiences are much more limited, so mental representations are constructed primarily through cultural (out-of-school) learning.

The first task for this naive listener is to determine whether sounds experienced are even music as defined by the listener’s culture. Elliott (1995) pointed out that there are many “musical practices” and that listeners recognize “tones-for-us” as part of the unique music of their own culture. Wallerstedt, Pramling, and Saljo (2014) added, “Listening thus relies on experience and particular forms of cultural learning through which we become acquainted with musical communication in its many varied forms” (p. 366). General music programs in schools attempt to support and enhance such cultural learning. For example, Gordon (1997) advocated both curriculum content and teaching methodology designed to develop what he considered the basic vocabulary of Western music. According to Gordon, individual sounds have little meaning in and of themselves, but when combined into triads and scales and metric rhythms they become meaningful in the music of Western culture. Recognizing (but not necessarily naming) such patterns is critical in making sense of the mass of sound presented in music listening experiences. Teachers hope that students come to school with music vocabularies: mental representations of music resulting from rich experiences in the home and community. But just as teachers of language discover that the preschool years of some children are spent in environments with very limited experiences with English language, music teachers should be aware that the preschool and out-of-school experiences of some students provide very limited exposure to the basic vocabularies of the music we teach. The sense-making that is fundamental to music listening is dependent on the music listeners’ vocabulary; the listeners’ mental representations of music.

A “memory bank” of such representations is vital to meaningful music listening because the first tone of a pattern has ended before the second and subsequent tones are sounded. Aural patterns (sequences of tones) exist only in memory. Elliott (1995) pointed out “Listening is especially temporal because it involves making sense of information that is never completely present before us all at once. … Our understanding of aural events depends on what we capture in a continuous ‘moving’ stream of information” (p. 81). As Peterson (2006) noted,

During music listening, the listener constructs mental objects that not only correspond to auditory events presented by a performance, but also legitimately differ from the mental representations of other listeners. In accordance with the skills, background knowledge, attitudes, and goals of the listener, and through a process that can involve creative musical decisions on the part of the listener, these aural mental objects are selected, categorized, organized, related to other memory objects, transformed in various ways in combination with those memory objects, and incorporated into a mental model that becomes the listener’s unique perception of that musical work. (p. 18)

Music listening experiences presented in school may appear similar to a telephone conversation that is constantly “breaking up.” Students get “bits and pieces” from which they try to make sense of what is going on. This sense-making is dependent on the mental representations (music vocabularies) that have been built, and stored, from previous encounters with music.

Gordon (1997) advocated assessing students’ developing music vocabularies by having individual students echo the teachers’ rendition of patterns. Such performance-based assessment seem very appropriate, perhaps even essential in the development of music vocabularies, within a strict listening context differential comparisons of sound patterns may also be effective in assessing listeners’ awareness of these basic building blocks of music. Assessment tools to accomplish this would be similar to those that purported to be tests of musical ability or musical talent that were widely used in the mid-20th century in which students were presented with pairs of rhythms or melodies patterns and asked to identify those pairs that were the same and those that were different.

The recognition of similarities and differences, repetition and contrast, is a critical skill in listening. Accomplished listeners recognize the return of a theme, variations on a musical idea, and antecedent and consequent phrases. Bigand and Poulin-Charronnat (2006) created a series of variations on themes that they used in their sophisticated assessment tool. Excerpts from the many theme and variation compositions that exist could provide a basis for valuable assessments. Recognition of the relationship of a variation to a theme, or a jazz improvisation on a theme can reveal something about the sense a listener is making. A listener’s description of that relationship, be it verbal, visual, or gestural, can reveal even more.

The point of all this is that the skilled listener needs basic tools to use in the sense-making that is necessary in listening to music. Critical components in this “tool box” are mental representations of music that provide anchor points around which to compare and organize sounds encountered. The ability to recognize similarities and differences in music is an indicator of listeners’ basic vocabulary of mental representations.


Responses on Which to Base Assessments of Music Listening

Comparison of sound presented with mental representations in memory occurs at the subconscious level and the students’ collections of mental representations cannot be accurately assessed by asking them to verbally describe what they hear or to “name that tune” or “name the composer.” Bygrave (1993) pointed out,

there is no direct access into listeners’ minds during music listening so as to gain a holistic picture of the processes and products. Therefore, teachers and researchers are forced to rely on external modes—overt behaviors—that represent the “skeletal contents” of the mental processes used and the products generated during music listening experiences. (p. 13)

Pramling and Wallerstedt (2009) provided an in-depth discussion on what they considered multimodal responses within music listening and suggested the use of the term “transduction” to convey the process of transferring understanding of what is going on in music to another mode, be it visual, verbal, or gestural. They wrote:

In the case of music, the intangible, transitory nature of this art form means that it needs to be transformed for some educational purposes. “Again and again when working with music,” Young and Glover (1998) reason, “we come up against the problem of its invisibility and the fact that it is a time-based art. Not being able to point to a bit of it and ‘see’ what we’re talking about or ‘see’ all of the music at one time makes it very hard for children to talk about it at all.” (p. 30)

Their research with children 4–8 years of age was based on the premise that “when facing difficulties of understanding and/or communicating, learners will often introduce and make use of non-verbal modes” (p. 137). They found that young children attempt to make sense of music by “going from music to gesturing to words, constructing onomatopoetic words, going from music to colours, or going from music to a particular verbal genre in the form of collaboratively developed narrative” (p. 146). This suggests that when assessing listening, it is important to consider the limitation of words and the necessity of transducing the meanings derived from music to other media. Just as listeners must work to make sense of music experienced, teachers assessing the listeners’ experience must attempt to make sense of their communication about their experiences. The assessment of listeners’ awareness of patterns in music may not be limited to those that can be described verbally. Teachers must carefully analyze gestures, facial expressions, drawings and other visuals, singing, clapping, and whatever transductions listeners provide in their attempt to communicate their understanding of music.

Traditional teaching of listening has been based on the assumption that music is a series of sound patterns created by composers and performers and that the task of the listener is to discover these patterns thereby deriving meaning from the listening experience. Peterson (2006) wrote:

Far from being a “carbon copy” of the performance heard, each listener’s mental model of a work of music is shaped by that person’s own background knowledge and understanding of technical, stylistic, and contextual factors, and also the decisions that guide the listener’s focus of attention and the organization of musical ideas being perceived. (p. 16)

Of course, this further complicates the task of assessing listening. It is not simply a matter of determining if the student is experiencing what the teacher is hearing and feeling, but rather determining if the student is making a sensible interpretation of his/her unique experience with the music. The words or gestures provide glimpses into the students’ experience but may in and of themselves be incomplete. Just as the student is attempting to make sense of what she is experiencing, the teacher’s challenge is to understand (to make sense of) the experience the student is reporting.

It is also important to note that our training as musicians has taught us to organize (create patterns) sound we hear as structures of melody, rhythm, timbre, harmony, and so forth. Organizational structures created by listeners, especially those with less training, may be different. For example, Bigand and Poulin-Charronnat (2006) found that nontrained listeners perceive tension, relaxation, and cadence and successfully identified emotional content in music. Larsen and Whitaker (2013) found that open-ended responses of nontrained adults to repeated listening experiences included a high percentage of references to affective content and extramusical associations. Comparing descriptions of music heard by international nonmusically trained listeners, Stakelum (2011) found descriptions of tempo, dynamics, texture, and structure as well as descriptions of emotional response. Interestingly, she found that subjects did not consistently use common terms such as “fast” to describe tempo, but found unique ways in their respective languages to communicate awareness of this aspect of the sound they heard.

There are two important points to be derived from this: (1) listeners do not necessarily organize (create patterns) of sound in the same way that we as trained musician/teachers do, and (2) listeners do not consistently use a common set of words to label the organizational structure (sound patterns) they experience in listening. This raises a critical question about the goal of instruction in music listening. Do we want all listeners to experience music in a similar way and have a common vocabulary through which to share that experience, or do we want listeners to engage in a unique relationship with music and find their own personal meaning? Listening that results in a common experience that can be described with a shared vocabulary would be relatively easy to assess but seems to be contrary to what we consider to be the creative and expressive qualities; the true essence of our art. Unique creative and expressive experiences that must be transduced to other media to be described present extreme challenges for assessment.

Primary strategies used to lead students to shared listening experiences in recent years have employed some form of listening guide to point out musical content and organizational structure. These are primarily verbal descriptors, sometimes consisting of single words, but more often phrases or complete sentences to be read by listeners as the music unfolds. Subsequently, assessment of listening is often made by having listeners select verbal descriptors of music heard. In Box 29.8, listeners would select descriptors from either the left or right column that best describe the portion of music heard at the time designated by the number of each section.



Box 29.8 Listening Test Chart. Mozart—Lacrymosa from Requiem Mass






	Time
	Column A
	Column B



	0:00
	a. orchestra introduction
	a. a cappella choir



	 
	b. irregular pulse
	b. slow, steady pulse



	 
	c. duple meter
	c. triple meter



	 
	d. one low pitch followed by two higher ones
	d. single pitch repeated regularly



	0:13
	a. jagged melodic line
	a. smooth melody line



	 
	b. homophonic texture
	b. polyphonic texture



	 
	c. new patterns in accompaniment
	c. accompaniment continues pattern from introduction



	0:26
	a. Upward, stepwise movement
	a. same pitch repeated while getting louder



	 
	b. Long sustained tones in voices
	b. short detached tones in voices becoming longer and higher in pitch.



	 
	c. Tension builds to peak, then sudden relaxation with lower pitch level.
	c. gradual relaxation of tension lowering of pitch and decreasing Tempo



	Continue to end of selection











An alternative is to present listeners with an excerpt of music and have them respond to a series of multiple choice items, each describing some aspect of music heard (see Box 29.9).



Box 29.9 Multiple Choice Test of Listening


1. The predominant timbre in this excerpt is:

A. Violin

B. Flute

C. Saxophone

D. Oboe

2. The accompaniment consists of:

A. Long, sustained chords

B. Counter melodies

C. Short, detached tones

D. A drone, or pedal tone

3. This excerpt is performed by

A. A symphonic wind ensemble

B. An orchestra

C. A woodwind quintet

D. A “big band” jazz ensemble

4. The meter of this excerpt is:

A. Duple

B. Triple

C. Irregular

D. Syncopated

5. This is from which style period?

A. Renaissance

B. Baroque

C. Romantic

D. Contemporary

6. A most likely composer would be:

A. Bach or Handel

B. Stravinsky or Gershwin

C. Palestrina or Ockeghem

D. Brahms or Tchaikovsky





Assessments such as these can be efficiently administered to large groups of students and result in quantifiable data that can at times, be useful. However, they are problematic in at least two ways: (1) they assume that the musical patterns described are perceived by all listeners, and (2) they rely on verbal transduction. The previous discussion suggested that listeners may create their own organizational structure when listening rather than following the structures created by the person designing the assessments and that the nature of music lends itself to multimodal transduction. The first limitation can be overcome by employing more open-ended assessments, essentially asking “What do you hear?” rather than “Do you hear what I hear?” The goal is to get the listener to share a bit of his/her experience, however incomplete that might be. Kerchner (2014) referred such strategies as “talk-alouds” and provided examples of how teachers can analyze and interpret what students say about music to gain a understanding of their listening experience that goes beneath the immediate surface of their verbal descriptions. Johnson (2011) developed the Listening and Thinking Measure that provided multiple choice questions followed by opened ended questions. He did not score the multiple-choice items: only considered them prompts to facilitate writing (see Box 29.10).



Box 29.10 Excerpts from Johnson’s “Listening and Thinking Measure”

Where might you hear this music?



A. at a funeral


B. for a lullaby


C. at a parade


D. at a dance






What did you hear in the music that helped you make your choice?

How are these two excerpts different?



A. The instruments used to make the music


B. The speed of the music


C. The style of accompaniment


D. The style of the music






What did you hear in the music that helped you make your choice?





Hentschke and del Ben (1999) provided students with a set of cards, some containing “happy faces” depicting various emotions, others containing iconic representations of sound structures. They had students select cards that illustrated what they heard and felt in the music presented, but only used the cards as a basis for conversations with individuals in which probing questions lead to deeper descriptions of the meanings found through listening. Wallerstedt et al. (2014) provided a detailed analysis of classroom discussions through which children used words, gestures, and “miniperformances,” such as clapping, humming, and singing to convey the meanings they found in music heard. In each of these instances the assessor’s (teacher’s) role is more than receiving the data (“correcting” the papers). Accurate assessment of the listeners’ experience involves interpreting the transductions offered and helping the listener clarify and communicate the sense that is being made from the music experienced. Stakelum (2011) had listeners compile lists of words describing what they heard and their reactions to the music, which she later analyzed to determine the extent and effectiveness of their “sense-making.”

In an attempt to explore the use of nontechnical, and perhaps more descriptive language, Sheldon (2004) compared the effectiveness of what she called figurative language and musical terminology for listeners’ identification of musical expression. Phrases of figurative language were derived from lists of analogies or metaphors used by conductors and music teachers to elicit expressive performances. Top-rated statements were then presented to listeners, who were asked to use them to describe excerpts of music they heard. A sampling of these statements is offered in Box 29.11.



Box 29.11 Sheldon’s Examples of Figurative Language

Like popping popcorn or the way a ping-pong ball bounces.

The caring way a mother speaks to and hugs her child.

Like a river flowing and never stopping.

Like a king coming into the room—big and stately.

Like a large elephant walking away after eating an enormous meal.





“Mapping” has emerged as a tool for both guiding listening and assessing listeners’ experience. Listeners use a combination of iconic representations, words, and sometimes music notation to represent their listening experience. Current textbooks for both K–12 music classes and college level music appreciation courses provide listening guides that may be referred to as “listening maps” because they are more visual than verbal. These sometimes contain “blanks” for students to fill in and thus can be considered a form of assessment. Kerchner (2014) devoted an entire chapter to mapping strategies with an emphasis on maps that listeners themselves create. In and of themselves, student created maps provide a “window” into the experience of the listener. However, Kerchner used the student-drawn maps as starting points from which students shared their experiences by “performing the map” through repeated listening experiences. As they presented their maps to peers in class, they provided greater detail through gestures, and verbal description.

Dunn (1997) had college students create maps on large plastic tablecloths, thus enabling space for details of a longer work. Dunn’s assessment was based on verbal discourse that accompanied the presentation of the maps, rather than on the visuals themselves.

The transduction of the aural experience of music to a visual form, such as mapping, offers many possibilities for assessment. Visuals may communicate more specific and more subtle aspects of the listening experience, especially for listeners with limited language vocabularies. They provide a means through which the listener can show, rather than tell, about the sense she/he is making of the listening experience. Teachers who use mapping as a strategy for guiding listening indicate that the process generally requires repeated listening to the same work; several repetitions as students add more and more detail to their maps and even more repetition as they “perform” their maps for peers. Each repetition provides opportunity for assessment; gaining an understanding of how the listener is making sense of the music heard.

Listeners frequently respond to music with physical movement, be it as subtle as a change in facial expression, tapping a rhythm, or a highly choreographed dance. Such physical gestures can provide valuable insights about the sense that is being made of the music experienced. Kerchner (2014) provides an in-depth discussion of movement as a strategy for teaching listening as well as examples of ways teachers might analyze and interpret student movement as assessment of what the student is experiencing. Analysis of verbal reports of listening experiences referenced earlier in this chapter include mention of gestures made by listeners when talking about listening experience. Such gestures and movements often enabled listeners to communicate aspects of music that they did not have words to describe. Having students fingerpaint while listening can provide some interesting insights into how they are experiencing the music revealed through both the visuals created and the physical movements of the fingerpainting process. Ensemble conductors use physical gesture to communicate their understanding of a musical work to the performers. It would seem that listeners could use similar gestures to share their understanding of music while listening.

Listening for and identifying “music elements” grew primarily out of the aesthetic education movement that was introduced primarily through the publication of Reimer’s A Philosophy of Music Education in 1970. The ultimate goal of aesthetic education is sensitivity to feelings expressed through music. However, according to Reimer (1970), feelings are (1) too personal to share, especially in classrooms and (2) defy verbal descriptions. Therefore, he urged teachers to focus on the perception of the elements of music with the assurance that such perception would result in awareness of the feelings expressed. However, Small (1999), wrote:

a musical performance is an encounter between human beings where meanings are being generated, and that those meanings are bigger than simply the meanings of which a musical work is assumed to be the bearer. (p. 13)

It seems that many listeners find relationships between the sounds heard and feelings aroused, or associations made. The arousal of feelings is sometimes considered the ultimate purpose of listening, so it would seem that awareness of feelings encountered should be considered in the assessment of listening.

The assumption that feelingful responses are an important end-product of listening has been somewhat validated through the frequent references to feelings offered when listeners are asked to describe listening experiences. Many of the research studies that collect data through open-ended questions either include specific questions about emotional response (How did the music make you feel?) or employ some form of coding for emotional/affective responses when analyzing listeners’ comments. For example, Johnson (2011) solicited written responses from 5th-grade students following listening experiences, then used a “word count” procedure for analyzing those written responses. Words used by student listeners were classified as “musical terms (fast, loud, beat, trumpet, etc.) “affective” (happy, scary, good, peaceful, etc.) or “associative” (connection to some nonmusical aspect: war, Indians, movies, etc.). Larsen and Whitaker (2013) asked adult listeners, “What was your immediate response to the music?” What was going on in the music”? and “How does this music make you feel?” Among categories developed from responses were “Descriptions of musical elements, Affective responses, extra musical responses/associations.”

While such approaches to assessing feelingful (or emotional) responses to music can provide some useful information for teachers, there are at least two serious limitations: (1) We do not have a precise vocabulary for describing and sharing human feelings, and (2) the feelings expressed through music are seldom constant, often changing with every phrase. When listeners report that the music was “sober” or “exhilarating,” “majestic” or “peaceful,” they are providing, at best, a highly generalized summary of what they experienced rather than an account of how feeling changed as the music progressed. Technology, such as the Continuous Response Digital Interface (CRDI) device enables listeners to report feelings experienced as music unfolds and those responses can be matched with specific events in the music. For example, Madsen, Brittin, and Capperella-Sheldon (1993); Madsen and Fredrickson (1993); and Geringer and Sasanfar (2013) all used CRDI to assess listener perception of expressiveness. Daynes (2010) designed software than enabled listeners to manipulate a bar graph indicating perception of varying levels of tension as music progressed. While technology can enable listeners to report subtle changes in feelings experienced at precise points in the listening experience, some assessment of the emotional meanings creating in listening can be assessed without sophisticated technology. For example, listeners’ experience of changes in tension could be observed as they stretch a bungee chord or rubber band while listening. Phrases such as “change in feeling,” “new feeling introduced,” “growing intensity,” or “relaxing intensity” could be included in verbal tests and maps. Listeners could chart feelings experienced while listening with a graph such as that shown in Figure 29.1.


[image: image]
Figure 29.1 Assessment of intensity.






Summary

Emerging technology makes music for listening increasingly accessible. There are very few people in our society who are not lifelong music listeners. Even the relatively few students who are the recipients of our focused efforts to teach performing skills will most likely devote more time to listening than to performing over their life spans. It is incredible that as a profession we have not devoted more of our energies to assessing the needs of music listeners and designing learning experiences to ensure that those experiences are meaningful.

The position taken here has been that the task of the listener is to make sense of the experience: to “make meaning” from the sound patterns, the feelings, and the associations that constitute the total musical encounter of the listener. We need to develop clear and specific goals that will enable learners to develop the skills needed for this complex endeavor. As teachers, we need to be able to assess both the development of those skills and the degree of success the listener is having in the quest to make meaning through listening.

We are only beginning to understand the mental processes necessary for meaningful listening. Assessment is extremely challenging because of the temporal and nonverbal quality of music. We must rely on whatever transductions of the listening experience that can be offered through verbalization, visualization and gesture. These require careful and sensitive interpretation by the teacher.
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CHAPTER 30



The Assessment of Adult Music Learning in the United States



Jeremy S. Lane



The topic of assessment in American music education has received much attention in recent years. A perusal of the United States’ National Association for Music Education’s website (www.nafme.org) reveals a significant amount of content dedicated to assessment. Numerous symposia, conferences, and professional meetings in America have been devoted, all or in part, to this issue (Fisher, 2008; Orzolek, 2006). The association’s biannual conference has twice made the issue of adult musicianship a primary theme, and there have been regular recurring meetings of the Adult and Community Music Education Special Research Interest Group since its formation in 2003.

Though the amount of current discussion is widespread and prolific, the parameters within which the discussion is framed are relatively narrow. The overwhelming focus of attention is on assessment in formalized music instruction (primary and secondary public school music or higher education) as related to measurement and evaluation of level-based knowledge and skills. A review of a recent major American national symposium program reveals that a substantial majority of sessions and posters devoted to the topic of assessment are contextualized in either K–12 music or higher education, with far fewer dealing with assessment in other music learning environments (NAfME, 2016a). In fact, the official NAfME position statement on assessment in music education addresses K–12 and higher education exclusively (NAfME, 2016b).

Colwell (2006) states that the purpose of assessment is “to improve or judge instruction, or to do both” (p. 206). If this is true, it seems reasonable to conclude that a broader perspective of the roles and functions of assessment in music education is necessary. Indeed, the current educational climate demands that our profession devote significant attention to the role of assessment in formalized instructional settings. There is, however, room for an expanded perspective that encompasses assessment as a component of teaching and learning across a wide spectrum of music contexts.

A broader view of assessment in music education is becoming increasingly important as we move further into the 21st century. Survey data suggests that music participation outside of public school settings has increased in recent years, as has the variety of musical styles, genres, and ensembles available for music engagement. Additionally, percentages of ethnic minorities engaging in music learning outside of school settings have increased over the last decade (National Endowment for the Arts [NEA], 2015).

One population group that has benefited from the increase in musical opportunities is that of older adults, defined by the US Census as individuals aged 65 and older. US Census data (Werner, 2011) indicates that the population of older adults is increasing at a more rapid rate—15.1% yearly—than is the overall population (9.1%). Furthermore, older adults are increasingly seeking opportunities for music learning experiences. Survey data from the NEA indicates not only that is music is the art form most commonly studied by American adults but also that the percentage of adults studying music overall has increased steadily over the last several years (NEA, 2015). For example, the New Horizons Band movement, founded by Roy Ernst at the Eastman School of Music in Rochester, New York, has grown from a single group begun in 1991 to an international association with over 175 affiliated bands, choirs, and orchestras, with anticipations of crossing the 200-group mark in the near future.

As the opportunities for adults to engage in music increase, so does the need for systematic analysis of the instructional methods used by practitioners who teach adult musicians. Based on the analysis of data collected from surveys of practitioners who work with adult musicians, Bowles (2010) recommended that future research provide “further insight into and solutions for challenges that are specific to adult music teaching and learning”(p. 58).

One particular area that deserves further insight is the nature of assessment in adult music learning contexts. To date, there has been an increase in studies that examine how adult amateurs learn music (Koff & Park, 1993; Lehmberg & Fung, 2010), but few of these reports provide in-depth examinations or analyses of issues specifically related to assessment (Lane & Talbert, 2012). Given the relative infancy of adult music learning as a formal field of study, this lack of information about assessment in adult learning contexts is understandable. Differences in role and function of assessment in adult contexts can often make transfer and use of data available from the study of assessment in formalized settings, such as public school music education, a difficult endeavor.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a foundational perspective on assessment as it relates to adult music learners. The discussion will include a brief overview of the recent growth of adult musicianship as a whole, followed by analysis of adults as music learners, the contexts in which their engagement occurs, and the process used in the instruction of adults, including key differences between these settings and those found in much of American public school music education. The discussion continues with the proposal of self-regulated learning as a foundational model for assessment practices with adult musicians, and the chapter concludes with suggestions for future avenues for research and investigation.


Adult Music Learning in the United States


From its earliest foundations, adult participation in music learning has been a part of American society. For much of the 18th century, the singing school served as the primary vehicle for adult music education within the early American colonies (Mark, 2008). Originally conceived as a method for improvement of the quality of music used in church services, singing schools grew in popularity and developed into an integral part of colonial life. An informal network of itinerant music instructors provided basic instruction in singing and music reading in a community setting. Many of these instructors were also accomplished composers and performers, and could also provide other services such as artisanship or selling of wares. In addition to the group lessons, the singing school master would also offer instructional materials such as hymnals, lesson books, and so on. Very often, the singing schools provided communities opportunities to meet and conduct town business, share a meal, or engage in social celebrations.

In the 19th century, organizations of primarily affluent individuals devoted to the study of Western art music—known as singing societies—provided other opportunities for musical engagement as did activities centered around community education models such as Chicago’s Hull House, the Lake Chautauqua (NY) Assembly, and New York City’s Third Street Music School Settlement (Leglar & Smith, 2010). Groups devoted to preserving music activities within specific cultural traditions began to flourish in many communities as well. The cultural traditions represented included Polish, Swedish, Norwegian, Jewish, and Welsh, among many others.

Lowell Mason successfully advocated for the inclusion of music in the Boston public schools in 1837, and shortly after, many public schools across the country began to provide music as part of the standard curriculum (Mark, 2008). As public school music programs grew and spread to various parts of the country, the need for community-based models of music education began to wane toward the end of the 19th-century.

In the early years of the 20th century the common view among many music educators was that if a person did not learn music during their childhood years, particularly before the ages of 7–9, the opportunity had been lost and attempts learn new musical skills later in life were essentially futile (Lehmberg & Fung, 2010; Roulston, 2010). As such, opportunities for adults to engage with music tended to be limited to development of consumership and concert attendance. There were fewer opportunities available for adults to pursue active music-making, even for those individuals with previous engagement in school music programs. Persons who had never studied music previously in their adult lives had even fewer options (Lehmberg & Fung, 2010; Myers, 2012).

Educational research in the mid and latter parts of the 20th century challenged the view of adults as “nonlearners.” By the early 1970s, music educators began to focus on adults as active music learners, and since that time, progress has been rapid. There is ample research demonstrating that adults are capable of learning musical skills well into their later years, even those who are first-time beginners with no previous music instruction (Lehmberg & Fung, 2010). David Myers (2012) describes adult music learning in the 21st century as an activity that

covers the entire life-span after age 18, comprises diverse personal and professional motivations, and includes a wide cross-section of performing, creating, and listening experiences. It may be formal, nonformal, or informal; it may occur in explicitly educational venues or in a variety of individual, social, and community contexts; it may be self-directed or collaboratively pursued; it crosses cultural boundaries; and it may accommodate a broad range of learner interests, needs, and preferences.

(pp. 225–226)

This statement is reflective of the number of diverse paths the modern adult learner can take toward musicianship, including study of ethnic music, Western art music, instrumental and vocal styles, music theory and history, composing, songwriting, and many others (Coffman, 2008; Myers, 2012; Roulston, 2010).

The increase in adult music participation has implications beyond the activity of teaching and learning. There is a growing body of research that describes the many benefits of music participation for adults. Active music engagement has been shown to produce numerous physical health benefits, including improvement and maintenance of cognitive-motor skills (Hays & Minchiello, 2005; Krampe & Ericsson, 1996), reduction of symptoms related to arthritis (Hays & Minchiello, 2005; Jutras, 2006) improvement in respiratory functions (Hays & Minchiello, 2005), and reduction of physical side effects related to stress (Bittman et al., 2005). Psychological benefits associated with active music-making include heightened senses of enjoyment and happiness (Coffman & Adamek, 1999; Ernst & Emmons, 1992; Hays & Minchiello, 2005), self-accomplishment (Coffman & Adamek, 1999; Ernst & Emmons, 1992; Hays & Minchiello, 2005; Jutras, 2006), self-esteem and self-confidence (Dabback 2008), and enhanced perceptions of spiritual connectedness and overall spiritual well-being (Dabback, 2008; Hays & Minchiello, 2005). Adult music activity can enhance connectivity with peers and a peer-group and an improved overall sense of belonging (Coffman, 2002; Coffman, & Adamek, 1999; Coffman & Adamek, 2001; Hays & Minchiello, 2005).

Music education researchers have contributed to an expanding body of knowledge that has identified certain elements that are common for most adult music learners. Roulston (2010) applied principles developed in adult general education, framed them within the extant literature on adult musicianship, and developed three major considerations for instruction of adult musicians: the learner, the context, and the process.


Learner

Myers (1992) identifies two characteristics of adult music learners: the desire for self-direction and the spontaneous incorporation of personal experiences in new learning (p. 25). Coffman (2009) surveyed directors of programs for adult instrumentalists and asked them to describe their adult music students. Coffman then analyzed this data and identified four traits of adult music learners: they tend to be influenced by their prior experiences, they need to view themselves as learners, they tend to adjust their learning throughout life, and they tend to be self-directed learners (p. 236).

Citing work by Cyril Houle, Roulston (2010) describes the motivation of adult learners in three broad categories, goal-oriented, learning-oriented, and activity-oriented. A goal-oriented learner is an individual who participates in education with a specific goal or outcome in mind. Examples of goal-oriented learners in music contexts include, but are not limited to, persons who enroll in piano lessons with the intent of learning a specific piece, or those who take flute lessons so that they can become proficient enough to join their church orchestra. Learning-oriented individuals are those who seek knowledge and experience for the sake of learning. For example, a person who joins a senior hand-bell choir simply to learn how to play hand-bells for a new experience would be considered learning-oriented. Activity-oriented learners are those who participate in music for reasons that are not directly related to music. Examples of activity-oriented learners in music might be a person who joins a community choir as a social outlet, or a person who desires to learn solo piano in order to volunteer playing for others at a local restaurant. Very often, individuals will fall into overlapping categories of motivation, and it is not uncommon for motivations to change as the result of learning—for example, an individual who decided to join a community concert band for social reasons, yet reaches a high level of proficiency on their instrument, then subsequently seeks opportunities to learn jazz improvisation in order to learn more and grow musically.


Context

Veblen (2012) describes three primary contexts for adult music learning: formal, nonformal, and informal. These contexts are not discrete, but can often overlap depending on a variety of factors, including the learner, the genre or style of music being made, and cultural traditions. Very often, these contexts can intermingle within a single program or musical group. Each learning context reflects specific elements of practice related to the physical environment, learning style, ownership, intentionality, and modes for transmission (p. 246).

Formal music learning contexts are generally placed within schools, institutions, or classrooms. Activities and experiences are frequently chosen and led by a teacher or other qualified individual designated as a group leader or director. Formal music learning contexts frequently represent a “closed system,” such as a concert band, choir, or orchestra, and as such may rely on specific, traditional modes of instruction (e.g., a conductor on a podium delivering feedback). Generally, the learning objectives reflect an emphasis on development of skills necessary for performing music, including instrumental or vocal technique, skill acquisition, and music literacy, among others.

In the context of nonformal music learning, the role of the teacher/leader is somewhat lessened in favor of more direction from the learners themselves. Learning processes generally involve a blend of teacher-driven activities with group interactions. Like formal music learning contexts, the focus is on performing music; however, there is very often less emphasis on music notation, or the inclusion of nontraditional notational systems such as tablature. Key to the nonformal environment is a focus on application of knowledge in authentic settings; factual knowledge is valued far less than procedural and applied knowledge. As such, there are frequent opportunities for adult musicians to develop their own unique strategies for learning, as well as opportunities for collaborative learning and group work. Ensembles such as barbershop quartets, adult chamber music groups, and some groups devoted to the study of specific ethnic music styles (such as bluegrass) represent potential avenues for nonformal adult music learning. Many community organizations such as symphonies and arts groups offer nonformal music opportunities.

In the informal context, music learning happens in unofficial, casual, and unregulated settings. The learner controls what and how they learn, and the interaction of participants is key to the learning process. As with formal and nonformal contexts, the focus is on developing skills needed for performing music, but the process of how the skills are developed is unsystematic, and the learner decides which skills are most important to learn and when they will learn them. Persons who learn in the informal settings very often describe themselves as “self-taught,” and indicate that they “learn by ear.” The learning in the informal environment is usually tacit and seemingly accidental or with a lack of purpose. Music activities in family or church/religious environments can foster informal learning, as can ethnic music traditions, jazz, and rock music.

For the most part, music learning contexts for adults fall in the nonformal or informal contexts; there are fewer instances of adult music learning in purely formal contexts. There are examples of programs that reflect some elements of formal instruction (i.e., a concert band or community choir with instruction led by a trained music teacher). Instruction in these settings, however, is markedly different than in more formalized settings of music teaching with younger students. Teachers of adult musicians tend to work at a slower content pace, feel more relaxed, incorporate more downtime, and encourage the inclusion of humor and laughter as part of the normal instructional routine (Bowles, 2010; Coffman, 2009).


Process

There is ongoing debate about the nature of instruction used for adult musicians. Many professionals who work with adults use teaching methods that are often very similar to those used in teaching school-aged children (Coffman, 2009; Kruse, 2009; Rohwer 2005), and practitioners tend to view the process of teaching adults as essentially the same as teaching children (Coffman, 2009). Additionally, some practitioners believe that the materials used for children’s music instruction can be effective with modifications in delivery to accommodate adult learners (Rohwer, 2010).

Others, however, argue that instruction of adults is substantially different from instruction of children, and that techniques and materials should be designed specifically for adult learners (Boswell, 1992). Roulston (2010) noted that the process of learning music is likely to be the area in adult education that has the least differences between adults and children, though materials and contexts are (and should be) notably different. Brookfield (1986) viewed the differences less in discrete categories of “adult learner” or “child learner,” but proposed a continuum model in which learning progressed across the life span from teacher-driven in the early years of instruction to more student-driven learning in later years.

Given that the techniques and knowledge for many musical skills, such as successful tone production on an instrument or with the voice, are generally the same regardless of the age of the learner, some similarities among teaching approaches used with adults and approaches used with children are to be expected. And, when used properly, techniques and methods used to teach children can be effective when used with adults. That said, however, there are three important differences between the two that should be noted when considering the appropriateness of instructional methods with adult learners: entry points, level-based parameters, and learner readiness.

The first consideration is that of entry points for engagement. In most school settings, entry points for students to access instruction in music programs are limited (Jellison, 2000). If a student does not join a school music program prior to 6th grade, opportunities to participate are few, especially for those individuals with little or no previous music experience. By contrast, most adult music programs provide multiple entry points for engaging learners from a wide variety of backgrounds and experiences. These entry points generally fall within one of three broad categories. The first is that of the “true beginner,” the learner that has very little or no previous music experience. The second category is the “relearner,” those persons who had significant music learning experience in the past, but after a long gap (sometimes as long as 20 or 30 years), have chosen to revisit active music making. The third category is the “experienced amateur,” a person who has continual or mostly continual music experience throughout their life and is seeking new opportunities for music making—for example, a person who has played piano for most of their adult life and then seeks opportunities to learn guitar. A great many adult programs offer multiple access points, and in most, there are no formal auditions; instructors work with individual participants to determine the group, class, or level of instruction that is best for the learner.

A second consideration is the absence of level-based parameters and expectations in adult learning contexts. In most school music settings, there are level-based descriptors, both individual and group, that carry certain associations and expectations for the instructor. For example, if a middle school band director is told that a new student is an eighth grader who plays trumpet, there are a number of expectations the director will have related to what the student should be able to do, with regard to specific performance skills, music literacy, and so on. The director’s initial assessment of that individual student—ensemble placement, part assignment, and so on—will be, at least in part, formed by these expectations. Adult learners, however, carry fewer such labels, and there are far fewer assumptions or expectations an instructor can rely on for guidance in the initial stages. Additionally, the use of labels with adults is confounded by the unique variety of each person’s background and experience. Instructors of adult learners must view each individual as a unique case and assess each one based on their particular needs.

A third crucial difference is related to physical, mental, and emotional readiness to learn. Although recent research has shown that music can be learned at any point in life, attempts to learn music as an older adult can be confounded by declining physical health (e.g., hearing loss, hindered physical movement), mental capabilities (delayed or slowing cognitive processes), and other factors. If certain aspects of musical experience are hindered by physical or cognitive limitations, it can cause frustration and discouragement for the learner if not addressed (Schlegel & Lane, 2013). Assessment in school settings deals, in general, with individuals whose physical and mental capabilities are developing and increasing, whereas assessment of adult musicians must account for just the opposite.

Additionally, adult learners tend to have a deeper emotional connection with music grounded in previous life experiences (Ernst & Emmons, 1992). There may be certain associations that are brought into the learning process—for example, if an individual is learning and performing a favorite song of a deceased spouse or partner, the deeper emotional associations may play a more significant role in the individual’s learning, presenting notably different challenges for both instructor and learner than what might occur in educational contexts with younger musicians.

For these reasons, many educators of adult musicians have become very adept in helping their learners adapt to these challenges (Bowles, 2010; Rohwer, 2005). It is very common for teachers to help with variations in hand positions and posture to help accommodate holding instruments more comfortably. Many adults use miniature lights or use enlarged copies of musical parts to help with the visual aspects of reading sheet music. To help accommodate learners with hearing loss, instructors have forced themselves to speak louder and slower, and rely on more movement around the room to get closer to those who struggle with hearing.

Related to learner readiness is the holistic nature of music learning, which involves not only cognitive processes, but also coordination between cognitive processes with physical movement and adapting or reacting to audiosensory feedback while performing alone or with others. Even the simplest of musical actions, such as an amateur flutist playing a beginner-level tune, can involve a great number of highly complex skills working in tandem with one another. There are high-level cognitive processes required for reading music, interpreting the symbols on the page, and making sense of the aural information present as the instrument is played. The hand positions and the finger motions used to press down keys in time with the music are complex physiological skills. And, the emotions are engaged as the musician creates variations in volume, tempo, articulation, phrasing, and accent to achieve an expressive effect.

This holistic, interactive nature of musicianship is often something new for an adult, who may not have previously experienced significant ways of knowing outside the development of cognitive skills, and who may not have engaged in learning activities in interaction with others. Roulston (2010) describes this concept as embodiment:

For adult music learners, embodiment refers to the ways in which they must rely on multiple sensory experiences of music-making, often in relation to others. That is, a music-maker—whether playing an instrument, accompanying a singer, or joining in choral singing—literally orients to others in order to perform. (p. 347)

For many adults, the embodiment nature of musicianship may cause discomfort in their initial experiences, and may need time and special attention to help them adjust and adapt to the new ways of learning.


Assessment of Adult Music Learners

Although there is a growing body of research that describes the nature of teaching and learning in adult contexts, there is less information available about how to use assessment in these settings. Part of this may be due to the informal/nonformal manners of instruction common in adult learning environments, where the use of formal techniques such as tests, rubrics, may not be appropriate or conducive to learning. Very often, adults engage in music learning as a recreational or leisure activity, and the introduction of assessment into this context can sometimes detract from the overall experience.

The act of data collection among adult learners can be problematic. Research has shown that use of standardized tests with adult learners can cause frustration and anxiety, and may not yield reliable results that can be used for improvement of instruction (Valerio, Lane, & Williams, 2014). Learners in this study often became agitated when asked to participate, and many expressed frustration with certain elements of the testing process such as lighting, quality of audio, seating, and so on. Attempts to gather data through verbal interviews have been met with varying amounts of success (Koff & Park 1993; Lane & Talbert, 2012; Rohwer, 2010). In some cases, adults were very open and eager to discuss the topics brought up by the researchers and provided ample amounts of data for analysis; in other cases, adults were reluctant to provide meaningful information and were not willing participants in the research process.

Physical and cognitive limitations may also hinder data collection. In a study of timbre perception among adult learners (Schlegel & Lane, 2013), researchers found that participants struggled to accurately identify instrumental timbres even under control conditions with no manipulation of other variables such as articulation or register. As noted previously, these limitations may cause frustration and anxiety for the learner and adversely affect the quality of data collected if not accounted for in the assessment process.

Some researchers have experienced success with the use of the “one-minute paper” technique—short, informal written assessments that provide the instructor feedback concerning particular elements of the music, the rehearsal, practice strategies, or other related areas (Rohwer, Coffman, & Raiber, 2012; Rohwer & Lane, 2017). This technique has limitations, however, in the nature of the responses (which tend to be short and focused) and in the frequency of administrations, which tend to cause frustration for the learners if used too often.

In a survey of instructors of adult musicians, Bowles (2010) reported that instructors used different assessment methods with adults than with school-aged children, with more than half of the responders indicating they relied solely on verbal feedback, and almost half (48%) indicated that they did not use grades as part of the assessment process. Results also showed that assessment of adult learners tended to be less structured, more direct, more positive, less focused on process, and tended to be more abstract or intellectual in presentation.

Although there is certainly much to learn regarding the assessment of adult learners, there is ample evidence available to propose general principles that can assist in development of appropriate methods, techniques, and uses of data collected in adult learning environments. When considering assessment of adult music learning, practitioners should not feel constrained to formal assessment measures as the primary source of valid, meaningful data. In fact, in most adult learning contexts, formal assessments would more than likely infringe on, rather than enhance, the learning experience. Less formal approaches to assessment are, in general, more appropriate and more effective for use with adult learners. If approached thoughtfully and systematically, even something as simple as an informal conversation between teacher and learner can produce much important information that can be then used to improve the experience for all involved. Based on the research literature discussed previously in this chapter, three overarching principles emerge that can be used to guide assessment practice in adult music environments: focus on the individual learner, frequency and flexibility, and sequence.

First, and perhaps most important, the assessment of adult musicians should focus on the individual learner. Given the unique backgrounds and experiences of each individual, the instructor must take systematic and proactive steps to continually assess individual learners in a variety of ways. This is not to say that group dynamics cannot be considered; there are indeed times when assessment of the overall group experience may be necessary. Given the wide variance in background, experience, and readiness among adult learners, an overfocus on group assessment can be frustrating and can lead to data that may or may not be effective for improvement of instruction.

Second, assessment of adult music learners must be frequent and flexible in order to best adapt to learner needs. Adult motivations, goals, and desires in learning can change based on a number of factors—life experiences, physical health, emotional wellness, and so on. Instructors of adults must be prepared to alter and adjust accordingly. Additionally, this flexibility must allow (at times) assessments of nonmusical factors such as parking, access to facilities, accessibility and use of materials, or other similar issues than can either enhance or detract from the learning experience. For example, if a learner arrives for their lesson but cannot find a parking space within a reasonable amount of time and within reasonable distance to the facility, they can become frustrated or feel anxious for being late, which may then carry over into their lesson. Too many of these experiences and the learner can become unmotivated or discouraged, which may lead to disengagement from the music learning experience.

Third, assessment of adult music learners should be sequential, from learner, to context, to process. If sequence is not considered, it may cause unnecessary conflicts or frustration on the parts of both learner and instructor. Attempts to assess the best learning context prior to identifying the goals or motivations of the learner my result in instructor and learner working at cross-purposes. Additionally, trying to implement a process of assessment without considering context can produce data ineffective for use in improving instruction and can also frustrate the learner. For these reasons, the sequence of assessment is critically important. Assessment of the adult musician must first identify individual goals, desires, or motivations for engaging music, then place the learner in the appropriate context to pursue these goals, and then identify what assessment processes are appropriate or not within the given context and without intruding unnecessarily on the music learning experience.

Given these considerations, one approach to assessment of adult musicians that may yield fruitful results is that of self-regulated learning. Hiemstra (1994) describes self-directed learning as “any study form in which individuals have primary responsibility for planning, implementing and even evaluating the effort” (p. 9). Self-directed learning is a common approach among practitioners in general adult education (Brookfield, 1986; Hiemstra, 1994; Knowles, 1980), and there is a large body of published research examining self-directed learning within the broader field of andragogy. Self-regulated learning includes a process of critical reflection that can enable individuals to self-assess and monitor their own learning (Brookfield, 1986). Mezirow (1990) notes the cyclical nature of critical reflection leads to a type of deeper learning that becomes a “process of making a new or revised interpretation of the meaning of an experience, which guides subsequent understanding, appreciation, and action” (p. 3).

In a self-regulated learning model, instructors of adult musicians trade their traditional leader/director role for that of facilitator and guide. The primary authority of determining learning outcomes (and the subsequent assessment of these outcomes) belongs to the learner, with the instructor offering feedback that assists the learner in reaching their stated outcomes. Depending on the nature of the outcome (i.e., learning-based, activity-based, or goal-based), the instructor can adapt and adjust their facilitation to better meet the learner’s needs.

An exploratory study (Lane & Talbert, 2012) found that although the use of self-regulated learning seems to have potential with adult music learners, the participants in this specific study did not seem to possess the necessary tools to engage in self-regulated learning in meaningful ways. For example, participants demonstrated a lack of depth and focus in practice procedures, and a limited vocabulary for identifying and describing the learning outcomes they wished to achieve. These factors appeared to hinder critical reflection and decision-making about subsequent actions. If in future studies these trends are found to be consistent among adult learners in general, it may be that content for adults should include instruction in ways to self-assess and self-evaluate in addition to instruction related to musical skills learned during lessons. Certainly there is much more investigation needed in this area; that said, the study of self-regulated learning as a foundational model for assessment of adult musicians is worth deeper investigation.


Recommendations for Future Study

Veblen (2012) identifies three key areas of study to better inform teaching and learning in adult music activities. These areas include the study of music instruction as a continuous, overlapping process across the entire life span; analyses of differences between pedagogy and andragogy; and the development of instructional settings based on developmental characteristics and learning preferences of adult musicians. Systematic assessment can be used to inform research efforts in all three of these areas.

Research has shown that less than 20% of students in grades 6–12 engage in music at school; 80% or more engage in music learning outside the school classroom, if at all (Jellison, 2000). These figures point to a general disconnect between most K–12 music learning practices and their influence on fostering active music making for adults (Mantie & Tucker, 2008; Myers, 2008). Assessment methods that provide insight into the ways adults perceive, process, and internalize music can enable educators to make better-informed decisions about what is important and meaningful for lifelong music engagement, which can in turn help identify and shape learning outcomes for school music. Additionally, data-driven assessment can be of use in addressing issues of accessibility and opportunity for those adults not yet engaged in musical activity. Examinations of the pathways to instruction, obstacles that prevent engagement, available time, monetary costs, cultural boundaries, and so on are vital to the improvement of music instruction for adult learners.

As noted earlier, there are varying opinions on the effectiveness of pedagogical and andragogical instructional approaches within adult music settings. Systematic assessment can provide valuable insights on the use of methods based in both pedagogy and andragogy, and help identify contexts in which these methods are most effective. Given the amount and significance of previous life experiences adults bring into their learning, there is also need for research-driven practices and materials that, when appropriate, allow the connections between life experiences and learning to be made. This is particularly relevant in the study of music, where the aesthetic nature of the art facilitates reflection and feeling as essential components of musical expression.

Veblen’s third recommendation is related to understanding the developmental changes in adult learners over time. A clearer understanding of developmental aspects of aging as they relate to music learning would help provide the foundational knowledge for instructors of adult musicians, aiding them in designing and implementing effective practices for teaching. These understandings should also help improve the overall learning experience and assist instructors in proactively avoiding the causes of frustrations for adult learners.

In addition to considerations related to music teaching and learning, assessment practices related to public health policy may be of benefit in the future. Recent economic data (CMS, 2016) suggests that the cost of public health is at the highest point in our history. Health spending is projected to grow at an average rate of 5.8% yearly for the next decade, a rate that is 1.0 percentage point faster than expected average annual growth in the gross domestic product (GDP). Data shows that US healthcare spending grew 5.3% in 2014, reaching $3.0 trillion or $9,523 per person. In addition to the benefits of music engagement articulated previously in this chapter, adults who participate in active music making tend to make fewer doctor visits, rely less on medication, and experience a more positive perception of their overall physical health than do those adults who do not engage in musical activity (Cohen, 2006).

Based on these findings, it is becoming increasingly evident that engagement in musical activity has value as a medical and therapeutic tool, especially when one considers that music participation is cost-effective compared to other treatments, is noninvasive, and is an activity that most people enjoy (Ernst & Emmons, 1992; Stuckey & Nobel, 2010). Given the difficulty of navigating the multiple factors that influence development of public policy (Rich & Baum, 1985) collaborations with professional colleagues, particularly in music therapy and gerontology, may prove useful for future work in this area.

As the study of adult musicianship develops over time, there must be a continued focus and emphasis on one key point: the primary focus of assessment and its use in adult music learning contexts should be on improvement of instruction. The associated benefits and potential avenues for research are indeed important components of the overall experience, and should also be considered within the scope of adult music learning research and practice. The primary impetus, however, must be on equipping and empowering adults to make music. If the focus shifts too far from the primary activity of teaching and learning music, the unique contribution that music can make to life of the learner will be lost. Music is an enjoyable activity, provides fun for learners, and is something that can be developed across the life span. We as practitioners should do all that we can to ensure that we do not lose perspective on these fundamental aspects.
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CHAPTER 31



Culturally Responsive Assessment in Music Education



Ebru Tuncer Boon



Culture, Music, and Humans

Culture defines everything that humans do and how they do it (Spirkin, 1984). Clifford Geertz (1973) offers one of the most popular definitions of culture in The Interpretation of Cultures, where he defines it as “a system of inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic forms by means of which people communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowledge about and attitudes toward life” (p. 89). For Geertz, the concept of culture is a semiotic one, meaning that it should be seen in symbolic forms (“socially established codes”) and that a culture’s members interact and understand each other through semiotic codes (p. 6). Such members construct these symbols with social significance and meaning, particularly in the form of language use, art creation, and music making.

The meaning of symbols is shared among a community, so the meaning is social. An illustration of this concept should clarify. Curtis (1988) observed that during a collegiate gospel choir performance at an American high school, some black students showed their appreciation by standing up and clapping “during a particularly spirited rendition of a music section” (p. 23). Because the audience behavior clashed with mainstream expectations, teachers approached the students and told them to sit down. Curtis argued that the “teachers involved failed to understand the black musical experience. In church, gospel choir selections are frequently accompanied by standing, dancing, and clapping. Audience participation is a normal, desirable part of the black aesthetic experience” (p. 24). Many of these practices, such as dancing and emotional and musical expressions during worship, characterize the African American gospel music experience. This example shows the importance of realizing a culture’s symbolic forms and meanings in their historical context, and then welcoming them in practice. This kind of listening is common in certain classical music traditions such as the Western music and Hindustani classical music with an emphasis on stillness and contemplation (Reybrouck, 2008). However, anthropological and ethnomusicological studies reveal that there are other patterns of experiencing music as social interactions, and dialogical and situational forms of musical expression and emotion (Becker, 2001; Reybrouck, 2008; Small, 1999).

Geertz (1973) writes:

Believing Max Weber, that man is an animal suspended in webs of significance he himself has spun, I take culture to be those webs, and the analysis of it to be therefore not an experimental science in search of law but an interpretive one in search of meaning. (p. 5)

Geertz’s work offers paths for locating meaning through the study of a culture’s symbol systems. Geertz (1973) emphasizes symbolic interpretation arguing that the analysis of any culture should be like reading a text, “sorting out the structures of signification […] and determining their social ground and import.” Since Geertz understands culture to be “a context, something within which [meaning] can be intelligibly described,” such an understanding can be achieved through “thick description”—also called ethnography (p. 14). When we study musical behaviors—or particular cultural phenomena related to musical behaviors—we can observe what people listen to, how they make music, and how music functions in their lives, and we can ask them questions. In Geertz’s understanding, this immediate observation would be “thin description.” On the other hand, efforts to understand the meaning(s) behind particular musical behaviors (phenomena) and how members of a culture interpret those phenomena, communicate through it, and finally locate it in its social and historical context would be called “thick description.” Decoders of culture (especially in the context of music education) should remain aware that “symbolic systems are historically constructed, socially [and culturally] maintained and individually applied” (Geertz, p. 473), because educators need to learn about specific musical practices and experiences that individuals actually bring to share, and they should consider those experiences’ consequences for individual’s effective learning and school achievement.

Various fields of knowledge—such as music, fine arts, ethnography, and language—study spheres of culture. Music is one of the cultural spheres in which the cultural practices of peoples, nations, ethnic and social groups and individuals have manifested themselves. Music is a complex and universal social behavior (Cross, 2001, p. 1). Every society that we know of has something we can recognize as “music” (Blacking, 1995, p. 224). Blacking (1973) defined music making as a universal human behavior as well as a sound system. He believed that music is “something people do” as individuals and parts of larger communities, pointing out that musical ability is a defining characteristic of being human and that music constitutes part of daily human life. Blacking offered critiques of studies that dealt with the psychology of music, as these studies are set within the context of Western musical and cultural traditions. In How Musical Is Man?, he defined music as “humanly organized sounds” and analyzed the concepts of “musical,” “musicality,” “musical ability,” and “musical creativity” in cultural contexts (p. 32).

In The Singing Neanderthals, Mithen (2005) argues that musicality is a fundamental part of being human. He poses that we cannot understand the origin and nature of Homo sapiens without addressing why and how we are musical species. Cross (2001) also writes, “it would appear more appropriate to understand the human predispositions to be musical, rather than the expressions of that musicality shown by individuals in particular cultures, as being evolutionary forces. Music can be both a consequence-free means of social interaction and a ‘play-space’ for rehearsing processes necessary to achieve cognitive flexibility” (p. 6). The fact that music is more than just patterned sound becomes obvious when we study and listen to musics that are beyond the bounds of contemporary Western culture; it seems that for most of the times and cultures that we know of, their musics overtly involve not just sound but also action (Blacking, 1995, p. 241; Cross, 2001, p. 4).

Cross-cultural research and perspectives on music maintain that music involves multiplicities of reference and meaning. For instance, a musical performance is simultaneously capable of having different meanings (Cross, 2001, p. 4). Blacking supports this argument with his fieldwork observations done in the Venda musical culture of South Africa. There, the function of music making is more than the preparation of a final product, such as giving a concert or playing a concerto. It is more a shared, continuous, and pleasurable experience. For instance, “The Venda say: ‘man is man because of his associations with other men.’ Venda music is not an escape from reality; it is an adventure into reality […] It is an experience of becoming” (p. 28). With his analyses of Venda music, Blacking shows—as a characteristic of Venda music making—the different ways that one, two, or three Venda players might produce the same surface structures of music. Not only is music a shared experience, but it is also a space for expressing individuality. To make fair value judgments, Blacking proposed we look for relationships between “patterns of human organization and the patterns of sound produced as a result of organized interaction” (p. 32). A great deal of music research explores how culture shapes the cognitive processes of music making (Ambadi & Bharucha, 2009; Curtis & Bharucha, 2009). However, while Blacking often argued that music making is a fundamental and universal attribute of human species, he warned against “universals” in musical meaning, stating that the conventions of musical systems and people’s emotional response to them are cultural constructs (cited in Reybrouck, 2008, p. 402).


Musical Enculturation, Cognition, and Education

People are not born cultured; they become so through education and upbringing. Every individual learns to be cultured. Without enculturation there could be no culture. Vygotsky (1978) wrote that all human activities take place in cultural settings and it is not possible to understand human interchange outside these settings. Culture influences the ways in which people construct knowledge and create meaning from experience, and how they think about things, reason, and solve problems. This also closely relates to the way individuals learn and teach. Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory of human learning describes learning as a social process and the origination of human intelligence in society or culture. The major theme of Vygotsky’s theoretical framework is that social interaction plays a fundamental role in the development of cognition. According to him, “the development of the mind is the interweaving of biological development of the human body and the appropriation of the cultural and material heritage which exists in the present to coordinate people with each other and the physical world” (Cole & Wertsch, 1996, p. 2).

Wasson, Stuhr, and Petrovich-Mwaniki (1990) posit that culture has four characteristics: “It is learned through enculturation and socialization, it is shared by most of its members, it is adaptive, and it is dynamic” (p. 3). Most knowledge that is transmitted through generations in our homes and classrooms has strong social and cultural implications. When children start to perceive the world around them and to interact with their parents and siblings, they begin to imitate and process culture. This process, often called “enculturation,” is “the process of learning how to be a competent member of a specific culture or group” (Masemann, 2003, p. 116). In almost every society people learn specific behaviors and norms from members of previously encultured generations (Barrett, 1984). The learning is not random; it occurs “in accordance with prescribed rules and norms established in their social systems” (Barrett, 1984, p. 63).

Musical enculturation has been defined as “the process by which individuals acquire culture-specific knowledge about the structure of the music to which they are exposed through everyday experiences such as listening, singing, and dancing. Just as there are different languages, there are many different musical systems, each with unique scales, categories and grammatical rules governing pitch and rhythmic structures” (Hannon & Trainor, 2007, p. 466). For example, differences in cultural backgrounds affect the way in which people perceive auditory signals (Patel, 2009). Wong et al. (2012) focus on language, a prominent aspect of culture, and on pitch, a perceptual attribute that not only forms the basic building blocks of music but also conveys crucial information about talker identity, spoken emotion, and in some instances word meaning (in the case of tone languages). They investigate how speakers of a language in which pitch is used to mark word meaning (Cantonese Chinese speakers) differ from those who do not speak such a language (English and French speakers) when processing musical pitch (Wong et al., 2012).

All musical experience is culture specific. Each culture requires different mental activity, including its own formats of representation and social communication (Casas-Mas, Pozo, & Montero, 2014). By assessing perceptual sensitivity, it has been demonstrated that “very young children imitate the musical language of the mother, making music that is culturally specific and typified by distinctive modal scales and rhythmic characteristics” (Woodward, 2002, p. 117). Basic mental processes, such as sensory perception, auditory perception, memory and attention, are often excluded from definitions of culture (Wong et al., 2012). Cultural differences seem to modulate many neural activities at multiple-level functions (Ansari, 2011; Nisbett, 2003). Behavioral studies have demonstrated that cultural changes affect not only high-level functioning, social cognition, but also basic perceptual processing such as music perception, pitch perception, and rhythmic perception (Ansari, 2011; Nisbett & Miyamoto, 2005).


Why Culturally Responsive Teaching?

Education and culture are linked. Education transfers cultural values and knowledge from one generation to another and helps to multiply them. The constant accumulation of cultural values places increasingly complex demands on education as an essential form of the creation of culture (Spirkin, 1984). As we consider culture in relation to the context of schools, it is important to note that culture is situated within and is influenced by sociopolitical, historical, and economic contexts, which are in turn influenced by factors of power and privilege. Culture is central to teaching and learning, schooling, and formal education (Taylor & Sobel, 2011).

Cognitive neuroscientists, cultural psychologists, and music psychologists acknowledge that culture and society play a vital role in cognitive development. The culture and society in which individuals live shape how they learn and function (Solano-Flores & Nelson-Barber, 2001; Vygotsky, 1978). Thus, learning is related to an individual’s background. Both formal and informal education lead to changes in cognitive and social functions, and these differ across contexts and cultures. Each cultural context also designs its own educational setting, teaching and learning tools, and communicative systems (Casas-Mas et al., 2014). Culturally relevant and responsive instruction can help teachers tap into students’ prior knowledge, experiences, and community values to foster student engagement, learning and achievement (Oakes & Maday, 2009).

Culturally responsive teaching embraces the varying sociocultural understandings that students gain from their lived experiences. That is, students’ cultural knowledge, experiences, and performance styles can be used to facilitate their educational experiences through careful, critical reconsiderations of how we conceptualize learning and performance. A culturally responsive approach to education is grounded in the belief that all students can excel in academic endeavors (learning and perception of new knowledge such as different musical traditions) when (1) their culture, language, heritage, and experiences are valued and used to facilitate their learning and development; and (2) when they are provided access to high-quality programs, services, and support systems (Klingner et al., 2005).

Gay (2000; 2002) writes that culturally responsive teaching uses the cultural knowledge, prior experiences, and performance styles of diverse students to make learning more appropriate and effective for them; it teaches to and through the strengths of these students. Ogbu (1987) states, “culturally relevant pedagogy must provide a way for students to maintain their cultural identity while succeeding academically” (p. 312). Cultural responsiveness in this study is not limited to the notion of multiculturalism and identity politics in education. Here, cultural responsiveness refers to the knowledge, skills, and practices used by the teacher to make the classroom experience more compatible with students’ cultural knowledge and diverse needs (Gay, 2000, 2010a, 2010b, 2013).

In “From Herscher to Harlem: A Subjective Account,” Allsup (1997) writes of cultural difference in the music classroom: “it was not possible to teach [music] in New York City the same way it was taught in Herscher, Illinois” (p. 33). He continues: “during six years of teaching music in New York’s poorest neighborhood, I have gone from traditional ‘master/apprentice’ philosophy of music education to one focused on and designed around an understanding of my students’ lives” (p. 33). Allsup (1997) summarizes some strategies that worked in his instrumental teaching and in his formation of an orchestra at a school in Harlem, the foremost of which are the establishment of nontraditional class groupings, starting with material that students know, teaching through rap, and the use of keyboards for popular rhythm to integrate what students hear on the radio and TV at home.


Culturally Responsive Teaching, Assessment, Achievement, and Music Education

Teaching and assessment are not separate entities. Culturally responsive teaching involves many things: curriculum content, learning context, classroom climate, student-teacher relationships, instructional techniques, and performance assessments. Ladson-Billings (1995, 2001) was among the first to define what it meant to be a culturally relevant teacher:

I suggest that culturally relevant teaching must meet three criteria: an ability to develop students academically, a willingness to nurture and support cultural competence, and the development of sociopolitical or critical consciousness. Next, I argued that culturally relevant teaching is distinguishable by three broad propositions or conceptions regarding self and other, social relations, and knowledge. (p. 483)

Assessment is a practice that teachers and students use to gather information for the purpose of improving learning. In order for students to be involved in effective learning and assessment practices, they must be guided by teachers who are responsive to students’ cultural backgrounds, (Slee, 2010; Solano-Flores & Nelson-Barber, 2001). In the absence of such, teaching practice and assessment results may be interpreted inaccurately and inconsistently, leading to inappropriate educational recommendations, interventions, and research findings (Suzuki & Lyons-Thomas, 2012).

Ruiz-Primo, Solano-Flores, and Li (2014) argue that assessment instruments are cultural products, and that any assessment can be viewed as part of a set of cultural practices in the classroom. Traditional assessment methods focus on the capabilities of individuals working in isolation (Duran, 1998). New constructs representing learning made possible through responsiveness to students’ cultural backgrounds must be devised and new strategies for gathering evidence and evaluating the qualities of student performances must be shaped (Maringi, Johnston, & Wananga, 2010; Partti, Westerlund, & Lebler, 2015). Culturally responsive assessment is a process in which teachers take into account the cultural practices, beliefs, and knowledge of culturally diverse students when they are formulating and implementing assessments (Afrin, 2009). Culturally responsive assessment provides the framework to validate learners’ cultural background and learning styles as they strive for academic success. Culturally responsive assessment refers to activities undertaken by teachers and students in continual self-assessment to be used as feedback to modify teaching and learning activities. Such assessment becomes culturally responsive when the evidence is actually used to adapt teaching to meet students’ needs. With proper planning, it is possible to improve the cultural responsiveness of instruction while addressing students’ attainment of critical subject matter and curriculum standards.

Welch and Adams (2001) report that one of the key elements in learning music is musical enculturation. According to them, individuals are born with “genetic dispositions to attend to sound and to differentiate the sounds that they hear” and that “this predisposition is shaped by the actual sounds from the culture and the ways that music is organized within the culture” (Welch & Adams, p. 7). Individuals develop perceptions, understandings and appreciations toward what counts as music in their home culture. Welch and Adams (2001) further state, “Music learning is shaped and influenced by a particular set of contexts [such as] learning as an individual, in a group, in a formal school context, and within the wider community and culture” (p. 4). Culturally responsive assessment practices in music education enable students to build musical (instrumental and vocal) understandings through being assessed and taught in cultural contexts. Most studies show that culturally responsive assessment results in positive growth of students’ achievement (Frazier-Anderson, Hood, & Hopson, 2012).

In 2005, I worked at the University of Florida String Project. I was teaching at the Petit Strings and Junior Youth Orchestra. In the Petit String Orchestra, there were 10 students: 8 of them were Asian, 1 was African American, and 1 was white. When I observed the orchestra participants, certain questions came to mind: Why are there many Asian students playing in the orchestra? Why do mostly Asian mothers occupy the chairs behind the orchestra every Sunday? I tried to answer these questions as I read literature on culture, varieties of music experiences, and education. I decided to initiate a study to understand and explain the role of mothers as it relates to their children’s musical experiences—as a way of measuring the potential for socially and culturally responsive music education (Boon, 2013).

For the last three decades, Asian children and youth have been known as a model minority in classrooms. Scholars have endeavored to explain educational success among Asian American students by analyzing their culture and how it shapes parenting behaviors and practices. Asian American homes and educational activities pass on the cultural traditional values from parents to children and at the same time help children to excel and to be resilient (Peng & Wright, 1994). In most research and academic discourse, these children are described as hardworking and competitive students who excel in math, science, and arts (Kao & Thompson, 2003; Lee, 1996). This phenomenon was often cited as the “Asian effect” (Kao & Thompson, 2003).

Schneider and Lee (1990) stress that Asian American students have different home environments than their Western counterparts. Their parents are more supportive of learning and provide them with greater learning opportunities, assistance, and pressure for learning. Lin (2008) writes in an article published in the Philadelphia Inquirer (cited in Huang, 2011) that 50 million children in China study the violin and that “Chinese parents urge their children to excel at instrumental music with the same ferocity that American parents push theirs to perform well in soccer or Little League” (p. 162). Most research recognized the importance of parental involvement and guidance in the development of their children’s musical (or academic) behavior (McPherson, 2009; McPherson & Davidson, 2002; Moore, Burland, & Davidson, 2003). When children have supportive, caring, and capable parents, building and developing musical skills is not difficult.

McPherson (2009) points out, “in many areas of learning, including music, there has been much discussion on the tendency of Asian descendent children to outperform their American Caucasian peers. To examine this relationship, a number of studies have focused on the similarities and differences between the practices of Asian and American parents” (p. 103). For instance, as stated by Schneider and Lee (1996) Asian parents “teach and motivate their children to work hard in school in order to uphold the family honor, and most Asian children work hard to please their parents and to avoid the shame and guilt associated with failure” (p. 53). Zhang and Carrasquillo (1995) assert that Asian students (especially Chinese students) work very hard to meet their parents’ demands and expectations for doing well academically. According to Schneider and Lee’s (1990) study, East Asian parents are more willing than other ethnic groups to sacrifice for their children’s education. They often work long hours to save money to send their children to college.

Research has also demonstrated that academic achievement of students in East Asia may be connected to Confucianism (Huang, 2011; Hue, 2008; Hue and Kennedy, 2015). According to Confucianism, every individual inherits “natural tendencies” from birth. “This gave them the potential to become complete persons if they put effort into achieving this” (Hue, 2008, p. 307). Hue writes,

In Confucianism, education was intended not only to acquire knowledge, but to help students explore their instinctive potentials and transform their natural tendencies through various helping strategies, which were depicted as “the way.” It was assumed that “the natural tendencies” of students could be improved and transformed through “education.” (p. 307)

Huang (2011) writes that music education has been valued in East Asia as a way of harmonizing human beings into a well-ordered Confucian Society. Huang quotes Confucius:

Music produces pleasure which human nature cannot be without. That pleasure must arise from the modulation of the sounds, and have its embodiment in the movements of the body—such is the rule of humanity. These modulations and movements are the changes required by nature, and they are found complete in music. (p. 167)

Analysis of the interviews I conducted in my study illuminated how these families approach studying music and learning an instrument. Their approaches showed us their ways of making meaning and understanding the value and importance of music education. Their children faced two different cultures: the culture they acquire at home and the culture they acquire at school (or in a music classroom). Music teachers need to be sensitive to their students’ cultural backgrounds, which may be different from those of dominant society. This study provided critical observations for music teachers who work with East Asian children (Boon, 2013).


African American Children’s Musical Lives at Lincoln Elementary

At the same time, I was teaching violin to third- and fourth graders at Lincoln Elementary in Gainesville, most of whom were African American and came from underprivileged socioeconomic backgrounds. On inquiring how the string program at Lincoln began, I was told that, five years before, the principal attended the Florida Music Educators Association Conference. There, she went to the youth orchestra concert and was disappointed because she did not see anyone in the orchestra who was black. The experience provoked her to ask: “Why aren’t we in this organization?” “Aren’t we smart enough?” With these questions, she and her colleagues confronted the dangerous assumption that a school like Lincoln, in an impoverished section of Gainesville, has no need for a string program. She also rationalized the situation that there were no African American children playing in the orchestras by concluding that many of their families could not afford private lessons. Aside from these economic factors, the principal’s realization of the lack of African American violinists in school orchestras claims several historical, social, and cultural explanations.

Powell (2000) points out the growing body of research on the academic achievement of African Americans (p. 4), especially in the fields of science and literature. Most research describes the reasons for the academic failure of these students in economic terms, yet fails to explore the ways in which “successful practices for school success of African Americans provide viable solutions to the discrepancies in academic achievement” (Powell, p. 4) and transform existing and ineffective teaching practices. This is also the case in music education. Not only are many urban and minority schools underfunded but also they lack quality music education and effective culturally responsive teaching. In addition, many students who attend urban elementary schools come from families with very limited financial and cultural capital.

Since most critical educational theorists would argue that schools are the social and cultural reproducers of the dominant ideology and impart the knowledge and skills needed to maintain the political and economic power structures, there exists a close link between what is taught in the classroom and social class structure. Pierre Bourdieu argues that, through the school system, the dominant class reproduces its own culture and imposes it on other classes. The school system works to reproduce the culture of the dominant class in subtle ways. Its knowledge, teaching approaches, and materials are produced and practiced in ways that have become neutral and “valued.” In other words, they have come to be perceived as natural, even universal. For example, European classical music has been systematically taught in schools, but not popular music, jazz, and blues. This ideological pattern reproduces a closed educational loop where only certain kinds of music are valued—where European classical music is equated with music itself (Casas-Mas et al., 2014; Partti et al., 2015). A lack of culturally relevant and responsive music (string) teaching might be one of the reasons why there are so few African American children playing in school orchestras as compared to white children. One of the purposes of my study on Lincoln’s string program was to understand the reasons for black underrepresentation from a critical perspective and to argue for the legitimacy of teaching popular music, jazz, and blues in the classroom.

In three years of working with my students at Lincoln Elementary, I realized that knowing more about them—better understanding their lives and music culture—would broaden my view of their reality and music teaching philosophy. As implemented in my music classroom in the United States, the next section discusses how culturally responsive teaching and assessment practices enhanced learning, emphasized student- and culture-driven learning, and helped to develop a framework for analyzing and understanding culturally responsive assessment processes.

I started teaching violin at an elementary school in north-central Florida in October 2003. When one of my professors at the university offered me the possibility to assist the violin program there, I was excited, despite the fact that I had very little knowledge in teaching violin to very young children. I met with approximately 25 students for 2 days a week as part of the school’s widely lauded magnet arts program (which, in addition to string music instruction, included dance, drum, and drama). The more time I spent with them in the classroom, the more my focus began to change from professional concerns such as skill- and outcome-based interactions to the quality of the relationships between my students and me. I became interested in who my students were, where they came from, and what studying violin meant to them. I wanted to learn more about them. By the middle of the school year, I realized that a number of students were moving away (their parents in search of work), so I decided the time was right to learn more about them in a systematic way: their life conditions, their musical lives away from school, and how these might affect or impact their violin lessons at school.

Moving forward in this learning, the purpose for this study became clear to me as a teacher who has always been interested in cultural interplay: to describe and explain the violin experiences of African American students as a way to consider the potential for culturally responsive string education and assessment. I decided to study and examine my students’ views of the violin program for insights into how I can become more culturally responsive and implement culturally responsive assessment techniques in my practice (Boon, 2014).

Through documenting and analyzing the students’ experiences, I arrived at the conclusion that there was a need for careful acknowledgment and integration of a student’s daily performance and listening habits into the violin classroom because their musical lives outside the classroom are rich. Music is a more significant part of their lives than I expected, and they experience it in multiple locations with multiple kinds of people. This multiplicity of musical experiences undoubtedly impacts their perceptions of violin at school. Teachers must find ways to put that rich multiplicity to work in the classroom. They can do so by establishing a dialogic and democratic teaching-learning environment, where they attempt to engage and build on the musical knowledge that students already bring to the classroom. Culturally responsive teaching and assessment are ways to do that and to empower these students.

Previous studies (Allen & Boykin, 1992; Allsup & Shieh, 2012; DeLorenzo, 2012; Fitzpatrick, 2012; Hoffman, 2012; Ladson-Billings, 1994; Lundquist & Sims, 1995; Shaw, 2012; Villegas, 1991) revealed that African American children bring particular cultural characteristics to the classroom that teachers should take into account. The cultural musical characteristics consistently mentioned in this study include the children’s desire to use rhythm, movement, and percussion when they make music, their desire to play the musics they know and love, and their desire to consider music as a shared activity that occurs in particular sites. Practitioners who wish to build a culturally responsive pedagogy and assessment practices should consider these factors. Although teachers might know little about rap, R&B, and hip-hop, they can learn these unfamiliar genres and put them into practice. As Allsup and Shieh (2012) assert,

to listen to our students is to allow them to enter our curriculum with us as agents of change. They are not in our classes only to learn musical skills or established traditions from us; they are in our classes to shape musical traditions and social traditions that live and breathe and transform the world in which we live. In other words, musical traditions are never more important than the people who are called on to realize them. While we strongly believe in the musical and social benefits of school-based large ensembles, like band and orchestra, or highly codified practices, like jazz, these are artistic forms that must be made relevant to immediate and future needs, even if it means altering a practice or pedagogy. (p. 50)

With the help of our conversations, I learned that the children liked listening to certain kinds of music unique to their cultural spheres. They experienced this music in particular locations. They also expressed their desire to play familiar music on their violins. As agents of change, they discovered the possibilities of reshaping the playing tradition (limited to our classroom practice) and they constructed the stepping violins activity. In several classes, students found ways to add parallel rhythms and beats to what they had already played. First, one student volunteered and listened to the player and grew familiar with the rhythms of the song. Then the student borrowed the rhythmic elements of the song and improvised further, creating patterns for particular songs. The student produced the rhythms through stomping, clapping, the use of body percussion, and hand jives. Adding those elements to the violin instruction and assessment procedures was a valuable and relatively easy process. As Allsup (1997) reported in his own instrumental teaching experience in a Harlem school with predominantly African American students, using nontraditional methods such as teaching through rap, structuring lessons around the electronic keyboard (where a popular beat would accompany a simple melody), and establishing links to the community (like organizing concerts at churches) were useful ways to involve students in learning their instrument.

Further research should be done on the challenges facing professional music educators when they encounter diverse musical classrooms. Valuable teaching in any field is dependent on bringing the larger social, cultural, and historical contexts into the discussion. The seemingly least significant teaching tool or student response often springs from a vast and rich set of contexts. Analyzing the role of culture in teaching, learning, and assessment provides a theoretical framework for understanding how to promote academic excellence and provide the conditions for all students to achieve it. Most importantly, culturally conscious practitioners, researchers, and policy makers must persist in developing culturally relevant curriculum, pedagogy, and assessment strategies that reflect the ideological framework of diverse cultures while simultaneously placing priority on excellence and educational inequality.


Future Directions Regarding Culturally Responsive Music Assessment Practices

Teachers should be engaged in the critical evaluation of pedagogy if they hope to remain alert to the needs of students in a changing world. Abrahams (2005) states, “The goal of teaching and learning is to effect a change in the way that both students and their teachers perceive the world” (p. 3). My own perceptions about my students, which developed over the course of my first year of teaching, constituted my first awareness of the possibility of creating a dialectic relationship between students and teacher. Generating a music classroom praxis begins with an effort to understand students’ lives; I believe this is true at any level of schooling, be it university or elementary. Every cultural encounter is an opportunity for self-definition, both for individual members of the group and for the community as a whole (Cypess, 2010). Freire (1970) writes, “dialogue is the encounter between men, mediated by the world, in order to name the world” (p. 88). For the present study, this meant that both teacher and students would learn something new about themselves “with the purpose of seeking [the] greater humanization that women and men can challenge each other critically, conceive of the world as shared by many and position themselves as agents in the process of change” (Shieh, 2010, pp. 26–27).

Suzuki and Lyons-Thomas (2012) write, “to ensure the culturally responsive assessment process, evaluators must first obtain salient information regarding the students’ background. This is first obtained through an interview with the individual and other important stakeholders (e.g., parents, teachers) and examination of other material pertaining to the individual’s life” (pp. 540–541). A teacher whose students are of a different culture than her own must be committed to reflect on her biases and how those biases influence her teaching. A reflective teacher should constantly pose questions: How does society/culture influence what individuals and groups perceive as music? How do members of different groups learn music? A culture’s musical production and experience should be seen in context. Musical perception is a social phenomenon, and music teachers should understand and experience their students’ culture and how music exists and lives in that particular culture.

Solano-Flores and Nelson-Barber (2001) propose the concept of cultural validity: “the effectiveness with which […] assessment addresses the socio-cultural influences that shape student thinking and the ways in which students make sense of […] items and respond to them” (p. 555). These sociocultural influences include the sets of values, beliefs, experiences, communication patterns, teaching and learning styles, and epistemologies inherent in the students’ cultural backgrounds, and the socioeconomic conditions prevailing in their cultural groups.

Cultural, ethnic, and social backgrounds define our musical identities and define who we are. Wasson et al. (1990) posit that teachers should be willing to identify sociocultural groups in the classroom and “their accompanying values and practices which influence aesthetic production” (p. 6). For this to happen, they recommend “anthropologically based methods” that are applicable in a regular classroom (p. 6). First, they believe that most children in American schools “participate in at least three or more sociocultural milieus,” such as “their peer group and its resulting popular culture, their ethnic group or groups, and the dominant Euro-American dominant ideology.” According to them, the most ignored sociocultural milieu is the students’ popular subculture, which is shared among peer groups (p. 5). It is a difficult yet important task for music educators to take their students’ “sociocultural milieus” into account while they teach and construct their curricula.

Music educators should locate music education practice and assessment within cognitive research findings and cultural contexts. For example, I often encounter viola students who hear and perform well both in Turkish microtonal and Western well-tempered European classical music. Sometimes some viola students play and express themselves better in the modal musical system (Turkish maqam music). I have a viola student who has been struggling with passing the ear training class because he was told that he was singing out of tune. His piano teacher also told him that he cannot hear well. These music professors named him as “out of tune.” Turkish maqam music consists of microtones and requires specific skills to reflect that quality on a string instrument. He actually plays Turkish music with great phrasing and unique manner; however, when he is assigned to play pieces in European classical tradition, he cannot reflect his playing skills. Then, I decided to balance the viola repertoire for him. I provided him a range of resources. I needed to use his cultural knowledge to connect what he already knew to new concepts and content.

Applying research in cross-cultural psychology, cognitive neuroscience and anthropology can offer me ways to help him, as it has demonstrated that human cognitive functions differ markedly across cultures (Ansari, 2011). There is now growing evidence suggesting that some aspects of perceptual processing also differ among people from different societies and cultures (Curtis & Bharucha, 2009; Wong et al., 2012). Culture shapes learning styles, pedagogy, and educational strategies; “in turn, education is a major vehicle by which [individuals] become encultured” (Ansari, 2011, p. 94). Cultural responsiveness is an ongoing process in music teaching and assessment procedures. Culturally responsive teaching and assessment should begin with acknowledging the organizing role of culture in musical experiences. Musical values, listening habits, different ways of processing musical patterns transmit from our home culture and communities and shape our musical neural pathways. Therefore, these pathways define our musical contexts, likes or dislikes, and skills. Music educators’ tasks are to decode, deconstruct, and follow these different pathways and construct bridges in between students and teaching materials and assessment practices.
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CHAPTER 32



Spotlight on Children and Young People with Complex Special Needs

Helen J. Farrell



Introduction to Music in the Special Education Sector

Music has the power to make us feel good, to inspire, absorb, invigorate, and move us. For decades now, I have advocated with those who share a common mission and vision of quality musical experiences and activities for all: to create socially impactful musical environments at local, national, and international levels through which skills for life are developed, understandings are deepened, and independence is cultivated. As a music educator, my practice-led research has been devoted to the study of musical development and learning in the cohort of children and young people with complex special needs. The challenges of working with widely diverse populations are many. By definition, issues are complex. There appears a story to be told. In this chapter, Allan and Laurence (Figure 32.1), Catherine and Nathan (Figure 32.2), and Karen, Mary, and Brigit (Figures 32.3–32.5) help tell the story.
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Figure 32.1 Allan and Laurence.
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Figure 32.2 Catherine and Nathan.
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Figure 32.3 Karen.
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Figure 32.4 Mary.
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Figure 32.5 Brigit.





So, there are known knowns. There are things we know that we know. There are known unknowns, that is, there is no end of things that those who share this common mission and vision need to know. The chapter is nested in a multiplicity of disciplines that focus on the challenging, sometimes controversial dilemmas, cultures, and big issues where political, economic, environmental, social, and cultural burdens on education are significant. Multidisciplinary practitioner communities in special education tryst with multidisciplinary research communities. Special education teachers like Nathan and Karen, together with multidisciplinary school teams like Mary and Brigit, students, families, support organizations, medical and allied health professionals, academic and administrative personnel, policymakers and other key stakeholders are inundated with unmanageable amounts of information and scholarly evidence-based research. It is unlikely that all will have the time, skills, or resources to locate, appraise, and interpret the information and evidence base. This chapter responds to this challenge by identifying, appraising, and synthesizing some of the information and evidence that underpins and informs decision-making processes (Khan, Riet, Glanville, Sowden, & Kleijnen, 2001; Light & Pillemer, 1984; Oxman & Guyatt, 1993).

This chapter aims to more clearly define and clarify the problem, summarize previous investigations, identify interrelations, contradictions, gaps, and inconsistencies in the literature, and suggest the next step or steps.

So, what lays ahead for these significant key stakeholder communities to achieve the common mission and vision of quality musical experiences and activities for all? Where do the multidisciplinary special education practitioner teams like Nathan, Karen, Mary, and Brigit go for ideas? These and other key research and practitioner stakeholder communities meet the noisy contest of challenging, sometimes-controversial dilemmas, cultures, and big issues in music in special education head-on. There is need to elevate continuing global and local conversations about dilemmas, cultures, and the big issues important to music in special education. The dots can be joined. These communities, too, appear to have benefited from several healthy collaborations in recent years. These communities, too, benefit from and influence work in the others, including questions asked, phenomena addressed, and methods employed. The interdisciplinary nature of the evidence base is rapidly developing. Extraordinary transformative and translational achievements can be accomplished.

The chapter now explores some of the information and scholarly evidence-based research.


Discussion


The idiom think globally, act locally was first used in the context of environmental policy and procedures in the late 1960s; there is need to elevate continuing global and local conversations about dilemmas, cultures, and the big issues in music in special education.

Multidisciplinary practitioner communities in the special education sector tryst with multidisciplinary research communities in Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM)/Science, Technology, Engineering, (Arts) and Mathematics (STEAM), and Humanities, Arts, and Social Sciences (HASS) in equal measure. There is so much that we now know we do not know about the dilemmas, cultures, and the big issues. The chapter now reviews some of the information and scholarly evidence-based research.

Broad and deep understandings of children and young people with complex special needs are demanded of key stakeholder communities in the special education sector. Clearly, there is a paucity of information and evidence that link development and learning science, development and learning of the variety of musical skills, relationships between development and learning, and relationships between music and the brain in children and young people with complex special needs.

Discussion focuses on translation of information and the scholarly evidence base to the unique dilemmas, cultures, and big issues in music education for children and young people with complex special needs.


STEM/STEAM: Dilemmas, Cultures, and Big Issues for Music in the Special Education Sector


First, music in the special education sector collides with interdisciplinary STEM/STEAM research and practitioner disciplines. Deep and broad knowledge and practical applications of development and learning science, music psychology, neuroscience, and auditory cognitive neuroscience (ACN) are demanded to achieve the common mission and vision of quality musical experiences and activities more nearly for all.


Development and Learning Science

The notion of diverse development and learning has gained power over ensuing decades. Development and learning is conceived of as comprising relatively distinctive, autonomous domains of development and learning. No doubt the most widely known argument for this notion is that of Howard Gardner (1993, 2000).

Thomas Armstrong (1987a, 1987b, 1988, 1993, 1997, 1999a, 1999b, 2000), an academic colleague of Gardner at Harvard University, was one of the first educators to contribute to the information and evidence in relation to notions of diverse development and learning in children and young people with complex special needs.

Over time, studies from the discipline of development and learning science have turned attention to the characteristics of linguistic, musical, logical-mathematical, spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal domains of development and learning across the life span, for example, Eysenck (2004), Haslam (2007), Hattie (2012, 2013), Herbert (1998), and Siegler, Deloache, and Eisenberg (2014). Thus, the notion that development and learning is a single entity measurable by IQ tests has been challenged. Such tests primarily measure linguistic and logical-mathematical domains of development and learning. Other domains are overlooked and/or not valued.

Studies from the discipline of developmental and learning science explain individual differences, that is, atypical processes in development and learning, for example, Rieger, (Ed.), 2013. Children and young people exhibit uneven profiles of development and learning. A highly gifted child or young person may demonstrate precocious ability in one (or more) domain, for example, musical ability. Children and young people with complex special needs may also demonstrate precocious ability in one (or more) domain against a background of mediocre, perhaps severely delayed capability in the other domains. For example, a child living with autism spectrum disorder (ASD) may barely be able to communicate (linguistic domain); and may have mediocre, perhaps severely delayed capability in the interpersonal and intrapersonal domain; but may demonstrate precocious musical, computer science, and/or mathematical ability.


Music Psychology, Neuroscience, and Auditory Cognitive Neuroscience

Of all development and learning with which an individual may be endowed, none emerges earlier than development and learning in the musical domain (Bamberger, 1991). Links to other domains of development and learning are emphasized. Reimer (2003, p. 201) argued that Gardner’s position is entirely correct but did not go far enough.

An extensive body of research from the disciplines of music psychology, neuroscience, and ACN has accumulated over at least 60 years. Music psychology describes the continuum of development and learning of a range of musical skills across the life span, for example, rhythm, melody, harmony, and other elements of music; performance; improvisation; and composition (Davies, 1978; Deutsch, 2012; Hallam, Cross, & Thaut, 2009; Hargreaves, 1986; Hargreaves, Miell, & MacDonald, 2012; Hodges, 1996; McPherson, & Welch, 2012; Radocy & Boyle, 2003; Rickard & McFerran, 2012; and Thompson, 2009).

In my mind, popular publications like In the Key of Genius: The Extraordinary Life of Derek Paravicini (Ockelford, 2007) and Musicophilia (Sacks, 2008) have, without doubt, contributed to increased public awareness of the profound potential of music to provide an outlet for expression and communication with others in an otherwise strange and confusing universe for those with complex special needs (Levitin, 2008; Levitin & Bellugi, 1998; Miller, 1989).

Neuroscience describes structures and functions in the brain. Research illustrates the impact of genetic, biological, and neurological factors on development and learning, and associated behaviors. Studies draw attention to the often severe and profound impact of atypical genetic, biological, and neurological structures and functions in the brain on development and learning and associated behaviors (Alberts, et al., 2008; Andrewes, 2001; Barlow & Durand, 2009; Bear, Connors, & Paradiso, 2007; Blumenfeld, 2010; Brumback, 1996; Carlson, 2013; Kandel, 2013; Kandel, Schwartz, & Jessell, 2013; Kolb & Wishaw, 2015; Nelson & Cox, 2013; Nolte & Angevine, 1995; Schapira, 2007).

In addition, studies from this discipline also address notions and principles of neuroplasticity that refer to the potential for the brain to create new neural pathways and circuits to adapt as it needs through the life span, for example, to compensate for traumatic injury and disease or adjust in response to new situations or changes in the environment. Michael Merzenich, a neuroscientist and professor at the University of Southern California School of Medicine, has been one of the pioneers of these notions and principles for over three decades. In his popular publication, Doidge (2010) introduced and explored these notions and principles that have profound implications for understandings of human possibility and human nature, for example, in children and young people with complex special needs. How precariously our worlds are poised on a little biochemistry.

Auditory Cognitive Neuroscience describes relationships between music and structures and functions in the brain, that is, the impact of genetic, biological, and neurological factors on musical development and learning and associated musical behaviors. Research draws attention to the often severe and profound impact of atypical genetic, biological, and neurological structures and functions in the brain on development and learning in the musical domain, and associated musical behaviors in children and young people with complex special needs (Gruhn & Rauscher, 2007; Peretz & Zattore, 2003).

Music has apparently become a critically important part of the lives of Allan, Laurence, and Catherine (Figures 32.1–32.2). A search of the information and scholarly v research with the descriptors music and complex special needs in ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center, US Department of Education), PsycINFO (American Psychological Association), and RILM Abstracts of Music Literature/Répertoire International de Littérature Musicale databases quickly retrieved nearly 20,000 sources of information and scholarly evidence based empirical literature from research and practitioner communities. Researchers appear to assiduously champion the efficacy of music education for children and young people with complex special needs.

Refereed articles were retrieved from scholarly journals including the Canadian Journal of Music Therapy, International Journal of Music Education, Journal of Music Therapy, Journal of Research in Music Education, Music and Medicine, Music Therapy Perspectives, Music Therapy, Musiktherapeutische Umschau, Nordic Journal of Music Therapy, Psychology of Music, Research Studies in Music Education, and The Arts in Psychotherapy.

Book titles retrieved included Music for Life: Aspects of Creative Music Therapy with Adult Clients, Music Lessons for Children with Special Needs, Music Pedagogy for Children with Exceptionalities, and Music, Health and Wellbeing.

Several dissertations and theses were retrieved. An interesting paper titled “Creating Original Operas with Special Needs Students” (2006) was retrieved from proceedings of the professional association International Conference on Music Perception and Cognition (ICMCP).

Studies have increased exponentially in the last four decades. Figure 32.6 displays cumulative retrievals of publications from ERIC, PsycINFO and RILM in the decades 1980–1989, 1990–1999, 2000–2009, and 2010–current.
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Figure 32.6 Cumulative retrievals of publications from ERIC, PsycINFO and RILM.





The extensive body of information and evidence clearly suggests that musical development and learning is extremely complex. Educators, therapists, neurologists, and others exploit the use of music for those living with complex special needs (Silver & Malcolm, 2013, October 11).


HASS: Dilemmas, Cultures, and Big Issues for Music in the Special Education Sector


Second, music in the special education sector collides with interdisciplinary HASS research and practice disciplines. Studies, particularly from the political sciences, inform the historical development of a variety of national and local iterations of public music curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks.

Education critics have argued at length that law, policy and procedures, and professional practice must continue to focus on improvement to national and local curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks. A number of national and local reviews of the past few decades have focused on best practice pedagogical approaches, programs, strategy, and technologies in public music curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks.

Perusal of three reviews with which this author is most familiar attempt to understand some of the dilemmas, cultures, and big issues in music education, for example, the extent and potential of music education, law, policy and procedures, and professional practice in music education and the training of music teachers (Henley, 2011; Parliament of Victoria, 2013; Pascoe et al., 2005). Reviews robustly argued for a lift in the quality and status of music education that, in turn, will have positive impact on the breadth and depth of aesthetic, cognitive, social, and experiential learning for all students and, ultimately, for our society at large. The remit of the chapter does not permit a great deal of in-depth analysis, synthesis, or evaluation of other equally significant national and local reviews into music education. However, reviews attempt to understand similar dilemmas, cultures, and big issues now explored in turn.


Extent and Potential of Music in the Special Education Sector

Reviews acknowledged benefits of music education for all students and the broader society; reported on an inequitable exposure to, and patchy quality of, music education in schools; detailed various funding sources to school music education; and advocated for optimum funding and governance arrangements for school music education. Reviews advocate for music as an essential part of the education of every child and young person. The strong level of interest in these reviews indicated a widespread appeal within and across a broad range of key stakeholder communities to ensure that music education plays a more central role in all schools.

Reviews into school music education cited (Henley, 2011; Parliament of Victoria, 2013; Pascoe et al., 2005) recognized the profound challenges in addressing notions of social equity in school music education, for example, benefits of music education for Indigenous students, students from other culturally and linguistically diverse circumstances, musically gifted and talented students, and students with complex special needs. Currently, social equity for gender diverse students is of concern. Reviews acknowledged that there is much work to be done.

It is pleasing to note that, following the release of the Henley review (2011), an Office of Standards in Education (OFSTED) inspectors’ report highlighted exemplary music education programs in several special school settings in the United Kingdom. Audiovisual of one standout music education program is uploaded to the YouTube website (OFSTED, 2012a, 2012b).

Pascoe et al. (2005) reported on visits to a diversity of school settings, for example, those situated within Indigenous communities, those situated within culturally and linguistically diverse communities, and those that provided for musically gifted and talented students. However, there were no reports of visits to special education settings. Of 525 “sample schools” surveyed, only 6 were specialist school settings. Of 147 “effective schools” surveyed, none were specialist school settings.

James (2012) published the story of a specialist school setting in Melbourne, Victoria, that has adopted the arts as the cornerstone of its curriculum, assessment, and reporting framework. All learning areas of the Victorian framework are taught in and through the arts.

Many submissions to the Parliament of Victoria (2013) review were received from a diversity of high-profile key stakeholders with keen interest in the dilemmas, cultures, and big issues surrounding music in the special education sector. The review took courage to begin to address the profound questions: Do all Victorian students currently have equitable access to music education? Are the music education needs of students with complex special needs met?


Law, Policy and Procedures, and Professional Practice in Music in the Special Education Sector

Education critics argue that law, policy and procedures, and professional practice must focus on targeted teaching to maximize development and learning progress for all. Wherefore art the dilemmas, cultures, and big issues in law, policy and procedures, and professional practice that inform national and local iterations of public music curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks to enrich, rather than constrain diverse musical development and learning?

The international community of social critics argues that contemporary society and culture is diverse, for example, Derrida (1978) and Foucault (1983, 1991a, 1991b, 1991c). Notions of inclusivity, integration, and normalization were first espoused in the early 1970s (Wolfensberger, 1972; Wolfensberger & Zauha, 1973). A more contemporary notion of social equity refers to treatment of people in an equitable way that requires considering individual needs, rather than treating them in the same way. Considerations of notions of social equity are gradually considered foundational within and across policy and procedures, and professional practice in education, health, mental health, employment, urban and regional planning practitioner communities, and more (Melbourne Social Equity Institute (MSEI), n.d.)

A multitude of national and local instrumentalities, implementation bodies, procedures, and human rights and justice mechanisms have, over time, steered iterations of more politically, economically, environmentally, socially, culturally, and technologically sustainable public law, policy and procedures, and professional practice relevant to national and local education systems. Inclusivity, integration, and normalization, and the more contemporary notion of social equity have gradually become entrenched (Callaway & Harrelson-Stephens, 2007; Campbell, 2006; Centre for the Study of Human Rights, 1994; Donnelly, 1993; Ife, 2008; Pound, 2008; Steiner & Alston, 2007; and Tucker & Goldstein, 1991).

Many sovereign states refer to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities adopted by the United Nations on December 13, 2006. To date, 138 have signed and ratified the convention (United Nations, 2006). Once signed and ratified, national and local iterations of law, public policy and procedures, and professional practice are developed that address how the convention is to be implemented, for example, the Disability Discrimination Act in Australia (Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission, 1992).

The United Nations’ Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) for individuals with the many classifications of complex special needs are established as a set of aims and objectives for the global community designed to address political, economic, cultural, and social benefit for this, one of the world’s most marginalized of population cohorts.

Disability research has focused on political, economic, environmental, social, and cultural, and technological factors that define disability. For example, Kavanagh focused on disability as a public health issue:

While 15% of the world’s population have a disability, they are largely ignored by research, law, public policy and procedures, and professional practice … the health of people with disabilities is poorer than nondisabled people across most health outcomes, including those unrelated to their impairment … emerging evidence suggests that much of their poorer health is due to their poorer living conditions including higher levels of poverty, poorer housing conditions, unemployment, low income and discrimination. (University of Melbourne, 2017).

Goodley (2014) and Mallett and Runswick-Cole (2014) focused on social and cultural factors. These critics argued that attitudes to disability appear to have gradually shifted from mere tolerance toward a celebration of difference. To be sure, the popular publications of the psychiatrist Oliver Sacks enhanced public awareness of disability, for example, compelling case studies of deafness, autism, and Parkinson disease that truly captivate the “nonexpert” reader (Sacks, 1991, 1995, 1999). Indeed, do Allan, Laurence, and Catherine (Figures 32.1–32.2) have complex special needs? Where, when and under what conditions?

Law, policy and procedures, and professional practices have progressively worked toward improved education, employment, and independence for children and young people with complex special needs, for example, Collins (1984), Cullen and Brown (1992, 1993), Public Law 94-142 (1975), Visser and Upton (1993), and Warnock (1978), and later iterations.

Thus, by definition, contexts of music curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks are fraught. Reviews acknowledged the many profoundly challenging, sometimes controversial dilemmas, cultures, and big issues in the development and implementation of these frameworks. Reviews recommended support for a cohesive and inclusive approach to frameworks with a full focus on student needs and interests. Furthermore, reviews noted that frameworks and associated support documents varied greatly in number, relevance, level of detail, usefulness, and currency.

Public music education curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks promote the message that all children and young people are entitled to rigorous, relevant, and engaging music programs drawn from a challenging framework where individual learning needs are addressed. Examples apparently share the common mission and vision of high-quality musical experiences and activities for all: to create musical environments in schools, communities, and homes through which skills are developed, understandings deepened, and independence cultivated. Frameworks also acknowledge student diversity, for example, students with complex special needs, gifted and talented students, students from culturally and linguistically diverse communities, and, in recent years, gender diversity.

Perusal of three music curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks with which the author is familiar reveal the many profoundly challenging, sometimes controversial dilemmas, cultures, and big issues associated with frameworks. Rubrics correlate to an account of musical development and learning expected of a normally developing “neurotypical” child beginning the first year of compulsory schooling at the chronological age of perhaps 5 years of age, concluding with that expected of a normally developing “neurotypical” young person in the 11th year of compulsory schooling at the chronological age of perhaps 16, that is, grade 10. Worth mentioning, recent iterations of these frameworks also include rubrics for the early childhood years. The remit of the chapter does not permit a great deal of in-depth analysis, synthesis, or evaluation of other equally significant national and local frameworks.

Many submissions to reviews into school music education cited (Henley, 2011; Parliament of Victoria, 2013; Pascoe et al., 2005) were received from a diversity of high-profile key stakeholders with keen interest in the dilemmas, cultures, and big issues surrounding music in special education. Developments of extended levels of rubrics in frameworks were advocated.

The Australian Curriculum is the national curriculum, assessment, and reporting framework for schools in Australia. Development of an Australian Early Years Framework is in progress (Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority [ACARA]). However, it was very disappointing to note that information and the scholarly evidence base developed for the arts learning area framework contained only one reference to music in special education (ACARA, 2017).

Many submissions to a 2012 review of the Australian Curriculum framework were received from a diversity of high-profile key stakeholders with keen interest in the dilemmas, cultures, and big issues surrounding special education (ACARA, 2017). Stakeholders advocated for development of extended levels of rubrics that draw attention to the continuum of preintentional, intentional, early symbolic, and symbolic development and learning observed in some, but certainly not all children and young people with complex special needs (Australian Special Education Principals Association, 2018; Browder et al., 2004; Griffin, Woods, Coles-Janess, & Roberts, 2010).

Thus, there is opportunity for a search for appropriate and flexible rubrics for curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks that address notions of social equity. Appropriate and flexible approaches are at the core of notions of differentiation of instruction for academically diverse student populations. A full bibliography of the work of thought leader Curry Professor Carol Ann Tomlinson, author of over 300 books, book chapters, articles, and other educational materials can be retrieved from http://curry.virginia.edu/uploads/employeeCVs/Carol_Tomlinson.pdf).

For example, “there are good reasons to rethink how we organize the school curriculum … an alternative would be to structure the curriculum as a sequence of proficiency levels unrelated [uncoupled] to age or year level” (Masters, 2018). This notion of uncoupling the rubrics from age and/or year level concurs with the views of the Australian Special Education Principals Association (2018), Browder et al. (2004), and Griffin et al. (2010).

The Victorian Curriculum F-10 is the curriculum, assessment, and reporting framework for schools published by the local statutory authority in the State of Victoria. It is pleasing to note that the Victorian Curriculum F-10 has recently published a continuum of extended rubrics with descriptions of development and learning in all learning areas, including music (the arts). Rubrics describe a continuum of development and learning of four levels that consider preintentional, intentional, early symbolic, and symbolic development and learning. Children and young people with complex special needs can thus work toward musical development and learning described in the Learning Outcome rubric of the Foundation Level in music (the arts) (Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority [VCAA], n.d.).

A revised iteration of the Victorian Early Years Learning and Development Framework (VEYLDF) is a curriculum, assessment, and reporting framework from birth to 8 years. (VCAA). It is very pleasing to note that this framework explicitly includes music across all five learning areas (VCAA, 2016).

Several documents form the curriculum, assessment, and reporting framework published by the Department for Education (DfE) in the United Kingdom. The framework includes music as an independent subject. A Performance-P Scale Attainment Targets for Pupils with Special Educational Needs, together with guidance advice for teachers, was published by the DfE (UK) in 1991. P Scale attainment targets describe a continuum of development and learning at nine levels across all subjects, including music.

The Performance-P Scale Attainment Targets for Pupils with Special Educational Needs was criticized for its lack of information and evidence base. Following at least 10 years of dedicated scholarly evidence based empirical research, Ockelford (2008, 2012) and Ockelford and Welch (2012) have launched a curriculum, assessment, and reporting framework of a continuum of extended rubrics that describe six levels of musical development and learning across three domains. Children and young people with complex special needs can thus work toward musical development and learning described in the Attainment Target rubric of Key Stage 1 in music (DfE, 2017; Sounds of Intent, n.d.. Development of an Early Years Framework is currently in progress (DfE UK).

Development of rubrics in national and local music curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks are characterized with established correlations to the historical evolution of research from the disciplines of development and learning science, music psychology, neuroscience, and ACN. Studies inform efforts to develop and implement extended levels of rubrics in music frameworks.


Training of the Music Teacher for a Career in the Special Education Sector

Law, policy and procedures, and professional practice must continue to focus on improved national and local professional standards for teachers (Jensen, 2012; Jensen & Reichl, 2011). Many national and local education authorities report a critical shortage of qualified special education teachers and specialized support personnel, for example, psychologists, nurses, speech pathologists, and other allied health professionals. The shortage is cited as a perennial challenge (see National Coalition on Personnel Shortages in Special Education and Related Services (NCPSSERS, n.d.; Smyth, Dow, Reid, Hattam, & Shacklock, 2005).

The Australian (Federal) Government minister for education established a Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) in February 2014. Its terms of reference did not specifically address dilemmas, cultures, and big issues in music education. The Action Now: Classroom Ready Teachers report (TEMAG Final Report) was released in February 2015 In my view, response of the TEMAG Final Report (Australian Government Department of Education and Training, 2014) to the profound and complex challenge of teacher training and/or appropriate continuous professional development opportunities for teachers who wish to develop a career in the special education sector was entirely underwhelming.

Reviews into music education in schools (Henley, 2011; Parliament of Victoria, 2013; Pascoe et al., 2005) acknowledged the many profoundly challenging, sometimes controversial dilemmas, cultures, and big issues in supporting teachers to deliver music education. Universities are implored to improve initial teacher education. Reid and O’Donoghue (2001) provide an interesting critique of the legacy of reviews of higher education providers over the past 25 years with which this author is most familiar. The cultures of faculties/schools/institutes of education or the pedagogical processes associated with teacher education have scarcely been touched.

The recurrent and persistent concern regarding training of teachers who wish to develop a career as a music teacher in the primary/elementary school sector was recognized. Increased professional learning opportunities that develop and maintain knowledge, understandings, skills, and values about music teaching were advocated.

In my view, training of teachers who wish to develop a career as a music teacher in the special education sector has not been seriously addressed. Ideally, higher education providers would offer courses and/or continuous professional development opportunities to teachers who wish to develop a career as a music teacher in the special education sector. Realistically, a cohort of local students may not provide a critical mass that is politically and economically sustainable for a local higher education provider to consider. However, the exponential growth of technology, for example massive open online course (MOOC) type platforms, may provide an innovative opportunity for a higher education institution to develop courses and/or continuous professional development within these platforms for an international student cohort to deliver a greater critical mass.

The remit of the chapter does not permit a great deal of in-depth analysis, synthesis, or evaluation of other equally significant national and local reviews of higher education providers. However, perusal of similar reviews would reveal similar dilemmas, cultures, and big issues.


Assessment and Reporting: Music in the Special Education Sector


Law, policy and procedures, and professional practice must continue focus on improvement to national and local assessment and reporting processes (see, e.g., Goss, Hunter, Romanes & Parsonage, 2015; Goss, Sonneman, Chisholm, & Nelson, 2016; OECD PISA, 2014). Analysts advocate for investment in development of high-quality assessment and reporting tools for teachers. The evidence base that informs processes needs to be strengthened. Deep and broad knowledge and practical application of assessment and reporting tools is demanded.

The purpose of assessment and reporting of musical development and learning is to describe development and learning of the wide range of musical skills, as well as associated development and learning. Best principles and practices in pedagogical approaches, programs, and strategies and technologies are demanded. Broad and deep knowledge of principles and best practice in assessment and reporting techniques are demanded, for example, skilled data management, critical thinking, and portfolio building.

The multidisciplinary practitioner teams who provide music in special education sectors apply the broad and deep understandings of research from the disciplines of development and learning science, music psychology, neuroscience, and ACN to principles and best practice in assessment and reporting of musical development and learning in children and young people with complex special needs.

Teams assess and report achievements to students, families, organizations, allied health professionals, academic and administrative personnel, policymakers, and other professionals. They have broad and deep understandings of ethical principles and their application to procedures.

Approaches to assessment and reporting of musical development and learning have established correlations to the historical evolution of the scholarly evidence base in best practice to assessment and reporting of musical development and learning. Furthermore, there are significant complex, and controversial challenges. Indeed, an interesting conflict exists: a movement toward standardized testing aimed at school accountability while society and the workplace call for creative and critical thinkers. Focus has shifted to increased expectations and improved outcomes.

Broad and deep knowledge of principles and best practice include applying assessment and reporting tools and observation methodologies; interpreting findings to gain accurate information on development and learning in the linguistic, musical, logical-mathematical, spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal domains; using professional approaches in interaction with others; composing reports; applying understandings to program development; contributing in multidisciplinary professional teams; coordinating programs that meet developmental needs; understanding and applying ethical principles and procedures; critically evaluating and interpreting research theory; and, perhaps, carrying out independent research and program evaluation, for example, Thurlow, Ysseldyke, and Silverstein (1993).

In turn, seminal publications inform principles and best practice in approaches to assessment and reporting procedures. There are no perfect approaches to assessment and reporting in music education. Approaches are chosen for fit to a specific purpose. In what follows, approaches are considered, followed by issues of reliability, fairness, validity, and credibility, and obligations important to ethical issues in music education.


Quantitative Approaches

Key references to quantitative approaches to assessment and reporting include Anderson, Northam, Hendy, and Wrennal (2014); Glass and Hopkins (1996); Gravetter and Wallnau (2009); Groth-Marnat (2009); Hambleton, Swaminathan, and Rogers (1991); Hogg, Tanis, and Zimmerman (2015); Jekel, Katz, and Elmore (2007); Kaplan and Saccuzzo (2008); Karr (1993), Kirkwood and Sterne (2003); Sattler (2008a, 2008b); and Triola and Triola (2006).

Recent editions of references include the latest advancements in assessment and reporting of development and learning, item bank theory, computerized scoring of responses, and expanded coverage of reliability, fairness, validity, and credibility. It is pleasing to note that design considerations of educational assessment and reporting with and for children and young people with complex special needs have gradually become established in revised editions, for example, of the American Educational Research Association (AERA, 2014), and Lane, Raymond, and Haladyna (2015).

Analysis of well-developed, -constructed and -interpreted mainstream intelligence, developmental, and personality measures have a long history in educational assessment and reporting informed by advances in the discipline of development and learning science, for example iterations of the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children (WISC), for example, Wechsler (2016), Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI), Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS), Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (WIAT), and Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement (KTEA). The Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale (VABS) was first published more than 30 years ago. Sparrow, Cicchetti, and Saulnier (2016) have edited a third edition of this measure that assesses adaptive behavior in communication, daily living, socialization, motor skills, and maladaptive behavior in individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities, ASDs, ADHD, acquired/traumatic brain injury, hearing impairment, and dementia/Alzheimer disease. Teacher and parent/caregiver forms are checklists in each domain and more comprehensive subdomains. Item banks meet criteria for classification of disorders published in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th edition (DSM-5) (American Psychiatric Association [APA], 2013).

The Behavior Assessment System for Children (BASC) was first published more than 20 years ago. Reynolds and Kamphaus (2015) have edited a third edition of this measure that provide a comprehensive set of rating scales of adaptive and problem behaviors across school, home, and community settings. Information is gathered from three perspectives: Teacher Rating Scales (TRS), Parent Rating Scales (PRS), and Self-Report of Personality (SRP). Item banks meet criteria for classification of disorders published in the DSM-5 (APA, 2013). The Student Observation System (SOS) enables coding and recording of direct observations of behavior in the classroom setting. The Structured Developmental History (SDH) generates a comprehensive history and background of social, psychological, developmental, educational, and medical information. These instruments appear to be potentially useful to the music teacher in special education.

Quantitative measures of musical development and learning include Colwell (1969a, 1969b), Gordon (1965, 1979, 1982, 1987, 1989, 1991), McPherson (1995), and Seashore, Lewis, and Saetveit (1960). Since the early 1960s, at least 11 texts have dealt with development of quantitative measures of musical development and learning, for example, Colwell (1970, 1992) and Webster (1992).


Qualitative and Mixed Approaches

Reflected in its relatively short history, qualitative approaches have aimed to support evidence-based policy and professional practice in medicine, psychology, psychiatry, and rehabilitation (for example, Gibbs, 2003; Melnyk & Fineout-Overholt, 2005; Spring & Hitchcock, 2009; Straus, Richardson, Glasziou, & Haynes, 2005). More recently, these approaches have had increased influence in education including, by definition, special education and early childhood special education intervention (e.g., Bagnato, 2005, 2007; Buysse & Wesley, 2006; Thomas & Pring, 2004).

Key concepts in the development of qualitative approaches include issues of ethics and politics, strategies in qualitative inquiry (e.g., performance ethnography, case studies, participant observation, participatory action research), and collection, analysis, and presentation of data (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Eisner; 1986, 1998; Fielding & Lee, 1991; Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988; Miles & Huberman, 1984; Miles & Weitzman, 1994; Patton, 2002; Spradley, 1980; Stake, 1978, 1983, 1988, 1995, 2005; Yin, 2012, 2014). Knowles and Cole (2008) provided arguments and examples of qualitative approaches to assessment and reporting in the arts.

Qualitative approaches to the assessment and reporting of musical development and learning, particularly case study strategy, allows the process to adapt, change, and mold to the key issues, for example, diversity of musical development and learning in children and young people with complex special needs. A comprehensive case study strategy covers developmental milestones, family history, medical history, educational background, employment background, marital history, social adjustment, personality, and environments and experiences across the life span (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Eisner, 1986; Fielding & Lee, 1991; Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988; Knowles & Cole, 2008; Miles & Huberman, 1984; Miles & Weitzman, 1994; Patton, 2002; Spradley, 1980; Stake, 1978, 1983, 1988, 1995, 2005; Yin, 2012, 2014).

The case study strategy is socially constructed. The case study has a great deal of interest in the uniqueness of these children and young people. Relationships are stressed. Constraints of the everyday social world for these children and young people are confronted. Thick, rich descriptions of musical development and learning are revealed. Close observation is critical (Armstrong, 1980; Sounds of Intent, op cit, n.d.).

The Goal Attainment Scaling (GAS) tool may be worthy of consideration to assist the multidisciplinary special music education practitioner teams to record qualitative approaches to the assessment and reporting of musical development and learning. The GAS was first described by Kiresuk and Sherman (1968) as a method to evaluate qualitative outcomes of treatment programs in the mental health sector. Outputs have grown steadily, but widely scattered and often inaccessible. Since the late 1960s, there have been adaptations in a variety of sectors, including education.

The GAS is a method of scoring the extent to which individual outcomes are achieved during a program/intervention. For example, in music education, a priori individual learning outcome(s)/attainment target(s) are defined. Defined learning outcome(s)/attainment target(s) should follow the SMART principle, that is, they should be specific, measurable, attainable, realistic, and timely. Levels of musical development and learning are assessed and reported over the course of a musical experience or activity on a scale from least to most favorable levels of achievement, for example, much less than expected level (−2), somewhat less than expected level (−1), expected level (0), somewhat more than expected level (+1), and much more than expected level (+2).

Mixed approaches to assessment and reporting of development and learning integrate data collected from diverse sources (see, e.g., Creswell & Plano Clark, 2010; Fitzmaurice, Davidian, Verbeke, & Molenberghs, 2008).


Reliability, Fairness, Validity, and Credibility of Music Assessment in the Special Education Sector

Asmus (2010) noted that reliability, fairness, validity, and credibility is a significant dilemma and a big issue in music education. Issues become even more critical for multidisciplinary practitioner teams of music in the special education sector. These concerns have apparently received little attention in the music teacher literature, and, unfortunately, appear to be of little interest to teachers in general.

Quenemoen, Lehr, Thurlow, and Massanari (2001) noted that teams now have some access to curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks with rubrics that describe extended continua of development and learning in all learning areas, including music (see, e.g., DfE UK, 2017; Sounds of Intent, op cit, n.d., VCAA, 2016). More recent iterations of these frameworks have also developed and implemented distinct rubrics for the early childhood years.

Item response theory (IRT) may assist to analyze the important issues of reliability, fairness, validity, and credibility in assessment and reporting of musical development and learning for the multidisciplinary practitioner teams. And IRT is generally claimed as an improvement over classical test theory (CTT). ITR as a measurement theory began in the 1940s. Work continued into 1950s and 1960s; however, it did not become widely used until the late 1970s and 1980s, when personal computers gave many access to the necessary computing power. Among other functions, IRT provides a framework for developing, designing, and maintaining an item bank, for example, determining reliable, fair, valid, and credible levels of difficulty in assessment and reporting rubrics (Baker, 2001; Hambleton et al., 1991; Hulin, Drasgow, & Parsons, 1983; Lord, 1980; Lord & Novick, 1968; Rasch, 1980; Wright & Mead, 1976; Wright & Stone, 1979).

For example, fair, valid, and credible levels of difficulty may be determined along the continuum of Working Towards Foundation Levels (The Arts: Music), that is, Level A (students with disabilities) → Level B (students with disabilities) → Level C (students with disabilities) → Level D (students with disabilities) → Foundation Level (The Arts: Music) rubrics (VCAA, 2016).

Reliable, fair, valid, and credible levels of difficulty may be determined along the continuum of the nine Performance-P Scale Attainment Targets for Pupils with Special Educational Needs (Music) → Key Stage 1 (Music) rubrics (DfE UK, 2017).

Reliable, fair, valid, and credible levels of difficulty may be determined along the continuum of the six levels of musical development and learning in the Sounds of Intent project (Sound of Intent, op cit, n.d) → Key Stage 1 (Music) rubrics (DfE UK, 2017).

Alternatively, the multidisciplinary practitioner teams may wish to consider the use of the distinct rubrics in early years curriculum, assessment, and reporting frameworks (e.g., ACARA, 2017; DfE UK, 2017; Sounds of Intent, op cit, n.d., and VCAA, 2016). These children and young people thus work toward Foundation Level (The Arts: Music) rubric (VCAA, 2016), or Key Stage 1 (Music) rubric (DfE UK, 2017). Item response theory (IRT) may be an appropriate approach to determine reliable, fair, valid, and credible levels of difficulty along the respective continua. The computer application ConQuest will facilitate the collection, analysis, and display of data.


Ethical Issues for Music in the Special Education Sector

Perusal of national and local statements on human research reveals obligations important to ethical issues in the assessment and reporting of musical development and learning, for example, in the statement of the National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC, 2014), with which this author is most familiar. The remit of the chapter does not permit a great deal of in-depth analysis, synthesis, or evaluation of other equally significant national and local statements on ethical conduct in human research. However, statements outline similar obligations.

Assessment and reporting of musical development and learning is very much shaped by commitment to a basic set of principles that guide action. Assessment and reporting is value-laden by nature. Values have pride of place, seen as ineluctable in shaping, even creating outcomes. Values must be accepted simply on faith. There is no way to establish ultimate truth. They are not open to proof in the conventional sense. There is no way to elevate one over another. One must be comfortable with blurring of the lines. Some values may be taken for granted, only assumed; others may be highly problematic and controversial (Christians, 2005; Levinson & Holland, 1996; Weber, 1949).

All music educators are obliged to consider risks, benefits, and consents of assessment and reporting, for example, to understand and describe the level of risk involved in the assessment and reporting process; how to minimize, justify, and manage risk; provide information that may need to be disclosed; and gain informed consent. Specific to the approaches used for assessment and reporting, the management of databanks, interventions, and therapies, including clinical and non-clinical trials and innovations, human biospecimens in laboratory-based research, and human genetics must be considered. Sinding, Gray, and Nisker (2008) explored issues and challenges of informed choice, harm, privacy, and anonymity significant to artistic representation in assessment and reporting.

There may be particular ethical considerations in working with and for specific cohorts, for example, children and young people in dependent or unequal relationships. These individuals may be highly dependent on medical care and unable to give consent, who may have a cognitive impairment, an intellectual disability or a mental illness, who may relate to Indigenous cultures, who may relate to the distinct cultures of different sovereign states.

Ethical issues for the multidisciplinary practitioner teams of music in the special education sector are informed and embedded in evidence-based research and practice. Multidisciplinary practitioner teams have professional responsibility to examine the relationships between theories, and to critically analyze the assumptions underlying different approaches to assessment and reporting.

Teams are obliged to carefully consider the considerable risks, benefits, and consents that may be involved in processes involved in assessment and reporting of musical development and learning with and for children and young people with complex special needs. Principles and values guide these processes.

Maranto (1990) cautioned against apparent “lackadaisical” attitudes concerning the need to protect against apparently “innocuous” special music programs. So, what of ethical obligations important to reliable, fair, valid, and credible assessment and reporting of musical development and learning in Allan, Laurence, and Catherine (Figures 32.1–32.2)? Ethical obligations become more critical for the multidisciplinary practitioner teams. Teams are obliged to consider ethical obligations, for example, professional competency, integrity, honesty, confidentiality, objectivity, and fairness.

How are unforeseen and unplanned outcomes of assessment and reporting mitigated? Considerable preparatory work is necessary. Perhaps the most serious unforeseen and unplanned outcomes encountered may be where an approach to assessment and reporting may actually harm. Scholarly evidence-based empirical approaches to assessment and reporting techniques need to be heeded. The multidisciplinary team may need to consider change in the focus and perhaps the timing of the assessment and reporting. Unforeseen and unplanned outcomes can be mitigated if the multidisciplinary team takes care to apply rigorous evaluation and careful definitions, specifying the target population and timing of assessment and reporting.

Assessment and reporting of musical development and thinking involving these particularly vulnerable children and young people is fraught with significant complex, indeed controversial ethical challenges. Ignagni and Church (2008) argued that the role of arts-informed inquiry in disability studies is attractive, but inevitably treacherous.

Gaylord-Ross (1990–1992), Mertens and McLaughlin (2004), and Switzky and Heal (1990) explored the adaptation of approaches to ethics in special education contexts. Standley and Prickett (1994) and Wheeler (2005) argued the many significant complex, indeed controversial challenges and opportunities in special education and therapy contexts. These texts are intended as supplementary texts alongside the more comprehensive texts. They did not purport to replace major texts. No approaches to the construction of a design are unique to assessment and reporting of musical development and learning in these children and young people.

There are ethical considerations specific to approaches to assessment and reporting, for example, quantitative, qualitative, and mixed approaches. The multidisciplinary special music education practitioner teams are obliged to carefully consider how to disclose information and/or gain informed consent process where capacity to comprehend information and/or give consent may be limited or nonexistent.


Concluding Remarks

There is no end of things that those who share this common mission and vision need to know. The chapter now joins the dots with some concluding remarks on interrelationships, contradictions, gaps, and inconsistencies introduced thus far in special music education. The next step or steps toward response to dilemmas, cultures, and the big issues can be identified to achieve the common mission and vision of quality musical experiences and activities more nearly for all. Outputs from the diversity of disciplines inform the noisy contest of dilemmas, cultures, and big issues.

The chapter undertook a systematic review of some of the outputs from interdisciplinary STEM/STEAM and HASS research and practitioner disciplines. Some of the scholarly efforts, in turn, informed initiatives in music in the special education sector. The dilemmas, cultures, and big issues were examined, in turn, as they relate to music in the special education sector.

One of the most the challenging, sometimes controversial of the dilemmas, cultures, and big issues in psychology and education focuses on enriching, rather than constraining, diverse musical development and learning. In my mind, popular publications have, without doubt, contributed to increased public awareness of the extent and potential of special music. Special music can provide an outlet for expression and communication with others in an otherwise strange and confusing universe for those with complex special needs—see, for example, Ockelford (2007, 2008, 2012) and Sacks (1991, 1995, 1999, 2008). Perhaps these popular publications have, in some modest way, contributed to attention on the common mission and vision of quality musical experiences and activities for all.

Children and young people appear to be the world’s most tested students in highly developed education systems. Students face major standards-based assessments at every stage of their schooling (see, e.g., National Assessment Program—Literacy and Numeracy (NAPALN), n.d. Standards-based assessments are currently under development in the science learning area as part of NAPLAN. Wherefore art standards-based assessments in the arts? Wherefore art standards-based assessments for children and young people with complex special needs? Wherefore art standards-based assessments in the arts for these children and young people?

Assessment regimes are scrutinized in detail. Respective ministers of education use results to hold schools to political and economic account as never before. But, a few authors have begun to argue that standards-based assessment-driven education systems leave students less willing and able to think for themselves (e.g., Masters, 2013; Newton, 2007).

It is interesting to note a growing number of schools moving away from standards-based assessment to assessment practices more closely tailored to students’ abilities. This movement emphasizes individualized assessment, reporting of musical development, and learning through several methodologies.

A bespoke, gold standard scholarly evidence-based research and practice agenda must continue so that dilemmas, cultures, and the big issues in music in the special education sector might become ever more clearly defined and clarified. The multidisciplinary music education practitioner teams in the special education sector essentially become bricoleurs. Teams have access to the scholarly evidence-based empirical research and tools with which to creatively and innovatively develop and implement appropriate unit (curriculum) foci: sequential patterns of musical development and learning that a student would be expected to develop.

Teams have a range of models, designs, and practices with which to creatively assess and report achievement in musical learning and development against learning outcomes/attainment targets specifically correlated to unit (curriculum) foci, for example, “at the completion of level/key stage xxx, student A will be able to yyy … this will be evident, for example, when the student …. ” Teams can use data to effectively improve teaching and learning, perhaps for the next term’s unit (curriculum) focus, and related learning outcomes/attainment targets. Musical experiences and activities can be planned, and resources allocated.

Politically, economically, environmentally, socially, and culturally, and technologically sustainable law, public policy and procedures, and professional practices relevant to music in the special education sector are fraught with noisy contests of challenging, sometimes controversial dilemmas, cultures, and big issues. How are issues managed, and how do advocacy groups get together (or fail to get together)? Why are frameworks only a small part of the story?

Issues are noisy contests. Issues are an everyday topic. Opinion is frequently vented through the media. Community members may have very strong views. Those responsible for the development of law, public policy and procedures, and professional practice may have spent little time focusing on what is taught or learned on the inside of education communities. Focus is often of standards, allocation of resources, and management of assessment in competition with a range of external political, economic, environmental, social, and cultural, and technological drivers. Major social shifts, technical thinking about what works, and values and beliefs about what matters are all part of the noisy terrain. Social shifts, what works, and what matters sometimes collide (McKinnon, 2015).

Recent growth in political, economic, environmental, social, cultural, and technological relationships within and across public, corporate, and not-for-profit sectors has begun to contribute to drive social impact in national and local music communities. The role of public sectors has changed from direct provider to enabler. The notion of social corporate responsibility has gradually become embedded into corporate sector culture. Extraordinary social enterprises within the not-for-profit sector have emerged. Trends and drivers have consequent implications for leadership, and the emergence of new forms of philanthropy and social investment. Traditional boundaries have become blurred and fluid. Trends and drivers have reshaped dynamics for Allan, Laurence, and Catherine (Figures 32.1–32.2) and their families, and music educators and the multidisciplinary teams in the special education sector like Nathan, Karen, Mary, and Brigit (Figures 32.2–32.5).

However, Indigenous students, students from other culturally and linguistically diverse circumstances, musically gifted and talented students, gender-diverse students, and students with complex special needs still seem to lag behind their peers on measures of education, employment, and independence. Gains have not been made without confronting the noisy contests of challenging, sometimes controversial dilemmas, cultures, and big issues. In my view, there is cause for cautious optimism.

Despite the noisy contests, national and local education systems have experienced progress for the benefit of all students (Althaus, 2007; Bessant, Watts, Dalton, & Smyth, 2006; Hill & Hupe, 2009; Maddison, 2009; McClelland & Smyth, 2006; Mendes, 2008; Reid & Thomson, 2003; Reid, 2005; Reid, 1998; Wanna, Butcher, & Freyens, 2010). Iterations of national and local law, public policy, and professional practice have provided opportunities to strengthen commitment to improving schools, and the ability of local school team members to teach all children and young people well.

The chapter has passionately advocated for embedding of sustainable political, economic, environmental, social, cultural, and technological impact into law, public policy, professional practice that support education sectors to honour musical diversity, difference, and identity. Social impact for all through engagement in special music? How extraordinary!!

It is pleasing to note that there are recent examples of national and local statutory local curriculum, assessment, and reporting authorities that have taken courage to develop rubrics with an extended continuum of descriptions of musical development and learning. Rubrics account for the continuum of preintentional, intentional, early symbolic, and symbolic development and learning.

In my view, we live in exciting times in music in the special education sector. There are shifts, such as exponential technological advances, that have led to robust debate on best-practice pedagogical approaches, programs, strategies, and technologies. Notwithstanding, honest tensions still exist.

Provision of quality musical experiences and activities for benefit of all students appears to have progressed. However, music education practitioner teams in the special education sector require opportunities and resources to develop skills and knowledge needed to accurately identify children and young people with complex special needs; educate these children and young people in an inclusive setting; ensure access to relevant curriculum, assessment and reporting rubrics; and work within and across other school team members to meet needs. There are still many profound and complex dilemmas, cultures, and big issues in teacher training and provision of appropriate continuous professional development opportunities for teams.

Therefore, now I turn to the things that we now know we do not know. I am a longtime self-confessed tragic disciple of the interdisciplinary. Research and practitioner communities have begun to cross boundaries that have begun to unleash creativity and innovation. An ambitious scholarly evidence-based research agenda must surely continue in collaboration within and across colleagues in HASS and STEM/STEAM communities.

The common mission and vision of quality musical experiences and activities for all is a tough gig. Nevertheless, gains have been achieved. Imagine 20 years on. There is real hope that authentic change is well underway led by ambitious evidence-based inquiry and research efforts. Law, public policy, and professional practice in school music education; in music education curriculum, assessment, and reporting; and in preservice and in-service preparation of music teachers more fully embrace notions of inclusivity, integration, normalization, and social equity with and for all children and young people.

The new normal? Absolutely not!! In my view, music teachers, the multidisciplinary school teams in the special education sector, students, families, allied health, medical, academic, administrative, policymakers, and other professionals must take courage to “maintain the rage.” How did this happen? What were the key obstacles, and how were they overcome? I look forward to reporting on these changes, perhaps in a revised edition of this handbook in 2037.
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CHAPTER 33



Evidence-Based Practices for Music Instruction and Assessment for PreK–12 Students with Autism Spectrum Disorder



Robyn K. Swanson



Introduction

The US federal education regulations cited within No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, (2002) perpetuated systemic changes about what, when, and how all educators, as well as music, teach and assess every student including those diagnosed with autism spectrum disorder (ASD) in American public schools. A centerpiece of this 21st-century education reform legislation (NCLB, 2002) was the redefinition of inclusive classrooms. Traditionally, students with disabilities were identified as those needing special services to succeed in PreK–12 public schools. The NCLB (2002) expanded the classifications to include students demonstrating cultural, linguistic, and academic diversity (Glass et al., 2010). To address the diverse learning needs of all students an education model, universal design for learning (UDL) was developed and implemented (Center for Applied Special Technology [CAST], 2012; Rose & Meyer, 2002). Strategies for differentiated instruction (DI) were defined to address the varied learning needs of every student (NCLB, 2002). Also, capturing attention within NCLB (2002) was the emphasis on using evidence-based practices (EBPs) in instruction and assessment.

Therefore, this chapter focuses on the use of EBPs by special education practitioners in instruction and assessment while providing music educators direction toward implementation of these practices in instruction and assessment for students with ASD. Ascertaining what are feasible instruction and evaluation strategies appropriate in teaching and assessing music for these students within inclusive educational environments, selected philosophies, theories, strategies, treatments, and interventions used by multiple practitioners (general educators, music educators, music therapists, special educators) were studied. Numerous perspectives contributed toward identifying and presenting effective EBP and interventions applicable for students with ASD so they can benefit from interacting with typical developing peers in inclusive music classrooms, acquire understanding about music and its relationship to community and the world through multiple modes of music experiences (general music, ensembles, etc.), and demonstrate their acquired music knowledge and skills via authentic assessments.

Questions related to the study include:



• What are the behavioral characteristics of students with ASD that music educators need to be cognizant of in inclusive settings?


• Historically, how have federal education laws and policies provided students with disabilities rights to a quality education?


• What are effective special education EBPs and accommodations deemed as viable interventions for teaching PreK–12 standards-based music curriculum, instruction, and assessment for students with ASD?







Defining Autism Spectrum Disorder and Suggestions for Music Instruction and Assessment

Since 1943, the psychiatrist, Dr. Leo Kanner defined children with autism as “children who are socially isolated and who share an obsessive desire for sameness” (Autism Speaks, 2013, para. 10). Since its inception the diagnosis for students with ASD has evolved into the display of multisystem impairments characterized by delays in social and communication skills and restrictive, repetitive behaviors, interests, or activities (American Psychiatric Association [APA], 2013a; Council of Exceptional Education [CEC], 2015b). Specific to social and communication skill developments are inabilities to read facial expressions, body language, and interactions with others socially in meaningful ways (joint attention) (Dalrymple, Allard, Boland, Geis, & Ruble, 2004; Hammel & Hourigan, 2013; Kalas, 2012; Valley CoPA, 2007). Darretxe and Sepulveda (2011) categorize three challenges for students with ASD. These are: theory of mind—the impairment of this ability to recognize and identify emotional conditions (i.e., happy, sad) in themselves and also in others; central coherence—rather than seeking out more information about a situation, these students are consumed with personal interests; and executive functions—inabilities to plan, organize, and find solutions to problems.

A medical diagnosis of ASD is most frequently determined by a psychiatrist, according to the APA’s Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders DSM, 5th Edition (DSM-5; APA, 2013b). Prior to theDSM-5 symptoms for diagnosis, DSM-IV criteria were applied. In DSM-IV, ASD was diagnosed by display of social, language, and behavioral characteristics and could include other conditions such as Asperger’s disorder, childhood disintegrative disorder, and pervasive developmental disorder not otherwise specified (PDD-NOS) (APA, 2013a).

Autism Speaks (2012) reported DSM-5 revisions “introduce two fundamental changes in the diagnosis of autism spectrum disorder. First it collapses previously distinct autism subtypes—including autistic disorder and Asperger syndrome—into one unifying diagnosis of autism spectrum disorder (ASD)” (para. 2). “Second, the current three symptom domains of social impairment, communication deficits and repetitive/restricted behaviors will become two—social communication impairment and repetitive/restricted behaviors” (para. 3).

Data reported by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (2015) state that 1 in 68 children within the United State are diagnosed with ASD. The National Autistic Society (2015) reports individuals with ASD present as hypersensitive (oversensitive) and hyposensitive (undersensitive) in all seven senses: sight, sound, touch, taste, smell, balance (vestibular), and body awareness (proprioceptive). For music educators, an example of a sensory hypersensitive impairment demonstrated by a student with ASD includes musical sounds that are too loud, which trigger behavioral disruptions or outbursts in the classroom.

According to the Autism Society of America (2015), educators should be aware of how an ASD medical diagnosis differs from an educational description. Educational intervention plans for students with ASD are developed by professionals such as special educators, psychologists, speech pathologists/therapists, and so on, in consultation with parents or guardians, and documented on an individualized education program (IEP) in accordance with guidelines and requirements of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA; 2004) (US Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c). An IEP contains annual, measurable academic and functional goals with progress-monitoring timelines, and affords the individual with ASD opportunities to engage and progress in a school’s general education curriculum. Hammel and Hourigan (2011, 2013), Hourigan and Hourigan, (2009), and Hourigan (2014), stress the importance for music educators to inquire about the IEP (learning goals and expectations) for students with ASD, and to collaborate with the student’s special education team to gain a perspective about the strengths, effective instructional strategies, and expected challenging behaviors. Malley (2014b) offers advice for music educators to seek what accommodations have been identified by the individual’s special education team and apply those in music instruction and assessment (for example, use visual aids to reinforce the music concept and skill).

Abramo (2012), Coast Music Therapy (2015), and Srinivasan and Bhat (2013) theorize that children with autism exhibit increased pitch perception, maybe even perfect pitch, with heightened abilities to discriminate pitch, label emotions through musical experiences, and identify musical preference equally or better than typical developing peers in the music classroom. Swanson and Boman (2014) conducted an empirical study involving 42 students diagnosed with ASD, with the age range of 7–21 to examine what correlations, if any, could be ascertained between the performing, responding, and creating standards-based music-movement activities/assessments to improved functioning systems (cognitive/communication, motor skills, social/emotional).

The P-12 Autism Program (AP) administrators (Swanson & Boman, 2014) chose music-movement (dance) as an education program because the student population comprised a wide range of ages (7–21); had varied cognitive functions, with some possessing minimal or no reading skills; and was representative of diverse ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds where no language barriers existed when engaged in music and movement (dance) activities. To test whether or not students in the P-12 AP possessed heightened pitch perception, they administered Gordon’s (1979, 1982) standardized Primary Measures of Music Audiation (PMMA) to 27 students ages 7–10 (N = 27) and the Intermediate Measures of Music Audiation (IMMA) to 15 students, ages 11–21 (N = 15). These assessments were used because there has been sufficient evidence gathered to support that the PMMA and IMMA tests are valid and reliable standardized measurements for musical aptitude that require no reading skill, and it is recommended that local norms should be established when administering these assessments. Test items were multisensory. Questions were read aloud on the CD (auditory) and coincided with the pictures (visuals) on the answer sheet. The student decided whether pairs of tonal or rhythm patterns heard sounded the same or different by indicating the choice by drawing a circle (tactile) around the correct picture. Rapp (2014), Rosenke, Mappin, Vanderham, and Bowie (2012) suggest students with ASD can become stressed and confused when tested, so teachers need to be cognizant of effective testing adaptations. The Gordon PMMA and IMMA tests are in alignment with their suggestions of reading the test to them and adding visuals to the test questions and responses. Another possible modification includes administering the assessments individually, and instead of circling the response, same or different, students use thumbs-up for same, and thumbs-down for different (Darrow, Adamek, & Crockett, 2014a). One consideration a music educator should ponder when administering the PMMA or IMMA tests in an inclusive music classroom is whether or not the aural format of the music listening exams would cause oversensitivity for students with ASD and trigger any disruptive behaviors or outbursts.

Gordon (1979, 1982) divides the student’s scores into three percentiles (low, average, and high). High scores are correlated to the 80th percentile and above, average scores to 21st and 79th percentile; and low scores at the 20th percentile and below (p. 81). The P-12 AP student scores were not adjusted to new norms, and no accommodations were applied in the testing environment. In comparison to the standard Gordon composite percentile ranks (both tonal and rhythmic scores), the students’ (N = 27) PMMA scores were low (n = 16, 61.5%), average (n = 11, 38.5%) and high (n = 0). The IMMA scores (N = 15) were low (n = 12, 80%), average (n = 2, 13.3%), and high (n = 1, 6.7%) (Swanson & Boman, 2014). Swanson and Boman (2014) reported the Gordon tonal and rhythmic tests are viable measurements for musical aptitude in students with ASD and urge researchers to consider administering the PMMA and IMMA tests with the suggested accommodations.

Based on the complexity of disabilities under the umbrella of ASD, the Autism Society (1999) created a thought-provoking awareness ribbon by designing disconnected multiple shapes and colors of puzzle pieces illustrating the uniqueness of characteristics, the children, and families’ hope for early intervention, appropriate services, continued advocacy to gain independence and experience a quality life. Since music experiences can be barrier free and enjoyable for individuals with ASD, why not enhance their life experiences by engaging with typical developing peers through creating, performing, and responding to music?


United States Education Laws and Policies for Students with Disabilities: Implications for Music Instruction and Assessment

Historically, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 protected the rights of individuals with disabilities by mandating school districts provide a free appropriate public education (FAPE) (US Department of Education, Offices of Civil Rights, 2010). Subsequent laws, such as the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-142) established provisions for students with disabilities to be educated in the least restrictive environment (LRE) and for those who benefit from special services, an individual education program (IEP) (US Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 2007). It was not until 1990 that autism was added as the 13th disability category. In 1997, PL 94-142 was reauthorized as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) (US Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 2007).

Edyburn (2005) states the federal legislative initiative to transform the general school curriculum whereby all students regardless of disability are enabled with the right to a quality education and access to flexible delivery of content and assessment, and use of computers and assistive technology with goals, methods, and materials, was realized through the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110,115, § 1425, codified as 20 U.S.C. §§ 6301 et seq. (2002), and IDEA (2004). The NCLB (2002) was legislated with the intent to close the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left behind, including those with disabilities (Edyburn, 2005).

Eagleton (2008) reported IDEA (1997/2004), and NCLB (2002), recognized all learners are entitled to a high-quality standards-based education. And, with regard to assessment, it was recommended the measures used to evaluate a school’s accountability and educational progress should be designed in accordance with UDL principles (Eagleton, 2008).

The IDEA regulations (2004) in alignment with NCLB (2002) identified the arts, in which music is a component discipline, as core academic subjects. Such regulation entitled all students regardless of disability the right to quality music instruction and assessment in inclusive environments (US Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, 2007a).

To eventuate legislative mandates, evidence-based philosophies, theories, and practices including UDL, DI, Neuroscience: Brain Based Learning Theories, Technology Generated Instruction including Assistive Technology, and 21st Century skills (critical thinking and problem solving, communication, collaboration, and creativity) were developed. In addition, the revision of National Standards in the Arts (Consortium of National Arts Education Associations, 1994), to the National Core Arts Standards (NCAS) (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2014), have impacted how music educators design standards-based curriculum, instruction, and assessment to accommodate the individual learning differences in every student inclusive of students with ASD.

The NCAS were developed to aid arts educators (dance, music, theatre, visual arts, media arts) in design of curriculum, instruction, and assessment grounded in philosophic beliefs of artistic literacy and lifelong goals (SEADAE, 2014). The NCAS framework was written in accordance with McTighe and Wiggin’s (2013) Understanding by Design (UbD) beliefs, whereby Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs) composed of multiple authentic assessment tasks are used as means to anchor the curriculum, enabling students to demonstrate their knowledge and skills related to artistic processes inherent within performance standards. The Core Arts (Music) Standards are organized by artistic processes of creating, performing, responding and connecting with accompanying process components, enduring understandings, essential questions, performance standards, and MCAs (SEADAE, 2013, 2014; Swanson & Shuler, 2014). A NCAS companion resource, Students with Disabilities and the Core Arts Standards: Guiding Principles for Teachers (Malley, 2014a) provided ideas for incorporating the UDL principles, DI via accommodations cited within a student’s IEP, and application of appropriate EBPs.


Universal Design for Learning

Based on the synthesis of various sources in neuroscience, general music, special education, and others, UDL’s guiding principles (representation, action/expression, engagement) developed by Rose, Meyer, and colleagues at CAST (2012) are grounded in the belief that all students—including those with disabilities—should receive quality learning opportunities that will prepare them with knowledge and skills to experience a lifetime of success within globally diverse environments (CAST, 2012; Council for Exceptional Children [CEC], 2005; Fuelberth & Laird, 2014; Glass et al., 2010; Glass, Meyer, & Rose, 2013; Malley, 2014a; National Center on Universal Design for Learning, 2014; National Association for Music Education [NAfME], 2014; Rapp, 2014; Rose & Meyer, 2002; Teaching Excellence in Adult Literacy [TEAL], 2012; Thompson, Johnstone, Anderson, & Miller, 2005). CAST (2012) and Rose and Meyer (2002) theorize that when all students are engaged in UDL-designed learning tasks, three neural networks (recognition, strategic, affective) function alone or simultaneously. Rose and Meyer (2002) report “recognition networks are specialized to sense and assign meaning to patterns we see; they enable us to identify and understand information, ideas, and concepts” (p. 13). They believe “strategic networks are specialized to generate and oversee mental and motor patterns. They enable us to plan, execute, and monitor actions and skills” (Rose & Meyer, 2002, p. 13). And lastly, “affective networks are specialized to evaluate patterns and assign them emotional significance; they enable us to engage with tasks and learning and with the world around us” (Rose & Meyer, 2002, p. 13).

The following discussion illustrates examples of music instruction and assessment practices for students with ASD linked to principles of UDL (representation, action/expression, engagement) (CAST, 2012). The first UDL principle is “representation” of multiple modes of content—that is, input, or the what of learning (CAST, 2012; Rapp, 2014). Therefore, design instruction and assessments are “representative” of varied music content—structural elements—and context—cultural, historical, and so forth, reflective of various genres and styles; incorporate many music skills (singing, playing instruments, moving, improvising, creating, reading/notating, listening/responding, evaluating); and include multisensory activities (auditory, bodily kinesthetic, tactile, visual) and accommodations for music materials/equipment (color-coded/highlighted music, adaptive instruments, assistive technology, computers, etc.) (Swanson, 2008, 2010; Swanson & Boman, 2014).

The second UDL principle is the use of multiple means of “action and expression” by diversifying assessments and offering students a choice to convey what they know and can do—that is, output (CAST, 2012; Rapp, 2014; Rosenke et al., 2012). Swanson and Boman (2014) offer, for students with ASD, various types of authentic assessments and scoring criteria including rubrics. These are portfolios, performance checklists, self-assessments, video and audio taping of student performance (parental/guardian approval), learning logs, anecdotal reports, collaborative exams, computer-based exams, music puzzles, games, survey, and collages. Tomlinson and McTighe (2006) state the most reliable assessment of student learning is when multiple measures are used, for example, an entire picture album versus one picture.

The third UDL principle is the use of multiple modes of “engagement” (CAST, 2012; Rapp, 2014). This is creating ways in which all students can work individually and/or with others within the music-learning task. Examples include playing musical instruments, adaptive if necessary; assistive technology for communicating music knowledge and skills; manipulatives such as stuffed animals, pictures, and so forth. The use of varied musical styles for singing, moving, playing instruments, and listening can motivate student with ASD to engage in age and developmentally appropriate music processes (creating, performing, responding) inspiring them to achieve music literacy (Swanson, 2008, 2010; Swanson & Boman, 2014).

To assist music educators in creating universally designed classrooms so that all students are provided opportunities to engage in music experiences and meet curriculum goals, Fuelberth and Laird (2014) researched UDL principles in relationship to contemporary music education practice. They share numerous instructional strategies for teaching music aligned to specific UDL guidelines and principles for implementation. Examples include UDL Principle 1: Provide multiple means of representation; Guideline 1: Provide options for perception; and Teaching Ideas, 1.1 “Customize the display of information: Adjust print materials: de-clutter, highlight, color code; Project music/handouts to allow for guided use; Vary musical elements (pitch, tempo, etc.); Audiosnail (alters tempo while maintaining pitch)” (Fuelberth & Laird, 2014, p. 178).


Evidence-Based Practice

Another component of IDEA (2004) aligned to NCLB (2002) stated in section 9101(37) of the ESEA [34 CFR 300.35] [20 U.S.C. 1411(e (2)(C)(xi)] [sec. 9101(37) of the ESEA], is that educators should refer to “scientifically based research” when designing curriculum, instruction, and assessment for all students (US Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, 2007a). In practice, “scientific based research” often interchanged with EBP, is research that follows systemic, rigorous, scientific inquiry with a specific purpose, hypothesis, method, results, and conclusions and that yields validity and reliability. Quite often, these studies apply empirical methods of investigation coupled with extensive data analyses and have been scrutinized through peer review or accepted by a panel of experts in the specific discipline for publication in reputable professional journals. In 2002, the US Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences (IES) created a website, What Works Clearinghouse (WWC): Evidence for What Works in Education, to assist educators with information about what practices qualify as evidenced-based (US Department of Education (IES), 2002). Effective EBPs to use for instruction and assessment of students with ASD were compiled by the Cochrane, Campbell Collaborations, National Professional Development Center on Autism Spectrum Disorder (NPDC on ASD, 2014; Wong et al., 2014).


Related Literature: Evidence-Based Practices Related to Music Education, Special Education, and Music Therapy for Students with ASD

Due to the lack of empirical research studies regarding teaching music to individuals with ASD, Jimenez (2014), applied a qualitative grounded theory approach to identify private piano teachers who teach students with ASD. Jimenez developed a theoretical model of how students with ASD can be led to develop music knowledge/skills, technical abilities, an appreciation for music, and enjoyment in performing and refining their craft through three strategies organized by a musical goal. The first is to use concrete strategies, such as adjusting the presentation of the lesson by using appropriate modifications or accommodations to address the varied levels of abilities and functioning skills (behavioral, communication, motor-sensory-perceptual, and social-emotional) for each student. Stylistic strategies involve the use of varied piano pedagogies, and attitudinal strategies impact the mindset and willingness of the piano teacher to adapt instructional techniques, provide encouragement, and instill confidence. Conclusions revealed that piano teachers found these strategies to be effective and, over time, have informed their pedagogical practices to allow for flexibility in delivery of instruction benefiting all their students, not only those with ASD. Swanson’s (1990, 2008, 2010) and Swanson and Boman (2014) design and implementation of music curriculum, instruction, and instruction for preschool through high school students with ASD in inclusive classrooms, embodies similar music goals, instructional procedures, and evidence-based concrete and stylistic strategies. A teacher’s attitude about teaching students with disabilities is contingent on knowledge about the disabilities as well as experiences working with those students.


Music Therapy Practices for Students with ASD

The American Music Therapy Association (2010), Coast Music Therapy (2015), Geretsegger et al. (2015), Srinivasan and Bhat (2013), and Wigram and Gold (2005) provide evidence about the efficacy of music therapy interventions as means to treat the multisystem impairments of children with autism. Srinivasan and Bhat (2013) conducted an extensive review of qualitative and quantitative studies in music and movement therapy, music education, neuroscience, and special education. Significant findings were the positive results that music therapy–based treatments yielded toward improved communication skills. While most music therapy research for individuals with autism relates to communication disorders, there is limited research that addresses social-emotional, and none for behavioral impairments, motor performance, and motor stereotypies (Srinivasan & Bhat, 2013).

Srinivasan and Bhat (2013) state interventions most prevalent for students with ASD in school environments are Applied Behavior Analysis (ABA), Picture Exchange Systems (PECS), and Treatment and Education of Autistic and Related Communication-Handicapped Children (TEACHH). The first, ABA, is where positive behaviors are identified, continually reinforced, and periodically reassessed. The second, PECS, is a system of communication that aids in speech development and joint attention within social contexts, whereby the learner is directed to give a picture that represents the thought or idea to be expressed to the communicative partner. Wong et al. (2014) states there are six phases educators should follow using the PECS: “(1) “how” to communicate, (2) distance and persistence, (3) picture discrimination, (4) sentence structure, (5) responsive requesting, and (6) commenting” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 72). Often, educators use a software product called Boardmaker to create PECS instructional tools such as pictures and graphics.

Hammel and Hourigan (2013) describe that TEACHH practices are used by special education teachers to establish predictable, time-sensitive, structured learning environments suitable for students with autism; aid in development of appropriate social, communication, and emotional regulation skills; and incorporate numerous instructional supports, such as visuals, PECS, and manipulative (puppets, etc.). They believe both TEACHH and PECS strategies are applicable for use in the music classroom and it is helpful for the paraprofessional to assist the student with reinforcement of TEACHH practices and the use of the PECS during instruction.

Another intervention used frequently for students with ASD in school settings, is functional behavior assessment (FBA), defined as an EBP applicable for identifying disrupting behaviors and developing steps to control the behavior with outcomes to reinforce communication and behavioral skills (Wong, et al., 2014). De Vito (2010) conducted an FBA as a precursor to music assessment and used behavioral checklists, and an augmentative communication device, Cheaptalk 8 TM, as a means for students with autism to demonstrate their comprehension of elements of music as well as musical preferences. Devito suggests that music educators could use Cheaptalk 8 TM for assessment purposes. The device has eight spaces for different pictures with 18 seconds of recorded sound, and when the student is asked to identify a specific element of music or indicate musical preference that they would flip the switch to communicate their response. One idea De Vito (2010) suggested was to use pictures of instruments with corresponding recordings of the tone colors.


Special Education National Standards, Autism Focused Intervention Modules (AFIRM)/EBP for Students with ASD

In 2015 the CEC (2015a), released Educational Standards for Students with Disabilities. “Initial Preparation Standard 5, Instructional Planning & Strategies” identifies the need for EBPs. The resultant Autism Focused Intervention Modules (AFIRM) (2016) indicate which EBPs are appropriate in the instruction and assessment for students with ASD. The NPDC on ASD (2014) and Wong et al. (2014) cite 27 EPBs gleaned from intervention science as effective treatments specifically designed for educators to consider when organizing instruction and assessment for students with ASD within inclusive classrooms. Marder and Fraser (2013) believe all educators—including music educators—should know how to incorporate these practices for the identified population, to help minimize the instructional gap between research and practice.

The ABA, FBA, and PECS are identified as effective interventions within the 27 EBPs. It is recommended music educators work with the student’s special education team to understand what and how EBP interventions are being implemented and collaboratively identify what music goals should be designed and documented on the IEP for each student with ASD.

Specific EBPs have been selected to coincide with familiar or feasible music practices and strategies music educators use on a daily basis. Provided are definitions to illustrate how music educators can incorporate the practice(s) in instruction and assessment with outcomes that aid in remediation of targeted behaviors/characteristics for students with ASD.

Selected EBPs are listed here:



• Modeling (MD) is a means to demonstrate a targeted behavior or skill to the learner (AFIRM, 2016). Wong et al. (2014) suggest modeling is frequently combined with prompting and reinforcement strategies. Outcomes: MD is an effective practice to increase social, communication and joint attention skills (Wong et al., 2014).

• Peer Mediated Instruction and Intervention (PMII) is a practice to develop positive social interactions between students with ASD and their typical developing peers through cooperative learning groups (AFIRM, 2016; Wong et al., 2014). Outcomes: According to Wong et al. (2014), the outcomes of PMII are effective demonstrations of social, communication, joint attention, and academic skills.

• Prompting (PP) includes any verbal, gestures, body language, and physical cues provided to assist learners with ASD acquire new skills or address remediation of a targeted behavior. Prompting cues are provided by an adult (teacher, paraprofessional) or a student (a peer who is trained to assist a student with ASD) and are foundational in the use of other EBPs such as reinforcement, time delay, and video modeling (AFIRM, 2016; Wong et al., 2014). Outcomes: PP is an effective practice to address “social, communication, behavior, joint attention, play, school-readiness, academic, motor, adaptive, and vocational skills” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 76).

• Reinforcement (R+) is an action-consequence practice. The purpose is the acquisition of new skills to increase appropriate behaviors (actions), and when either of those is demonstrated positively some type of reward (consequence) is provided. Reinforcements are categorized as either positive or negative. Positive reinforcements include something the student desires. For example, if the student follows directions for Performing a rhythm pattern on rhythm sticks correctly, they can select their hand percussion of choice. Some school districts use token economy programs whereby students on behavioral plans receive some type positive recognition (clip-up on a chart, stickers) when their demonstrated behaviors during the day are in compliance with the expectations and are exchanged for something the student likes to do; for example in music, select a musical preference (singing, moving, playing an instrument, or listening activity). Negative reinforcement is when the learner does not want the reward for doing the appropriate skill or behavior. Like PP, R+ is a foundational EBP, and the two are often used together (AFIRM, 2016; Wong et al., 2014). Outcomes: R+ are effective practices to “address social, communication, behavior, joint attention, play, cognitive, school-readiness, academic, motor, adaptive, and vocational skill” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 79).

• Task Analysis (TA) is a practice whereby the complex target skills are broken down into smaller tasks. The student is taught and masters each step of the task, then by chaining the behavioral skills accomplishes the complete task. The EBPs such as reinforcement, video modeling, or time delay can be used to facilitate learning in the smaller segments of the task (AFIRM, 2016; Wong et al., 2014). Outcomes: TA is an effective practice to “address social, communication, joint attention, academic, motor, and adaptive skills” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 94).

• Technology-Aided Instruction and Intervention (TAII) focuses on the student being taught through a wide range of technology-assisted devices (AFIRM, 2016). Assistive technology such as voice output communication aids (VOCAs), are specifically designed to augment instruction and assessment for students with autism enabling them increased participation in the classroom and aiding in experiencing growth and development in language comprehension, expressive communication, academic, attending, organizational, and social skills (Assistive Technology for Students with Autism, 2015). Most PreK–12 schools are equipped with multiple types of technology such as iPads, iPods, laptops, electronic keyboards, Midi devices, tape recorders, and more, including software programs and accessibility to various music applications (apps). Also available are numerous types of commercial computer-generated music education curriculum, instructional materials, and assessment products with interactive capabilities appropriate for universally designed formative and summative assessments appropriate to use with students with ASD. Outcomes: TAII are effective interventions to “address social, communication, behavior, joint attention, cognitive, school-readiness, academic, motor, adaptive, and vocational skills” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 96).

• Time Delay (TD) is a practice that is always used with another EBP, prompting (PP) and systemically fades the use of prompts during instruction (AFIRM, 2016). Wong et al. (2014) state with TD there is always a short delay between initial instruction and adding more prompts or instruction and cites two types, progressive and constant. For example with progressive time delay, “a teacher provides a prompt immediately after an instruction when a learner with ASD is initially learning a skill. As the learner becomes more proficient at using the skill, the teacher gradually increases the waiting time between the instruction and the prompt” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 99). When applying “constant time delay, a fixed amount of time is always used between the instruction and the prompt as the learner becomes more proficient at using the new skill” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 99). Outcomes: TD is an effective intervention to “address social, communication, behavior, joint attention, play, cognitive, school-readiness, academic, motor, and adaptive skills” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 99).

• Video Modeling (VM) is an instructional practice whereby video recordings and display equipment are used to provide visual and/or auditory modes in music education to model the expected behavior or skill target. Wong et al. (2014) explain four types of VM. These are: “basic video modeling, video self-modeling, point-of-view video modeling, and video prompting” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 101). It seems of these four types, the ones that are most applicable in an inclusive music classroom are basic video modeling, video self-modeling, and video prompting. Basic video modeling (other) is used most frequently and someone other than the learner is demonstrating the targeted behavior or skill (Wong et al., 2014). Video self-modeling (self) is when the learner is recorded performing the targeted behavior and/or skill. Video prompting “involves breaking the behavior into steps and recording each step with incorporated pauses during which the learner may view and then attempt a step before viewing and attempting subsequent steps” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 101). Video prompting can be used effectively with other self-video models, and can be applied alone or in corroboration with EBPs of prompting and reinforcement (Wong et al., 2014). Outcomes: VM are effective practices to “address social, communication, behavior, joint attention, play, cognitive, school-readiness, academic, motor, adaptive, and vocational skills” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 101).

• Visual Supports (VS) are practices used in assisting the learner to focus on key elements in instruction, classroom routines, etc. (AFIRM, 2016). Visual supports provide concrete cues and for the music educator can be applied through many forms and serve many functions such as including pictures—related to song meanings, isolated and highlighted melodic and rhythmic patterns, sequences in music listening activities depicting structural form, and so forth—and objects, such as instruments, including adaptive instruments using color codification systems matched to pitches in songs, manipulative-puppets, stuffed animals, scarves, and more. Even the consistency in which the music activities are taught supported with pictures of the instructional sequence and the music classroom organized with color-coded risers, carpet with music symbols, and so forth, can serve as visual reminders (Darrow, Adamek, & Crockett, 2014a, 2014b, 2014c; Hammel, 2004, 2008; Hammel & Hourigan, 2013; Swanson, 2008, 2010). Outcomes: VS are effective practices to “address social, communication, behavior, play, cognitive, school-readiness, academic, motor, and adaptive skills” (Wong et al., 2014, p. 104).






Evidence-Based Practices and Alignment to a Preschool Music/Movement/Creative Arts Program

Swanson (2008, 2010) designed and taught a 2-year, standards-based music/movement/creative arts (arts and humanities) curriculum, instruction, and assessments to 82 public school preschool children (ages 3–5) with developmental delays. Of the 82 children involved in the 2-year program, 78% were diagnosed with developmental delays, a majority displayed some form of autism, and 22% were identified as at-risk, due to low socioeconomic indicators. For various medical reasons, the preschool children (82) possessed a wide range of cognitive delays and different levels of abilities to move, communicate (nonverbal, limited verbal skills), and socially interact with peers and adults. About 10% of the 78% possessed repetitive/restricted behaviors and 20% of the 78% were hypersensitive (oversensitive) and hyposensitive (undersensitive) in all seven senses: sight, sound, touch, taste, smell, balance (vestibular), and body awareness (proprioceptive) (Swanson, 2008, 2010).

The Preschool Music/Movement/Creative Arts Project was funded by partnerships with a local school district, the area’s university department of music education, the community symphony orchestra association and the state VSA affiliate (The International Organization on Arts and Disabilities), with four identified purposes (Swanson, 2008, 2010). These were:



• To provide arts education for preschoolers with developmental delays and use activities that encourage cognitive development and basic functioning systems (communication, social/emotional, motor skills: gross, fine) acquisition.

• To address the desires of parents and teachers to use the arts as a tool for improving cognitive and basic functioning systems development but who lack the necessary knowledge and resources.

• To give a new generation of preservice music and elementary education students the opportunities to work with the identified population of students.

• To disseminate information to other teachers and parents in the form of teaching modules and training programs (Swanson, 2008, 2010).





The multisensory music/movement/creative arts modules with sequential lesson plans and individual/group assessments were aligned to children’s developmental domains: creative expression, communication, cognitive, gross/fine motor movement and, social/emotional development as described within the Kentucky Early Childhood Standards for Arts and Humanities and English/Language Arts (Kentucky Department of Education [KDE] 2002, revised 2008) and the Music Educators National Conference (MENC) National Performance Standards for Pre-kindergarten Music (NAfME/MENC, 1996). Refer to Figure 33.1 for the KECS benchmarks, developmental continuum, and example behaviors.
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Figure 33.1 Kentucky Early Childhood Standards (KECS).





Since a majority of the children within the program were diagnosed with some degree of ASD, the music educator designed specific music/movement learning targets that would simultaneously address basic functioning system characteristics (delayed cognition, communication, social/emotional, motor skills: gross, fine). Ockelford (2012) underscores the importance that students with impairments need music education programs that include both education in music (music knowledge and skills) and education through music (basic functioning systems) (para. 4).

In year one, the program’s content learning targets were music/movement with dance content embedded within the movement component. During year 2, the curriculum, instruction, and assessments were expanded to include integration of drama/theatre and some visual art activities, and in both years, the same basic functioning systems (skills) learning targets, namely, motor skills (gross, fine), socialization with peers, and communication skills (verbal/nonverbal), remained constant.

Year 1 data for the Music/Movement Curriculum from 11 children ages 4–5 from an inclusive population of 33 with ASD was chosen to illustrate how EBPs can be applied effectively to address and reinforce both categories of learning targets music in (knowledge and skills) and music through (basic functioning skills). Each learning target was individually assessed using progress monitoring formative indicators and afforded the children accommodations to demonstrate what they know and could do through multiple modes of action and expression. The accommodation and EBP terminology are interchangeable; supported by ideas extrapolated from Darrow and Adamek (2012), Darrow et al. (2014a, 2014b, 2014c), Hammel and Hourigan (2013), and Swanson (2008, 2010); and summarized as visual supports (pictures, communication boards, icons, etc.), prompts (facial gestures, eye gazes, thumbs up, thumbs down, etc.), modeling (showing, using one or combined learning styles (auditory, visual, bodily-kinesthetic, tactile). Thurlow (2012) states that all students benefit when educators select standards-based learning targets and monitor individual progress using formative indicators toward attainment of those targets.

The organizational structure of the progress monitoring assessment tool was music/movement and basic functioning skills learning targets with formative indicators and defined levels of performance. Music/movement formative indicators, such as developing an awareness to elements of music such as rhythm: beat, time; melody: pitch, phrase; form: same and different; and timbre: sounds of instruments and voices in relationship to music skill development, were the criteria used to measure student’s growth and development in “explores singing voice, explores playing instruments and explores expressive movement to music.” Two other music/movement learning targets were (1) explores expressive qualities (dynamics: loud/soft, tempo: fast/slow) through varied music skills and (2) shows preference for musical styles. Basic functioning skills were: motor skills—gross motor/fine; positive socialization with peers; and demonstration of communication skills: verbal/nonverbal. Scoring criteria included levels of performance measured by:



• (O) No observed demonstration of the skill


• (B) Beginning: demonstration of the skill is observed some of the time but not consistently


• (D) Developing: demonstration of the skill is observed most of the time but not consistently


• (M) Mastery: demonstration of the skill is observed consistently (Swanson, 2008, 2010). (Refer to Table 33.1 for preschool music assessment criteria and results).
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Hammel (2004, 2008), Hartenberger (2008), Jensen (2000), Kara (2009), Marzano, Pickering and Pollock (2001), Montgomery and Martinson (2006), Swanson (1990, 1993, 1996, 2008), the US Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (2007a), and Zemelman, Daniels, and Hyde (1993) provided direction in determining Key Considerations for Instructional Design and Best Practices for Teaching and Assessing the preschool curriculum. Even though AFIRM (2016) and the 27 EBPs (Wong et al., 2014) were not available in 2008, Swanson (2008, 2010) used these practices—Modeling (MD), Peer Mediated Instruction and Intervention (PMII), Prompting (PP), Reinforcement (R+), Task Analysis (TA), Technology-Aided Instruction and Intervention (TAII), Time Delay (TD), Visual Supports (VS)—in design and implementation of the preschool curriculum, instruction, and assessments. Each aligned EBP that Swanson used for instruction and assessment toward the evaluation of the children’s targeted behaviors is labeled and marked with an (*) asterisk in Figure 33.2. According to DI recommendations, it is critical to preassess the individual learning strengths and needs prior to instructional and assessment design (Malley, 2014 a; SEADAE, 2014). Swanson (2008) observed each child in the preschool program and discussed with the teacher IEP goals and recommendations prior to lesson plan development and implementation. Thurlow and Quenemoen (2011) recommend using the same set of accommodations in both teaching and assessing students with disabilities (see Figure 33.2).
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Figure 33.2 Key considerations for instructional design and best practices for teaching and assessing.





The music educator, special education teacher, and paraprofessionals conducted assessments on a weekly basis through observations by marking the appropriate learning target (music/movement, basic functioning skills) with the demonstrated level of performance O, B, D, or M on the preschool music assessment chart. The overall growth for each of the 11 students from October (O) to May (M) is presented in Table 33.1 and illustrates all children’s demonstrated progress for the learning targets of: explores expressive movement to music developing an awareness to elements of music: rhythm: beat, time; melody: pitch, phrase; form: same and different, timbre: sounds of instruments and voices; explores expressive qualities such as dynamics (loud/soft) and tempo (fast/slow) through varied music skills; positive socialization with peers; and demonstration of communication skills: verbal/nonverbal. Ten (10) of 11 students demonstrated growth in shows preference for musical styles and motor skills: gross/fine. Nine (9) of 11 students demonstrated progress in explores singing voice and explores playing instruments in conjunction with developing an awareness about the specified elements of music (Table 33.1).

At the end of each year, (May) each parent or guardian received a summary of their child’s performance in the Music/Movement/Creative Arts Curriculum as well as a copy of the teaching modules with instructional materials, and access to music recordings and a copy of Audie—A Game for Understanding and Analyzing your Child’s Music Potential (Gordon, 1987). After year 1, the parents and guardians of the children involved in the Preschool Music/Movement Program were impressed with its contents and many reported to us at the beginning of year 2 with positive documentation (written, verbal, audio/video) of their child’s progress over the summer and attended many of the creative arts classes during the second year. Annually, the quality of the program was evaluated using preschool music/movement assessments, and teacher and parent questionnaires. All program assessments yielded a 100% positive response. The 11 (N = 11) students presented a wide range of ASD addressed in the discussion and represented only a portion of the children taught in the preschool program. Overall, all children either developmentally delayed or identified at-risk benefited from the music/movement/creative arts curriculum, instruction, and assessment, and no parts of the program were diluted but were consistent with goals and expectations of traditional preschool music curricula.

After evaluating all components of the Preschool Music/Movement/Creative Arts Program, given the diverse population of students ranging from multiple impairments to none, in all probability, embeds Rose and Meyer’s (2002) UDL principles (recognition, action/expression, engagement). Hairston (2013) believes when music educators use UDL principles (recognition, action/expression, engagement) in structuring teaching/learning activities and assessments for students with a wide range of abilities (reading, executive functions, motivation, interests, etc.), all students are provided opportunities to be successful. Jellison (2012) identified five guidelines for music educators to consider in design of inclusive classrooms and it is probable the preschool program addressed to some degree four of those five. These are (1) students with disabilities engage in music activities with typically developing peers of the same age; (2) musical learning goals, targets, and instruction are flexible and individually designed for all learners, not just those with disabilities; (3) individual student progress assessments reflect various actions, expressions and engagement; and (4) a collaborative team consisting of the music educator, preschool teacher, paraprofessionals, other professionals (psychologists, speech therapists), community orchestra personnel, and parents decided what arts (music) goals were significant and collectively provided appropriate supports and services (Jellison, 2012).

In summary, all four partners involved in the Preschool Music/Movement/Creative Arts Program deemed it successful. The preschool teacher expressed some students demonstrated more about what they knew and could do during the music/movement/creative arts activities than in any other daily activity (Swanson, 2008, 2010).


Preschool Program Instructional/Assessment EBP Scenarios

One preschool music activity involved orchestra students performing excerpts of Peter and the Wolf by Serge Prokofiev. Each child was provided pictures (VS) of each character that matched the tone color of the respective instrument (bird = flute; Peter = string quartet; duck = oboe, etc.). When the university student performed the appropriate melody of the character on the instrument (MD), the preschool teacher held up the correct picture (PP), the child was asked to find the matching picture, and so on. Most of the children voluntarily moved to the music, either by swaying, patting the beat softly on their legs, and so forth. After the introduction of the instruments and characters, the children were allowed to touch the instruments. Pictures of the instruments were also provided. Assessment was conducted by the child’s indication of preference by pointing to the pictures (either the character or the instrument) according to which sound they preferred. All, but one student responded appropriately.


Preschool Program Instructional/Assessment Scenario: Preparing for a Concert

The preschool children performed a bell part to Sleigh Ride by LeRoy Anderson for their parents during their winter holiday party. The children learned how to perform the jingle bells through EBPs of visual supports, prompting, reinforcement, progressive time delay, and task analysis. The music educator had prepared a VS indicating the number of beats the children played the bells with a picture of the jingle bell and the beats they rested with numbers. The music educator used the visual and word/number cues to prompt (PP) the children when to shake the bell and when to rest. When the children mastered the pattern, the music was added, and slowly the visual prompt was faded (TD). Inherent within the task was the intrinsic motivation and interest by the children to perform playing an instrument (R+). When the children performed for the audience (parents and family members), the music educator cued with pointing to the bell and showing numbers on her fingers for the rests. The reinforcement was the child could keep the bell after the performance (R+). The assessment included progress monitoring using formative indicators for each step of the TA and progressive TD procedures leading to preparation for the performance. The goal of this type of music sensory intervention by using rhythm as an initial assist to reinforce speech patterns and discriminate between sound and silence by fading the cues was designed to increase music skill and internalization of rhythm patterns. Such practice can be compared to a similar music therapy EBP, whereby music skills are applied toward attainment of (nonmusical) educational goals such as generalization and transfer (American Music Therapy Association, 2010).


EBPs and Alignment to P-12 Music/Movement Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment for Students with ASD

In 2011, when Swanson collaborated with Boman, director of a P-12 autism program in the design, implementation, and empirical descriptive research design for an assessment driven standards-based music-movement curriculum, Boman identified the appropriate special education EBPs—ABA, MD, PMII, PECS, PP, R+, TA, TAII, TD, VM, and VS—by studying pre/post diagnostic tests regarding the wide range of cognitive abilities and communication, motor skill and social/emotional functioning levels of the 42 P-12 (ages 7–21) students on the “spectrum” and determined the classifications for the functioning systems with specific criteria used in scoring the individual performance traits identified on the Observation Coding Form (OCF) (Refer to Tables 33.2 and 33.3 for the OCF Scoring Data).
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Swanson designed and taught music/dance lesson plans to the same groups of students Boman had identified to determine what performance traits corresponded to their musical abilities for the music/movement (dance) instruction/assessment portion. The OCF was designed to measure a student’s demonstration of music knowledge and performance skills as: rhythm, moves to the beat; sings on pitch; plays instruments in rhythm and/or appropriate pitches; reading music, uses movement patterns as visual representations of knowledge and visuals to demonstrate recognition of rhythmic and melodic patterns. To determine whether changes occurred in the functioning systems, performance trait indicators were established as cognitive—communication: verbal—body language exchanges (appropriate verbal skill, appropriate nonverbal and gestures/body language); motor skills: gross motor skills, fine motor skills, vestibular-balance, proprioceptive—body awareness/relaxation of muscles; and social-emotional—positive socialization with peers, exhibits self-confidence, positive social behaviors of waiting turns, time on task, listening skills, and making appropriate choices. The directions on the scoring key included: Use a check mark (✔) to record the incidences of the observed skill. Incidences of activity will be reported weekly in relationship to: (O) No observed demonstration of the skill; (B) Beginning: demonstration of the skill is observed some of the time but not consistently (1–3 incidences per week); (D) Developing: demonstration of the skill is observed most of the time but not consistently (4–6 incidences per week); and (M) Mastery: demonstration of the skill is observed consistently (7–9 incidences per week) (Swanson & Boman, 2014).

The P-12 AP curriculum consisted of 49 instructional modules with detailed lesson plans (objectives, resources, EBPs, instructional strategies, and assessments), representative of a variety of musical styles and cultural/historical genres, and instructional resources such as a K–8 music textbook series, CDs, DVDs, adaptive instructional materials, visuals (color-coded, enlarged, highlighted, etc.), PECS, adaptive cuffs to hold instruments, scarves, stretchy nylon-hose to manipulate while moving-responding to music, music instruments (e.g., keyboard, guitar, hand bells, choir chimes, all color coded to assist in music-reading activities, hand percussion, a PVC pipe 12 bar-blues marimba), and Beamz, a computer-based music interactive system, whereby students experientially composed and performed music in a non-structured manner through interaction with laser beams (Swanson & Boman, 2014).

The P-12 AP modules were aligned to the P-12 National Arts Standards (1994) (music/dance), and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music and Dance Program of Studies (POS) Standards. Special education alignments were with the CEC (2011) Special Education Standards for Professional Practice: Teaching and Assessment, specifically, application of LRE principles in the education of students with autism through modifying and augmenting curriculum (MAC); and functioning systems categorized as Cognitive/Communication Skills (CCS), Gross/Fine/Perceptual Motor Skills (G/F/P MS), Social/Emotional Skills (S/ES) and 21st-Century Skills—critical thinking, creativity, communication, collaboration. The NPDC on ASD (2009) Evidence-Based Practice Briefs and extramusical therapy techniques were also used (American Music Therapy Association, 2010).

In the development of the P-12 AP assessments, Swanson referred to Hartenberger (2008), Nitko and Brookhart (2011), and KDE (2012) for item design standards and meshed together aspects of previously created PreK through high school-level assessments models that illustrated individualized evaluations of students’ progress. In 1990, Swanson partnered with Davenport on the inclusion of special education students with intellectual delays (categorized as Educable Mentally Handicapped [EMH], Trainable Mentally Handicapped [TMH] in 1990) into middle school general music classes using cooperative learning strategies and teaching techniques to design a model whereby students with disabilities successfully worked collaboratively with typical developing peers (Darrow, Adamek, & Crockett, 2014b; PMII, EBP, as cited in AFIRM, 2016; Wong et al., 2014) to create a composition. The music concept–structured, simple to complex sequence of the music elements coupled with music skills (performing alone or with others) were established as the formative indicators in the evaluation tool that was used to monitor student progress resultant in a class composition as the summative assessment (Swanson & Davenport, 1992). Swanson and Davenport (1992) also used EBPs of prompting, modeling, and reinforcement in conjunction with PMII. Harrower and Dunlap (2001) and Odom, Boyd, and Hall (2010) recommend using appropriate supports, modeling, prompting, and reinforcing as interventions and PMII practices to teach academic skills in inclusive classroom environments, whereby students with autism interact with nonhandicapped peers, fostering development of social skills resulting in increased frequency of successful social interactions (see Figure 33.3).
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Figure 33.3 Middle school general music class task assessment.





After reviewing Swanson’s (1990, 1993, 1996, 2008, 2010) and Swanson and Davenport (1992) preschool, elementary, and middle school music assessments, she revisited Nitko and Brookhart’s (2011) comments about the federal initiative, Response to Intervention (RTI) an outcome of IDEA, PL 108-446 (2004), which afforded students with learning needs an alternative measure of assessment. Swanson selected an adaptive prescriptive task/assessment progress-monitoring model developed for a preschool student, with the pseudonym “Ricky” (Swanson, 2010), that appeared to be an appropriate type of assessment to use for students who attended the P-12 AP.

Ricky presented as lower functioning in cognitive-communication, gross-fine motor including vestibular-balance and proprioceptive-relaxation of muscles, and social-emotional skills. Ricky’s prescriptive task was to play a steady beat in tempo on a drum while listening to a recording of march-style music, Stars and Stripes Forever by John Philip Sousa, and march around the room (locomotor movement). In reference to EBPs, TA refers to each step of the task broken down into smaller parts and chained together toward task completion and taught through MD (teacher demonstrating expected behaviors); VS (picture of how to hold the drum stick); PP (verbal/physical cues, recording of the music); TD, progressively fading the prompt; and R+ (i.e., sticker—Marvelous Musician). Step one: Ricky would rehearse using a drumstick; performing steady beat patterns in tempo as modeled (MD) by the teacher. A Velcro cuff was needed to hold a drumstick securely. Step two: Add the recording of the march-style of music (PP) and teach (MD) Ricky how to play the beat pattern in tempo. Step three: Ricky plays the beat pattern in tempo while listening to the music (PP) and begins to march in place dependent on support (i.e., walker, tables, peer tutor). Step four: Ricky plays the beat pattern in tempo while listening to the music and marching around the room (locomotor). Prescriptive Assessment Scoring Criteria was (B) Beginning: demonstration of the skill is observed some of the time but not consistently; (D) Developing: demonstration of the skill is observed most of the time but not consistently; (M) Mastery: demonstration of the skill is observed consistently (Swanson, 2010). Please note, due to his physical impairments, Ricky was unable to perform step 4 of the task but did demonstrate mastery in 3 of the 4 steps (see Figure 33.4).
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Figure 33.4 Preschool prescriptive assessment task. From Music and movement P-12 standards-based curriculum-assessment for individuals with Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD) by R. Swanson, & M. Boman, Music Assessment and Global Diversity: Practice, Measurement and Policy, 2014, p. 116 by GIA Publications, Inc. Reprinted with permission.





While preassessing the P-12 AP students, Swanson observed one group of students (N = 5), ages 7–11, patting the beat on their legs while listening to the AP teacher read the rhyme with book illustrations of Peanut Butter-Jelly. Swanson noted how all five were disengaged and frustrated. Two refused to participate in the activity. So, Swanson created VS (pictures of the sequence of the rhyme) in the PECS format and added PP (physical body movements to reinforce the word meanings, i.e., slide palms together for the words “peanut butter,” etc.). These same children were taught the Peanut Butter-Jelly rhyme again using the EBPs of VS, PECS, and PP. Both Swanson and Boman were amazed how each of the five demonstrated all performance indicators by moving to beat/rhythm; using movement patterns/visualizations; communication through appropriate nonverbal skills and gestures/body language; and gross and fine motor skills that were aligned to the activity (Swanson & Boman, 2013, 2014). Various P-12 AP assessments with scoring criteria included, but were not limited to, standardized tests, teacher and student performance checklists, constructed responses (open, extended, and closed), oral questioning, multiple choice or selected response, and growth (cumulative) portfolios.


P-12 AP Music/Movement Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment Data Collection and Results

The purpose of the study was to determine whether there is a correlation between the standards-based music-movement activities/assessment and participant’s improved functioning systems. Swanson and Boman (2014) used a descriptive research design method to collect, analyze, and interpret the data of two different teams, live (P-12 AP teachers) and video (music educator). Both quantitative and qualitative measurements were collected. Quantitative data included the PMMA or IMMA standardized test scores, empirical evidence by both teams of observers (live/video) recorded through frequencies and percentages of student behaviors (music-movement and functioning systems performance traits). Analysis of variance was used to determine the difference by comparing the two means of the live/video observers, as well as, the Pearson-Product Moment Correlation Coefficient (Pearson’s r) statistic for computation of the correlation (linear dependence) between the two sets of observed data. Qualitative data included multiple types of scored student assessments as well as teachers’ and observers’ anecdotal notes. Results for each P-12 AP student was documented in the Music-Movement Student Growth (Cumulative) Portfolio (see Figure 33.5).
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Figure 33.5 P-12 AP music-movement student growth (cumulative) portfolio. From Music and movement P-12 standards-based curriculum-assessment for individuals with Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD) by R. Swanson, & M. Boman, Music Assessment and Global Diversity: Practice, Measurement and Policy, 2014, p. 132 (chart only, void of contents) by GIA Publications, Inc. Reprinted with permission.





The distribution of observed data findings for the AP younger students (ages 7–10, N = 27) yielded a correlation of (r = .90) between both the live scorer results (Table 33.2) and the video scorer results (Table 33.3). The only student performance indicator whereby the two scorers recorded different numbers of incidences was in the moves to beat/rhythm category. A majority, 55.6% to 66.7% are demonstrating beginning progress, with 22.2% to 29.6% at the developing level, 7.4% at the mastery level and 7.4%–11.1% with no report of participation in music-movement activities (Swanson & Boman, 2014).


Federal and Kentucky Education Policies and Implications for Music Assessment

In response to the NCLB (2002) and IDEA (2004) policies regarding assessment accommodations for students with disabilities and UDL principles for assessment design, Swanson investigated whether or not the Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the KDE Pilot Project High School-Level Music Listening Assessments (MLAs) could be a probable testing model to evaluate the music knowledge of “all” students including those with ASD in an inclusive arts/humanities class setting. The KMEA/KDE high-school level MLAs were developed for and administered to 1,114 Kentucky high school students aligned with Kentucky Commonwealth Accountability Testing System (CATS) guidelines (Swanson, Wood, & Shepherd, 2008), and it was determined that the KMEA/KDE MLA test items were also in compliance with the American Educational Research Association’s Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing recommendations (American Educational Research Association [AERA], American Psychological Association [APA], & National Council on Measurement in Education [NCME], 2014).

The next step was to compare the high school level MLA test item construct to Thompson et al.’s (2005) basic elements in Considerations for the Development and Review of Universally Designed Assessments. The MLA test items consisted of 12 multiple-choice and one open response questions and a CD whereby each test question was narrated followed by the music listening prompt and addressed a majority of Thompson et al.’s (2005) basic elements for assessment accommodations because each test question was developed using “precisely defined constructs and accessible, non-biased items” (p. 4). Thompson et al.’s (2005) basic element of “amenable to accommodations” (p.4) were addressed because the music listening exam was developed using multisensory components including: auditory, whereby the test items were narrated with explicit directions followed by a corresponding listening prompt administered via a CD, and visual, written test items could be enlarged to assist learners with reading difficulties.

Swanson (Swanson & Boman, 2014) had included the music listening curriculum materials in the high school–level modules prepared for the P-12 Autism Program (AP) so after the music listening materials were taught, the MLA high school-level open response question with accommodations were administered individually to two students with ASD. One student was verbally articulate but had difficulties with written expression of thoughts, and the other displayed impairments with communication, specifically, joint attention.

The open-response test item was not altered from the original format as narrated on the CD and each student had a paper copy of the question. The prompt was: Music composers create differences in timbres by using different types of performing ensembles to perform their music. The multipart question was:



• Listen to the two listening examples.

• Describe the differences in timbre between the two examples.

• Describe how the differences in timbre define the performing ensemble in each example.





The musical examples were “Ode to Joy” (German text) from the Ninth Symphony by Ludwig Van Beethoven and String Quartet in D (The Lark) by Franz Joseph Haydn. Both scores were computed in accordance to the four levels of scoring criteria established by KDE to evaluate individual student assessment performance, 4 = Distinguished; 3 = Proficient; 2 = Apprentice, and 1 = Novice (see Figure 33.6).
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Figure 33.6 2004 KMEA/KDE high school-level music listening assessment, open response item and KDE data. From Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11, by R. K. Swanson, M. R. Wood & P. Shepherd, Assessment in Music Education: Integrating Curriculum, Theory, and Practice, 2008 p. 181, by GIA. Reprinted with permission.





Accommodations and EBPs used for both students are marked with an (*) asterisk.



• Video clips with excerpts of music performances for the two selections were used with the exact length being the same as on the CD (*TAII).

• Each selection was listened to independently. One student gave oral descriptions, and the test administrator recorded the responses. The other student used a graphic organizer and typed the responses on the computer. Darrow et al. (2014c) suggests using graphic organizers and pictures as music inclusion strategies in the high school–level NCAS (Music) MCAs.

• Each student was allowed to view each video clip while organizing their responses about comparing the two selections. Both students were given a set of pictures (orchestra, string quartet, brass quartet, woodwind quartet, individual pictures of instruments) (*VS).

• The student who gave oral responses used the pictures to organize the thoughts (*PECS). The other student did not.

• In alignment with testing accommodations expressed by Rapp (2014), Rosenke et al. (2012), and Thompson et al. (2005), both were allowed to take a brief break, a minute or two, by standing up and stretching. One was actually engaged in a rhythm echo clapping game during the break time.





Swanson had another music educator who had scored the original MLA open-response test items evaluate the two exams in relationship to MLA anchor sets of responses correlated to the four levels of performance criteria. No comment was made to the evaluator about the accommodations used to administer the original MLA. One student earned a three and the other a two. The KMEA/KDE MLA pilot study (1,114 students) computed mean was 1.9, so each student scored above average (Swanson et al., 2008). Therefore, this example illustrates that music listening exams with accommodations and EBPs could be valuable assessments of music knowledge for all students including those with ASD.

In conclusion, Swanson’s assessment models are offered to music educators as examples of how EBPs and accommodations can assist all students including those with ASD demonstrate what they know and can do in authentic music contexts. The next steps are to develop an elementary P-5 (ages 3–11) general music curriculum in collaboration with local music educators who teach in socioeconomically and culturally diverse environments including students with disabilities, specifically ASD. The curriculum will illustrate how to deconstruct the music standards portion of the NCAS (SEADAE, 2014) in alignment with model cornerstone tasks (group/self-assessments). Incorporated will be EBP, DI, and accommodations aligned to UDL principles as suggested by Malley (2014a) in the core arts standards and guidelines for students with disabilities so the learning needs of “all” students within inclusive music classrooms will be addressed.


Future Directions for Assessment in Music Education for Students with ASD

Darrow and Adamek (2012), Draper (2014), Glass et al. (2010), Glass et al. (2013), Hourigan (2014), Jellison (2012), Malley (2014b), and Ockelford (2012) concur there is an eminent need globally for music educators to develop quality research studies regarding music instruction and assessment that is universally designed with embedded EBPs so all students including those with ASD disabilities are offered opportunities for a quality standards-based music education within inclusive music classrooms. As mentioned previously, there is minimal qualitative or quantitative music education research about assessment, effective EBPs, and accommodations for students with ASD.

When the United States Congress passed Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) [S. 1177] in 2015, music was specified as a content subject (NAfME, 2015). The NAfME (2015) provides music educators with a Full Legislative Analysis of All Key Music and Arts Provisions of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) [S. 1177] and Everything ESSA (NAfME, 2018). Title IV: 21st Century Schools: Section 4641: Awards for Academic Enrichment (Program Authorized) stipulates the inclusion of arts education programs for students with disabilities as well as disadvantaged students (NAfME, 2015). Section 4642 indicates assistance is forthcoming to support professional development opportunities and instructional and online resources for arts educators and school administrators, to provide direction in designing and implementing inclusive arts (music) education programs (curriculum, instruction, assessment). Such initiatives will enable students who are disabled or disadvantaged to receive educational services equal to their typical developing peers (NAfME, 2015).
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Policy, Standards, and Assessment in Technology-Based Music Instruction



Jay Dorfman



Introduction

Educational policy in the United States, as represented in documents of National Standards and acts of Congress, have had “decidedly mixed” (Rubenstein, 2017, p. 56) outcomes in terms of promoting improved student results. Rubenstein suggests that standards documents, and the movements and efforts that surround them, are necessarily broad, but do not account for marginalized groups of students such as those in urban districts where inequities in funding cause difficult teaching and learning environments. Nonetheless, American education policy has been governed by documents—published federally and locally, publicly and privately—which are the de facto policies of our education system.

Music education has not been immune to such governing documents. While measurement of student performance against standards in music has been more challenging than other disciplines (Colwell, 2017), teachers are obligated to design curricula to meet or exceed standards. The emergence of technology as a popular means by which to introduce, reinforce, and provide practice with music, I posit, has complicated the issue of assessment in music further, and has perhaps made policy-driven, standards-based assessment even more difficult than in traditional music teaching and learning settings.

Technology-based music instruction (TBMI), as described in my 2013 book, is music teaching in which “technology is the major medium by which music concepts and skills are introduced, reinforced, and assessed” (Dorfman, 2013, p. 13). Introducing and reinforcing musical concepts and skills, and the techniques associated with doing so, are beyond the scope of this chapter and this Handbook; this chapter deals with influences on and of assessment in technology-based music classrooms. Assessment, of course, is an important component of educational processes regardless of context, and is no less critical in the TBMI environment. Assessment in technology-based music instruction takes many forms that can be equally instructive for both students and teachers. Designs of assessments in TBMI have been guided by theoretical constructs, but perhaps a greater influence has been the instinctive behaviors that music teachers are accustomed to applying to their assessment activities.

In order to examine objectively both policies that influence TBMI and the practices associated with teaching and learning in those environments, it is first necessary to understand the ways that teachers think about, plan, and implement music lessons based on technology. While technology-based music instruction may lead to outcomes similar to those of other instructional approaches, outcomes also may differ dramatically. Both traditional and technology-based approaches to music instruction can, of course, include creative musicianship activities; however, the current trends in technology-based music instruction in the United States are focused almost entirely on creative processes and products, while traditional music instruction includes far more re-creative experiences. Technology-based musical experiences may lead to different types of learning outcomes and career preparation for students than might traditional music learning. Aural training and achievement, for example, might focus on different types of recognition and recreation, but students will, nonetheless, improve their aural capacities. The same may be true for notation and performance.

These varying kinds of musical experiences make an already difficult assessment scenario—that of music classes in general—all the more complicated because of the open-ended, creative nature of the products of students’ engagements with music technologies. As Hughes and Keith (2015) suggested, “when designing assessment tasks that encompass musical creativities, consideration should be given to the level of engagement in creative processes (e.g., recording, collaborating, songwriting) that lead to creative outputs (e.g., song, recorded artifact, performance)” (p. 172).

Educational objectives for experiences in bands, choirs, and orchestras may be only partially transferable to the TBMI environment. It is also possible that these policies are completely irrelevant to TBMI. An examination of the relationships between existing policies—which can directly influence the development of national, state, and local standards, and therefore influence curriculum—is overdue, and may help teachers and researchers to view music technology in a more appropriate, contextualized light, rather than as merely an extension of traditional music curricula. In addition, this examination can help draw connections between the ways that educational technology can be implemented in music teaching and learning, and how assessments can improve both teaching and learning.

There are several purposes to this chapter. Keeping in mind the delimited definitions of policy and TBMI I have provided, I provide a brief overview of recent policy associated with education in the United States and ways in which technology is addressed in those policies. I briefly discuss the stances of some other countries regarding the inclusion of technology in arts education. Next, I examine the major theoretical ideas that have guided the development of assessment in technology-based music instruction. Much of this discussion is drawn from the general education literature and pedagogical writing. A second purpose of this chapter is to draw clear connections between prominent thought about technology and assessment in general education and specific to assessment in technology-based music education. The chapter includes a discussion of the effect of national (United States) education policy on teachers in TBMI environments, and specifically on their decisions about how, when, and why to assess their students. The chapter concludes with an examination of the need for reliable assessments for which sufficient validity evidence has been gathered that are designed to be used in the TBMI environment.


Policy as a Backdrop

In examining the importance of educational policy on a large scale, Schmidt (2017) suggested, “A growing body of research shows that policy matters. It impacts the lives of educators and the quality of their work. It influences the natures of their programs and it weighs on the educational decisions teachers make for their students” (p. 13). Policies that govern American education can be mandates from the federal legislature, or can be decisions made at the district or school levels. Regardless of their origin, policies have a direct influence on music teachers’ work (Cutietta, 2017). Technology-based music teachers are no less subject to educational policy, though the influences of those policies may be open to broader interpretation.

Broadly, there are no national policies in American education that directly dictate the ways in which technology is to be used in music or the arts. Available educational policies that govern American education refer more generally to the integration of technology into teaching and learning in public schools. The most recent policies approved by the US federal government indeed emphasize the importance of technology for particular educational purposes, but they do not specify uses in the arts, nor do they include mandates or suggestions for using technology for assessment in the arts.

The 2001 No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2001) included a subsection known as the Enhancing Education through Technology Act of 2001. The Act includes the following statement: “The primary goal of this part is to improve student academic achievement through the use of technology in elementary schools and secondary schools” (NCLB, 2001, Part D). To its credit, the NCLB Act directs states and school districts to emphasize technology as an important part of education, and to develop programs that enhance teachers’ abilities to integrate technology into classrooms. The Act specifies that federal funding can and should be used for acquisition and integration of technology (Simpson, LaCava, & Graner, 2004). The Act does not address uses of technology in particular content areas.

The greatest impact of the NCLB Act was that American educational systems were driven to refocus on academic subjects, and on the assessment of those subjects. Educational decisions were to be made based on evidence from assessments at the expense of educational experimentation and innovation (Donlevy, 2002). This resulted in concerns about the loss of nonassessed subjects such as foreign languages, music, and humanities (Chapman, 2004, 2007). Critics of the law, including Darling-Hammond (2007), pointed out that it did not address the educational inequities that existed in the United States in terms of states’ and districts’ abilities to provide services and technologies for their students. Apple (2007) suggested that the focus of NCLB on testing “crowd[ed] out … conceptions of effectiveness and democracy” (p. 112). Pederson (2007) determined that during the time of NCLB, assessment of, and resources for nonassessed subjects, which include music, the arts, and technology, decreased dramatically. Critics largely agree that the effects of NCLB have been detrimental to arts and music education.

The most recent significant policy in American education that refers to technology is the 2015 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, named the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (S. 1177, 2015, December 10). In that law, technology plays a substantial role in Title IV, “21st Century Schools.” The law mandates that schools broaden learning that is based on technology in a number of ways. These include: (1) supporting learning for rural areas, children with disabilities and those for whom English is not a primary language, and for personalization of learning; (2) increasing access to online content; and (3) disseminating lessons learned from technology integration.

While ESSA includes this important section that refers to technology, there are no significant inclusions in the Act that mandate the use of technology for assessment, nor for particular use in the arts. To its credit, the ESSA includes as one of its major goals the support of professional development for teachers to learn to integrate technology into their classrooms, and perhaps an implied understanding is that assessment techniques are part of the integration skills that teachers might learn.

As a response to federal policies about technology use in education (including ESSA and its predecessors), individual states’ departments of education have included language in their teacher education guidelines to ensure that new teachers are properly prepared to integrate technology into their classrooms. Because ESSA is a new law that has not yet been implemented, most state and local policies were enacted in response to prior federal education laws. Student teachers in Massachusetts, for example, are evaluated using a system called the Candidate Assessment of Performance (“Educator Preparation,” 2016), which includes references to using technology as a basis for effective lesson planning and implementation. Interestingly, the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing has mandated that teachers must be able to use technology in multiple ways, including “technology resources that support assessment practices” (Commission on Teacher Credentialing, 2009, p. 15). Such specific references to technology as a tool for assessment are not typical. In Ohio, the policy for music teacher licensure contains a specific expectation that “Candidates demonstrate the ability to utilize technology for music teaching and learning to ensure that students of all ability levels can learn” (Ohio Department of Education, 2007, p. 5).

States throughout the United States vary widely in terms of the ways in which they suggest or mandate the uses of technology in teaching and learning. Most, however, include some mention of technology as a necessary component of teacher preparation and continued development. Not all states have policies that are specific to music teacher preparation or continued evaluation; instead, preparation and continued evaluation policies are general and applicable across all content areas. This lack of consistency creates a national environment in which expectations for technology integration, music-teaching competency, and specific to this chapter, using technology for music assessment, can be quite different from one state to the next.

Outside of the United States, educational policy is often more explicit in its inclusion of technology as a core component of music education. In Singapore, for example, listed as one of the major functions of the Education Technology office within the Ministry of Education is “To lead in design and development of video and audio productions to support curriculum, assessment, professional development & corporate communications” (Singapore Ministry of Education, 2016, para. 2). In the United Kingdom, guidance for music curricula, and for those in design and technology, includes explicit direction regarding the centrality of technology. Among the aims of the UK music curricula—known as Key Stages—is the suggestion that students

learn to sing and to use their voices, to create and compose music on their own and with others, have the opportunity to learn a musical instrument, use technology appropriately and have the opportunity to progress to the next level of musical excellence.

(United Kingdom Department of Education, 2013, September 11, para. 2)

This language, it should be noted, promotes technology-based music to a level of importance that might be considered equal to music experiences using the voice or instruments.

While a complete examination of international policies on educational technology is impossible within the confines of this chapter, it is reasonable to claim that the policies of many countries are more explicit regarding their expectations for the inclusion of technology within general curricula, and likely within music and arts curricula. Because American policies that tie technology to the arts are less specific, music and arts educators must look to educational theory to justify the inclusion of technology in these subjects. If technology-based music education is to be done well, then assessment of educational experiences is critical.


Theoretical Foundations of TBMI


Based on the understanding that American educational policy does not consistently address inclusion of technology in music, and certainly does not specifically address assessment as part of that inclusion, American educators have developed practices for assessing students’ work with technology in music classes in an environment devoid of policy guidance. Assessment practices in American TBMI have been documented in several pedagogical sources aimed at practicing teachers (Bauer, 2014; Burns, 2008; Dorfman, 2013; Freedman, 2013; Manzo, 2015; McCready, 2016; Watson, 2011). In the case of each of these sources, whether explicitly or coincidentally, the assessment techniques the authors have described are rooted in pedagogical theories that support TBMI. These sources have become de facto curriculum models for technology-based music classrooms in the United States.


Pedagogical Theories

A universal set of values seems to underlie the typical teaching and learning experiences in technology-based music classrooms. These values include creative freedom, exploration, and knowledge discovery. These values stem largely from accepted pedagogical theories, which I briefly describe here. It should also be noted that, in articulating my own theoretical model of TBMI, I examined music-specific pedagogical models to determine the similarities that would result in a holistic approach to teaching music in a technology-based classroom. Models from Gordon, Suzuki, Orff, and similar thinkers shaped the approach that I have set forth to the introduction and reinforcement of musical skills and concepts through TBMI. None of the models I reviewed offered specific suggestions for assessing students’ creative work, or even guidelines for doing so beyond informal observation. As such, it is necessary to draw on literature from outside of music education to find techniques for most types of assessment in TBMI classrooms.

In addition to models of music pedagogy, TBMI is grounded firmly in constructivist and experiential learning. As it has been described previously (Dorfman, 2013; Fosnot, 1996; von Glaserfeld, 1995; Webster, 2011), constructivist learning is often socially oriented and focuses on students’ development of knowledge through experiences that build on prior knowledge. Thompson (2015) has recently provided an interesting perspective on the role and position of students in constructivist environments:

Envisioning children as knowledge producers, as capable creators of values and meanings, constructivist pedagogies situate the child, or the children, at the center of the process of learning. This view of childhood relies upon the understanding that children do more than consume the knowledge conveyed to them; they actively reassemble and create knowledge through their own explorations of a world replete with people, images, ideas, and objects. (p. 119)

In addition, an aspect of constructivism that lends itself particularly well to learning music with technology is that the result of learning is often a publically viewable (or listenable) artifact (Papert, 1980). Open-ended experiences and the teacher taking the role of a coach or guide, rather than the holder of all wisdom, are frequently seen as characteristics of constructivist learning environments. While other educational theories such as behaviorism, cognitivism, and multimedia–human interaction have certainly been used as bases for studying TBMI, constructivism remains the most common, and perhaps most applicable theoretical construct for this type of work.


TPACK

Perhaps the most dominant theoretical construct to emerge from the study of educational technology is one known as technological pedagogical and content knowledge, or TPACK. Credited to Matthew Koehler and Punya Mishra, this theory promotes the equality of three types of teacher knowledge, and extends the work of Shulman, who proposed the theory of pedagogical content knowledge (1986). Recent work with the TPACK model has shown its usefulness both as a framework for preparing teachers to enter the field (Graham, Borup, & Smith, 2012; Hofer & Grandgennett, 2012; Pamuk, 2011; Zelkowski, Gleason, Cox, & Bismarck, 2013) and as a foundation for assessments of teachers’ implementation of technology-based education (Jaipal & Figg, 2010; Jaipal-Jamani & Figg, 2015; Lyubinskaya & Tourkani, 2014).1

The value of the TPACK model for music education is that it represents an acknowledgment of the importance of content regardless of discipline, thereby suggesting that musical content, like content from other subject areas, can be taught using technology. Bauer (2014) has suggested the existence of a Music-TPACK (M-TPACK), which focuses on technological and pedagogical knowledge specific to the teaching and learning of music content. The inclusion of the pedagogical knowledge component of the TPACK model suggests that teachers who use technology to teach music (or any subject, for that matter) should also value assessments that can help them monitor their students’ progress and that can help teachers improve their own practice. Simply, assessment is part of pedagogy; the TPACK model therefore suggests that assessment should be a part of the larger context of technology-based teaching.


Objectives of TBMI

Technology-based music instruction is an outgrowth of the TPACK framework. It is clear from examining the TPACK framework that content knowledge is viewed as equally important to the technological and pedagogical knowledge with which it is matched. When combined, complex forms of knowledge and understanding are developed. It is therefore necessary for teachers to develop sophisticated knowledge of technologies that support music teaching so that they can implement those technologies into their classrooms.

As suggested earlier in this chapter, the objectives of TBMI can be both similar to and different from those of other approaches to music instruction. Similar to music teaching in choral and instrumental ensembles, and in elementary or secondary general music classrooms, a primary goal of TBMI is the preparation of students to be confident, independent musicians who continue to engage with music throughout their lives. The technological component of TBMI, however, suggests that the ways in which students might continue to engage with music later in their lives might be different from what would be the logical outcome of traditional music instruction. The TBMI students might engage with (compose, listen to, analyze, etc.) music through technological means, perhaps in corollary to doing so with acoustic instruments. Since TBMI students are engaging with music in different ways, and presumably will continue to do so, it stands to reason that the ways we assess these students’ interactions with music should be substantially different from the ways we would in traditional learning environments. Assessments of students engaging in music through technology should be focused far more on development of creative capacities, and on abilities to use technology to reach expressive goals, than on proficiency of traditional performance.


Key Conclusions and Suggestions Regarding Pedagogical Theories



1. TPACK is a reasoned, tested framework for viewing teachers’ preparation to teach with technology, and also to assess in-service teachers’ abilities to integrate technology. Policy development surrounding educational technology, specifically in the arts where such development may otherwise be devoid of theoretical grounding, should draw on the components of TPACK and the research associated with it as inspiration for well-crafted guidance.

2. TBMI (Dorfman, 2013) is a logical outgrowth of TPACK because it is an embodied acknowledgment of the importance of musical content in technology-based environments. Technology is frivolous if it is not used for specific educational goals; technology integration as a support for sound content is an approach that leads to meaningful educational experiences.






Practical Influences that Support TBMI


The theoretical foundations of TBMI are perhaps newer than the practice of integrating technology itself. Computer technology-based learning in music has been documented for several decades (Higgins, 1992; Peters, 1984), and the TPACK framework and definitions of TBMI have been introduced more recently. In a sense, this indicates that theory has been derived from practice, and is now codifying the ideas that have developed from teachers and learners. As theory and practice merge and emerge, standards documents have begun to reflect ways in which technology-based music teaching and learning can be governed, standardized, and grown. The following sections of this chapter contain discussions of standards statements and their existing or potential implications on technology-based music instruction. In some (but not all) cases, these implications include suggestions as to how assessment might be included in pedagogical practice.


National Core Arts Standards

Within the collection of the new National Core Arts Standards (NCAS) is a strand of standards devoted entirely to technology-based music teaching and learning (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2014). The music technology strand is mapped over the same “anchors” as are the standards from other music areas: creating, performing, responding, and connecting. As the time of the writing of this chapter, only standards for secondary level music technology classes are available, though standards for younger levels are imminent. The high school standards are organized into three levels of achievement: proficient, accomplished, and advanced.

When viewed without the title, the music technology strand of the NCAS differs little in content from other strands. In essence, the music technology strand is a collection of goals for general music students, and they suggest that technology or digital tools are a way to reach those goals. This supports my previous statement that the goals of TBMI can be seen as quite similar to those of other kinds of music teaching and learning. The NCAS music technology strand puts content and musical learning at the forefront of what should happen in technology-based music classes, and emphasizes technology and digital tools as a means to an end.

In terms of assessment, the NCAS themselves do not suggest ways in which students’ work-products in technology-based music environments can or should be assessed, nor do the other strands of the standards accomplish this. Several versions of Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs) have already been published to accompany the other strands of the NCAS, but as of this writing, the music technology MCAs are still under development. The draft versions of the music technology MCAs are available for field testing (National Association for Music Education, n.d.). In their present forms, the MCAs include designs for several kinds of projects that might take place in technology-based music classes at the high school level, and provide rubrics that teachers can use to assess students’ work. Presumably, the projects that students produce reflect their ability to apply technology knowledge; however, assessments might include both knowledge of the functions of technology as well as the elements of projects. While the projects in the MCAs are generally well designed, they should not be considered the only projects that might be undertaken in music technology courses; rather, they should serve as suggestions for the types of projects teachers might develop for their own students. This idea is not made entirely clear in the document. Some readers might consider the projects to be mandated in order for their students to be considered knowledgeable or accomplished music technologists.

Hedden (2015) offered a general critique of the NCAS, stating they “are overwhelming, are aligned with current educational posture that may be temporary, and are difficult to implement” (p. 27). This characterization could easily be applied to the technology strand of the standards. The sheer volume of information in the NCAS music technology strand, coupled with the MCAs, may prove overwhelming for teachers, especially those who are just starting out with technology-based music classes. These documents are not easy to interpret, and can be daunting. Also, while they contain a lot of ideas for classroom implementation, the activities mandated in the MCAs would certainly need to be supplemented with individual teachers’ project and curriculum ideas because, if used without such additions, they would likely not fill an entire semester- or year-long course. Sample rubrics contained in the MCAs would need drastic adaptation for projects that individual teachers would design for their students. One is forced to ask, then, how these standards actually represent any kind of standardization. With continued field-testing and revision, the MCAs associated with the music technology strand of the NCAS may prove to be a useful resource for curriculum development, including assessment techniques. It is also possible that field-testing will result in a need to redesign the MCAs using a more flexible and adaptable approach.


Technology Institute for Music Educators Areas of Pedagogical Skill and Understanding

The Technology Institute for Music Educators (TI:ME) has recently released a revised version of its Areas of Competency document, under the new title TI:ME Areas of Pedagogical Skill and Understanding (TAPSU) (Dorfman et al., 2015). Drawing on TPACK as a foundation, this document contains suggestions for teacher knowledge—as opposed to student knowledge—that is recommended as useful in varied teaching scenarios.

The document is not, nor was it in its previous incarnation, intended to guide curriculum development, and therefore does not contain specific instructions as to how assessment might be included in technology-based music classes. Rather, the purpose of the organization that produced the TAPSU is to help teachers use technology in their teaching and, in doing so, determine ways that technology-based music experiences can be best assessed in their own circumstances (e.g., teaching level, specific music area). Specific assessment strategies are not included in the TAPSU document. Thus, there is a tacit implication that, while the content of teacher knowledge might be generally agreed on, the expectation to invent valid, reliable assessments of student work in technology-based music classes is left to individual teachers in their distinct environments.


National Educational Technology Standards

The National Educational Technology Standards (NETS) are an extensive set of publications from the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE). Within the broader descriptor, the NETS contain standards designed to guide the technology-related educational experiences of students (NETS•S; ISTE, 2007a), teachers (NETS•T; ISTE, 2007b), administrators (NETS•A; ISTE, 2007a), coaches (NETS•C; ISTE, 2011) and computer science educators (NETS•CSE; ISTE, 2011, 2016). All of the NETS (except the NETS•CSE) are designed to address a content area directly. Much like the TPACK model described earlier, the NETS documents address educational technology in general, and recently, ISTE has begun associating the elements of the NETS with principles of Common Core curriculum design. This effort, called embodied in an online social network housed by ISTE. In addition to discussions regarding relationships between Common Core and educational technology in general, the social network’s discussions include posts about revisions of the NETS, which are currently in process.

Similar to the TAPSU, the older NETS make very little mention of specific assessments or strategies for assessment in technology-based or technology-enhanced education. Assessment receives a general treatment in the NETS, as might be expected of documents that are not discipline-specific. For example, the NETS•T contains a suggestion that teachers “provide students with multiple and varied formative and summative assessments aligned with content and technology standards, and use resulting data to inform learning and teaching” (ISTE, 2007b). The NETS•A includes a section on “Systemic Improvement” that includes the following: “Collaborate to establish metrics, collect and analyze data, interpret results, and share findings to improve staff performance and student learning” (ISTE, 2007a). The NETS•CSE contains similar notions of data collection and analysis to document student learning, provide students with help if necessary, and shape teachers’ actions.

The Computer Science Educators lists—one of the newer additions to the NETS collection—were written to address assessment more extensively, though perhaps still not to a level of detail that might be useful. In the NETS•C, coaches are directed to “coach teachers in and model effective use of technology tools and resources to continuously assess student learning and technology literacy by applying a rich variety of formative and summative assessments aligned with content and student technology standards” (ISTE, 2011). With the position of technology coach becoming more commonly found in primary and secondary schools, it is promising that people in those roles are being reminded, through familiarity with a recognized set of standards for their field, to include assessment as a cornerstone of their activities.

Each of the NETS, with the unexplained exception of the NETS for computer science educators, contains a section regarding digital citizenship. The language in these sections encourages students to practice, and teachers to model, ethical and responsible behavior when using technology. These statements are reflective of, and influential over explicit policies found in most schools usually called “Acceptable Technology Use,” or something to that effect, which governs the limits of technology uses for students. These policies are typically intended to keep students’ technology uses safe and appropriate. While they may not contribute directly to assessment, Acceptable Use agreements are explicit policies—usually determined at the school district level—that place boundaries on students’ uses of technology. Therefore, assessments that take place in classrooms are limited by the uses of technology that students are permitted to make, so teachers must consider Acceptable Use policies when designing assessments.


National Education Technology Plan

Developed by a small group of technology leaders on behalf of the US Department of Education, the 2016 National Education Technology Plan (NETP) is titled Future Ready Learning: Reimagining the Role of Technology in Education (2016) and is an update to the 2010 document (US Department of Education, 2010, 2016). This document represents the approach of the US federal government toward the deeper integration of technology into American schools, and “sets a national vision and plan for learning enabled by technology” (US Department of Education, 2016, p. 1).

The NETP is extensive and includes sections on learning, teaching, leadership, infrastructure, and assessment. In the section of the NETP on assessment, the authors make a case for technology-supported practices as part of a system of assessment that balances both formative and summative assessment and provides stakeholders with clear and immediate feedback “to ensure that students, families, educators, and policymakers have timely and appropriate information to support individual learners and to make good decisions to strengthen educational systems overall” (US Department of Education, 2016, p. 53). Similar to assessments that are not based on technology, the authors suggest, assessments can take place at the end of a learning unit but should also be integrated within the learning process. A major emphasis is the use of data from assessments to improve teaching and learning, and to individualize digital learning experiences. It is further suggested that an important step toward ensuring that assessment data are used well for these purposes is to focus on preparing new and preservice teachers to do so.

The NETP includes a few suggestions about the relationship between educational technology and the arts or music. One specific suggestion for the arts embraces the possibility of publishing creative works—the products of engaging in “creative writing, music, or media production” (p. 7)—using fast, powerful Internet connections. In this case, the activity is suggested as a demonstration of what might be accomplished using high-speed Internet, rather than as a technology-enhanced activity that might be worthy of assessment for the purposes of improving teaching and learning. Another example of music as part of technology-based education is found in a brief vignette about a program that provided tablet computers to incarcerated youth in Indiana. Music was loaded on to “entertainment tablets” that were “used as incentives for youth who met their behavior goals” (p. 72). While this activity might have served an useful purpose for those who participated, the integrity of the connections between music, and perhaps the arts, and technology are superficial in the NETP.

The NETP is designed to be applicable across varied learning contexts, and therefore leaves some aspects of education without a full and exhaustive treatment. Some (Gray, 2015; Walsh, 2016) have praised the NETP for its attention to issues of inadequate access to technology, for its inclusion of material about social and emotional learning supported by technology, and for its focus on stories of successful technology integrations. Indeed, broad criticisms of previous NETP documents have been published (Zhao & Lei, 2009). The current version of the NETP makes little progress toward meaningful benchmarks of assessment beyond those from previous versions. When viewed from the perspective of arts educators, the NETP is sparse in its expressed care toward the arts. Most mentions of the arts in the NETP appear to be afterthoughts as potential activities, rather than as opportunities for students to be creative, expressive, and to do so using technology as a means. Using technology to gather the same kinds of educational data that have been collected for decades will not advance the types of sophisticated uses of technology that can better prepare students for a technological workforce, or for using technology in creative and expressive ways.


Key Conclusions Regarding the Influences of Standards

This section presented descriptions of four sets of standards that provide teachers in the American education system with guidelines, variously, for planning, implementation, instruction, and assessment with technology. The music technology strand of the NCAS holds promise for music teachers in technology-based settings, because of their association with MCAs that contain suggested activities and methods for assessing student growth. Still, imposing specific activities on teachers and students so that their daily work can be aligned with other, similar classes, as is suggest in the statement of the intention of the MCAs, seems to fly in the face of the open-ended, creative, expressive opportunities that the constructivist environment of many music technology classes can provide. Perhaps over time, and with revision, the NCAS music technology strand will prove to be useful for teachers in designing technology-based music classes, but the initial version, in this author’s opinion, is too rigid to be purely beneficial.

The TAPSU, while also useful for development of teachers’ knowledge, does not include specific recommendation or guidelines for assessing student knowledge. Similarly, the NETS documents do not address assessment in technology-based classes in any individual content area. The NETP fails to address music or the arts as an important component of education at all. Perhaps future statements from the US federal government about ideals of technology integration will feature more specific suggestions for technology in varying content areas. With the inclusion of music as a core subject area in the ESSA, it is possible that technology in music education would be among those content areas.

The key conclusions from this section, then, are that no single set of standards that have the potential to govern, or even suggest, guidelines for assessment in music technology accomplishes that task. Though planning, implementation, and instruction seem to be sufficiently addressed, especially when the standards are viewed as a group, teachers and designers of technology-based music curricula are still without a complete, vetted document to guide assessment. There is promise that the NCAS MCAs may one day fill this need.


Measurable Outcomes for TBMI


While the Model Cornerstone Assessments hold potential to help teachers in technology-based music classes to assess their students’ work in effective and valuable ways, there remains a need for a set of consistent, reliable tools. In this section I discuss the need for those assessments, the attitudes that researchers and practitioners might adopt toward them, and some possibilities for their development.


Suggested Assessment Outcomes


What learning outcomes might be assessed in technology-based music classes? I suggest that there are several large categories of outcomes on which teachers might focus assessments; brief explanations of these follow.


Performance

Reliable measures of musical performance have existed for many decades (Boyle & Radocy, 1987) and music teachers are typically comfortable assessing their students’ performance growth over time. Assessment of musical performance on traditional instruments or voice does not match with the definition expressed earlier of technology-based music because it typically does not engage students with technology as the major means of being introduced to new musical ideas. Still, technology-based assessment has become an important example of integrating technology into music classrooms. Applications such as SmartMusic and PracticeFirst allow for technology-based assessment of students’ performance on instruments and, more recently, with their voices. The applications provide near-immediate feedback so that students are aware of their pitch and rhythmic accuracy.

Little research has been conducted regarding the effects or influences of performance assessment software on student learning or on teaching practice. From the small body of research that has been conducted, findings suggest little influence of the software on improvement of pitch or rhythmic accuracy (Flanigan, 2008), but do show positive perceptions of the use of the software (Macri, 2015) and increases in motivation to practice (Gurley, 2012). While technology-based assessment of student performance is undoubtedly useful for teachers in terms of promoting efficiency and frequency of assessment, further research is recommended to evaluate its efficacy and the best practices for its use.


Application of Compositional Principles Through Creative Means

Student learning in technology-based music is expressed clearly through composition that is facilitated by technology. The most popular software applications for musical learning include supports for users to create original music, or music that mimics particular stylistic elements. By and large, students find open-ended music software (such as packages used for MIDI sequencing, audio recording, and computer-based notation) to be fun and inspiring of creative outcomes. In technology-based music learning, I propose that creative demonstrations of students’ abilities to apply compositional principles—including examples of recorded sound, and perhaps of standard music notation—should be the primary artifacts used to assess learning. Though they lack flexibility, the MCAs in music technology are framed largely in agreement with the perspective that creative artifacts are assessable, which is why I believe them to be a promising development. The challenge with this perspective is that most music teachers are not thoroughly prepared to teach their students to compose (Hickey, 2012; Kaschub & Smith, 2013; Richmond, 2013). This presents an opportunity to influence future teacher education, which will be discussed later in this chapter.


Music Theory Knowledge

In the landscape of American music education, TBMI might most appropriately be considered part of the general music curriculum (Dorfman, 2013). In many schools, music theory courses are also part of elective music offerings. I believe there is a natural connection between music theory learning and technology-based music, especially when one considers composition as the most important possible product of TBMI. While music theory knowledge may not be a prerequisite for successful technology-based composing, music theory knowledge may be learned in tandem with composition that is supported by technology. So, in technology-based music classes, a second possible area of knowledge that might be assessed is music theory. Tonality/modality, melodic devices, formal analysis, and some elements of harmony seem particularly relevant. This pursuit might also include elements of aural skills, particularly those that are essential for technology-based composition such as timbral analysis and dynamic discrimination.


Techniques Specific to Technological Music Making

Traditional music teaching and learning often focuses on the standard techniques associated with instrumental and vocal performance. These include bow holds, embouchures, breath support, fingering positions, and other instrument-specific ideas. It stands to reason that there are other, idiomatic techniques that are associated with making music through technological means. Ideas that relate to this area might include physical and virtual connections and synchronization of devices and software, performing with technological devices, recording techniques, MIDI and audio editing functions, and other types of knowledge and skills that relate specifically to music making that is dependent on technology. As devices that allow for technological music making—including tablets, smart phones, and dedicated controllers like the Ableton Push and Novation Launchpad—become more affordable and more user-friendly, this type of performance is destined to become more common both in and out of the school environment. This leads to questions about how students’ performance with technology devices can or should be assessed. Those questions are beyond the scope of this chapter, but with increased visibility of technology ensembles (sometimes referred to as MIDI Bands, electronic music ensembles, etc.), we are bound to confront questions about the relationship between that particular type of music making and assessment.


Outcomes Mandated by Sets of Standards

Each of the sets of standards described previously—which, for the purposes of this chapter, are considered statements of policy—includes suggestions regarding outcomes that might be assessed in technology-based music classes. The MCAs are the most detailed and relate most directly to the TBMI environment. The TAPSU focuses on teacher outcomes rather than on students, but some of the information in that document can be translated to expectations for students as well. The NETS include generic technology objectives toward which teachers might observe students working, but those outcomes lack concreteness or levels of accomplishment. That is not to say that they are unimportant—certainly students should learn to be upstanding digital citizens, keen problems solvers, critical thinkers, collaborators, and the other end-states that the NETS suggest—however, these are not measurable or perhaps even observable outcomes. They are guideposts that can help steer the creation of more specific objectives. So, while the policy documents can guide curriculum development, by and large, they must be interpreted with an eye toward specific disciplines to be useful for assessment.


Observing/Measuring/Assessing Growth

Teachers should determine the balance or proportion of student work and assessment that applies to each of the categories of assessment components explained in the previous section. Regardless of the proportion, the nature of technology-based music dictates that students be assessed through demonstration of their acquired skills and knowledge. Not one or the other, but both. We must focus our assessments of students in technology-based music settings on their work products rather than on their abilities to answer questions. Students should demonstrate their knowledge within the technology rather than about the technology. This is yet another concern about the NETP’s notions of assessment: the NETP focuses most of its recommendations about assessment as it relates to technology on the idea that students will be providing the answer to a question. That specific type of assessment does not account for creative products, and is not the most desirable way to assess students’ abilities to engage with music with technology.

Technology—in the form of computers, synthesizers, controllers, and other types of hardware and software—are only the tools of TBMI. They do not represent thinking in and of themselves; rather, they are what Papert (1993) referred to as objects-to-think-with. Students should use those objects to demonstrate their thinking, processing of information, and development of new knowledge based on prior experiences. In short, students must show that they can do the things they are learning to do.

From the teachers’ perspective, it is important to take an approach that is accepting of, and may even reject the notion that not all assessments must produce a number or a grade. Assessments of students’ creative work in TBMI are necessarily based on observation, and those observations are necessarily subjective. To be clear, it is absolutely appropriate to assess students in technology-based music classes; it is not, however, enough to assess them on regurgitated knowledge. Assessment of this type of experiential learning is best conducted through observation of creative experiences. As Savage and Fautley wrote regarding assessing students’ musical work, “Saying how good something is in the arts can be difficult and clearly, simply liking something is not enough. Teachers and students need to work hard at really understanding their musical engagements and products” (2016, p. 223).


Key Conclusions Regarding Assessable Outcomes

An essential takeaway from this section is the need for the community of technology-based music teachers and researchers to examine carefully the outcomes of TBMI and determine precisely what role assessment should play in this type of instruction. As articulated previously, there are several types of outcomes that we might expect from TBMI, and assessment practices should align well with these outcomes to gain appropriate information about learning and instruction, with the goal of improving both.

Just as with other types of music learning, growth over time is a key variable for assessment. The difficulty with assessing students’ learning longitudinally is that technology-based music curricula are often limited to single classes in a school’s menu of electives, rather than being offered as a sustained experience similar to band, choir, or orchestra. It is possible that assessment of students’ growth over time will become easier as curricula expand to include technology-based music at several levels throughout students’ schooling experiences.


How Might We Influence Policy?


In this final section, I suggest some ways that the community of technology-based music instructors and researchers might influence the development of policies that govern their work. The strategies I suggest herein are practical steps that the community might take to help develop those policies in an intelligent, useful way.


Addressing the Preservice Opportunity

Perhaps the area in which teachers and researchers can most effectively help upcoming and future generations of music teachers to integrate technology in authentic and meaningful ways is teacher preparation. Recent researchers have determined that the vast majority of American music teacher preparation programs include mandatory technology experiences, and that those experiences are most often embedded in a stand-alone course dedicated to this subdiscipline of music teaching and learning (Bauer & Dammers, 2013; Dorfman, 2016; Haning, 2015). Given the availability of this context, an opportunity exists to help future teachers learn and understand appropriate ways to assess their eventual students’ work with music technologies (Greher, 2011). I suggest that coursework for preservice music teachers in technology integration should be approached in a manner similar to methods classes in those curricula (such as Instrumental or Choral Methods); that is, they should include all aspects of materials, planning and implementing instruction, and assessment. In a similar suggestion, Williams (2017) outlines six areas of preservice teacher curriculum that should be developed in order to make teachers technologically proficient and prepared to base music teaching on technology. While I concur with Williams’ argument, the shift in curriculum will not be complete unless assessment in each of these six areas is included in the discussion. The profession needs guides for doing so such as those provided by Bauer (in this volume) and Massoth (in this volume).

Instead of technology-based music classes in which preservice teachers learn only to use software and hardware tools, procedural elements should be embedded within educational experiences so that those preservice teachers can learn assessment techniques related to TBMI for their later use. These courses might be guided by the TPACK model so that the focus is distributed beyond only the content knowledge component; resulting courses would provide preparation in content, pedagogy (including assessment), and technology (Martin, 2015; Pamuk, Ergun, Cakir, Yilmaz, & Ayas, 2015). Among assessment techniques that preservice teachers might be exposed to during their technology-based coursework are: (1) the creation of rubrics for assessing students’ work, (2) using sharing sessions to encourage peer-to-peer feedback, and (3) electronic portfolios as a means of assessing student progress over an extended period. Portfolios, in particular, provide a format for students and teachers to reflect on their work throughout the span of a course, year, or other span of time, to develop their compositional/creative identity (Bennett, Rowley, Dunbar-Hall, Hitchcock, & Blom, 2016), and to support applications for teacher licensure (Dunbar-Hall, Rowley, Brooks, Cotton, & Lill, 2015).

Over time, with effective course development and instruction, standards that govern teacher education curricula—such as those of the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) and of the National Association of Schools of Music (NASM)—might begin to integrate more specific guidelines for technology in teacher preparation program requirements.


Including Composition in Teacher Preparation

In addition to the shift to a “methods-like” environment for preservice music education courses, teacher education programs must include some experiences in which preservice teachers learn to compose and to teach composing. Composition can and should be the dominant form of activity in K–12 TBMI classes, and teachers must be prepared to teach their own students compositional techniques when they enter the classroom. Furthermore, the profession needs more continuing education opportunities for in-service teachers to learn to compose and to learn to teach their students to compose. Emphases on the inclusion of composition study—in whatever forms that might take—will help teachers to feel comfortable teaching composition, and will eventually influence the inclusions of composition in policies that define music teacher education curriculum.


Collaborative Work on Standards

The most recent contributions to the previously described standards related to TBMI are the technology strand of the NCAS and the related MCAs. Teachers, researchers, administrators, and others involved in TBMI developed these standards collaboratively. This is a model of how development might take place. Many teachers in technology-based music classrooms still do their work in relative isolation; that is, they might be the only teacher for many miles doing this kind of work, and they might not be involved in any professional development groups to support their work. They also might be developing curriculum that is appropriate for their specific classroom or school, but might not be connected to the larger curriculum work being done on state or national levels.

These isolated teachers have important experiences to bring to the standards development table. To influence standards development, is it important that individual teachers be engaged in the process. Real-world experiences that account for a variety of educational and environmental circumstances can only enhance the applicability of standards, and eventually, policies developed to govern assessment in music and TBMI.


Assessment and Teacher Performance

Technology-based music instruction, in the form described in this chapter, is still a relatively new component of music teaching. As such, while there are many music teachers who are sophisticated users of technology, and who integrate technology in fluid and impressive ways, there are still many (and perhaps far more) teachers who do not use technology in their teaching. Some go so far as to purposefully avoid it. This is mostly the case because teachers feel unprepared to integrate technology successfully (Brinkerhoff, 2006). Age is a popular justification for the division between those who use technologies extensively and those who do not; this is frequently referred to as a distinction between digital natives and digital immigrants (Prensky, 2001). Recent scholarship has suggested that this distinction may not be reliable because it is not based in empirical investigation (Bennett, Maton, & Kervin, 2008). Researchers have shown us that generational divisions are only one of several factors that may cause this distinction. Additional factors may include breadth of use, experiences, and influences of particular academic programs (Helsper & Enyon, 2010; Margaryan, Littlejohn, & Vojt, 2011).

Regardless of teachers’ levels of preparation, comfort, time, access, or any other obstacle/enabler to integration that has been studied, it is important for the assessment community to think and act carefully regarding examining teacher performance in technology-based music classes. Those outcomes of TBMI that we determine to be assessable—based on careful, long-term discussion and validation studies—are usable to assess students. The quality of composition output, students’ performance on other types of assessment (of performance, of music theory knowledge, etc.) should not be considered either a direct reflection, or used as a proxy measure of the effectiveness of the teacher. Rather, ideas such as thorough preparation, effective communication of ideas, intelligent and informed sequencing of instruction, and abilities to nurture students’ creative processes should be considered when assessing teachers in TBMI classes.

The focus of this chapter, of course, has been on assessment of student learning and how it is facilitated and measured through technology. As TBMI grows, and as it becomes more prevalent in schools throughout the United States, it is incumbent on those who are invested in assessment of teacher performance to generate reliable and accurate ways to assess teachers’ work as technology-based music instructors. This is a large issue that, I predict, will become controversial in the coming years, and will need to be considered in policy development.


Conclusion

In this chapter, I have defined the construct of TBMI, and expressed that policies related to other types of music teaching and learning may lose their relevance if applied to TBMI. I have outlined several major standards documents that are, to some degree, more applicable to the activities of technology-based music instructors in American schools and to the work their students do. These standards, by and large, are not directly germane to TBMI, though the MCAs currently under development by NCAS and NAfME are promising as documents with broad scope and applicability.

The federal and state policies described earlier still include, and probably will always include directives for the uses of assessments to enhance student learning and to inform teachers regarding ways to improve instruction. The NETP, which is an expression of the government’s ideal vision for American education, will continue to emphasize the uses of technology for assessment, but it may not encourage assessment of creative, expressive outcomes that are associated with TBMI. It is of utmost importance that we continue to examine the types of outcomes from TBMI that lend themselves to assessment, and develop valid ways to assess them so that we can remain on the forefront of assessment practices. Doing so might mean abandoning valued methods of assessment—such as tests and numerical measures—in favor of observation and freeform feedback. At this critical point in the development of TBMI, there are several approaches that the teaching and research communities can adopt to help influence policy. Inclusive, critical examination of burgeoning practices will maintain a key role in influencing such development.




Note

1. The body of research related to TPACK is large and rapidly growing. Here I have referenced a few recent studies related to the ideas of using TPACK as a framework for teacher preparation and assessment. For further information about the TPACK model, and a link to a large database of research related to TPACK, see http://tpack.org.
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CHAPTER 35



Technical Issues Related to Computerized Music Performance Assessment



Daniel J. Massoth



An Introduction to Technology in Music Assessment

Skill development in music takes time, and skill acquisition improves with many hours of practice. Teachers observe and assess skill acquisition over an extended period, and throughout this learning process, detailed feedback helps the student progress to the next level. Prior to the emergence of assessment technology, formative and summative feedback has always involved human interaction and input, whether in a one-to-one private lesson situation or a large group ensemble setting. Increasingly, technology is becoming available to augment the feedback loop (Wright, 2008). In this chapter I discuss the rationale for and history of using technology to assess a musical performance, and examine philosophical and practical considerations for its use. I then describe and scrutinize each step of the assessment process to reveal important areas for consideration. Finally, a discussion of possible future directions of product research and development concludes the chapter.

References to “instrument” or “musical instrument” include all musical instruments such as strings, brass, woodwind, percussion, and voice. In this chapter, “pitch” is understood to be a description of sound in the context of a musical tone, and “frequency” describes sound vibration that may or may not be correlated to a musical note or pitch. The terms “assessment” and “feedback” describe information that communicates results back to the performer. An “algorithm” is a set of rules and calculations used by a computer to generate a result. A “system” comprises the hardware and software technology used for assessing a performance.


Rationale for Using Technology in Music Education

Many factors affect music instruction. Among these are (1) limited class time, (2) limited time for individual instruction, (3) reductions in staffing, and (4) increased class sizes. Most public school music programs do not provide private lesson programs for students; instead, students learn in groups. The situation has become more complicated over time, as school funding and the associated arts funding has decreased. In the United States, for example, class sizes have increased and the number of teachers hired to teach music has decreased. Scheduling students in groups challenges music educators to provide necessary and timely personalized feedback. In many US school music programs, the curriculum is sequential and spiraled. Spiraled curriculum refers to the practice of presenting concepts repeatedly with increasing levels of difficulty. This requires that students successfully master basic concepts and skills before advancing to higher-level material. For a student to reach a high level of achievement, innumerable steps must be mastered which contribute to the overall abilities of a musician. Technology could potentially provide the specific and detailed feedback that would allow for the most rapid and efficient development of musical skills.

Efficiency may be the greatest single reason for the use of technology in a music-learning situation. In an ensemble or classroom music setting, a music teacher can only give specific and detailed feedback to one person at a time, and with 30 or more students in a classroom, individual students receive limited feedback. Computers never tire and are available when students want to practice and will be there until the practice session is complete. Also, a computer is considered to be objective, behaving the same way every time and delivering unbiased feedback to the user.

The cost of assessment is also a factor. In recent years the desire and expectation for data that measures a student’s learning or achievement has increased significantly. At the same time, however, there has been only a modest increase in per-pupil funding. The overall cost of assessment is substantial and can range from $2 to $20 per student, per assessment. The more expensive assessments use human feedback to evaluate a student’s work. This can be cost-prohibitive for many schools and programs. Assessment using technology may be less expensive and, in some instances, can be a more effective means to assess a student’s performance.

Aspects of music learning that are not based in sound are sometimes best assessed through paper-and-pencil tests. However, most music learning is sound-based, and the assessment of student learning related to sound does not translate well to a paper-and-pencil test. Authentic assessment in music is best captured in an audio or video recording. Sometimes an audio recording by itself is not sufficient to capture all aspects of a musical performance—an educator who assesses proper technique requires video evidence to capture these components (e.g., posture, breathing, bowing direction, etc.). A video recording also establishes the identity of the student creating the performance. While valuable, these recordings consume large amounts of digital memory and can be difficult to organize. Computers and software programs can make the storage and retrieval of large quantities of audio and video files more manageable and more efficient.

Finally, the overall enhancement of the music learning experience is a strong argument for the use of technology in a classroom. Performing in a setting that includes visual and/or audio feedback has been proven to be engaging (Snapp, 1997; Tseng, 1996). The sales of Guitar Hero, Rock Band, and other similar music performance games are an obvious endorsement for the use of accompaniment tracks, instant feedback, and many other components of classic game theory (McGonigal, 2011). If technology can make the lengthy process of learning an instrument more enjoyable and engaging, it would be hard to argue against its inclusion in the learning process.


History of Technology in Music Assessment

What follows is a very brief history of the development of various technologies used in music learning and assessment and is intended only to give the reader some context for the information that follows. For more details, please refer to the citations referenced in what follows.

The development of music instruction software started around 1970 and used large mainframe computers that existed primarily on college and university campuses (Peters, 1984). These early programs showed promise but were prohibitively expensive for all but the most affluent school districts. Advancements such as Musical Instrument Digital Interface (MIDI) and more complex algorithms for sound recognition and analysis have augmented what a computer can provide in terms of assessment feedback. As computing speed increased and cost decreased, the availability of computers in schools and homes expanded exponentially (Peters, 1992).

Around 1980, personal computers became more common in schools and homes and technology began to supply the formative and summative feedback required in musical skill development. Starting in the 1990s, computers and software developed rapidly in response to the demand for additional features and capabilities. Several software companies created programs that provided feedback to the user during and after a performance. Developers designed programs to do what a human music educator would do: assist with the continuing musical development of each student. While some may believe these recently developed programs to be the first uses of technology for assessment, they actually build on existing technology. For example, the first widely used music technology was a metronome. Tuners were invented next, followed quickly by audio and video recorders. Now each of these tools is available as a smartphone application.


Philosophical Issues of Technology in Music Assessment

The philosophical issues underlying the use of technology for assessment are complex and long-standing. Using technology to provide feedback to a student for the purpose of making the learning process more efficient seems logical and sensible on the surface. For example, musical performances are considered to have both subjective and objective components. This is one of the distinguishing characteristics of the arts and is often used as a justification for their inclusion in a student’s educational experiences (Dwyer, 2011).

Assessing the subjective component of a musical performance with computer software pushes the boundaries of what a computer can do. Two important measurements of these capabilities are worth mentioning here. The first is the well-documented work undertaken by private testing companies to develop algorithms for scoring standardized assessments (Bennett & Zang, 2015). Although software developers have made progress, data is inconclusive regarding consistency of scoring when compared to human scorers. Another litmus test of a computer’s capability to replicate human responses is in the Turing Test. This test was developed by Alan Turing in 1950 to measure a machine’s ability to exhibit intelligent behavior equivalent to—or indistinguishable from—that of a human. This test defines the line between the response generated in everyday conversations by a computer and the response of a human being as the point at which another human cannot distinguish the difference in responses. While the comparison of a conversational response to an assessment response is questionable, such a comparison addresses the degree to which computers can provide reasonable responses to a variety of stimuli. Because no computer has yet to satisfy the Turing Test or score assessments with the consistency of a human, we can argue that computers remain unable to replicate convincingly the subjective analysis of music provided by a human.

On the other hand, objective measurement of musical skills is another realm entirely, one that may best be suited to the use of computers. Notes and rhythms are the foundation of music. These auditory stimuli, when converted into pitches and events, become data that can be analyzed in the digital domain. In the next sections of this chapter, I explore these areas to determine the current the state of the art, and to develop a vision for the direction of future software development.

Some teachers have expressed concern about using technology in the creative process. These concerns are sometimes articulated as fears that a teacher may be “replaced” by a computer or that music may lose the inherent and important human quality that is missing from music created and performed by a machine. At its best, computer-aided music instruction can automate and accelerate the development of objective skills, freeing the teacher to focus on higher-level subjective skills such as phrasing, improvisation, and other ineffable qualities of musicality. Given the substantial number of variables that exist in the process of learning to play an instrument (i.e., air speed, bow speed, air volume, lip tension or reed placement, fingering or hand position, tongue position, throat position, mouthpiece position, posture), it seems highly unlikely that a computer would be able to replace a music educator.


Practical Issues of Technology in Music Assessment


Given the aforementioned philosophical considerations, concerns, and issues, it is clear that assessing a musical performance is not a simple task. An equal number of practical issues also exist when assessing a musical performance.

In many schools today around the world, the integration and use of technology is strongly encouraged. As a result, the purchase and maintenance of technology consumes an increasing percentage of school budgets. Various frameworks such as TPACK (Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge) and SAMR (Substitution Augmentation Modification Redefinition) exist for educators to integrate technology into the classroom thoughtfully, and schools sometimes hire specialists to assist with training and implementation (Puentedura, 2006; Shulman, 1986). It is also clear that the drive for data to demonstrate achievement, growth, and comparison of students’ work relies, to a certain degree, on the ability to leverage technology.

When technology is used to assess a musical performance, many challenging issues arise:



• The recognition of musical pitches by a computer includes significant complexities.

• The analysis of these data is made difficult by a host of issues inherent to music, habits of developing musicians, and the bias and behavior of the educator.

• The quality of the feedback that is provided may not be accurate or consistent enough to be helpful.

• The ability level of the student may not be considered or the software may not be able to differentiate between beginning, intermediate, and advanced music.

• The student may not correctly interpret feedback, and it may not be clear to the student how to address or solve the issues that are presented in the feedback.





An additional—and significant—concern is that the use of technology in place of traditional human assessment methodologies may yield different results, particularly when the student is exposed to the technology for the first time in the testing situation. All of these issues contribute to the complexity of assessment in a music classroom and are explored in the next sections.


Practical Considerations: Pitch Recognition


The assessment of a musical performance begins with the recognition of pitch by the computer. In the case of an electronic instrument (keyboard or synthesizer, controller, electronic wind instruments) with MIDI capability, the performance data is generated during the performance and can be easily transferred to a computer. This data can be used directly for the analysis stage of the assessment process. For instruments that generate sounds without the assistance of electronics, a microphone is necessary to capture the sound. Various algorithms (such as the Fast Fourier Transform or FFT) are then used to convert analog input into digital data. The analysis of the resulting data serves as the source of assessment information.

The perception and then response or reaction to sound is one of the most important skills that music educators teach. This process is complex, and the data that the computer captures reflects this complexity. Next, I examine the challenges presented by the process of pitch recognition by software programs.


Background Sound

In an ideal setting, a microphone would capture only the sound created by the performer. This recording would contain a clear representation of the performance with no background sounds of any kind. In most situations, this is difficult to achieve. Microphones often capture additional sounds contained in an accompaniment track and these become part of the sound that is analyzed. When these accompaniment sounds are included in the final recording, it is difficult for a software program to distinguish the difference between the accompaniment and the soloist’s sounds.

Another source of background sound can be the sound of the microphone casing vibrating with the sound source. When an instrument has a microphone attached, the entire instrument vibrates when played. Without careful attention to design and placement, this extraneous noise can obscure the performer’s sound.

In most educational settings, sound isolation is a challenge. Other musicians performing in adjacent areas create a substantial amount of background sound, making it difficult to isolate the sound of the intended performer. These “extra” sounds can “bleed” into the recording and cause serious issues such as false positive and negative results in the analysis phase of the assessment process, because a software program cannot always distinguish the difference between the performer’s sounds and the simultaneously extraneous environmental sounds. These issues can be mitigated—to a certain degree—by careful microphone design and placement.


Instrument Timbre

The sounds we create by singing or playing an instrument are complex and contain many harmonics and overtones that contribute to a recognizable characteristic sound. For the pitch recognition process to work flawlessly, each individual instrument must be recognizable throughout its usable range. In a concert band score, there may be between 10 to more than 20 different instruments with different timbres. For a full orchestral score, these numbers are typically higher. Accurate recognition of so many different timbres is a difficult task, and robust algorithms must be used to capture the full gamut of traditional instruments.

Many of the instrument families have sound characteristics that produce unique challenges for computer-based assessment. Mallet instruments produce notes that ring out over subsequent notes. String instruments have occasional double stops and produce pizzicato as well as bowed notes. Vocalists may be singing words, which makes pitch harder to assess (but this can be mitigated by using a standard vowel sound like “ah” or “oh” in place of the lyrics). Some percussion instruments do away with pitch entirely and emphasize complex rhythms. Instruments in a low register produce frequencies so low that not enough data is produced for the software program to register the sound due to the system’s sampling rate. Guitar and bells (i.e., glockenspiels) are usually polyphonic. In an ensemble, the available technology may provide varying assessment quality for different sections, which can lead to uneven application and inconsistent results.

The development of tone in the learning process presents another challenge related to the capture of timbral differences. As students develop their tone on an instrument, the presence and intensity of those harmonics and overtones differ markedly over time. Beginning students typically produce sounds with fewer or weaker overtones and harmonics, creating what is sometimes described as a “thin” or “weak” tone. This changes the nature of the data collected in the pitch recognition process and can sometimes cause issues—such as unrecognized notes and rhythms—with both beginning and advanced students.


Pitch Errors

It is virtually impossible to create an algorithm that “hears” sounds in the same way that a human does. Human perception of sound is unique and fallible—yet it is still what we want technology-based assessment to replicate (Gerhard, 2003). For instance, a human listener might not recognize the fundamental of a particular sound as such due to perceptual limitations that are common human traits. These recognition “errors” create false positives or negatives depending on the context of computer analysis.

Another complex phenomenon is how the human ear “corrects” sounds. For example, in a fast passage, a performer may make a mistake in the middle of a sequence of notes. These mistakes generally go unnoticed as the human ear “corrects” the sound when listening (Repp, 1996). Intonation can be off by as much as a quarter step and still be perceived by the human ear as being in tune. In these situations, a computer would likely be excessively precise, classifying some notes as errors that would not be considered as such by a human adjudicator.


Microphone Issues


The sound input device, usually a microphone, is an important variable to understand in the pitch recognition process. The analysis of an audio recording will only be as good as the quality of the recording. The important aspects of microphone selection, response pattern, sensitivity and gain adjustment, automatic gain control, and placement must be addressed.


selection

Many of the microphones used in computers today were designed to record the human voice. The human vocal range generally ranges from 200 to 4000 hertz. While these microphones are effective for instruments with sounds that occur primarily in the vocal range, instruments with much lower sounds (low brass, low woodwind, and low strings) are not captured fully and suffer in recording quality. The same is true for instruments that are substantially above the normal frequency range for spoken voice. For this reason, it is important that microphones be selected specifically for the instrument that is being recorded.


response pattern

Another mitigating factor associated with microphones is the response pattern. A microphone’s “response pattern” is the manner in which sound is captured by the device, including the relative strengths of the various frequencies and its sensitivity to the areas around the microphone element. Some microphones are designed to accentuate a particular area of the total frequency range so that those frequencies are amplified. The opposite is true as well; microphones can be designed to roll-off, or limit, particular frequencies. For example, a vocal microphone designed for use near strong bass sounds will roll-off the low frequencies so that it does not unintentionally record the bass instruments.


sensitivity and gain adjustment

“Sensitivity” relates to how a particular microphone can record low, middle, and high frequencies. Measured in decibels, musical instruments span the range of 30 to over 100 decibels. The human ear is an amazing receptor of sound and can easily adjust to this wide range. Most microphones, however, do not have this capability and need adjustment so that the signal is strong enough to be recorded but not so strong that the sound becomes distorted. Ideally, this adjustment, typically called “gain,” is regularly adjusted by the user so that the recording is of the highest quality. When the gain level is set correctly, the microphone will pick up both the loudest and softest sounds successfully. If the gain is too low, the result is a recording that captures so little data that analysis will be compromised. A recording in which the gain is set too high results in a distorted or “clipped” recording. Although these recordings are more useful than the former, the final product is not pleasant to listen to due to the extraneous sound artifacts.


automatic gain control

Unfortunately, many computers employ an “automatic gain control” to aid in voice recordings. These algorithms increase the gain for softer sounds and reduce the gain for louder ones. This is not a desirable situation for a musical performance and creates a recording that sounds dynamically the same throughout. Some of the most expressive elements of a musical performance are the changes made in dynamics. Microphone gain is usually set based on the loudest dynamic in a particular song or exercise. When considering the assessment of dynamics, the gain level needs to be set correctly at the beginning, and then not adjusted during the performance. Disabling this control can prove to be difficult on some operating systems but it is crucial in maintaining the overall integrity of the recording.


placement

Placement of the microphone is also important. If the microphone is too close to the sound source, the gain may be impossible to set at a low enough threshold. If it is too far away, the microphone may pick up too much background noise and compromise the quality of the recording (Lee, Dannenberg, & Chun, 2004). An additional consideration in microphone placement concerns any movements that the performer may make while performing. These movements closer to and then away from the microphone can result in a recording that is missing important information or contains misleading data that indicates changes in dynamic levels that were not present in the original performance.

The combination of these factors presents significant challenges in the process of pitch recognition. Each must be addressed satisfactorily so that accurate data can be collected and then passed along to the next stage: analysis.


Technology in Music Assessment: Data Analysis


The analysis of sounds from a musical performance is a complex process that can yield either valuable results or confusing and inaccurate information. These issues fall into three main areas: timing issues, scoring issues, and performance issues.


Timing Issues

Performing rhythms with precise timing in Western music is all-important and central to Western music education curricula. Performing in groups requires students to have a highly developed sense of timing. A computer’s timing system is extremely accurate and can discern exceptionally small variations in timing. Input and output synchronization, however, can introduce problems into the system. For instance, when a computer sends audio information to its sound card, there is a delay between the time that those data are sent and when those sounds reach the performer’s ear. This difference, called “latency,” is measured in milliseconds (ms). A common latency value for current computer systems is somewhere in the 50-ms range. This value can be described roughly as the duration of one 32nd note when played at a tempo of one quarter note equals 120 beats per minute. Although this may not seem significant, when introduced into the analysis of rapid passages it can hinder the accurate evaluation of the rhythmic components of assessment. These issues become more complicated when the input and output data are compared. For instance, in a system where the output latency is 50 ms and then the performer reacts to those stimuli, the resulting input could also contain 50 ms of latency. This compounding of latencies results in a factor of inaccuracy that further hinders accurate analysis. Variables such as long cables, Bluetooth technologies, and any other electrical components introduced into the system add complexity as well.

All repeated pitches and the sounds created by unpitched percussion instruments are particularly challenging to assess due to the latency issues mentioned above. Any musical passage that contains more than two repeated pitches is difficult to discern because the software may not be able to determine specifically which of the repeated notes were performed. This issue is even more complex for performances by unpitched percussion instruments, which could contain many notes that have a shorter duration than the latency window of 50 ms. When presented with this particular challenge, software programs may have to accept a wider range of musical responses and potentially allow an incorrect response to be scored as a correct one. In the case of percussion rhythms, it may be nearly impossible for the software program to discern specific mistakes, particularly with the subtleties of flams, drags (or roughs), and rolls played in rapid succession.

Performance practices in music include variations in the basic pulse and rhythms that contribute to an expressive performance. These variations enhance overall musicality yet make it difficult for computers to replicate realistic musical performances. Even in professional performances, tempo variations at the beginning of the piece and during extended crescendi and diminuendi are common (Geringer & Madsen, 1984; Grondin & Laforest, 2004; Massoth, 2007; Sheldon, 1994; Wang, 1983). These subtle changes in tempi result in ambiguity in the analysis. A note performed early may have been part of intended rubato, or a note performed late may have occurred at the end of a phrase. Research indicates that a completely steady performance would be considered less musical than one with tempo variations and thereby would potentially score lower in an analysis of rhythm (Johnson, 1999). These aspects of musical performance practices make assessment of rhythm difficult due to the fluid nature of pulse.

Another observed performance practice is to begin a song or phrase slightly after the accompaniment has established the tempo and tonality. These late entrances give the performer an opportunity to hear the pitch and/or rhythm before they join in, but a software program would typically identify this as an error.

Quantization is the practice of transforming a performance into a digital representation that can be manipulated by computer algorithms. This process is part of the analysis stage and allows the software program to compare the performance to the original music notation. In this transformation, much of the data that reflects the subtle variations in tempo present in an expressive performance is either ignored or eliminated. The practice of quantization does not alter the underlying performance information for a simple melody, but music performed with rapid and complex rhythms can lose important information in the process of transforming or comparing the performance to a quantized representation of the music. Variations in the manufacturer and quality of hardware and the operating system software may also contribute to differences in pitch recognition and resulting analysis of a performance.


Scoring Issues

Defining the difficulty level of a piece of music as well as the skill level of the performer are complicating factors in scoring a performance. Music difficulty rating scales define the specific difficulty level of musical works but often do not describe the level adequately. In American concert band music, there are at least three commonly used rating scales: a 1–5 scale, a scale used by J.W. Pepper & Son (2016), and another scale used by the University Interscholastic League in Texas (University Interscholastic League, 2016, October 11). These rating scales are similar but do not align exactly with each other. In addition, there are inconsistencies between and within these scales that make it difficult to create a unified difficulty ranking system. Students are usually ranked by the difficulty or skill level of a current piece of music that they are preparing. This system works well when a student prepares a work at an appropriate difficulty level for his/her skill set. However, this becomes challenging when a student is performing music that is much more difficult than her current skill level, or when an advanced student is performing music that would be rated much lower than his skill level. These mismatches complicate performance scoring.

Music teachers employ many subtle but important performance practices when they prepare students. One common practice used frequently with vocal students is tonicization. Tonicization is the practice of establishing the tonality and/or starting pitch or pitches of a melody with a scale, chord, arpeggio, or a combination of these. Usually provided with the voice or a piano, these pitches give a student valuable information that can contribute to a high-quality performance. This practice introduces a variable in performance assessment that can create inconsistencies in scoring. A more elaborate tonicization may result in a better performance while a less than adequate tonicization may reduce the quality of the overall performance.

Music teachers also provide opportunities for students to restart a performance. A typical scenario may unfold as follows: a student attempts to start a melody or exercise, one or more aspects of the performance do not go well, the student stops performing, the teacher then quickly restarts the student, and the student completes his or her performance. When applied consistently to an entire group of students, the results would look somewhat similar. When the same assessment is done using a software program, the opportunity for a restart is not typically part of the process. Students accustomed to having additional opportunities to begin again would potentially score quite differently.

Any one of these scoring issues makes it difficult to arrive at a consistent and reliable score, and the combination of these factors adds additional complexity. Next we consider the judgments made by the teachers themselves. Human scoring of musical performances, even when done with rubrics, can present reliability issues. Recent studies show that interrater agreement is not strong, even in cases where the assessor was trained on a rubric judged as being of high quality (Bennett & Zang, 2015). This raises a question about the accuracy of results from computer analysis: If teachers themselves cannot agree on a score, then how can a computer accurately imitate their responses?


Performance Issues


Variations in four primary performance-related areas—timbre, intonation, vibrato, and articulation—impact data analysis when assessing students using technology.


timbre

Timbre was mentioned earlier as a contributing factor in the pitch recognition process. Here, the quality of the tone may determine the degree to which accurate data is collected. At the analysis stage of the assessment process, the software program could develop a score to assess the quality of the performer’s tone. These assessments usually involve descriptors such as: characteristic, warm, clear, relaxed, bright, mellow, vibrant, and consistent. Choosing a target timbre creates questions about what tone quality specifically is desired. For a jazz performer, a bright and forceful sound may be the performance practice. In classical music, warm and relaxed sounds may be more desirable. In different parts of the world, specific timbres are considered more acceptable and desirable. These differences in the desired timbre make the assessment of a student’s timbre difficult.


intonation

Intonation is one of the most noticed aspects of a performance. Even the untrained ear recognizes poor intonation, although this may not be articulated in terms that trained musicians use (Larrouy-Maestri, Magis, Grabenhorst, & Morsomme, 2015). What constitutes “in tune” also can change in different contexts. When Performing with a piano or a fixed-pitch percussion instrument, equal temperament is the standard tuning system for Western music. Most other situations require the performer to tune intervals using just tuning. These variations in pitch can result in intonation differences by as much as +/− 16 cents, depending on the context of the particular pitch. For example, while a minor third played with a piano matches the equal temperament tuning of the piano, that same interval performed by a vocal or instrumental ensemble must be raised 16 cents for it to be in tune. The same concept is true for a major third, though in this case the pitch must be lowered 13 cents. This theoretically creates a 29-cent “window” that the software program must allow for correct responses—and that does not account for possible pitch drift that can happen during a performance. These practicalities limit the measurement precision for intonation.

Furthermore, when a performer begins or ends a note, the initial and final pitch may vary from the overall average pitch. For example, a vocalist may scoop into a note to find the pitch, or a wind player may go flat at the end of a long note or phrase when running out of air. Both scenarios present a unique challenge for the software program because the beginning and end of the note are functions of both rhythm and pitch. At some point in the analysis process, the software program must determine when the note started and when it ended. This determination is problematic when there is a significant variation of pitch at any time during the performance of that note. Additionally, software algorithms must be designed to account for the common performance practices of beginning, intermediate, and advanced musicians.


vibrato

Vibrato is a performance technique that is customarily taught to almost all vocalists and instrumentalists. Although the method of producing this subtle variation of pitch may be quite different, the result is the same: Vibrato is a variation in the pitch of a note that involves the performer establishing the pitch and then wavering slightly below that pitch (Brown & Vaughn, 1996). This presents a unique challenge for the assessment algorithm because the overall pitch of a note performed with vibrato would register as flat when most human assessors would likely determine that same pitch is correct.


articulation

Articulation used at the beginning of a note played on wind instruments can also create a pitch artifact. When a brass player begins a note, there is a moment when the lips are stationary. As the air meets the lips, the lips begin buzzing, and ideally reach the desired pitch. During the time that the lips are accelerating from 0 Hz to the target frequency, sound has started but it has not reached the intended pitch. This is some of the sound that constitutes the articulation of a note. A similar phenomenon occurs when a vocalist pronounces words; this results in a variation of the effect just described. In both scenarios, the onset of sound has occurred and the software may have analyzed the event for rhythm, but the exact pitch cannot be determined until after these articulation artifacts have occurred. With less experienced musicians, the precise moment of when exactly the articulation is complete and the intended pitch is established can be extremely difficult to determine.


Practical Considerations: Display of Assessment Feedback


After the analysis of data has been completed, the results are communicated for the purposes of formative and/or summative feedback. A variety of methods are used to communicate results, including sound wave, music notation, and numerical display. Each method provides a certain amount of feedback to the performer but each has its limitations, and I discuss these in the next section.


sound wave display

Early music assessment technologies used graphical displays of sound waves that showed the notes as gray bars on a staff. The beginning and end of the note were shown on the y-axis and the x-axis was used for pitch. An example from the iPAS practice and assessment software (Pyragraphics, 2016) appears in Figures 35.1a and 35.1b.


[image: image]
Figure 35.1 a and b iPAS practice and assessment software.





A clear advantage of this method of presentation is the inclusion of duration and frequency information, since this type of information can be difficult to capture and communicate with traditional Western music notation. Unfortunately, this display of feedback may not be as beneficial to the performer as it could be due to the transposition of data; this particular alternative to standard music notation may make it more difficult for the performer to understand what was correct and where improvement is needed.


music notation display

Feedback based on the superimposition or alteration of the original Western music notation has also been a method used to display assessment information. SmartMusic (Makemusic, 2016) and Music Prodigy (Music Prodigy, 2016) have used various visual cues to communicate the degree to which a performance met criteria and are shown in Figures 35.2 and 35.3.


[image: image]
Figure 35.2 SmartMusic – Music Learning Software.
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Figure 35.3 Music Prodigy: Music Education Software.





Because modern Western music notation on the printed page is limited in the information that is communicated to the performer, the method of display on a computer screen shares similar limitations (Dannenberg, 1989). Additionally, there are challenges that relate to other aspects of a music notation system that was designed originally for paper. In particular, repeats and any other instructions that require the performer to vary from reading measures sequentially can be problematic for an electronic display. Repeat structures—such as simple repeats, 1st and 2nd endings, D.C., D.C. al Fine, and D.S. al Fine—create the challenge of displaying assessment results that include multiple performances of the same musical passages. A similar challenge also occurs in music notation that includes single- or multiple-measure repeats. In these cases, the music would need to be displayed on screen with full notation to include the feedback from the repeated sections.

Even when repeat structures are addressed, fundamental limitations related to Western music notation still remain. The addition of feedback displayed on-screen is similarly incomplete. Limitations may include (1) lack of duration information displayed, (2) missing pitch information, (3) absence of tone or timbre feedback, and (4) lack of representation of variations in pronunciation of lyrics.


numerical display

Recently, the video game industry developed games aimed at the consumer market that supply assessment feedback. These games have been extremely popular and include a repertoire of songs primarily from the rock and pop genres. The two most popular of these games are Rock Band and Guitar Hero (Videogamer, 2016). Both of these products use a display that is primarily focused on either a guitar fretboard or the song lyrics, complemented with a numerical point system. The points increase throughout the song when the software detects that the performer is singing or playing with the background accompaniment. While some would agree that these games are fun to play, they have limited value for music educators due to the lack of specific, reviewable feedback and the difficulty of transferring the performance skills learned on a simplified plastic imitation of an electric or acoustic guitar to the authentic instruments.

To conclude, although many different approaches have been used, no complete or perfect display of assessment feedback has been developed to date.


Summary

The assessment of a musical performance with computer software is a complicated process. During each step, there are issues related to the limitations of current technology, challenges due to the environment, and issues with the reliability and consistency of human scoring. Differences in testing environments and teaching methodologies further complicate the testing process. Not surprisingly, these challenges are similar to the ones encountered by other subject areas for which technology is used for assessment.

Capturing a clean, clear, and accurate recording of a performance is a challenging task. First, background sounds from the accompaniment or other performers can confound the analysis. Then, the timbre of the performer’s instrument may vary from what is expected. Pitch errors in the recognition phase can translate to false positives and negatives in the analysis phase. Microphone selection, response pattern, sensitivity and gain adjustment, automatic gain control, and placement all must be addressed satisfactorily for a high-quality recording to be captured.

Music involves both objective and subjective data—with sometimes a blurry line between those two areas—and the display of feedback takes away the subjective areas of music, leaving only concrete information. Human assessment of musical performances often yields a low correlation of interrater agreement (Flexer, 2014; Hash, 2012). For a software program to replicate human responses accurately, an algorithm must be created to supply specific responses for a wide variety of situations. The aforementioned research suggests that it would be difficult to create an algorithm that would mimic these human behaviors due to this low interrater agreement.

A musical performance is rich with information that is not easily transposed to another medium. Three approaches have been used as to date: sound wave, traditional Western music notation, and numerical score. Each of these has its strengths and weaknesses but none communicates a comprehensive assessment.

At this point in the evolution of assessment technology, it is clear that it will be more beneficial to focus on augmenting assessment practices with technology rather than replacing a human scorer. As the practice of music assessment continues to evolve, so too can the use of technology to augment learning and assessment in a music classroom. When human beings and computers work together and play to their strengths, the result will be musical assessment that provides the best experience for students and teachers.


Suggestions for Future Development

In the field of technology, discovery and innovation occur rapidly and continue to accelerate. More robust algorithms in the area of pitch detection would enhance key aspects of the assessment process such as (1) the elimination of background accompaniment, (2) the mitigation of challenges unique to particular kinds of instruments such as low brass and woodwinds that produce tones that are less amenable to algorithmic pitch detection, (3) the accurate timbre detection of less experienced performers, and (4) the capture of data from two or more performers simultaneously (also known as polyphonic pitch detection). Inexpensive microphones that can detect both the softest sounds of a flute or recorder and the loudest of a trumpet or trombone would increase the reliability of pitch detection data and the overall quality of the recordings. As of this writing, tablet devices with larger form factors are just entering the consumer market. As these devices become more common, software programs will be able to leverage the additional screen size. This provides the necessary “look ahead” viewing area for music notation to be read before, during, and after a performance.

The analysis of a musical performance could be improved with significant development in the area of artificial intelligence. Artificial intelligence is the academic field that studies how to create computers and computer software capable of intelligent behavior. In addition to improving the assessment of objective measures, processes that include new and existing technology could be developed to augment subjective assessment, currently the sole domain of human scorers. Other than the particular task of human assessment, the surrounding technology could be automated, networked, tracked, and analyzed. For example, a software program can provide organizational tools to manage the recording of student performances and present the anonymized recordings to multiple proctors for scoring against a digital rubric—which could contain reference recordings for comparison and consistency in scoring. The music assessment could also be crowd-sourced among members of an ensemble, who could provide feedback to each other using anonymized recordings.

If content and assessment experts in the field of music education could inform and shape the analysis of a performance done by computers, both the assessment practices of classroom teachers and the resulting music technologies would be enhanced. Assessment results could be analyzed in aggregate to provide instructors with feedback that identifies particular skills requiring additional instruction. Curriculum could be individualized for each student, providing automated direction concerning the skills they have mastered and the skills that need additional work. In more elaborate applications, curriculum would be sequenced for students’ progress though increasingly difficult music, all customized to match the needs and interests of the student. In this author’s experience, this type and level of collaboration in the music education software industry tends to be the exception instead of the rule.

Many of these improvements require transparency of scoring methodology. Currently, assessment software companies do not provide details about their scoring mechanisms—for competitive reasons—and it is not apparent exactly how the scoring works. When proprietary methods of scoring are not fully disclosed, the verification of results is insufficient, and it is unclear which benchmarks or standards have been met. Better scoring methods must be developed and then patented in order to protect the companies that sustain the development of music education technology.

Administrators, educators, and parents continue to value the teaching of creativity in schools. Creativity can be taught and elicited in many ways; in music, we consider composition and improvisation to be creative activities. The assessment of creativity during and after an improvised performance would be a valuable addition to the field of music education.

A visual language could be further developed to describe a performance in comparison with the notated music. One way to provide specific and focused feedback to students would be to separate out the elements of music (e.g., pitch, rhythm, articulation, dynamics, intonation, etc.) so that each can be addressed individually. For example, if just the rhythm-specific feedback were displayed, the student would be able to focus on that particular aspect of her/his performance. Next, the pitch-specific feedback could be displayed, and so on—annotating the music with the categories of feedback a human assessor would provide to a student. This process could provide students with assessment data for the criteria that are found on many solo and ensemble adjudication forms: rhythmic accuracy, melodic accuracy, tone, articulation, intonation, dynamics, and interpretation. To date, commercially available software programs assess all but the final two criteria, dynamics and interpretation, with varying levels of accuracy.

When a computer plays music notation, the result is, for the most part, dry, lifeless, and unmusical. Algorithms have been developed to enhance the playback of music notation, but as of this writing, a performance by skilled human performers is still noticeably more musical. As technologies mature, the key characteristics of an excellent performance will have been translated into a form that a software program can analyze. This breakthrough would be a significant step forward in the evolution of music assessment for several reasons. First, all recorded music would almost immediately be available in a digital format that would allow music educators access to an endless supply of repertoire. Currently, the creation of digital content for assessment is a significant barrier to assessing performances, due to the time and resources required. Second, it would be possible to assess more than one performer at a time. This capability would address the challenge of assessing students in large ensemble classes. Finally, as has happened many times before, this new technology could change the way that music is created, shared, and monetized.

The essential task of home practice could be improved by enhancing student engagement and efficiency. Engagement could be increased by providing the student with a greater variety of accompaniments and introducing game-like elements. Efficiency could be enhanced by providing specialized instruction on what a student should practice next—both within a given piece, by focusing on more difficult passages, and by suggesting other repertoire with appropriate musical elements, such as inclusion of particular rhythms, keys, ranges, and techniques.

Finally, a robust polyphonic pitch recognition algorithm designed to “decipher” a recorded performance of multiple instruments into written notation would be a momentous improvement (de la Cuadra, Master, & Sapp, 2001). Just like the advent of the digitization of analog music recordings, the teaching, learning, and consumption of music will again forever be changed if and when this technological advance becomes a reality.
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CHAPTER 36



Assessing Music Learning with Technology



William I. Bauer



Assessment facilitated by technology is a prominent topic in contemporary education (Drasgow, 2016; Steele, 2015; Thomas, 2016). Technology is being employed in educational institutions for a variety of assessment purposes that range from the evaluation of student learning by individual teachers to large-scale standardized testing mandated by state governments, conducted to provide accountability to various stakeholders. In the most recent National Education Technology Plan (Thomas, 2016), the authors stated, “At all levels, our education system will leverage the power of technology to measure what matters and use assessment data to improve learning” (p. 51). Further, they claim potential benefits of technology-assisted assessment may include reducing “the time, resources, and disruption to learning required for the administration of paper assessments” (p. 51). Assessment that uses technology is likely to increasingly impact the teaching-learning process for students and teachers in all disciplines.

In music education, authors have suggested numerous ways in which technology may be used to benefit music learning and assessment (Bauer, 2005, 2010, 2014, 2015, 2016b; Dorfman, 2013; Watson, 2011). In general, however, researchers have found that music teachers are not extensively integrating technology into teaching and learning (Dorfman, 2008; Jassmann, 2004; Ohlenbusch, 2001; Reese & Rimington, 2000) or assessment practices (Nielsen, 2011). The purpose of this chapter is to describe and discuss ways in which technology may be used to assess student learning outcomes focused on knowledge, skills, processes, and products related to creating, performing, and responding to music. At times, music educators may also be interested in assessing music aptitude and affect (Boyle & Radocy, 1987). In addition, music scholars use technology during all aspects of formal research investigations (Bauer, 2016a). The focus here, however, is on the role of technology in the assessment of common learning outcomes that are the goals of music lessons, classes, and rehearsals. Topics addressed are (1) assessment principles essential to high quality technology-assisted musical assessment, (2) the design of assessment tasks and procedures facilitated by technology, (3) applications of technology to assessment instruments and assessment management, and (4) technology for assessing learning outcomes related to creating, performing, and responding to music.


Assessment Principles Applicable to Technology-Assisted Musical Assessment


Role of Assessment in Music Teaching and Learning

Quality assessment is a critical component of good teaching; fundamentally, assessment should inform and enhance learning. Teaching and learning may be thought of as cyclical (see Figure 36.1). Teachers (1) plan, establishing learning outcomes; (2) engage students in learning activities designed to develop knowledge and skill relevant to those outcomes; (3) assess students’ achievement in relation to the outcomes; and (4) reflect on the assessment results in light of the desired learning outcomes. Those reflections play a crucial part in developing the next teaching-learning cycle, with the teacher deciding to either establish new learning outcomes because the prior ones have been met, or remediate instruction if the learning outcomes were not achieved. Sometimes, assessments are embedded within learning activities, with assessment taking place as learning is ongoing (Smith, Smith, & De Lisi, 2001). Embedded assessments are often an effective approach to use in music classes and ensembles that involve large numbers of students. A teaching-learning cycle as described here is applicable to learning and assessment activities that include the use of technology, as well as those that do not.


[image: image]
Figure 36.1 The Teaching-Learning Cycle.






Types of Assessment

Most general principles of assessment (Meyer, Rose, & Gordon, 2016; Miller, Linn, & Gronlund, 2013) are applicable to assessment practices that include technology. A few of the most essential are discussed here. Assessments for music classes and rehearsals may be diagnostic, formative, or summative. Diagnostic assessments take place prior to instruction to determine students’ existing strengths and weaknesses. One example of how this might be implemented using technology in a music class would be to have students react to prompts presented via an interactive response system where each student has a hand-held device commonly known as a clicker. To use these systems, the teacher presents a question and possible responses to that question, often projecting them on a screen at the front of the classroom. Students choose a response with their clicker. Commercial interactive response systems can be purchased. There are also several free and subscription-based, online versions that allow students to use mobile phones or computers to send their replies. Depending on the system, these tools have the capability for anonymous feedback and assessment of an entire group, or to track and record the individual responses of each student. Once the teacher views the results, she can determine how to proceed with instruction. Interactive response systems could also be used for formative or summative assessment.

Formative assessments occur during instruction and are usually embedded in learning activities. Formative assessment is crucial to student learning (Brookhart, 2007). When students check their pitch using an electronic tuner, this is a type of formative assessment. Summative assessments summarize a student’s achievement at a specific point in time, often after a unit of instruction concludes, to verify learning and sometimes to assign grades. A test of historical musical knowledge administered at the conclusion of a unit, delivered through an online quiz system, is an example of summative assessment facilitated by technology. There are many technologies that can be used as part of diagnostic, formative, and summative musical assessments. The way in which a specific technology is used, and whether the results of the assessment will be used to diagnose, provide feedback during learning, or make a cumulative assessment at a specific point in time, will depend on the specific purpose of the assessment.


Validity, Reliability, and Fairness

The validity, reliability, and fairness of any assessment, including those that involve technology, must also be considered (McMillan, 2001). Since the process of assessment is one of gathering information to make informed instructional decisions, assuring that assessment instruments and processes are valid (accurate), reliable (consistent), and fair (unbiased) is crucial. Technology may have either a positive or negative impact on these three attributes of assessments and assessment procedures. To a large degree, the validity, reliability, and fairness of an assessment will be determined through the overall assessment design process described later in this chapter.

There are several forms of evidence that establish validity and reliability of assessments (American Educational Research Association [AERA], American Psychological Association [APA], & National Council for Measurement in Education [NCME], 2014). To ensure that appropriate evidence can be established, teachers must be sure that any technology being used is appropriate for gathering data related to student achievement of the musical content or skills being measured, and therefore yield ample validity evidence to support the interpretation of the results for the intended use of the measure. For example, an electronic tuner is appropriate as a means for assessing pitch accuracy, because ample evidence could be established that supports the interpretation of the results for their intended use as a measure of pitch accuracy. An electronic tuner would not, however, be an appropriate tool to use to assess tone quality, because the tuner would not provide ample evidence to support the interpretation of the results for their intended use as a measure of tone quality. Likewise, technology can impact the evidence that establishes reliability. For instance, if an exam was developed and administered using an online quiz tool, automated scoring could provide evidence of reliability without the error commonly associated with human scoring. Software malfunctions or test-taker unfamiliarity with the technology, however, would render the accumulated evidence questionable or unusable.


Approaches to Assessment

In addition to assessment by teachers, two other approaches to assessment—self-assessment and peer assessment—can be extremely beneficial, helping students develop greater independence as learners, among other things (Earl, 2003; Farrell, 1997; Kimpton & Harnisch, 2008). When students assess themselves, they are asked to reflect on their achievement or performance, making personal judgments about what they do or do not know, and possibly deciding what they need to do next to continue learning. These reflections could involve technology. For example, students might complete an online rubric that was created by the teacher. Or, the assessment task could include the use of technology, which might involve an assignment such as digitally recording oneself, then listening to and assessing the recording according to criteria provided by the teacher.

Likewise, peer assessment, when students provide each other with feedback, can be an important means of learning for both the student and the peer assessors. Peer assessment allows students to see and learn from examples of others’ work. It also provides them an opportunity to compare their judgments with those of their peers. A peer assessment activity might be followed by students revising their projects based on the feedback they received, then submitting the project to the teacher for assessment. A technological example of this could involve students creating a composition using an online program such as Noteflight,1 then embedding the composition in a personal blog. Other students would then access the blog, viewing and listening to the composition and providing feedback aligned with the learning outcomes associated with the assignment through the commenting feature that is found in blogs.


Designing Assessment Tasks and Procedures Facilitated by Technology


This section of the chapter addresses various approaches to the design of assessment tasks and procedures that are enhanced through technology.


Backward Design

Assessment needs to be an integral aspect of instructional design. Wiggins and McTighe (2005) described an approach they labeled as backward design, which consists of teachers (1) identifying learning outcomes, (2) determining the evidence that will be needed to assess whether the learning outcomes have been met, and (3) planning learning activities and instruction. This is considered backward because teachers frequently begin with decisions about learning activities and materials, only considering aspects of assessment and the outcomes they hope students have achieved at the end of instruction. If approached from a backward perspective, assessments will be aligned with learning outcomes, and learning activities will be constructed in a manner that will allow students to develop the knowledge and skills necessary to produce the required assessment evidence. Ensuring alignment of learning outcomes, activities, and assessments will strengthen the validity of assessments.


Technocentrism

In addition to considering assessment as an integral part of instructional design, to effectively use technology during assessment music educators need to reflect on the specific role that technology may play in the assessment process. In education, the approach to technology integration has often been technocentric (Papert, 1987), focusing primarily on technology itself, with little attention paid to other factors that may influence the application of technology to learning and assessment (Koehler & Mishra, 2008). Papert (1990) stated,

I coined the word technocentrism from Piaget’s use of the word egocentrism. This [egocentrism] does not imply that children are selfish, but simply means that when a child thinks, all questions are referred to the self, to the ego. Technocentrism is the fallacy of referring all questions to the technology.

The question of how to effectively use technology in education is not answered by only considering technology. Making technology available to teachers and students, and helping them to understand its functionality, is necessary, but not sufficient. Technology is merely a tool, and a tool is not useful if one does not comprehend the various ways it can be employed to achieve a given outcome in a specific context. If music educators are to effectively integrate technology into teaching, learning, and assessment, more is required than an understanding of specific technological tools.


Technological Pedagogical and Content Knowledge

Shulman (1986) described the knowledge necessary to be an effective teacher as (1) subject matter content knowledge, (2) pedagogical knowledge, and (3) pedagogical content knowledge—the unique form of knowledge that results from the combination of pedagogical knowledge and discipline-specific content knowledge. Building on Schulman’s work, Mishra and Koehler (2006) added a technology component to the pedagogical content knowledge model to conceptualize and describe the understandings needed by teachers to effectively integrate technology into educational experiences. This technological pedagogical and content knowledge (TPACK) (see Figure 36.2) consists of three primary knowledge bases–technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge—and their intersections. Table 36.1 provides a description of each element in the TPACK model. At the central juncture of the model, TPACK, is the point where these forms of understanding come together, informing a teacher’s approach to technology integration.


Table 36.1 The Components of Technological Pedagogical and Content Knowledge




	Component
	Description





	Technological Knowledge (TK)
	General technological literacy that may include knowing how to operate a computer; how to use common software like Web browsers, word processors, and spreadsheets; and how to search for information on the Internet.



	Pedagogical Knowledge (PK)
	General principles of teaching and learning that are common among all teaching disciplines (e.g., learning theories, general assessment principles, and strategies for managing a classroom).



	Content Knowledge (CK)
	Knowledge of disciplinary content. In music this would include an understanding of creating, performing, and responding to music.



	Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK)
	The intersection and interaction of content and pedagogical knowledge. A teacher with strong PCK can select and use teaching approaches that are best suited to helping students learn specific disciplinary content (e.g., knowing how to scaffold an ensemble rehearsal is a different form of PCK than that required to structure and sequence a more traditional academic class such as social studies).



	Technological Content Knowledge (TCK)
	How technology is used in a content area outside of the school setting as well as how the content area may be impacted by the technology (e.g., the digitization of audio has had a profound impact on the recording industry).



	Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK)
	The combination and interaction of technological knowledge and pedagogical knowledge. An understanding of the affordances and constraints of using common technologies (e.g., interactive whiteboards) for teaching and learning across disciplines.



	Technological Pedagogical and Content Knowledge (TPACK)
	The central point of the model. All three areas—technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge—interact with and influence each other to create a unique form of teacher knowledge that affects a teacher’s choices regarding the use of specific technologies and pedagogies, and even the precise content to be taught.



	Context
	The teaching/learning environment impacts how technology may be used. It includes the physical nature of the classroom and school, the technologies available, the support for technology in the school, scheduling, socioeconomic factors, and so on.
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Figure 36.2 Technological Pedagogical and Content Knowledge Model (TPACK).





While most TPACK research has focused on teaching and learning, the model can also inform a teacher’s approach to using technology as an assessment tool. An understanding of assessment practices is part of a teacher’s pedagogical and pedagogical content knowledge. Including technology as part of assessment practices results in assessment becoming a component of technological pedagogical and content knowledge. As described earlier, determining the evidence that will be needed to assess a learning outcome should be done prior to designing specific learning activities. When at the point in the instructional design process where decisions are being made about the evidence necessary to determine whether a learning outcome has been met, the teacher should consider how technology might be used (1) as part of an assessment task, possibly to produce the evidence, or (2) as an assessment instrument.

A technology-based learning activity might serve as the assessment task, embedded in the learning activity. For example, the assessment design process might include the following elements:



• Learning outcome: Play with correct pitch and rhythm.

• Assessment evidence: The number of pitch and rhythm errors in music performed by the student.

• Assessment tool: SmartMusic,2 to be used for formative and summative assessment.

• Learning activity: The student will practice the assigned music using SmartMusic. SmartMusic serves as the technology to facilitate the learning activity and the assessment of the learning outcome. The student will receive formative assessment following each practice trial through SmartMusic’s ability to display correct pitch and rhythm in green, incorrect pitch and rhythm in red. When the student is ready to receive a summative assessment on her performance, she can record herself in SmartMusic and upload it to her teacher, who will assess the recording with a rubric that is built into SmartMusic.






Universal Design for Learning and Assistive Technologies

When designing any technology-assisted assessment, examination of the tenets of universal design for learning (UDL; Meyer et al., 2016) bears consideration:

Universal Design for Learning is a set of principles for curriculum development that give all individuals equal opportunities to learn. UDL provides a blueprint for creating instructional goals, methods, materials, and assessments that work for everyone—not a single, one-size-fits-all solution but rather flexible approaches that can be customized and adjusted for individual needs.

(National Center on Universal Design for Learning, 2016, para. 1)

The UDL is a student-centered approach to teaching, learning, and assessment; it makes use of three research-based, guiding principles:





• Provide multiple means of engagement (the “why” of learning)


• Provide multiple means of representation (the “what” of learning)


• Provide multiple means of action and expression (the “how” of learning). (Meyer et al., 2016, p. 51)






In general, a UDL approach to assessment means that assessments are congruent to the ways in which students have been learning, and that assessment procedures have flexibility to adjust to the needs of individual learners.

The capability of digital technologies to adapt to the learner, providing multiple means of engagement, representation, and action and expression, has resulted in those following the UDL model to frequently use technological approaches to learning. This has included the use of assistive technology devices, which are

aids which substitute for or enhance the function of some physical or mental ability that is impaired. Assistive technology can be anything homemade, purchased off the shelf, modified, or commercially available, which is used to help an individual perform some task of daily living.   (Kelker & Holt, 1997, p. 2)

Examples of common assistive technologies include voice recognition, adaptable font sizes, adjustable color contrast, text-to-speech (screen readers), refreshable braille, magnification and enlargement, pop-up dictionaries, and glossaries (Stone, Laitusis, & Cook, 2016). Such technologies may enable certain students to engage in assessment tasks that otherwise would not be possible.

Assistive technologies are frequently used with special needs students, facilitating access to activities designed to develop musical knowledge and skill as well as the assessment of that knowledge and skill. For example, the music educator Adam Goldberg has developed the PS 177 Technology Band in Queens, New York (nprED, 2014). Through this ensemble comprising special education students who create music using various applications on the iPad, Goldberg has had great success engaging students in authentic musical activities that would have been very difficult to accomplish otherwise. Students have benefited in both musical and extramusical ways through their participation in the group. The use of technology suitable for this student population and learning context has facilitated learning activities that double as assessment tasks, through which Goldberg can provide students with formative and summative feedback on valued musical and extramusical outcomes.

While the use of technology in PS 177 highlights the affordances of technology for the learning and assessment requirements of special needs students, it is certainly not limited to that population. Technology can provide access to musical learning outcomes, and their assessment, for all kinds of students. For example, young students who do not yet read notation could be asked to arrange loops (short melodic and/or rhythmic sound excerpts) in certain patterns using a digital audio workstation (DAW)3 such as GarageBand.4 An activity such as this could help students learn, and be assessed on, their ability to recognize basic elements of musical form (e.g., ABA form). The application of the principles of UDL to the design of curriculum and assessment, considering the affordances technology may offer throughout the learning and assessment process, has the potential to greatly enhance students’ achievement of learning outcomes.


Technology, Assessment Instruments, and Assessment Management


Technology can be used to facilitate assessment of music learning in face-to-face, online, and blended (combination of face-to-face and online) classes and rehearsals. A prime consideration in choosing an assessment appropriate to a specific situation is to determine whether declarative or procedural knowledge (Oosterhof, 2009), both of which are prominent in music learning, is of interest. Declarative knowledge is factual knowledge. In music, this might include things such as the names of instruments, music theory concepts, historical details, and the style characteristics of music from different genres and cultures. Procedural knowledge refers to applied understandings, how to do something. Singing, playing instruments, conducting, listening, improvising, and composing are all examples of procedural knowledge in music. To be valid, the means of assessing a learning outcome should account for whether declarative or procedural knowledge is in question. Declarative knowledge is often assessed using tests that can include multiple choice, fill-in-the-blank, matching, short answer, essay, and other item types. Procedural knowledge may involve the assessment of products and performances. The understandings inherent in procedural knowledge are often better assessed using tools such as checklists, rating scales, rubrics, and portfolios. Technology may be of assistance in developing traditional forms of these assessment instruments, as well as newer, digital versions of them.


Assessing Declarative Knowledge

Traditional paper-and-pencil tests and quizzes designed to assess declarative knowledge can be created using word processing software (Miller et al., 2013; Mueller, 2016). When developed in this manner, a test can be easily revised over time, with questions quickly updated, added, or deleted. The formatting features of word processing software can also help to create a clean and attractive appearance for the test. Multiple teachers can collaborate on the development of tests and quizzes using a word processor’s track changes and commenting features, then exchange the files via e-mail or through some type of file-sharing service. Or, by using cloud-based5 technology such as Google Drive6 that allows multiple people to simultaneously access and edit a document, teachers can collaboratively work on a test or any other document synchronously or asynchronously. In addition, music notation software can be used to create notation examples to be inserted into paper-based tests.

Technology also affords new, digital ways to administer quizzes and tests (Bauer, 2016b; Conole & Warburton, 2005; Oosterhof, Conrad, & Ely, 2008). Most digital testing tools available today are accessed online, through a standard Web browser. While the specific capabilities will vary according to the assessment platform used, among the affordances of this approach to testing are the following:



• A variety of item types are available. In addition to standard response options such as multiple-choice, short-answer, matching, and essay types of questions, online systems often permit other ways of responding that may result in a more sophisticated examination of understanding, potentially allowing higher-order thinking to be more readily assessed. For example, in some online testing environments students can be asked to respond through manipulating sliders to indicate a degree of preference, clicking a hotspot on an image or diagram, moving graphical forms around the screen, and sorting items into groups or to establish their rank.

• Multiple types of media—text, images, sounds, video, and links to external sites—can be integrated into questions. This capability may be particularly useful for musical assessment.

• Synchronous (everyone completes the test at the same time, in the same place) and asynchronous (completion is not time or place dependent) administration is possible.

• Digital tests have the potential to be adaptive, automatically adjusting the difficulty level of questions based on student responses.

• Using item banks (collections of test items), each student can receive a different set of test questions to assess their learning. In addition, when using multiple choice questions, the order in which the possible responses appear can be randomized, varying from student to student. Both capabilities may reduce the possibility of cheating.

• Many item-types can be automatically scored. This can save time for the instructor. Related to this feature, tests can be set up in a manner to provide students with immediate feedback on their responses. When feedback is received immediately, it increases the potential for learning and retention (Ormrod, 2012).

• Item analysis and other test statistics are often built into the software, giving the teacher ready access to information that can be used to improve the exams over time.

• In some cases, digital test tools are linked to online grade books, allowing exam results to automatically flow to the grade book.






Assessing Procedural Knowledge—Products and Performances


Many learning outcomes in music are demonstrated through procedural, or applied knowledge. For example, musical performances and compositions are realized through the application of knowledge. Tests and quizzes may not be the optimal approach to assessing these types of learning outcomes. Here, assessment tools such as checklists, rating scales, rubrics, and portfolios are often more appropriate. Each of these exists in analog form, and like traditional tests and quizzes, software can be used to develop paper-based versions of these assessment tools. However, digital versions of these assessment instruments are now possible and may provide advantages over their analog counterparts.


Checklists, Rating Scales, and Rubrics

Checklists, rating scales, and rubrics are all useful, and the choice of which to use is dependent on the specific purpose of the assessment and the type of feedback desired. Checklists are dichotomous in nature. The assessor determines whether a desired trait, competency, or feature is present. For instance, if the rhythmic accuracy of a student’s performance was assessed with a checklist, the options might be acceptable or unacceptable. If the assessor believed the student’s rhythmic performance was at an acceptable level, rhythmic accuracy would receive a check. This is the weakness of a checklist—the “acceptable level” is up to the subjective determination of the rater. Interrater consistency is erratic at best, especially among practitioners.

Rating scales go a step further, providing an indication of the level of quality of the criteria being assessed. For example, a student’s rhythmic accuracy might be assessed with a 3-point rating scale consisting of 1 = poor, 2 = fair, and 3 = good. Rating scales provide feedback that is a bit more specific. Rubrics, rating scales that include a verbal description of the performance outcome at each level, can be used to provide even more information during an assessment. To continue with the rhythmic accuracy example, a three-level rubric that expanded on the rating scale might read: 1 = rhythmic figures were mostly inaccurate, 2 = rhythmic figures were somewhat accurate, and 3 = rhythmic figures were consistently accurate. Here, students are provided with specific feedback about their performance, feedback that they can use to further their learning. In addition to being used by the teacher, checklists, rating scales, and rubrics are suitable for self- and peer assessment.

There are numerous tools that can be used to develop digital versions of checklists, rating scales, and rubrics.7 Digital versions of these tools, combined with mobile computing devices (i.e., smartphones and tablets), can make real-time collection of assessment data easier. For example, a teacher could develop a checklist to assess the playing fundamentals of a beginning instrumentalist using Google Forms. Then, during a class or rehearsal, the teacher could access the form via her smartphone. As students are playing, the teacher would observe their fundamentals and complete the checklist. The resulting data from the assessment would flow into an online spreadsheet that the teacher could access at a later point in time. Used in this way, technology facilitates the embedding of assessment within instruction.


Portfolios

Portfolios, purposeful collections of student work (Miller et al., 2013), have been used in education and other fields such as the visual arts for many years (Ahn, 2004; Bauer & Dunn, 2003; Berg & Lind, 2003; Lind, 2007). Portfolio collections are composed of artifacts—items that provide evidence of learning—and can be used for formative or summative assessment. Miller et al. (2013) describe potential strengths of portfolios:



• Because portfolios consist of products of classroom instruction, they can be readily integrated with instruction.

• Portfolios provide students with opportunity to show what they can do.

• Portfolios can encourage students to become reflective learners and to develop skills in evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of their work.

• Portfolios can help students take responsibility for setting goals and evaluating their progress.

• Portfolios can provide teachers and students with opportunities to collaborate and reflect on student progress.

• Portfolios can be an effective way of communicating with parents by showing concrete examples of student work and demonstrations of progress.

• Portfolios can provide a mechanism for student-centered and student-directed conferences with parents.

• Portfolios can give parents concrete examples of a student’s development over time as well as their current skills. (p. 285)






Traditionally, portfolios have existed in analog form, with the artifacts assembled using a variety of containers such as file folders, binders, boxes, and the like. In contemporary education, however, the electronic portfolio (e-portfolio) is a frequent tool for assessment. Its use has been especially prominent in music teacher education (Bauer & Dunn, 2003; Berg & Lind, 2003; Lind, 2007). With electronic portfolios, students can use all types of media—text, graphics, audio, and video—to demonstrate what has been learned. To be able to effectively use these media, of course, implies that students will need to have competency with the hardware and software required to create the media. There are several commercial e-portfolio tools, but user-friendly, free, and inexpensive options for assembling the artifacts into an e-portfolio include websites, blogs, and wikis.8 Some of these, wikis for example, can be used collaboratively, with multiple people accessing them synchronously or asynchronously. This is a perfect way for a group to collaborate on a portfolio, or really any type of online learning artifact. Portfolios are an assessment tool, but they are frequently used in combination with rubrics to summarize and provide specific feedback on the portfolio contents.


Assessment Management

Technology can be extremely helpful in supporting the management of various aspects of assessment, including the organization, analysis, and communication of assessment data and results. Spreadsheets are useful to track assessment data, calculate scores, and conduct other types of statistical analysis. For example, the XLMiner Analysis ToolPak9 is a free “add-on” for Google Sheets that provides an array of statistical tools. Grade books can also be created in a spreadsheet, with numerous, free templates available that can be adapted as needed.10 There are also proprietary electronic grade books that teachers can obtain at various price points.

Organizing all the technological parts to the assessment process can be challenging. Learning management systems (LMS) are online, Web-based tools that can help teachers coordinate the many aspects of curriculum and assessment. In terms of assessment, most LMSs have quiz and grade book components built-in. Some also have integrated tools to build and use online rubrics. Through an LMS, students can securely access and view grades and feedback that the teacher has provided. Often, parents can log in to a school’s LMS too, providing a way for the teacher to directly communicate with parents about their child’s progress.


Technology for Assessing Creating, Performing, and Responding to Music Learning Outcomes


Nielsen (2011) conducted one of the few studies to examine K–12 music teachers’ (N = 2,211) use and attitudes toward using technology to assess music learning. Although the participants had positive attitudes toward technology, technology-based musical assessment was not used on a regular basis. Teachers reported using digital recordings of performance skills (recorded with hand-held digital recordings and software), music notation software, Web-based assessments, interactive whiteboards, and Web-based portfolios in their assessment practice. The participants’ attitudes toward using technology for assessment appeared to be positively influenced by professional development, but most participants had not learned how to use technology for instruction and assessment during their preservice music education. The teachers indicated they needed more time to learn about, and implement, technological assessment strategies. They also desired greater access to technology resources.

Creating, performing, and responding are three artistic processes through which people engage with music (Ernst & Gary, 1965; Music Educators National Conference, 1994; National Association for Music Education, 2014; Shuler & Connealy, 1998). The 2014 National Core Music Standards (National Association for Music Education, 2014) were conceived and organized according to this tripartite framework, as was the music portion of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (National Council for Education Statistics, 2016). There are numerous ways in which technology can facilitate the assessment of creating, performing, and responding musical outcomes. What follows is a discussion of technology-assisted assessment tasks and tools, organized by the three artistic processes.

There are a few limitations to this discussion. First, for clarity, the three areas of creating, performing, and responding are treated separately here. However, this is somewhat artificial because during actual musicking11 they are frequently used in combination. For example, when a person improvises on an instrument he is simultaneously engaged in performing, creating, and listening (a responding activity). Second, there are many possible applications of technology to these areas; the examples provided are by no means exhaustive. Rather, they are offered to provide illustrations of possible approaches to technology-assisted musical assessment. Third, new technological possibilities for music learning and assessment appear on a nearly daily basis. Given this, perhaps the most important strategy for music educators to employ is to continually develop their TPACK to be able to determine how these technologies might be applied to the assessment of music learning outcomes.

A free resource that may be useful to music educators when planning musical assessments that include technology is the Music Learning Activity Types (Bauer, Harris, & Hofer, 2012). When planning, teachers often think in terms of types of learning activities that will help students achieve curricular outcomes (John, 2006; Yinger, 1979). The Music Learning Activity Types align common learning activities related to creating, performing, and responding to music with technologies that may be useful in carrying out those learning activities. While the Activity Types are designed to assist music educators in curricular planning, they also are applicable to assessment, particularly if the assessment task is embedded in learning activities. Finally, technology changes rapidly. Some of the specific technologies mentioned in this chapter may not exist in the future, and others that would be useful may come into existence. Therefore, readers may refer to a website maintained by the author that will include up-to-date links to various technology resources related to musical assessment.12


Creating Music

Creating music includes composing, arranging, and improvising. Music educators might be interested in assessing creative products or aspects of the creative process itself. Amabile proposed a consensual assessment technique that has been used to assess children’s musical compositions (Hickey, 2001). Using Amabile’s approach, experts provide an individual assessment using their own criteria on the strength and weaknesses of a creative product. Overall, the reliability of such assessments has been found to be high (Amabile, 1996). Such an assessment approach could be facilitated via technology. For instance, experts located at a distance from each other could asynchronously access students’ creative products that had been placed in an online repository, submitting an assessment of the students’ work via an online form.

The Music-COMP13 organization (formerly the Vermont MIDI Project) has been connecting students and professional composers via various online technologies since 1995. The students provide the professional composers with their compositions—originally by e-mailing MIDI files, now via an online notation program—and the composers provide formative assessment to the students. The students incorporate the composers’ feedback into their compositions, and then send a revised version to the composer. None of this would have been possible without technology to facilitate the learning/assessment task (i.e., music notation software) and digital communication tools such as e-mail and the World Wide Web that allow the students and composers to communicate with each other. Examples of other technologies that can be used to facilitate creative learning/assessment tasks include DAWs for non-notation-based composition; recordings and software programs that provide musical accompaniment for improvisation; digital audio software and hardware to create a remix; and various digital instruments that could be used to improvise music.


Performing Music

Musical performance, which includes singing, playing instruments, and reading music, is a primary focus of music education in the United States. While there have been relatively few research studies on the use of technology for the assessment of music learning, several investigations have been conducted related to the use of technology for assessing music performance. Many of these have centered around the program SmartMusic (Flanigan, 2008; Gurley, 2012; Henry, 2015; Long, 2011; Walls, Erwin, & Kuehne, 2013). SmartMusic is music practice and assessment software. It includes a great deal of solo and ensemble repertoire, as well as method books and exercises. In terms of assessment, the program offers automatic formative assessment in terms of pitch and rhythm accuracy. SmartMusic also provides students with the capability to upload digital recordings of their performances to their teacher, who can then assess them using built-in rubrics. The program also affords teachers with ways to manage the assessment process, including the ability to conduct assessments via mobile apps—smartphones and tablets.

Henry (2015) compared the use of SmartMusic and live scorers to assess the sight-reading competency of high school choral singers (N = 138) who were attending a summer music camp. The students reported being more anxious when being tested via computer than by a live person or through a recorded performance (which they had previously experienced), but indicated they experienced less anxiety using the computer-based testing than when being tested in front of their peers. The researcher explained that some of the students’ negative perceptions were likely due to their inability to alter the tempo of the music in the version of SmartMusic they used. The author believed that technology like used in the study held great potential for both learning and assessment, but cautioned that students need to be systematically introduced to it.

Walls et al. (2013) examined the efficacy of SmartMusic for assessment, finding that it saved rehearsal time over traditional assessment approaches. The researchers also found that students preferred SmartMusic assessment over traditional assessment, indicating they were less nervous and that they valued the ability to perform a playing test more than once. According to Macri (2015), high school band students and instructors reported positive perceptions toward SmartMusic as a self-assessment tool, and Gurley (2012) found that the use of SmartMusic significantly increased the amount of time students engaged in self-assessment. Karas (2005) investigated SmartMusic’s validity and reliability, finding the test-retest reliability (r = .716) and criterion-related validity (r = .866–.959; correlating SmartMusic ratings with live judges’ ratings) acceptable.

Among other technologies useful when assessing musical performance are digital audio hardware and software, digital video hardware and software, and videoconferencing software (Fautley, 2013). Teacher, self-, and peer assessment can use digital audio and video hardware and software. Digital video tools may be especially useful when assessing and providing feedback on fundamental psychomotor aspects of performance such as posture, breathing, embouchure, holding positions, and so forth. Inexpensive video assessment software14 now available to consumers has the capability to record a performance, look at it in slow motion or by scrubbing through the video, mark up the video with text and graphics (e.g., arrows), record a voice-over, compare two videos side-by-side, and then easily send the annotated video to others so they can learn from the feedback. Among the ways videoconferencing software is being used is to provide private lessons to students located at a distance from the instructor, allowing students to receive critical feedback that might not otherwise be possible (Dammers, 2009). Finally, mobile technologies (tablets and smartphones) are portable, networkable devices that many people always have with them, which can be used to capture audio, video, and text-based data anytime and from anyplace (Chernyshenko & Stark, 2016).


Responding to Music

Knowledge about music, music listening, moving to music, and an understanding of the role of music in culture are all aspects of responding to music. Most people naturally respond to music in ways such as tapping their foot, experiencing a change in mood, or humming along to a tune heard on the radio. Many of the assessment tools and strategies previously discussed are also applicable to assessing aspects of musical response. A few additional approaches are described here.

There are several software applications—software for computers, apps for mobile devices, and Web-based applications that can be used on a variety of devices through a standard Web browser—that include built-in assessment components. These programs allow students to learn about music or develop specific musical skills, receive formative feedback based on their responses within the program, and be assessed on their overall level of achievement. Among the types of software that have an assessment element to them are game-based programs, where assessment is embedded in the learning process (Sirocco, 2016).

In games, the assessment process occurs as the game engine evaluates players’ actions and provides immediate feedback. Players make progress or they don’t; they advance to the next level or try again. Assessment occurs naturally in a game. The challenge is assessing the appropriate knowledge, skills, or abilities.   (McClarty et al., 2012)

Students are often motivated through engagement with game-based software, too. Using game-based software with students can be an excellent approach to learning and assessment.

Employing rich media, such as video, may provide students with insights about aspects of music that would not otherwise be possible. For instance, by watching YouTube videos of authentic musical practices from cultures around the world, students may be able to better understand the customs and meaning of music in those cultures. Technologies15 are available that enable teachers to easily develop lessons that necessitate active student engagement with videos viewed online, allowing assessment of students’ learning. Through these tools, videos can be automatically paused at predetermined points, requiring students to respond to questions before continuing. The students’ responses are tracked, stored for later access by the teacher.

Among technologies useful for assessing aspects of musical response are interactive whiteboards, online timelines, websites, wikis, and blogs. Nichols (2015) described how interactive whiteboards (IWBs) can be used to embed assessment within learning activities. While IWBs allow an entire class to be engaged in a lesson, they also provide a means for lessons to be designed and delivered that can assess the understanding of individual students. Online timeline tools can facilitate a project-based approach to assessing students’ understanding of historical events, for instance a specific period of music or the career of a composer or performer. The online timelines facilitate the use of text, pictures, video, and links to other websites when constructing a linear depiction of a person or event over time. Finally, all sorts of project-based learning can be assessed through construction of a final product in a website, wiki, or blog. For example, students could maintain a listening blog to document and reflect on their personal music listening habits (Kerstetter, 2010). These blogs could include text, links to related websites, and embedded images and video. Students could engage in a discussion with each other and the teacher via the blog’s commenting feature. With IWBs, timelines, and blogs, technology can facilitate an embedded assessment task. A tool such as a checklist, rating scale, or rubric might be used to formally assess the final product.


Summary

Technology can be a beneficial tool for musical assessment; the possibilities for its use will only continue to grow in years to come. It is important to adhere to basic principles of assessment when using technology, considering the validity, reliability, and fairness of any approach. The TPACK model of technology integration may provide a helpful structure for teachers to apply when developing assessment tasks and instruments that involve technology. Employing technology in the assessment of learning outcomes related to creating, performing, and responding to music can improve the efficiency and effectiveness of assessment, and perhaps even be transformative. The growing use of SmartMusic to assess music performance is an example of this, providing teachers with a tool that can be used to manage the somewhat complex task of assessing individual students who make up large ensembles in a manner that researchers have found to be valid and reliable, while also helping to maximize instructional time and affording students with the opportunity to receive regular, individual, substantive formative and summative assessment. It is, however, important to remember that while technology may facilitate the collection, compilation, and analysis of assessment data, assessment design, data interpretation, and the subsequent informed decision-making that leads to improved instruction and learning are the responsibility of music teachers.

To further the development of technology-assisted assessment practices in music, a multifaceted approach is essential. First, curriculum and instruction focused on the integration of technology into music learning and assessment needs to be an integral part of preservice teacher education (Bauer & Dammers, 2016). Second, ongoing, targeted professional development for in-service teachers is necessary (Bauer, 2013). Through continual development of their TPACK, teachers will acquire greater understanding of ways in which technology might be applied to the assessment of music learning outcomes. Third, researchers must continue to study the integration of technology into music education, including its application to the assessment of learning outcomes. Finally, innovative music teachers should experiment with novel strategies for using technology for musical assessment, sharing their experiences with others. Through a combination of these activities, the goal of integrating technology into musical assessment to maximize the musical growth and development of all students may be realized.




Notes

1. Noteflight is an online music notation program. See https://www.noteflight.com/.

2. SmartMusic is software that can be used for musical practice and assessment. See http://www.smartmusic.com.

3. Digital audio workstations (DAWs) are hardware or software that allows the user to record, edit, and arrange digital audio and MIDI. See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Digital_audio_workstation.

4. GarageBand is a software DAW developed by Apple, Inc. See http://www.apple.com.

5. The “cloud” is a metaphor for computing services that are housed online, on a remote computer server, instead of on the user’s own computing device.

6. With Google Drive, users can connect to online software applications to create word processing documents, spreadsheets, presentations, and electronic forms. Files created by these applications can also be stored in Google Drive. See drive.google.com.

7. Some examples of free tools to create digital checklists, rating scales, and rubrics that were available at the time this chapter was written include Google Forms (http://www.google.com/forms/about/), SurveyMonkey (http://www.surveymonkey.com), iRubric (http://www.rcampus.com/indexrubric.cfm), and Rubistar (rubistar.4teachers.org/).

8. Some examples of free tools to create e-portfolios include Google Sites (sites.google.com/new),Blogger (http://www.blogger.com), and PBWORKS (http://www.pbworks.com).

9. XLMiner Analysis ToolPak (goo.gl/0xCRA9) facilitates sophisticated statistical analysis within a Google Sheet. Google add-ons are also available to create rubrics (Online Rubric) and automatically grade tests (Flubaroo). Both Online Rubric (goo.gl/chz1kI) and Flubaroo (http://www.flubaroo.com) also make it possible to automatically e-mail the assessment results to students and/or their parents.

10. For a variety of templates for grade books using Google Sheets, see drive.google.com/templates (search for “grade book” and “gradebook”).

11. The word “musicking” was coined by Christopher Small to emphasize that music is an active process (a verb) rather than an object (a noun).

12. It can be accessed at http://www.oup-assessment.billbauer.me.

13. music-comp.org/.

14. http://www.techsmith.com/coachs-eye.html.

15. Two tools that can be used to create interactive video assessments are EDpuzzle (edpuzzle.com) and PlayPosit (http://www.playposit.com).
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CHAPTER 37



assessment in music education

The State of the Art



Timothy S. Brophy



Assessment in music education—and, more specifically, the assessment of music learning in schools—has become a focus for music teachers, researchers, policymakers, leaders, and other interested constituents to varying degrees across the world. The contributors to this handbook provide substantial evidence of the extent to which assessment permeates the music education profession in both policy and practice. The contexts within which the assessment of music learning take place are as varied as the historical, cultural, political, philosophical, and educational environments from which they arise.

The chapter begins with a discussion of collective conditions that shape the contexts of music assessment, followed by a discussion of the qualities of well-designed student music learning assessments. The chapter closes with a set of proposed principles for the assessment of music learning, and my view of the state of the art of assessment in music education.


The Conditions That Shape the Assessment Context


In a review of literature on assessment in general music, Kastner and Shouldice (2016) found that “the content, forms, and practices of assessment vary according to the amount of autonomy teachers have in assessing their curricula, teachers’ beliefs about assessment, and national and state policies” (lines 4–6). The contributors to this handbook have provided considerable evidence of the various conditions that shape the contexts in which teachers operationalize the assessment of student music learning in schools across the world. Here I discuss a few of those that many nations share: opportunity to learn, standards, curriculum, philosophy, and the rising phenomenon of accountability of learning in music (Box 37.1).



Box 37.1 Conditions That Shape the Context of the Assessment of Music Learning

Opportunity to learn—the conditions that enable every student to have a fair, inclusive music education in schools and achieve establish standards or expectations

Standards—A set of statements that identify what students should know and be able to do in music

Curriculum—the aggregate course of study designed to enable students to engage with music meaningfully and knowledgeably

Philosophy—A set of critically reasoned beliefs about the nature, purposes, and values of something and the principles we should follow to achieve desired ends (Elliott, 2010, p. 367)

Accountability—A policy of holding schools and teachers accountable for student learning and progress by linking this progress to predetermined consequences, or holding students accountable for one singular demonstration of achievement, often associated with high-stakes testing






Opportunity to Learn

A primary influence on the assessment of music learning is the opportunity to learn, the conditions that enable students to have an effective music education in schools. These vary widely across the world. These conditions include, but are not limited to the



1. number of minutes of music instruction students receive,


2. frequency of that instruction,


3. qualifications of the music teacher,


4. environment in which music instruction takes place,


5. curriculum, aligned with standards or expectations, and


6. resources for music instruction, such as instruments, recordings, and listening equipment, and availability of computers or other electronic tools.





Policy establishes opportunity-to-learn conditions (Shuler, Brophy, Sabol, McGreevy-Nichols, & Schuttler, 2016; Colwell, Vol. 1 in this handbook, Chapters 1 and 24). National and local governments, or other local bodies empowered to oversee the education of the citizens within their jurisdictions, establish these policies (Schmidt, Vol. 1 in this handbook).

Nearly every country has instituted a system of education regulated or influenced by government agencies to varying degrees. The inclusion of music education in Turkey, for example, was a direct beneficiary of governmental effort (Göktürk-Cary, Vol. 1 in this handbook). De Cicco (Vol. 1 in this handbook) reports on 24 laws and decrees that have shaped music education policy and opportunity to learn in Italy. In China, after centuries of music education “centered on aestheticism and Confucius’s idea of Ceremony vs. Music” (Wang, Vol. 1 in this handbook p. 339) the Chinese government developed a national curriculum that provided “systematic school music education systems for China and create compulsory music courses at the elementary and secondary levels” (p. 340). The Chinese government has clearly stated that music is one of its “most important cultural assets” (p. 340).

Fautley (Vol. 1 in this handbook) informs us that a different situation of oversight exists in England in which the political party in power controls curriculum. When the parliament changes, the ensuing education policy changes “show that control of the curriculum in schools is one of the first tasks that an incoming government tends to concern itself with” (pp. 219–220). Fautley goes on to describe the aim of the National Curriculum in music is to give all students the opportunity to learn music.

Leong and Tan (Vol. 1 in this handbook) reveal that all children receive the opportunity to learn in Singapore and that the Singaporean government has a primary role in establishing this for their General Music Program. The program provides 35–60 minutes of music instruction per week in primary and secondary schools. General Music “is positioned in the school curriculum as a key platform upon which every child in Singapore is provided a foundational music education” (p. 361), They further explain that these policies exist within the aim of providing a student-centered, “‘holistic education’ that should help students to be more confident and curious, and (consequentially) to place less emphasis on exclusive academic pursuits and examination results” (p. 359).

In contrast, the United States’ constitution specifically prohibits federal control of education; it is the responsibility of the states. Smith (Vol. 1 in this handbook) makes clear:

The Tenth Amendment to the United States Constitution explicitly reserves to the states all powers not specifically delegated to the federal government, including education. In the United States, federal influence on education policy is indirect and effected through the leverage that the federal treasury can have on state legislatures and local educational authorities. (p. 398)

In the United States, the important distinction is that while the constitution prohibits federal control, the indirect influence of the federal government is significant. The 50 U.S. state governments control, to varying degrees, the opportunity to learn music. However, federal educational programs offer money to state governments who need funding, and states that accept this funding must meet federal policies associated with that funding to maintain it.

In the countries discussed here (and the others addressed in this handbook), the opportunity to learn any subject—especially music and the arts—is a primary interest. However, this is not always addressed fully, as Colwell (Vol. 1, Chapter 1, in this handbook) describes in the American system:

The courts have stipulated that educating all students is a critical state obligation. Opportunity to Learn (OTL) is the best policy tool available to states for such responsibility. OTL, however, is conveniently missing in state and federal documents, notably in music. (p. 9)1

National and local policies determine what subjects are most important to teach and which are less so by establishing how much time and funding is allotted to ensure that the music curriculum is taught, and the quality of the teachers who are entrusted with this work. Quite simply, if students do not have the opportunity to learn music, assessment of music learning is futile.


Standards

Standards for music education are broad statements that identify what students should know and be able to do in music. While educational standards existed in a number of countries at the time this was written (The College Board, 2013), they are not uniformly present in all nations (Nzewi, Vol. 1 in this handbook). Where music standards exist, they directly influence assessment (Lehman, 2014). One prominent example is in the United States, where the National Association for Music Education (NAfME) has undertaken a longitudinal project to develop Model Cornerstone Assessments (MCAs) of the new National Core Arts Standards (Burrack & Parkes, Vol. 1 in this handbook; NAfME, 2018; State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education [SEADAE], 2017). These models, described as assessments “to be used by teachers to inform instructional decisions and curricular choices” (NAfME, 2018, para. 2), are updated frequently. Extensive research and statistical analysis of the national pilot of these assessments was still in progress at the time this chapter was written.


Curriculum

Music curriculum is the aggregate course of study designed to enable students to engage with music meaningfully and knowledgeably and, when standards exist, attain the content and skills the standards identify. Music curricula in every nation have been subject to ongoing review and modification, and as a result, there has been continued reprioritization of what is important to teach, and, consequently, what is important for students in schools to know and be able to do with music.

Music educators acknowledge the symbiotic relationship of standards, curriculum, and assessment. Curriculum is designed to enable students to attain standards, and the assessments developed for the curriculum provide evidence of the degree to which they have been attained. Hansen (Vol. 1 in this handbook) is clear: “workplace demands require an effectively functioning curriculum that is dramatically expanded in all educational environments. And, without careful curricular alignment, the most exquisitely designed assessment will not yield accurate information about student learning” (p. 505). Chen (Vol. 1 in this handbook) further emphasizes the importance of curriculum in Asian countries:

As globalization continues to draw the world closer, the revision of curriculum guidelines has become a major part of educational reform. At the same time, the importance of music assessment in international circles is increasingly reflected in the music curriculum guidelines/standards in countries of the Asia-Pacific region. (p. 119)

In Argentina, the government has played a significant role in the development of Argentinian music curriculum (Frega & Limongi, Vol. 1 in this handbook). Government organizations develop curricular guidelines, in collaboration with field experts, and have “issued general aims for music instruction, emphasizing sensitivity, national and local identity, contributions for general knowledge, promotion of artistic occupations, and social interactions” (p. 153).

Human’s work on the development of standards for the assessment of African musical arts in cross-cultural settings is realized through a curriculum framework that accommodates both informal and formal music education (Human, Vol. 1 in this handbook). Human connects her proposed standards directly to curriculum and views them as inseparable. Her work

focuses on assessment in cross-cultural music education, based on cross-cultural understanding and dialogue, and aims to accommodate diverse forms of thinking. It introduces a generic, standards-based evaluation system as a holistic and formative process, setting levels or standards-levels for the assessment of African musical arts. This evaluation system takes the form of a generic curriculum framework, which is necessarily implementable outside its culture of origin. It demonstrates the development of compatible assessment standards for African musical arts, and is able to accommodate Western forms of thinking, which tend to be given primacy in formal education, as well as African-ness, and African forms of thinking, mostly represented as informal education. (p. 671)

In educational systems across the world, a sequenced and rigorous music curriculum is requisite for assessment. Without a clear course of study that leads students to achieve and demonstrate consensually accepted standards, it is simply not possible to ascertain what students have learned relevant to that course of study or the standards the curriculum is designed to achieve.


Philosophy

Philosophy has to do with the rational investigation of the truths and principles of music education, and these investigations lead to philosophical statements and viewpoints that guide our musical lives and shape our beliefs about teaching and assessment. Mantie (Vol. 1 in this handbook) advises that “philosophical thinking about assessment is too important to be left to the philosophers” (p. 51). Philosophical viewpoints abound and vary widely. Chuang and Lin (Vol. 1 in this handbook) begin with a concise philosophical statement: “Education is the most critical foundation of human development, because human power is the most valuable source of prosperity for a nation” (p. 379). They go on to describe how the arts are a vital and important part of that learning in Taiwan. In his discussion of assessment policy in African nations, Nzewi (Vol. 1 in this handbook) shares a philosophical statement that underscores the inseparable nature of music and culture in African music education systems:

The viable cultural mandate of the musical arts is engraving consciousness of what is beneficial to all from infancy and should be the primary objective of school music curricula and assessment. Instituting proactive, culture-based music education is predicated on sound knowledge of the functional integrity of indigenous epistemology and its purposive-creativity methodology. (p. 108)

On the other end of the spectrum, Lehmann-Wermser (Vol. 1 in this handbook) reports,

Assessment does not play a major role in German music education. … From the turn of the 20th century until the late 1960s, music in schools was deeply influenced by scholars following a philosophy labeled “musische Bildung” or “artistic formation.” Although they varied in their understanding of what should constitute music lessons in schools, expounders of this philosophy agreed that music should not line up with other subjects in school which demanded that children and youths learn something. (p. 233)

Bearing in mind Mantie’s reminder that “thinking deeply and carefully about our choices in music education is how we define ourselves as professionals” (Vol. 1 in this handbook, p. 51), we must acknowledge that while each music educator has a personal philosophy of music education (and subsequently its assessment) that shapes personal practice, the philosophical positions held by leaders of existing educational structures (usually governmental) exert a significant influence on assessment in music education. The contributors to this handbook all ground their work in a philosophical position, and this shapes their assessment priorities and practices.


Accountability and High-Stakes Testing

Accountability is a relatively recent phenomenon in education. This is the policy of holding schools and/or teachers accountable for student learning and progress by linking this progress to predetermined consequences, and in some countries, holding students accountable for one singular demonstration of achievement. The practice of holding teachers accountable for student learning can lead to rewards for exceeding expectations and consequences for not meeting them. In countries where this is happening, this is new terrain for music educators, and is typically tied to high-stakes testing. Shaw and Taggart (this volume) describe this in the opening of their discussion of the Michigan Arts Education Instruction and Assessment (MAEIA) Project:

This is an interesting time to be a music teacher. For the first time in history, policy decisions are pulling arts teachers and their classes in the United States into the sphere of high-stakes testing, from which they had previously remained separate. (p. 255)

High-stakes testing is another relatively recent policy direction, where administrators or governmental agencies use the results from tests (usually standardized) to make important (high-stakes) decisions about teacher effectiveness or school performance. These high-stakes decisions can include school performance-based funding allocations, and, in some cases, the continuation of a teacher’s employment. This practice has unintended consequences, some of which are:



1. narrowing all curricula to focus on specifically tested areas where student scores influence these decisions—in music, narrowing the curriculum to what can be easily tested or scored;

2. in the absence of a large-scale standardized measure, the requirement that music teachers somehow collect and report on student learning data to show growth from one point in the academic year to another for teacher evaluation or efficacy determination, and in some cases, using data from nonmusic content areas as a proxy for student learning in music;

3. the denial of access to scheduled music classes for remediation in the tested subject areas for some students, or


4. the diversion of music teachers from delivering music instruction to delivering instruction in other subjects, such as reading, science, or mathematics.





Fautley (Vol. 1 in this handbook) bemoans a similar practice in the English school system:

the chasing of statistical targets at the expense of real learning and music making by children and young people, the judging of teaching efficacy by pupil grades, and the other issues outlined in this chapter, all of these divert time away from the teaching and learning of music. (p. 231)

Sherwin and McQuarrie (this volume) have examined the impact of state testing on music education in the United States. They note the deleterious effects of high-stakes testing on music education:

State testing of music and other subjects has affected what music teachers do. Classroom practice and rehearsals have changed in several ways, including but not limited to decreased student contact hours and reduced music budgets as schools strive to improve nonmusic state test scores and the association of student success on nonmusic assessments to music teacher evaluation. (p. 21–22)

Nierman (this volume), however, presents a definition of high-stakes testing that he proposes is more amenable to music educators: “The connotation of ‘high stakes,’ as advocated in this chapter, is quite different and more general in its meaning. ‘High-stakes assessment,’ as used in this chapter, simply means any assessment that has major consequences” (pp. 40–41). He advocates for high-stakes testing as one way to ensure that music has an equal place in the school curriculum:

…music educators should embrace high-stakes assessment. Music educators must look beyond the negative connotations of the term and support high-stakes assessment in the sense that music and the arts have something very important to offer the young people of our society; and without it, there is a danger that these young people may not be prepared to live a quality personal life. They may not have important skills necessary for the 21st-century workplace. (p. 44)

The contextual variables presented here occur in as many different combinations as there are nations, commonwealths, states, provinces, and regions. When one examines these from a global perspective, while differences exist, common elements emerge. All music educators who assess student learning do so in some way. When designed well, these assessments provide actionable information for teachers about the magnitude of what students have learned and provide guidance for pedagogical and instructional decisions. To that end, I turn to a discussion of the qualities of well-designed assessments.


Qualities of Well-Designed Assessments of Music Learning


The development of assessments for music learning is an area that is rife with debate and opportunity. As my colleagues and I have noted, “for many years, individual classroom teachers have shouldered the entire burden of designing arts assessments to measure students’ attainment of content knowledge and skills addressed in their curricula” (Shuler et al., 2016, p. 209). While there are books on measurement and assessment in teaching (such as Miller, Linn, & Gronlund, 2013), there are few books that focus solely on the assessment of music learning (a few are Brophy, 2000; Burrack & Parkes, 2018; Fautley, 2010; Lebler, Carey, & Harrison, 2015; Shaw, 2018). The collections of papers from the International Symposia on Assessment in Music Education provide some examples of well-designed assessments and their appropriate uses (Brophy, 2008a, 2010; Brophy & Fautley, 2018; Brophy, Lai, & Chen, 2014; Brophy & Lehmann-Wermser, 2013; Brophy, Marlatt, & Ritcher, 2016).

As I shared in the first section of this chapter, assessment results can have serious consequences. The evidence gathered to support the interpretation and use of results and their reliability for these interpretations and intended uses is paramount, especially where high-stakes decisions rely on them. Lane and Zhang (Vol. 1 in this handbook) advise that when designing performance assessments for music, they need “to be aligned to the SLOs [student learning objectives] and corresponding grade-level music standards” that the teacher is using (p. 424). This is essential for all assessments in music, but even more so in high-stakes assessment situations.

Several considerations contextualize the discussion that follows. First, in the interest of space and length of this chapter, I focus on the qualities of music learning assessments used in classrooms, not on large-scale measures (these are covered in the “Measurement” section in Volume 1 of this handbook, chapters 19–29) or teacher evaluation (covered in the “Music Teacher Evaluation” section in Volume 1 of this handbook, chapters 34–38). I discuss validity and reliability, two important characteristics of any assessment of student learning, and their specific applications for music assessment, followed by an examination of what I have come to call the “criterion debate,” wherein very different perspectives exist on the use and value of predetermined criteria for assessment.


Validity


Colwell makes clear that “Validity is probably the most important concept in assessment and the least understood” (Colwell, 2014, p. 84). I could not agree more. Many music teachers still refer to validity as “the degree to which the test measures what it is supposed to measure,” a limited definition that diminishes the complexity and power of the concept, and constrains its appropriate application in practice.2 Teachers must be wary, as most online resources are unfiltered, not updated, or incorrect.3 The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American Educational Research Association [AERA], American Psychological Association [APA], & National Council on Measurement in Education [NCME], 2014) specifically address testing (a category of assessments) and define validity as follows:

Validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretations of the test scores for proposed uses of tests. Validity is, therefore, the most fundamental consideration in developing tests and evaluating tests. The process of validation involves accumulating relevant evidence to provide a sound scientific basis for the proposed score interpretations. (p. 11)

Wesolowski and Wind (Vol. 1 in this handbook) describe the validation process:

The validation process includes the gathering of specific evidence that supports a test’s outcomes in relation to the context in which it was used. Therefore, it is not the test itself that is validated, but the inferences one makes from the measure based on the context of its use. (p. 438)

This is an important and often misunderstood (or at least misquoted) distinction (Colwell, 2016). It is not appropriate to use the phrase “the validity of the test,” or in the case of this discussion, the “validity of the assessment.” The AERA/APA/NCME (2014) make clear that “evidence of the validity of a given interpretation of test scores for a specified use is a necessary condition for the justifiable use of the test” (p. 11). Miller et al. (2013) further clarify the nature of validity for classroom teachers:



1. Validity refers to the appropriateness of the interpretation and use made of the results of an assessment procedure for a given group of individuals, not to the procedure itself.

2. Validity is a matter of degree; it does not exist on an all or nothing basis.

3. Validity is always specific to some particular use or interpretation for a specific population of test takers. No test is valid for all purposes.

4. Validity is a unitary concept. The traditional view that there are several different types of validity have been discarded. Instead, validity is viewed as a unitary concept based on various kinds of evidence.

5. Validity involves an overall evaluative judgment. It requires an evaluation of the degree to which interpretations and uses of assessment results are justified by supporting evidence in terms of the consequences of those interpretations and uses. (pp. 72–73)






Bearing this in mind, validity is the single most important concept that music educators must understand and appropriately apply to the student learning measures they develop and administer. The question becomes, then, what evidence can teachers gather to help them determine the appropriateness of the interpretation and use of their results? Asmus (2009) provides a checklist of validity evidence that music teachers should consider when developing their assessments:



1. Content. Does the assessment cover the content of interest and is it representative of what has been taught?


2. Construct. What are the concepts that the assessment is actually requiring students to know and be able to do?


3. Criterion. How does the assessment relate to some external indicator of the learning that is the focus of the assessment?


4. Consequences. What are the positive and negative consequences of using this assessment and providing the information to others?


5. Practicality. Is it practical to use the assessment with students in the available setting or is it too complex, requires too much time, or has some other flaw? (p. 138)







Threats to Validity

Asmus’s checklist is an excellent tool for teachers to guide the establishment of validity evidence. However, teachers must also design their assessments to minimize threats to validity. The most common sources are construct underrepresentation and construct-irrelevant variance. Lane and Zhang (Vol. 1 in this handbook) describe these:

The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing indicate, “both the tested and the target domains should be described in sufficient detail for their relationships to be evaluated. … Analyses should make explicit those aspects of the target domain that the test represents, as well as those aspects the test fails to represent” (AERA et al., 2014, p. 196). For performance assessments this is essential to ensure the fidelity in measuring the construct. Construct-irrelevant variance occurs when, in addition to assessing the intended constructs, one or more unintended constructs is being assessed, resulting in artificially inflated or deflated scores and, as a result, hindering the validity of score inferences. (pp. 425)

In music, construct underrepresentation can occur when the assessment has not accounted for all aspects of the construct being assessed. Wesolowski and Wind (Vol. 1 in this handbook) provide an example:


an assessment developed to measure individual student performance achievement may underrepresent the achievement construct if the difficulty level of the student’s instrument is not accounted for or the assessment instrument only accounts for auditory facets of the performance when psychomotor facets, such as body carriage or instrument positioning, may influence the outcome. (p. 442)

To address this threat, music teachers must identify the facets of the construct of interest for assessment, and design the measure to account for these. For example, a general music teacher who assesses the construct of recorder intonation but does not account for the effect of fingering or breath control underrepresents the construct in the assessment instrument being used.

There are several potential sources for construct irrelevant variance. For example, the difficulty level of repertoire used for performance assessment can affect results if the selected work is too difficult or too easy for the student’s level of performance skill (Wesolowski & Wind, Vol. 1 in this handbook). Measures of creative musical production or potential are particularly subject to this threat because of the anticipated variance in student response. Teachers must address this directly when they develop these types of open-ended creative assessments (see McPherson, Vol. 1 in this handbook, and Webster, Vol. 1 in this handbook, for examples of how this is accomplished). Other factors—such as the development of clear criteria for scoring and effective rubrics and student motivation—also contribute to this (Lane & Zhang, Vol. 1 in this handbook; Schneider, McDonel, & DePascale Vol. 1 in this handbook; Wesolowski & Wind, Vol. 1 in this handbook).

There are ways to minimize these threats. One way is to standardize the assessment administration procedure. The Florida Music Assessment pilot test (Brophy, 2008b) was a large-scale assessment administered to over 9,000 fourth graders (ages 9–10) in 108 schools. We recorded the directions and test items on CD. Teachers distributed the test booklets and answer sheets, and then played the CD to administer the test. This standardized the delivery of the test, to minimize the potential for construct-irrelevant variance caused by variations in administration. Because the test items were recorded on CD, we minimized the potential construct-irrelevant variance caused by reading skill. Because students did not have to read the test items (even though they were in the test booklet), the impact of reading level on the interpretation and use of the test scores was reduced. Teachers can prepare instructions or guidelines for administration of their classroom assessments to help reduce this threat. These practices also increase reliability, the characteristic I turn to next.


Reliability

Reliability is an important attribute of any music assessment. While the concept of reliability is more widely understood than validity and tends to get less coverage in the music assessment literature, it remains an important characteristic of well-designed assessments of music learning.

A current definition of reliability is in the revised Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA et al., 2014):

The general notion of reliability/precision is defined in terms of consistency over replications of the testing procedure. Reliability/precision is high if the scores for each person are consistent over replications of the testing procedure and is low if the scores are not consistent over replications. (p. 35)

The key concept is that a music assessment should yield consistent results when administered or scored multiple times. Miller et al. (2013) describe it this way: “Reliability refers to consistency of measurement, that is, how consistent test scores or other assessment results are from one measurement to another” (p. 109).

Often misunderstood is the relationship between reliability/precision and validity. While validity and reliability/precision are separate characteristics of all assessments, reliability is an inherent facet of validity. However, the opposite does not hold true; validity is not an inherent facet of reliability. Teachers should obtain reliability evidence for each interpretation and use of the results of a music assessment. It is possible to have a test for which there is ample evidence to support the intended interpretation and use of the results, but for which the reliability has not been adequately established for each of those intended interpretations and uses. For example, if a teacher has obtained evidence for an assessment of musical performance that supports the use and interpretation of results for the assessment’s intended purposes, the measure may not provide consistent results across multiple administrations or scoring session, weakening its reliability (and suggesting that empirical evidence of validity would also be weaker). Furthermore, “Striving for high levels of reliability might lead us to making decisions about test content that may compromise the validity of the overall assessment” (Ed Roeber, August 2, 2017, personal communication).


Validity and Reliability in Practice

For most music teachers, reliability is operationalized in the consistency of their decisions regarding performances. Teachers can check for this statistically rather easily now with correlation programs in common software applications or online. These reliability statistics are based in classical test theory (see Austin, Vol. 1 in this handbook, who describes these fully). There has been little research that focuses on the degree to which teachers address validity and reliability directly in the development and administration of their classroom assessments. Mertler (1999) examined the practices of 625 teachers regarding the extent to which they engaged in gathering validity and reliability evidence to support the interpretations and uses of the results of their assessments. Results showed that teachers believed they ensured validity when they developed their own tests; 30% followed specific steps to ensure reliability only about half of the time; they spent little time conducting statistical reliability analyses; and they had a better understanding of reliability than validity. In a study of teacher-made physics tests in Kenya, Kinyua (2014) discovered that teachers who had prior training in test and measurement development tended to design their assessments with greater attention to validity and reliability than teachers who did not. At the time this chapter was written, there was no such data available on teacher-made music assessments.


The Criterion Debate


Because music teachers assess performance skills such as singing, playing instruments, sight-reading, or complex musical processes and products such as composition and improvisation, there are multiple components that constitute the skill or construct of interest. These components become the criteria for assessment, often measured simultaneously to gather as much information about the performance of interest as possible. A common method used to measure these criteria is some type of scoring guide, a category of tools that includes, but is not limited to, checklists, rubrics, and markschemes. These scoring guides list the criteria and a scale used to rate the magnitude of observed achievement for each criterion. The scales are often the same for each criterion, but do not need to be. Schneider et al. (Vol. 1 in this handbook) cite Mertler’s (2001) definition of rubric:

A rubric is a measurement tool used with a performance assessment that defines and describes, with thorough narrative descriptions, the specific performance criteria and indicators associated with each score point along the measurement scale for each criterion being measured. (p. 634)

These narrative descriptions are critical components for measurement accuracy, as their design is a critical facet that affects the consistency of rating or scoring.

Schneider et al. (Vol. 1 in this handbook) cover fully the types of rubrics commonly used by music educators (holistic and analytic), and how to create them. For all types of such scoring procedures, the scale used for measurement represents discreet levels of performance, either as numbers and/or narrative descriptions associated with the degree of observed presence of the criterion/criteria of interest. Measurement scales, designed well and appropriately applied by raters who understand them, also strengthen reliability.


Consensual Assessment

The concept of consensual assessment (Amabile, 1996) rests on the belief that validity evidence for assessments of creativity is strongest when experts rate the creative product using their subjective judgments. In the consensual assessment process, raters use predetermined criteria as a focal point for measurement, and determine levels of achievement using some form of scale that leaves determination of levels of criterion demonstration to the raters’ subjective judgments.

Consensual assessment has been researched extensively in many fields, but there is little on this related to the assessment of creative musical products. One well-known study is Hickey’s (2001) examination of children’s musical compositions, in which a set of children’s compositions were rated by composers, theorists, and teachers on three criteria: creativity, craftsmanship, and aesthetic appeal, using a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high) based on the raters’ own definitions of creativity. The rating scale was not defined in any way, so each rater decided individually what constituted each point on the scale. Hickey also had children rate the compositions using a 5-point scale that presented a continuum from “not creative” to “very creative.” The results yielded interrater reliability coefficients that ranged from .04 (the composers) to .91 (all teachers). If one assumes that reliability is important in the judgment of creativity, the range of coefficients confirms the importance of an unambiguous scale of measurement. When levels of demonstration are left to the raters to distinguish subjectively, reliability is negatively affected.


Consensus Moderation

While Amabile’s conception of consensual assessment involves rating predetermined criteria on a subjectively determined rating scale, some scholars advocate for the use of consensus moderation, an assessment approach in which there are no predetermined criteria or measurement scales (Nulty, 2011; Sadler, 2015a, 2015b). Assessments in music are often open-ended and the end products constitute unique and personal expressions of student skill, knowledge, and creativity. The consensus moderation process adapts assessment to accommodate the variability of student work produced from performance and creative tasks. Instead of judging a work on a specific set of predetermined criteria, the criteria for judging a student’s work emerge from the work itself. The assessment process, then, is also open-ended; a group or panel of experts determine the criteria that apply to that particular work. Sadler (2009) believes that preset criteria constrain responses to any task we give to students, and that experts hold the key to this process because they know all of the criteria that could be applied to a particular student work, but do not know exactly which of those criteria apply to that work until the work is presented for review. The assumption is that if students are asked to create a musical composition and given a group of preset criteria to “guide” their work, then the students create compositions to meet those criteria and potentially constrain their responses so they can obtain a high score or mark. This is also true of performance assessments. When given preset criteria for the assessment of their performance, students focus on achieving a high score or mark on those criteria, to the potential disregard of other important musical components that are not included as criteria for assessment. When using assessments with preset criteria, the teacher may never find out what the student can do beyond what the preset criteria require. The paradox is clear: by providing preset assessment criteria to creative musical activities or performance events, which teachers are often encouraged or required to do, the very creativity or performance interpretation we wish to encourage students to evince may be constrained by those criteria.

Sadler (2015a, 2015b) describes several processes that characterize consensus moderation, summarized here.


1. Consensus moderation is artifact-based, not description-based. A group of judges examines authentic student work or performances. Criteria are not preestablished. To reduce assumptions of where these works fit within scoring ranges or categories, the judges review works in random order. They are not preselected to represent a range of scores or fit within a mark-grade category.

2. Assessors must be open to qualities observed in the work. The process does not guide assessors to emphasize particular qualities to look for, see, or expect. There are no rubrics, templates, or criteria; the work speaks for itself.

3. Assessors discuss the work to make a holistic judgment about the level of proficiency, artistry, or professional expression/competence. Judgment is the primary act. Then (and only then) the assessors analyze their judgment: the reasons must follow the judgment (not lead it). Justification—the explanation of an appraisal—will necessarily invoke criteria—but they will be whatever criteria are salient to the judgment.

To clarify—Justification is not the same as Rationale. Justification sets out the grounds for the judgment (which must be valid), and assumes the context is shared with others, so it is only necessary to delineate the reasons. However, rationalization is a defense of a rater’s individual judgment. (pp. 1–2)

The consensus moderation approach is attractive to music educators because the premise that the criteria for assessment are unique for each performance or creative production aligns with the authentic nature of student work and the importance of professional judgment in making quality, holistic assessments of that work. As musicians and educators, our experiences have led us to develop a set of musical referents for judging works and performances based on our knowledge of and experience with music. We judge these works based on the criteria we deem relevant to the work or performance of interest. When we discuss these judgments with others, we sometimes moderate our initial judgments based on those discussions—moderation through consensus.

Consensus moderation does not easily adapt to standard psychometric analytical procedures because of its inherent individualization. When considering how to establish validity and reliability in the consensus moderation process, Ed Roeber advises, “if we want to be sure that a quality student performance is a quality student performance, we want a diversity of opinions—which may be less reliable. However, you may end up with greater validity” (personal communication, August 2, 2017).

The reality of implementation poses some challenges, though. First, most music educators are the only music faculty in their schools, so establishing a panel of expert judges—most likely other music teachers—can be difficult to do in person, but possible when panel members can connect electronically. Second, the moderation process involves coming to consensus on the degree to which student work meets the expectations of the task for which it was developed. This takes time and can involve some sensitive discussions. Nevertheless, this process is gaining favor in different areas of the world, and especially in the assessment of music performance in higher education (Lebler, Vol. 1 in this handbook).


International Principles for Assessment in Music Education


A primary focus of this chapter has been the identification of influential conditions that shape the assessment of music learning across the world. Even though national, state, regional, and local contexts vary, common factors exist. This discussion now shifts to the presentation of a set of eight international principles for assessment in music education.

The International Symposia on Assessment in Music Education (ISAME) have taken place biennially since 2007, and at each of these events, participants form focus groups to address a key issue for assessment. The results of these discussions are published in each symposium’s selected papers collection (Edmund, Birkner, Burcham, & Heffner, 2008; Gebauer, Winter, Schurig, & Campos, 2013; Goldie, 2014a, 2014b; Peasant & Sanderson, 2016; Longtin, Booth, Kuppan, & Nenadic, 2018; Vaughan, Edmund, Holmes, & LaCognata, 2010).

The chairs of the symposia determine the key issues for the group discussions. For the sixth ISAME in Birmingham, England, cochair Martin Fautley and I invited the participants to consider a set of eight international principles for assessment in music education. Based on our longitudinal work in this field, and discussions of key issues from the previous five symposia, we collaborated and developed the set of principles shown in Figure 37.1 (Brophy & Fautley, 2017).


[image: image]
Figure 37.1 International principles of assessment in music education (Brophy & Fautley, 2017).





The choice of the appropriate term to describe any proposed set of new ideas is paramount. In this case, the principles serve as a set of shared facets or applications in action that can be adapted for the context in which they are applied in the assessment of music learning. The principles arise from an analysis of the contextual variables and issues related to the assessment of student learning that have been the focus of this chapter. The principles capture the shared facets that characterize high quality, well-designed assessments of music learning. The next section presents the philosophical foundation and a discussion of the principles.


The Philosophical Foundation of the Principles

Early in this chapter, I defined philosophy as “a set of critically reasoned beliefs about the nature, purposes, and values of something and the principles we should follow to achieve desired ends” (Elliott, 2010, p. 367). There are three primary beliefs that serve as the philosophical foundation for the principles of assessment. These beliefs arise from three truths that we accept as fundamental for the assessment of music learning. I describe them here.



1. All students are inherently musical. Every person has the capability to experience, learn, and engage with music meaningfully to the extent possible.

2. Assessment of music learning is best when it is ongoing and not episodic. Music learning progresses over time and the assessment of that learning is a continuous process.

3. Assessment reflects the multidimensional nature of music learning. Music is a complex, multidimensional human experience. The assessment of music learning must reflect those characteristics.






Principle of Shared Language

Assessment in music education should be discussed using commonly accepted definitions of assessment, measurement, and evaluation.

One of the primary barriers to any meaningful communication is the lack of a commonly understood, or shared, vocabulary. Scholars have investigated the impact of language use in music assessment. Colwell (2004) said this about the confusion in language use in arts evaluation: “You can find anything. A major problem is that the language used is imprecise. I’ll refer to it as “fuzzy,” fuzzy thinking and fuzzy language” (p. 1). Mantie (Vol. 1 in this handbook) noted this about the use of assessment language:

Linguists would no doubt have a field day were they to analyze the language usages and discourses of assessment and evaluation (in music education and beyond). This is not to say that meanings and word usages are haphazard, but that so many writers use assessment vocabulary indiscriminately, as if words speak for themselves and require no elaboration. (p. 35)

Johnson and Fautley (2018) examined differences in assessment terminology and meaning in American and English music education systems. They describe the importance of shared language regarding music assessment:

Simply by framing discussions and identifying key components, the terms employed shape our discourse and thinking patterns. Therefore, when considering assessment terminology in music education, it is important to note that there are significant differences in the ways in which English and American music educators utilize terminology to describe and advance their respective educational systems.(pp. 205–206)

As any reader of this handbook can attest, the differences in meaning of commonly used terms are vast. While the music assessment terminology may not match the Eskimos’ 52 words for snow (Atwood, 2017), there are words commonly used in assessment that do not have common meanings or connotations across the world. For example, words such as “grade,” “progression,” “standards,” “formative,” “summative,” “rubrics,” “dimensions,” “components,” and so forth, have very different connotations in different countries. I will use “grade” as an example. In the United States, a grade can be a level in school; students progress from grades K (kindergarten, age 5) through 12 (senior in high school, age 18). In contrast, English students progress through “key stages” that encompass multiple year periods during the years of compulsory education. The differences do not end there. The England-based Associated Board of Royal Schools of Music (ABRSM, 2017), the largest music assessment delivery organization in the world, provides “graded” exams based on specified levels of difficulty; grades range from 1 through 8, with grade 8 being the highest level, or most difficult, exam. When an American teacher “grades,” s/he is giving a student a mark (usually a letter, A, B, etc.) that represents a student’s level of achievement of some type of learning. When Human (2018) presents the idea that “African musical arts, as an indigenous art form that is based mostly on informal music education, need to be formalized, structured, and graded” (p. 673), she means that this music should be assigned levels of graded difficulty, in the ABRSM tradition.

While the establishment of an internationally shared language for assessment of music learning may be an aim for researchers and practitioners, it is not going to be easy. Longtin et al. (2018) share this from the ISAME6 participants: “What is also clearly required before establishing shared international meanings is a consistent understanding between researchers and school practitioners within one’s own country” (p. 545). Johnson and Fautley (2018) claim an advantage for the international music education community to have a shared language:

Linguistic culture shapes understanding and meaning. Examining terminology and textual implications provides an opportunity for both scholars and teacher-educators to explore contrasting educational models and to re-examine their own pedagogical assumptions. (p. 212)

This principle of shared language advocates that the assessment music learning is strengthened through mutually understood communication.


Principle of Quality

Assessments developed for music education must adhere to internationally accepted norms for validity, reliability, and fairness, and focus on student learning.

Quality music assessments that focus on student learning “provide teachers and students with musically meaningful information which can be fed-back into the teaching and learning cycle and used to improve learning” (Longtin et al., 2018, p. 545). This chapter has focused considerable attention on the importance of establishing validity and reliability of assessments of music learning. Assessments should be rigorous and designed for their intended purpose and the educational context—level of student, content, skill, and so forth. Quality assessments make clear the specific components or demonstrations of student learning that are the focus of the assessment and set forth clear and distinct achievement levels for measurement.

Fairness is paramount. All students deserve equal access to music assessments, and appropriate accommodations to the assessment process when needed reduce threats to validity and reliability (see Farrell, this volume). The revised Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA et al., 2014) state,

Fairness is a fundamental issue for valid test score interpretation, and it should therefore be the goal for all testing applications. Fairness is the responsibility of all parties involved in test development, administration, and score interpretation for the intended purposes of the test. (p. 62)

The principle of quality, when applied with fidelity, should ensure that assessments of music learning yield fair and reliable results that are valid for each interpretation for their intended uses.


Principle of Purpose

Assessments in music education must have a clear purpose, identify what is being assessed, and define clearly how the results will be used to improve student music learning.

A clear purpose is key to any well-designed assessment of music learning. A primary purpose of any assessment is to modify and improve teaching and learning. The Ministry of Education in New Zealand describes the purpose of assessment this way:

The primary purpose of assessment is to improve students’ learning and teachers’ teaching as both respond to the information it provides. Assessment for learning is an ongoing process that arises out of the interaction between teaching and learning. What makes assessment for learning effective is how well the information is used.

(New Zealand Government Ministry of Education, 2017, lines 1–3)

This definition rests on the idea of assessment for learning (see Earl, 2013), where students take an active, not passive, role in their assessment. The intent of assessment for learning is to develop students as self-regulated learners, capable of independent lifelong learning. Assessment for learning is different from the behaviorist models that support the practices of assessment of learning and assessment as learning (see Chappuis, Stiggins, Chappuis, & Arter, 2012). The ISAME6 participants agreed that the behaviorist view is misaligned with the purpose of music assessment:

The notion of collecting, recording, and interpreting learner outcomes against a set of assessment criteria was agreed by delegates to be more akin to the behaviorist views of teaching and learning as they can be seen as more easily measurable and ignore the thought process along the way. Such assessments were described as those that are done to students. From this viewpoint, students are seen as passive learners, where classroom learning is seen as external to the students and the knowledge, understanding and skills which they acquire comes from more authoritative figures—the teachers who play the significant role.   (Longtin et al., 2018, p. 545)

While many agree that assessment for learning aligns well with classroom music practice, there is an inherent tension between this idea and the behaviorist assessment models that dominate the literature and expectations for classroom assessment practice. From a behaviorist/psychometric perspective, purpose is fundamental to establishing appropriate evidence of validity, because evidence must be gathered to support interpretation of the results for the proposed purpose of the assessment. Reliability evidence must be gathered for each interpretation as well. The interactions between teachers and students that are integral to assessment for learning (and common practice in music classes) can introduce threats to validity and reliability that are difficult to resolve.


Principle of Operability

Methods used in music education assessment must be clear, simple to understand, and easy to implement and use.

When teachers develop assessments of music learning, they rely on their knowledge of assessment methodology to guide their choices. Methods must be aligned with the purpose of the assessment and provide the opportunity for students to engage in the assessment meaningfully and for teachers to elicit responses from students that provide the opportunity for appropriate feedback.

Operability of assessment is a consequence of teacher knowledge and experience, context, and opportunity to learn conditions. As discussed earlier in this chapter, minutes of instruction, the frequency of instruction, standards, curriculum, philosophy, and accountability expectations influence the assessments that music educators develop and implement. These contextual elements guide the teacher’s choice of assessment method. For example, for music teachers who teach large groups of students in ensembles, the choice of individual or group assessment methodology is paramount, especially in countries like the United States, where music ensembles are a primary component of the music program. For example, Vaughan (this volume) shares that, for American band directors,

Often, the feedback band directors give is a reaction to what they hear during the entire ensemble’s performance. Successful and experienced band directors can isolate individual instrumental sections and even individual musicians and focus their feedback accordingly. This type of feedback fulfills multiple objectives at once, by enabling the director to provide individual critiques to student musicians while simultaneously preparing the group as a whole for a performance. (p. 356)

Holcomb presents a similar situation for American choral directors: “Attitudes toward assessment vary among choral music educators in the United States but generally, they may be divided into two groups: those who value individual student assessment and those who do not.” (Vol. 1 in this handbook, p. 382)

It is important for teachers to know and apply the appropriate assessment methods that best align with their teaching contexts. Clear methods of assessment that students easily understand and that teachers can implement efficiently within their classrooms maximize the operability of the assessment in the music classroom.


Principle of Alignment

Assessments must align with the curriculum for which they are developed and in which they are operationalized.

As discussed earlier in this chapter, curriculum is the aggregate course of study designed to enable students to engage with music meaningfully and knowledgeably. Music educators who assess student learning universally understand the importance of aligning their assessment with curriculum. While there are various curricular design models, they all share one ultimate goal—to advance student learning. As Hansen (Vol. 1 in this handbook) clarifies, “Effective assessment is dependent on a purposeful and direct alignment to all of the constituents of the curriculum” (p. 531). The principle of alignment addresses this.

The interdependence of curriculum and assessment may appear obvious, but the alignment of curriculum and assessment in practice may not be consistent. In an earlier work, Hansen (2008) noted, “In observing teachers’ attempts to create assessments for their curriculum, whether district or personal, I find that gaps appear in the process of identifying what is taught and what is actually assessed” (p. 59). This led to the development of her Alignment Loop (Hansen, 2001, 2008, Vol. 1 in this handbook), and interactive model of curriculum development that places students at the center as active music learners. The Loop closes with assessment, a critical component of the Loop.

The alignment of music curriculum with assessment also provides evidence of validity. Expert review of the degree to which assessments address curriculum content and objectives provides content-related and curricular validity evidence.


Principle of Authenticity

Assessment in music education must be authentic and appropriate for the context in which it is administered.

The notion of authenticity in music education is associated with the belief music learning activities should match as closely as possible what musicians do when they engage with music. In authentic activities, music students perform, create, listen, respond, and otherwise connect with music in ways that simulate those of musicians in similar contexts. The ISAME6 participants noted the relationship of authenticity to context:

Given that context really does matter, the meaning of authenticity is going to vary between person to person, country to country and culture to culture. In Singapore, for example, can the use of textbooks be considered authentic to teaching, learning and assessing music? Similarly, in China, can the implementation of other teaching methods, for example Kodaly, into Chinese music making still be considered authentic?   (Longtin et al., 2018, p. 547)

Human (Vol. 1 in this handbook) has been among the first to examine the idea that authenticity in music can be successfully recontextualized outside its original culture. She defines authenticity and authentic assessment in cross-cultural music education, taking into account that music travels across cultural boundaries:

Authenticity in cross-cultural music education is understood as the performance of the music which remains as close as possible to its cultural roots, while adapting to meaning-making of the host culture. Recontextualized authenticity, then, upholds the culturally autonomic meanings of the music as practiced in the original culture, while understanding the culturally autonomic meanings of the host culture and the discrepancies that may arise in the translation process. … Cross-cultural assessment implies that the music travels over cultural boundaries and outside of its culture of origin, and as a result, the issue of recontextualization comes to the fore. Recontextualization, cross-cultural assessment, and meaning-making are inevitably linked to the authentic presentation of music in new settings. (pp. 673–674)

Music assessments should match as closely as possible the contexts in which music learning took place, and to the degree possible, the practices of the music’s culture of origin. The authenticity of an assessment is another source of validity evidence as well, especially for performance assessments where a purpose of the assessment is to recreate the original context of the music.


Principle of Social Justice

Music curriculum and its associated assessment must be made available to and appropriately adapted for all students.

There is little doubt that music educators desire to teach all students and adapt instruction to the specific needs of their students to the extent possible. Students with special needs—both gifted and those with disabilities—deserve instruction in music that is appropriate for and aligned with their unique abilities. The principle of social justice advocates that the assessment of student music learning be accessible to all students, and for the equal and fair treatment of students in the assessment process. Furthermore, many countries now have laws that guarantee equal access to education for all students, and, by default, equal access to assessment.

Farrell (this volume) notes, “Reliability, fairness, validity and credibility become even more critical for multidisciplinary practitioner teams of music in the special education sector.” (p. 772). She raises concerns for the appropriate adaptation of music assessment for students with special needs and development of appropriate continua for determining levels of musical achievement attained by these students. Swanson (this volume) holds that the application of principles of universal design for learning and evidence-based practices is key to ensuring that music assessments are appropriately adapted.

There is very little on the assessment of students who have special needs due to an identified musical giftedness or talent. There are programs to identify these students in some of the United States as well as rubrics that list criteria for assessing students for musical giftedness (for example, see Ohio Department of Education, 2009). Taiwan’s music talent programs begin in grade 3 and students are identified by practical examinations or the results from international or national music competitions held by the Taiwanese government (Chuang & Lin, Vol. 1 in this handbook). The extent to which these selection programs are equitable and fair is undocumented, nor is there any substantive discussion on how the assessment of music learning for these students should be adapted to meet their needs.

The inclusion of all students in music learning experiences and the assessment of their music learning is the central tenet of this principle. Music educators must adapt their assessments appropriately.


Principle of Valuing

Assessment should be valued as a means to improve student music learning and guide instruction.

This principle emphasizes the importance of valuing the assessment of music learning as an essential to music education. If assessment is not valued as a benefit to music teaching and learning, the other principles simply do not matter. How policymakers and government officials value music education influences the availability of music education in schools. The music learning that teachers choose to assess identifies what is valued. Those music educators who value assessment as a primary means to improve teaching and learning envision their students as musicians, and engage them as musicians using the methods they value most. They use assessment as a continuous improvement process that accounts for the multidimensional, integrated music learning that students demonstrate over time through their work and interactions in music.

Quite simply, music educators teach what they value, and assess what they value most. As reflective practitioners, music educators should periodically review the assessments they deem important enough to give their time and effort to develop and administer. In doing so, they unveil what they value most as educators.


The State of the Art

The state of the art of assessment in music education is influenced by both policy and governmental oversight. Schmidt (Vol. 1 in this handbook) is concise and direct: “Policy is a contested terrain” (p. 57). I have noted several examples where policy interferes with assessment or ignores appropriate disciplinary distinctions through implementation of political whims and/or public sentiment. Policy and educational priorities shift as frequently as those who hold political office. Nearly every country in the world experiences some level of governmental oversight of the education of its citizens. Assessment and testing remain contentious, especially when results are used for purposes that are opposite of those that music educators value.

The state of the art is also affected by the limitations of predominant assessment models to the art of music. One of the primary tensions that teachers experience with assessment of music learning is the misalignment of prevailing assessment models with how music is learned. While music educators champion the individuality and uniqueness of the musical experience and learning process, we continue to strive to fit the assessment of music learning into existing behaviorist models that dominate the assessment literature and practice. In most cases, policymakers and those in governance impose these models on the profession based on the misguided assumption that because they function well for mathematics, reading, writing, science, and social studies, they function equally well for music and the arts. They do not.

Music is a complex, multidimensional learning domain. There is an inherent conundrum in trying to honor the individuality of responses obtained from assessments of music learning when the most commonly applied techniques for analyzing assessment results, such as item analysis, distractor effectiveness, internal consistency, correlation coefficients, and Cronbach’s alpha, are designed for responses that are dichotomous or yield continuous data. One encouraging development in the state of the art is the recent work by psychometricians and scholars to consider how the analysis of the unique and individualized responses obtained in most music assessments might be accommodated within these prevailing models, or newer IRT and polytomous approaches (Colwell, Vol. 1 in this handbook, Chapters 1 and 24; Lane & Zhang, Vol. 1 in this handbook; Wesolowski, Vol. 1 in this handbook; Wesolowski & Wind, Vol. 1 in this handbook). The incompatibility remains, however, between the unique, individualized, open-ended nature of musical responses and any attempt to treat them as a collective for inferential analysis. One way to resolve this is to develop a comprehensive and balanced set of assessments that provide teachers a holistic view of student learning over time; portfolios provide one such method to accomplish this.

Music learning develops through experience and interaction with teachers and those Vygotsky referred to as “More Knowledgeable Others”—anyone, including peers, who might have a better understanding or a higher ability level than the learner (McLeod, 2007/2014, heading 5). Teacher and student interaction plays a major role in student music learning, and consequently, assessment becomes an effort to enhance learning rather than just a means to assess it. I have presented some of the more recent approaches to the assessment of music learning that arise from this viewpoint. Sadler’s (2009, 2015a, 2015b) conception of consensus moderation has considerable promise for shifting music assessment away from behaviorist models by acknowledging what music educators have known for a very long time: criteria for assessment arise from the musical work itself and are difficult to predetermine successfully when musical interpretation and creativity are involved. Consensus moderation does not require a scoring guide or rating scale, because its basic premise holds that experts know the criteria that the field values and can come to consensus on the degree to which the work under assessment demonstrates those appropriate to the work. The philosopher David Elliott (2010) provides support for this view:

The nature and value of musical experience lies in its uniqueness, variability, and fluidity as experienced alone and with others. This fluidity may disappoint assessors interested in “testability,” measurements, objective rubrics, and so forth—none of which can capture the essence of music or education. Anything that threatens the nature of music as an expressive performing art, or the nature of education as the ethical development of people’s understanding, must be resisted. (p. 377)

Elliott makes a valuable point here. Assessment in music education must first and foremost capture the essence of music, and what it means to learn and to have learned music.

Evidence shared in this chapter suggests that music teachers develop assessments and deliver them regularly, but may not always tend to important quality characteristics. Even in criterion-free approaches such as consensus moderation, validity and reliability are important considerations. I recommend that our profession define and recontextualize these concepts to reflect the unique nature of student-centered music learning and its inherent processes. The participants of ISAME6 agreed:

It is worth emphasizing, however, that regardless of what might have been discussed and agreed at group level in this article, and what may be discussed in the future, as to what the best way for musical assessment could be, at the heart of this are the learners themselves. It may indeed be that we, as researchers and educators of music education, may never fully agree on shared meanings or common routes to musical progress, however we should never lose sight of the fact that, regardless of our differing points of view, our core purpose is to grow and nurture high quality musicians in our schools.   (Longtin et al., 2018, p. 549)

Finally, this analysis reveals that it is time for the international music education community to consider the development of a set of assessment literacy standards for music educators (see Michigan Assessment Consortium [2015, 2017] for an example of how one of the United States has done this). The eight principles proposed in this chapter present a unified, principled approach to the assessment of music learning to advance the state of the art in music assessment across the world. These principles could serve as the foundation for an international set of assessment literacy standards. The adoption of these principles by those who prepare new generations of music teachers and researchers, along with the development of assessment literacy standards, should ensure that the state of the art continues to rise.




Notes

1. For more information about the National Association for Music Education (NAfME) Opportunity-to-learn standards, see (NAfME, 2015).

2. This definition is still found in some resources. See University of Kansas, http://www.specialconnections.ku.edu/?q=assessment/quality_test_construction

3. This source refers to validity as the accuracy of an assessment; see “Reliability and Validity,” https://fcit.usf.edu/assessment/basic/basicc.html
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Kodály method in 504, 510–535, 514f–517f, 520f, 522f–533f


professional development in 524–525, 527f


Teacher Development and Evaluation State Model 524–525, 527f


teacher evaluation in 524–525, 527f




Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment 512

minorities, see race

Mishra, J. 706

Mishra, P. 882
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Morrison, G. R. 662, 666–667, 672

movable do system 504, 508–509, 565, see also sol–fa/solfège

movement 429–430, see also Jaques–Dalcroze method; rhythm and tempo
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musicking 891, 896n11

Music Learning Activity Types (Bauer, Harris & Hofer) 891

music learning theory 477–499, see also music theory
adapting instruction and 491–492

additive rating scale and 490

aptitude/talent and 478–482

audiation and 478–482
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skill learning sequence and 482–483, 483t


teacher evaluation and 493

using data and 491–493

validity and 481



Music Learning Theory for Newborn and Young Children, A (Gordon) 459
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high–stakes assessment and 48

Kentucky and 147, 149

technology and 890

vocal training/chorus and 385
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National Standards (Consortium of National Arts Education Associations) 794

National Standards for Arts Education
Colorado Academic Standards and 249–250, 250f, 251f


director assessment and 353

State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education on 62



National Standards for Music Education, see National Music Standards

National Standards in Music 425

National Standards in the Arts 150
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improvisation and 545

international use of 541–542

material and equipment for 554

national standards and 548–555, 550c–553c


organic nature of 544
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South Carolina Arts Assessment Program and 291–296, 293t–296t
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Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 and 455

instrumental music and 465f


measuring progress and 460–467, 462f–463f, 465f
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creativity/aesthetics and 425–428, 427f
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Raymond, M. R. 770

Raymon v. Alvord Independent School District 10

Reese, J. A. 464

Reeves, D. B. 99, 106

Reference Handbook for Using Learning Sequence Activities (Gordon) 488

reform, see education reform

Regelski, T. A. 317, 321

register 630–631, 634–635, 635f, 638–639, 638f–639f


Regner, H. 542

regulations, see policy/policymakers; specific law


Rehabilitation Act of 1973 793

Reid, A. 768

Reifel, S. 453–454

Reimer, B. 45, 321, 701–702, 707, 716, 760

Reimer, Bennett 505

reinforcement 798–801, 805, 805f, 808, 810, 812

reliability 913–915
high–stakes assessment and 50

primary and secondary education and 327

South Carolina Arts Assessment Program 286, 286t


South Carolina Arts Assessment Program and 294–296, 295t


special education and 772–773

technology and 879–880



remediation 16

Répertoire International de Littérature Musicale (RILM) Abstracts of Music Literature 761–762, 764f


report cards, see measuring progress

Requiem Mass (Mozart) 713b


research, see also specific agency, e.g. National Arts Research Centeron critical pedagogy 311–314

on primary and secondary education 329–330, 338–343, 339f–342f, 342t


on state and local input (see State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education)



response/responding
Continuous Response Digital Interface 717

director assessment and 354

listening and 710–717, 713b–715b, 717f


Orff Schulwerk method and 551c, 553c


primary and secondary education and 425, 432–434, 435f


technology and 893–894



Response to Intervention 812

Reynolds, A. 450

Reynolds, A. M. 446, 449, 456–457, 459, 481

Reynolds, C. R. 771

rhythm and tempo, see also movement
dyslexia and 503

Kodály method and 504

music learning theory and 487–488, 495b–499b


preschool/early childhood and 450–451

primary and secondary education and 429–430

South Carolina Arts Assessment Program and 292–296, 293t–296t


technology and 863–865



rhythmics, see Jaques–Dalcroze method

Rhythm Register Book (Gordon) 488

Richardson, C. P. 545

Richmond, J. W. 4, 452

Rider University 321

Rieger, E. 760

Riley, P. E. 656, 664

Riley, Richard 39

Riley M. C. 544

RILM Abstracts of Music Literature 761–762, 764f


Ritter, Bill 234

Riverside Publishing Company 182–184

Robinson, M. 353

Robison, T. 4

Rock Band 857, 870

“Rocky Mountain” 109

Roeber, Ed 256, 259–260, 262, 270–274, 917

Roebuck, Lisa 217

Rogers, Kenny 506

Rose, D. H. 795, 807

Rose, L. S. 312

Rosenke, A. 792

Ross, S. M. 662

Roulston, K. 724–725, 727, 729

rubrics
for composition 620, 621f, 623

critical pedagogy and 314, 319, 321

defined 915

director assessment and 358, 368

Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project 137, 137f


Kodály method and 510–512, 521–524, 522f, 526f–527f, 528, 530f, 531, 533f


Michigan Arts Education Instruction and Assessment Project and 264–268, 267t


Model Cornerstone Assessments 49

for preschool/early childhood 454, 463–464, 463f


for primary and secondary education 344–345, 425, 427–428, 427f, 430, 431f, 432, 436
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Sounds of Intent 773

sound wave display 867, 868f, 869

Sousa, John Philip 812

South Africa, see also Africa
culture of 739

Orff Schulwerk Society of 541



South Carolina 163
professional development in 283
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remediation and 16

self–assessment and 439

technology and 847–848



teacher training, see also higher education; professional development
aural skills and 692–693

composition and 619–622, 621f–622f


nonmusic subjects and 25

Orff Schulwerk method and 544
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Tomlinson, C. A. 796
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curriculum in 611–612
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primary and secondary education in (see primary and secondary education)

sight–singing in 681–683

state and local input in (see state and local input; State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education)

teacher evaluation in (see teacher evaluation)

testing in (see tests/testing)

vocal training/chorus in (see vocal training/chorus)



United States Supreme Court 17
Board of Curators of the University of Missouri v. Horowitz 6

Goss v. Lopez 7–8

Owasso Independent School Dist. No I–001 v. Falvo 15

Tinker v. Des Moines 8



universal design for learning 789, 794–796, 807, 815, 819, 884–886

University Interscholastic League (Texas) 401

Upton, G. 765

usefulness
music learning theory and 491–493

State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education on 85, 86g, 86t




Use of MAEIA Assessments for Educator Evaluation 3.0, The 268

V

Valerio, W. H. 446, 449, 456–457, 459

validity 911–915
high–stakes assessment and 48–50

music learning theory and 481

primary and secondary education and 326–327

special education and 772–773

technology and 879–880



values 918f, 925, see also ethics

Vanderham, L. 792

Vaughan, C. J. 366–368, 922

Veblen, K. K. 725, 732

Venda musical culture 739

vibrato 867

Victoria, Parliament of 763–764

Victorian Curriculum F–10 767

Victorian Early Years Learning and Development Framework 767

video modeling 801

Vigil, Y. T. y. 663

Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale 770

Virginia 402

Visi–Pitch 637

Visser, J. 765

visual supports 801–802, 804–805, 805f, 808–810, 812, 815t–816t, 817

vocabulary, see language

vocal training/chorus 379–398, 629–644, 635f–639f, see also ensemble; sight–reading; sight–singing
adjudication for 380, 381f


Children’s Singing Voice Measure 638–639

classroom–based assessments and 642–643

Connecticut Common Arts Assessment and 106, 107f, 108–114, 114f, 119–121

Core Music Standards and 392

critical pedagogy and 315–317

critical thinking for 382–383

defining development in 630–631

echoing vocal models and 640

feedback and 660–675, 665f, 671f


formative assessment and 392–393

Kodály method and (see Kodály method)

measuring progress and 390–391, 631–633

Model Cornerstone Assessments and 385–390, 388f


operability and 922–923

peer assessment and 667–673, 671f


performance–based assessment and 383–384, 384f, 385f, 387f


pitch and 636–639, 636f–639f, 642–643

primary and secondary education and 430–431, 431f


Project Zero and 397

range and 630, 633–634

register and 630–631, 634–635, 635f, 638–639, 638f–639f


rubrics for 383–386, 384f–385f, 389, 391, 394, 396

Seattle International Singing Research Symposium 642

Seattle Singing Accuracy Protocol 641–644

self–assessment and 653–675, 658f, 665f, 671f


sight–singing and 680–686

Singer Accuracy Measure 638, 638f–639f


Singing Voice Development Measure 431, 460–461, 632, 634–635, 635f, 638, 640–643

SmartMusic software and 383, 391

South Carolina Arts Assessment Program and 291–296, 293t, 295t–296t


standards–based assessment and 385–390, 388f, 389f


student data and 601–603, 602f–603f


Student Growth Outcomes and 389f, 395–398

student learning objectives and 395–397

summative assessment and 394–395

tasks for 633, 639–641

teacher training and 392–397

technology and 865

Texas Music Assessment and 212–213, 215, 219–226, 220f, 221t, 222f–223f


three artistic process and 397



voice, see vocal training/chorus

voluntary standards 13, 38–39
Washington (state) Classroom–Based Performance Assessments and 181, 185–186, 189–191



Vygotsky, L. S. 739–740, 926

W

Wagoner, C. 705

Walker, Robert 612

Wallerstedt, C. 709, 711, 714

Walls, K. C. 892

Walsh, D. J. 447

Wang, C. C. 543, 547

Warner, B. 544

Warnock, H. M. 765

Washington (state) 163, 177–201
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction annual conference 187–188

Performance Assessments for the Arts 163, 177–201

Revised Code of 178, 185

Seattle International Singing Research Symposium 642

State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education and 188

three artistic process model and 149



Washington Alliance for Better Schools 188

Washington (state) Classroom–Based Performance Assessments 149, 177–201, 192t
benchmarks for 186–187

essential academic learning requirements and 178, 181–182, 184, 189, 194–200, 201n1

funding of 179, 181–182, 185, 190

high–stakes assessment and 181, 184

National Core Arts Standards and 193

No Child Left Behind Act and 178, 191

piloting of 177–179, 183–187, 189–191

policy and 184–187

professional development and 185–189

Riverside Publishing Company and 182–184

rubrics for 187

scoring of 188–189

State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards and 183, 188

structure of 179, 184–187, 195–201

teacher training and 185–189

voluntary teacher and student participation and 181, 185–186, 189–191

Web–based training and 185



Washington Music Assessment Participation Survey 31–33, 31t, 32t


Washington Performance Assessments for the Arts 163

Washington State Arts Alliance 188

Washington State Arts Commission 188

Washington State K–12 Arts Learning Standards 178, 182, 194

Washington State K–12 Options for Implementing the Arts Standards through Music by Grade Level 178, 182, 194

Wasson, R. F. 740, 749

Wassum, S. 630–631

“Water is Wide, The” (Stevens, arr.) 221–222, 222f


“We Are the Children,” 43

Webb, J. M. 666–667, 672

Webb, N. L. 147, 262

Web–based performance 855–873

Web–based testing
cloud–based 886, 895n5

in Florida 135–136

Modular Object–Oriented Dynamic Learning Environment 135–136

in South Carolina 149, 283, 287, 294

in Texas 215, 216f, 217–226, 220f, 221t, 222f–223f, 227f




Web–based training
CTcurriculum.org and 96, 100–101, 103–104, 106, 117–118, 121n2

MeasureSuccess.org and 96, 100–101, 103–104, 106, 117–118, 121n2

in Washington (state) 185



Weber, John 504

Weber, Max 738

Webster, P. 618

Webster, Peter 612

Webster, P. R. 545, 771

Wechsler intelligence tests 770

Welch, G. 767

Welch, G. F. 447, 458, 630, 640, 743

Wells, R. 653

Wemyss, K. 696

Wesolowski, B. C. 911–913

Western States Arts Federation 163

What Works Clearinghouse (WWC): Evidence for What Works in Education 796

Wheeler, B. 775

Whitaker, N. 712, 716

White, P. J. 640

Whitehead, B. J. 548

Whole Language Approach 657, 664

Wiggens, G. 99, 106

Wiggins, G. 47, 51, 158–159, 320, 433, 794

Wiggins, G. P. 549, 881

Wiggins, Grant 325, 329–330

Wigram, T. 797–798

Wilkins, E. A. 662, 667, 673

Williams, D. A. 612, 846

Williams, David Bryan 236

Wind, S. A. 911–913

Wise, K. J. 636

Wolf, Hugo Philipp Jacob 315

Wong, C. 799

Wong, P. C. M. 740

Wood, M. E. 818f


Wood, Melanie 149

Woodward, H. 656

Woody, R. 702

Workbooks for Building and Evaluating Effective Music Education in General Music (NAfME) 158

Working Towards Foundation Levels 773

Wright, C. N. 360

writing, see composition; dictation; language of assessment; music theory

X

XLMiner Analysis ToolPak 889–890, 895n9

Y

“Yankee Doodle Boy,” 221

Yap, Ching Ching 149

Yarber v. McHenry 6, 10–11

Yarbrough, C. 682

Young, Kim 256

Young Audiences Arts for Learning 63

Younker, Betty Anne 622

YouTube 894

Ysseldyke, J. E. 770

Yu, W. 668–669

Z

Zdzinski, S. F. 403

Zeichner, O. 662–663

Zemelman, S. 804

Zhang, S. Y. 744

Zhang, Y. 910, 912

Zimmerman, B. J. 660

Zirkel, P. A. 16

Zitek, J. S. 352, 359

Zolkov, A. 693
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Artistic Process. Responding
Activities Select Analyze Interpret Evaluate

Enduring Individuals'selection of | Response to musicis | Through their use of | The personal evaluation
Understanding ‘musical works is informed by analyzing | elements and structures | of musical work(s) and

influenced by their
interests, experiences,
understandings, and
purposes.

context (social, cultural,
and historical) and how
creators and performers
manipulate the
elements of music.

of music, creators and
performers provide
clues to their expressive
intent,

performancef(s) is
informed by analysis,
interpretation, and
established criteria.

Essential Question | How do individuals | How does How do we discern the | How do we judge the
choose music to understanding the musical creators’and | quality of musical
experience? structure and context | performers’expressive | work(s) and

of music inform a intent? performance(s)?
response?

Orfi-Based Afier exploring Ina written response o | Based ona musical | Rate an original musical

Applications recorded listening amusical performance, | performance, explain | arrangement and its

selections, explain
which piece you would
like to use for an

improvisation and why.

explain which musical
clements were the most
interesting and why.

which musical elements
were the most
important to the
performance and why.

performance. Jusify
your answer in terms of
‘musical clements
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Artistic Process

Connecting

Activities Connect Personally Connect Contextually
Enduring Musicians connect their personal Understanding connections to varied
Understandings interests, experiences, ideas, and contexts and daily life enhances

knowledge to creating, performing,
and responding.

musicians’ creating, performing, and
responding.

Essential Questions

How do musicians make meaningful
connections to creating, performing,
and responding?

How do the other arts, other
disciplines, contexts, and daily life
inform creating, performing, and
responding to music?

Orff-Based Applications

Following a specch improvisation,
interview the musicians to learn what
connections inspired their
word/theme choices.

Observe a silent video recording of a
choreographed dance and then create a
musical accompaniment to match the
dancers’ movements.
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Artistic Process

Performing

Activities Select Analyze Interpret Rehearse, Evaluate, | Present
and Refine

Enduring Performers'interest_ | Analyzing creators’ | Performers make | To express their | Musicians judge

Understanding | in and knowledge of | contextand how | interpretive musical ideas, performance based
‘musical works, they manipulate | decisions ‘musicians analyze, | on criteria that
understanding of | elements of music | based on their | evaluate, and. vary across time,
their own technical | provides insight | understandingof | refine their place, and cultures.
skill and the context | into their intent | context and performance “The context and

for a performance

and informs

expressive intent.

over time through

howawork is

influence the performance. opennesstonew | presented
selection of ideas, persistence, | influence the
repertoire. and the application | audience response.
of appropriate
criteria,
Essential How do performers | How does How do How do musicians | When isa
Question sclect repertoire? | understanding the | performers improve the quality | performance judged
structure and interpret musical | of their ready to present?
context of musical | works? performance? How do context and
‘works inform the manner in
performance? which musical work
is presented
influence audience
response?
Orff-Based | Describe the way you | Afteran Afieran Afier refining your | Using information
Applications | (your group) selected | in-formance, in-formance, work on using about the audience

a picce to develop for
an improvisation
exercise.

interview the
performers to
learn which of the
musical elements
were most
important (0 their
interpretation.

journal to describe
the one or two.
‘most important
interpretive
decisions

you (your group)
made.

teacher and peer
feedback, reflect on
the musical
progress.

and setting, explain
why you think the
group is or is not
ready to present an
in-formance.
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Artistic Process. Responding
Activities Select Analyze Interpret Evaluate
Descriptors Choose music Analyze how the Support interpretations of | Support evaluations of
appropriate for a structure and context | musical works that reflect | musical works and
specific purpose or | of varied musical creators'/performers’ performances based on
context. works inform the expressive intent. analysis, interpretation,
response. and established
criteria
Orff-Based With reference to After presentingan | Using specific and positive | With reference to
Assessments both musical elements | in-formance, journal | feedback, respond to the specific musical

and the setting /
context, explain how
you determined a set
of picces to perform
for an in-formance.

to describe the interpretation presented by
audience response your peers at an in-formance.
and make reference
to specific musical

elements you used.

elements,justify your
peer feedback
following an in-
formance.
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Artistic Process Connecting

Activities Connect Personally Connect Contextually

Descriptors Synthesize and relate knowledge and personal | Relate musical ideas and works with varied context
experiences to make music. to deepen understanding.

Orff-Based Journal to describe a particularly meaningful | After listening to your teacher read a book aloud,

Assessments and memorable event in your lfe. Choose

musical mode, timbres, thythms, and.
harmonies to represent the emotions involved
during the event you described.

present a musical interpretation to reflect the
‘movement of the characters.
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Artistic Process Creating
Activities Imagine Plan and Make Evaluate and Refine Present
Descriptors | Generate musical ideas | Select and develop Evaluate and refine Share creative musical
for various purposes ‘musical ideas for selected musical ideas | work that conveys
and contexts defined purposesand | to create musical intent, demonstrates
context; work(s) that meet craftsmanship, and
appropriate criteria. | exhibits originality.
Orff-Based ‘After listening to your | Choose a musical In groups, collaborate | Prepare and present an
Assessments | teacher read a book timbre and improvisea | to explore and in-formance of original

aloud, improvise a
melody to represent
one of the characters

and his/her movements.

melodic phrase to
reflect the physical and
emotional qualities of a
character, as described

by your teacher.

improvise an original
arrangement of a given
melody as directed by
your teacher.

‘musical arrangements
based on given
melodies. Following the
performance, explain
the creative processes
and the decisions your
group made.
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Artistic Process

Performing

Activities Select Analyze Interpret Rehearse, Evaluate, | Present
and Refine
Descriptors Select varied Analyze the Develop personal | Evaluate and refine | Perform
musical works to | structure and interpretations that | personal and expressively, with
present based on | context of varied | consider creators’ | ensemble appropriate
interest, ‘musical works and | intent. performances, interpretation and
knowledge, their implications individually orin | technical accuracy,
technical skill, | for performance. collaboration with | and in a manner
and context. others. appropriate to the
audience and
context.
Orff-Based With your group, | Explain what Explain whyyou | Using positive Share your original
Assessments determine a set of | musical elements | used the words you | feedback and arrangement of a
pieces to perform | you used to chose foraspeech | constructive given melody with

foran in-
formance.

determine which
picce to sclect for
an in-formance.

improvisation.

critcism, respond to
an in-formance by
your peers.

your peers in an in-
formance.
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Rubric Criterion Selected to Analyze: Close Listening

4 3 2 1
Accurately selects Selected obscure | Selected obvious Selected a mix of Needed assistance
instruments used in | and obvious instruments correct and incorrect | to select
the example instruments correctly. instruments instruments.
correctly.
Accurately selects Selected correct Selected a mix of Needed assistance

tempo(s) performed

tempo(s).

correct and incorrect
tempo(s).

to select tempo.

Accurately selects
mood(s) and supports

Selected accurate
mood(s) with

Selected accurate
mood(s) with

Selected correct
mood but described

Needed assistance
selecting a mood

with reasons insightfuland | detailed supporting | why withlimited | and writing
imaginative statements. statements. supporting.
supporting statements.
statements.

Observations Expressed Expressed Expressed some Needed assistance

(Iwonder, I Notice, | individual individual opinion | individual opinion | to express opinion

Like/Why) opinion and and supported and supported with | and support with
supported with | with reasons. limited reasons. reasons.

insightful and
creative reasons.
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Analyzing Student Work

STEP 1: Organize Materials
Q Content Standards
Q Learning Targets
Q Rubrics or Checklists
Q Clear assessment instructions which include a rubric or checklst
Q Student work-vwritten or recorded
QO ASW Document

STEP 2: List vocabulary, skills, knowledge or reasoning that will be assessed.
STEP 3: List the qualities present and missing in each student’s work and determine the rubric level

Student Name Qualities Present Qualities Absent Rating Scale Level

STEP 4: Write the names of the students whose work falls in each rubric level and determine the percentage of
students at each level.

Level 4 Level 3 Level 2 Level 1
Exceeds Standard Meets Standard Nearly Meets Beginning Stages
Standard
% of class % of class 9 of class % of class

STEP 5: Describe how you will differentiate for students who fall into the two general areas below.

Levels 4and 3 Levels 2and 1

Meets or Exceeds Standard Below Standard
Strategies for further learning Strategies for addressing gaps or misunderstanding

Differentiating for
Students
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Close Listening.

Word Bank
Instrument Tempo Mood

String Family: Adagio-slow and stately Calm
Violin-Viola-Cello-Bass-Harp

Woodwind Family: Andante-ata walking pace | Dramatic
Flute-Oboe-Piccolo-

Bassoon-Clarinet-Saxophone

Brass Family: Allegro-fast, quick, bright Excited
Trumpet-Trombone-French

Horn-Baritone-Tuba

Percussion Family: Presto-very fast Happy/Playful

‘Tympani-Bass Drum-Snare
Drum-Cymbals-Triangle

1. Circle the instruments you hear in the chart above.

2. Circle the tempo(s) of this musical work in the chart above.

3. Circle the mood(s) in the chart above.

4. Why did you sclect this mood?

5. Something I wonder:

6. Something I notice:

7. What do you like about this piece?

8 Why?






OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-graphic-107.gif
Deepening Understanding

Level 4 Level 3

Level 2 Level 1

Qualities of work

Uses detailed
statements and
reasons throughout

Uses basic
statements and
reasons throughout.

Uses vague
statements and
reasons or a portion

Needs guidance in
answering the
questions.

often employed is missing.
excelled vocabulary.
Differentiation Gets it: Not quite yet:

for all levels

Add sections to the exercise
that address articulations,
timbre, tone color and
expressive details

Model examples of exemplar statements
and reasons.

Practice the exercise with students
encouraging multiple answers for
questions.

Listen to a variety of examples that vary
instrumentation, tempo, style, etc. so that
the student can practice multiple ways.
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6th Grade Cello Low Notes Playing Test

Directions:

1. Select and prepare #166 or #167 to record on your computer.

2. Record:

« Make sure your whole body and instrument are visible on the recording.
« Start the recording with Clipchamp on your PLD.

« Play #166 or #167 only once.

+ Keep the camera on for the sight-reading portion.
« Say the names of the notes before you play the sight-reading example.

ight-read the piece of music provided that only has C and G string notes in it.

+ Stop recording but do not close computer-it needs to upload the file.
3. Below is the rubric to be used for scoring your performance. Notice Level 3 is bolded-this is the proficient

level for your grade.

Level 4 Level 3 Level 2 Level 1

1 | Tone Student uses proper | Student uses Student generally | Student begins to
bow placement, proper bow uses proper bow | understand proper
speed & weight placement, speed | placement, bow placement,
appropriate for the | & weight speed & weight. speed and weight.
‘musical selection. | appropriate
Demonstrates for the musical
advanced bow selection.
techniques to play
expressively.

2 | Notes Student playsall | Student plays all | Student plays most | Student plays some
notes with precision | notes with the notesaccurately [ notes accurately.
and fluency in correct fingersin | with occasional
the proper tempo. | a steady tempo. | hesitations.

3 |Intonation | Student fluently Student playsin | Student plays most | Student plays some
plays notes in the | tune. notes in tune. notes in tune.

center of the pitch.
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Analyzing Individual Student Work

Student | Qualities Present Qualities Absent Rubric Score

1 |Twonder T notice completed but could 25
1like and why have more in-depth information

2| Inotice Iwonder is missing 2
Tlike/why

3 Twonder Partial answer to why for | 25
I notice like
Tlike/why

4 | 1wonder Iike/why is missing 2
Inotice

5 | None Needs prompting to work and 1

didn’t complete any of the
three items

6 [1wonder None 4
Inotice
Tlike/why
Allin great detail

7 | Iwonder None 3
Inotice
Tlike/why
All in moderate detail

8 Twonder None 4
Tnotice
Tlike/why
Allin great detail
—uses words like
“whimsical”

9 |Iwonder None 3
Tnotice
Tlike/why
All in moderate detail

10 | Iwonder Inotice is missing 2

Hike/why
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Students at Each Rubric Level Prior to Redoing Close Listening Worksheet

Level 4 Level 3 Level 2 Level 1
2 2 2@25 1
3@2

20% 20% 50% 10%
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Criteria

Level 3

Level 2

Level 1

Starts and ends on correct
notes

Student starts and ends
on correct pitch.

Student starts or ends on
correct pitch but not both.

Student needs assistance
with starting and ending
on correct notes.

Centers tonality around
Do-Mi-Sol-Do

Student centers tonality
around Do-Mi-Sol-Do.

Student centers tonality
around Do-Mi-Sol-Do
most of the time.

Student beginning to
understand the tonality
of Do-Mi-Sol-Do.

Labels solfege correctly

Student labels solfege
correctly.

Student labels solfege
correctly most of the time.

Student needs assistance
to label solfege correctly.

Sings correct pitches—
including skips and
patterns

Student sings correct
pitches-including skips
and patterns.

Student sings correct
pitches-including skips
and patterns-most of
the time.

Student nceds assistance
o sing correct pitches-
including skips and
pattern.

Sings correct rhythms-—
including rests

Student sings correct
rhythms-including rests.

Student sings correct
rhythms-including rests-
most of the time.

Student needs assistance
tosing correct rhythms-—
including rests.
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of key to fingers, 2 octaves

Name of Student | Qualities Present Qualities Missing Rubric Level
1 Fingerings correct, good transfer | Breath support-more push through | 2
of key to fingers instrument
2 Fingerings correct, good transfer | Lower notes-embouchure dipsand | 2.5
of key to fingers, 2 octaves tempo too fast for accuracy
3 Fingerings correct, good transfer | Lower embouchure-low on G on 3
of key to fingers, 2 octaves the F scale
4 Fingerings correct, good transfer | None 4
of key to fingers, 2 octaves perfect
Fingerings correct, good transfer | Tempo too fast to control fingerings, | 2.5
of key to fingers, attempted upper 204 octave difficult
2 octaves
6 Most notes correct Fingering issues-key signature 25
transfer, low range notes
7 A few notes correct Has trouble with transfer from key 15
signature to fingerings perhaps
processing issues, issues with tonality
of a scale, got help from a friend for
fingerings
8 Fingerings correct, good transfer | 1 missed note ona scale 3
of key to fingers, 2 octaves
9 Fingerings correct, good transfer | None 4






OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-graphic-109.jpg
s

i






OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-graphic-110.gif
Criteria

Level 4

Level 3

Level 2

Level 1

Pitch Accuracy

Student sings all
notes in the center
of the pitch with
precision and
fluency.

Student sings all
notes in the center
of the pitch.

Student sings most
notes in the center
of the pitch.

Student sings a
fev notes in the
center of the pitch.

Rhythm Accuracy

Student sings all
rhythms in the
proper steady tempo
with precision and
fluency.

Student sings all
rhythms accurately
ina steady tempo.

Student sings most
rhythms accurately
and may vary tempo
to accommodate
difficult thythms.

Student sings a
few rhythms
accurately and may
vary tempo to
accommaodate
difficult thythms.

Started on correct
pitch.

Student started on
correct pitch

Student did not start
on correct pitch.
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“Dance” in the Style of Beethoven

CRITERIA:

Level 3

Level 2

Level 1

‘Melody-Chord Outlines

Chord outlines correctly
used.

Some chord outlines
correctly used.

No chord outlines
present/used correctly.

Melody-Stepwise Motion

Stepwise motion used
correctly.

Some stepwise motion
used correctly.

No stepwise motion
present/used correctly.

Melody-Passing
Tones Labeled (P)

Passing tones present and
labeled correctly.

Some passing tones.
present labeled correctly.

No passing tones
present/labeled
correctly.

Melody-Chromaticism

Chromaticism present
and used correctly.

Some chromaticism
present, but incorrectly
used,

Chromaticism not
present or incorrectly
used

Harmony-Alberti
Bass in “A” Section

‘Alberti bass present and
used correctly.

Some Alberti bass
present and correctly
used

Alberti bass not present
or incorrectly used

Harmony-Chordal
Accompaniment in
“B” Section

Chordal accompaniment
present and correctly used.

Some chordal
accompaniment present
and correctly used.
(May have some
non-chord tones.)

Chordal
accompaniment not
present or incorrectly
used.

Harmony-Rate of
Chord Progression

Chord progression changes
at a slow pace-sometimes
every other measure, and
sometimes every measure.

Chord progression
changes once per
measure.

Chord progression
changes more than
once per measure.

Harmony-Specified “A” section begins and “Aand “B sections | “A” and “B”

Chord Changes ends on “I” chord. contain some of the | sections contain few
“B” section begins on proper specified chord | proper specified
“IV” chord and ends on changes. chord changes.
“I” chord.

Harmony-Roman All Roman Numerals Some Roman No Roman

Numerals

Present

Numerals Present

Numerals Present
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Element

Misses Expectations

Meets Expectations

Exceeds Expectations

Does Not Apply

Musical: The song makes use of
novel and appropriate keys,
modes, and or transposition

Musical: The song makes use of
novel and appropriate chord
progressions/form

Musical: The song makes use of
novel and appropriate style

Lyrical: The song makes use of
novel and appropriate
thyming/alliteration

Lyrical: The song excels at
expressing a mood through
Iyrics, or making use of
metaphor or irony

Lyrical: The song excels at
describing a person, place, or
time

Performance: The song has some
sort of novel and appropriate
vocalfinstrumental technique(s)

Performance: The song makes
use of some novel and
appropriate vocal/instrumental
effect(s)
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Grade Date
3 January 5

Learning Targets/Objectives

Preparc Present

Practice

Play complimentary
thythms while singing tikati
song material

Read two-part solfa
notation

Practice low la reading on staff singing with
double ostinato. Inner hearing low Ia. Simple
tetratonic part work. Memory work with tikati.
Music of Native Americans-Comanche.

Materials

Smartboard: Dinah ostinati, complimentary rhythm for Hop Old Squirrel, I Got a letter staff notation of

responses, G = do
Instruments: Native drum
Props:  Carkeys (for game)

Procedure

Purpose

1. Above the Plain
a. Sing in canon

b. Sing w/extension in B section (B section is in

tetratone only)
2. Dinah
a. Review and sing all verses
b. Read from score-solfa notation/rhythmic
notation
<. Divide into parts and sing
d. PLAY Game
3. Hop Old Squirrel

a. Review and sing from memory on words and

thythm
b. Play game

<. Complimentary rhythm performed as whole
group (T sings song; students not in parts yet)

4. 1Gota Letter

a. Sing on text in Call and Response form (students

on response)

b. Students sing the “Oh Yes” cither |.-d or d-I,
correctly at the end of each phrase (reading in
staff notation G = d) as a response to T singing

the measure 1 and 3 “call”
5. Comanche Hand Game

a. Which “Oh Yes” Pattern fits the melody of this

song?

b. Review song history and its cultural context

c. Play game

Diatonic singing
Tetratonic part work

Reading two-part score in solfa notation
‘Two-part melodic ostinati practice

Memory work with tikati

Prepare performing complimentary
rhythm in two-part student groups

Practice low la reading known responses
in staff notation

Inner hearing/Literature with low la
Singing the music of Native Americans
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(c)

Benchmark/ i ;
R 3% Grade/Course Learning Targets
Strand3 | 2. Reflect on a performance based

Standard 1

03.1.32

on the feedback of others.

Concept: (students will know)
« Musical performance

Skills: (students will be able to do)
« Reflect on a performance
based on the feedback of
others
Assessed:

1. Tcan reflect on a performance based

on the feedback of others. This
means I can think about my
performance based on the feedback
of my teacher and/or classmates.

0.4.13.1

Strand 4
Standard 1

1. Compare and contrast the
characteristics of a variety of
musical works or performances.

Concept: (students will know)
« musical works and

performances

Skills: (students will be able to do)
« Compare and contrast the
characteristics of a variety of
musical works or
performances.

Assessed:

+ I can compare and contrast

characteristics of a variety of musical
works and performances including
those of the Native Americans. This
means [ can compare songs that use
rondo form as well as adult singing
voices (opera).
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Vocal

Rhythmic

Notation
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Anderson, Leif
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Batton, Ginger

Cherwinski, Lola

Fernandez, Hector

Gritzner, John

Miller, Deandre
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Ortega, Sierra

Undavalli, Roshen

Williams, Shawna

Wunderlich, Katrina
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Vocal:

Singing in tune in a canon using grade-appropriate literature.

Procedure:  Students come up alphabetically six at a time. The teacher assigns three students on a part.
“Teacher assesses. Teacher has students repeat song if not all data was gathered.
“Teacher may use the following song lterature found in our curriculum: *I See the Moon”
(Ia pentatonic version), “Kookaburra,” or “Scotland's Burning”
1 2 3 4
No singing voice Sings inand outof tune | Sings with accurate pitch | Leads group in canon, with
orinaccurate thythms | and rhythm. correct pitch and rhythm
Notation:  Reading and writing patterns with low sol,in F-and G extended pentatonic
Procedure:  There are five measures of 4-beat patterns on staff labeled A-E on the Smart Board which use

Assessment:

low sol. Student papers have two sides, each are marked 1-5 with spaces for the answers.
‘Teacher sings one of the patterns from the Smart Board and the student must indicate which
pattern was sung on their answer sheet. On side 1, the Smart Board patterns are in extended F
pentatonic and on side 2, the Smart Board patterns are written in extended G pentatonic.

“What am I Singing” labeling patterns containing low sol in F and G do.

1 2 3 4
Less than 60% 60% accuracy 80% accuracy 100% accuracy
Rhythmic:  Decoding and clapping thythms with syncopa (t ta ti).
Procedure:  Extract eight 4-beat patterns that are from the district songliterature. Teacher claps a pattern to
the student and the student claps it back using the correct rhythmic syllables.
“Teacher claps 4-beat rhythm patterns containing syncopa (t ta ti) and students
clap and say back on the rhythmic syllables.
1 2 3 4
After coaching, still | Student performs 1or 2| Student can say Student says and claps
unable to complete [ beats inaccurately accurately, but the thythm accurately
thythm clapping does not
‘match the syllables.

Create:

Ina group, compose a 4-measure composition using known rhythms in abac form,
in 4/4 meter.

Procedure:  Divide students into groups of four or five. Each group has a paper that outlines four measures
in 4/4 and is labeled abac. The group has ten minutes to create a thythmic composition that
contains at least one rhythm that was to be mastered in 3rd grade. After completing, the group
performs their composition for the class. Only the composition will be scored for the
assessment; the performance is for practicing known rhythms in an ensemble.

In groups of three to four students, compose 16 beats in abac form, using at least one of the
3rd grade rhythm elements (tikati,ttika, or syncopa), and write the composition
(one copy for the group).

1 2 3 4
‘Composition does Uses known elements, | Composition group | Composition group
notinclude the correct | 1 or 2 measures donot | completes project using | completes project and
clements meet the required all required musical | uses creative rhythms
(shythm, beats) musical elements clements, and group

‘members synergized to
create their own project
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(b)

Benchmark/

3 Grade/Course

Learning Targets

Number
01331 | 1. Identify the characteristics of 1. T can identify characteristics and
music from a variety of cultures perform Native American music. This
Strand 1 including contributions of ‘means I can describe the musical
Standard 3 | Minnesota American Indian tribes | elements of Native American music
and communities as well as sing and perform many
songs of the North American natives.
Concept: (students will know)
+ characteristics of music from
variety of cultures
skills: (students will be able to do)
+ Identify characteristics and
perform Native American
music and their culture
02131 | 1. Improvise or compose to express | 1. I can improvise using my voice, my
musicalideas using the voice or body, and classroom instruments.
Strand2 | ap intrument, “This means I can improvise using
Standard 1 ‘my voice, my body, xylophones,
Concept: (students will know) and rhythm instruments with the
* Musical ideas rhythms and syllables I know.
2. Ican compose using my voice,
Skill: (students wil be able to do) ovement and o
+ Improvise using voice, truments. This means I can
instruments and movement Compose using my voice body
« Composing with voice, . < thyth
movement, xylophones, and rhythm
nstruments, and movement truments with the rhythms and
Assessed: syllables that I know.
2. Revise a creation based on the 1. T can revise a musical creation. This
Strand2 | feedback of others. means T can change my creation

Standard 1

Concept: (students will know)

+ creation

Skills: (students will be able to do)
« revise a musical creation

based on feedback from the teacher
and/or classmates.

Assess

02132

03131 | 1. Singand playa varied repertoire | 1. I can sing a variety of songs. This

Strand 3 thatincludes simple hythms and | means I can sing many different
melodies. Kinds of songs using 2-part melodic

Standard 1

Concept: (students will know)
« varied repertoire

Skill: (students will be able to do)
« Singa variety of songs that
include grade appropriate
rhythms and melodies
« Play instruments with a
variety of song material

Assessed:

ostinati, 3-part pentatonic canons,
and 2-part choral music.

2. Tcan play instruments with a variety
of song material. This means I can
play borduns using known rhythms

ncludinga level bordu
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Benchmark/

Norber 3% Grade/Course Learning Targets
00131 [ 1. 1dentify the elements of music 1. T can identify melodic elements. This
including melody, rhythm, means I can hear identify patterns
Strand 1| harmony, dynamics, tone color, including low la and low so.
Standard 1 | texture, form and their related 2. Tcan identify rhythm elements. This
concepts. means I can hear and identify titika,
tikati, syncopa, and whole note.
Concept: (students will know) 3. Ican identify harmony. This means [
+ Elements of music: melody, can tll i the song has.a
thythm, harmony, dynamics, complimentary rhythm, ostinato, and
tone color, form, and related cumulative.
concepts 4. I can identify dynamics. This means I
Skills: (students will be able to do) can hear the difference between
* Mdentlfy melodic elements crescendo and diminuendo, as well as
« Identify rhythmic elements P 1, mp, m.
+ Identify harmony 5. Tcan identify tone color. This means
+ Identify dynamics that I can identify individual
+ Identify tone color instruments in the listening examples
. |dcn|« fy form I hear and as well as adult singing
Assessed: voice (soprano, alto, tenor, and bass).
6. Tcan identify form. This means I can
identify if the song has two part score,
D.Cal Fine, in rondo form, and opera
01231 | 1. Read and notate music using a 1. Tcan read melodic elements. This
system of notation such as means I can read music that includes
Strand 1| solfege, numbers or symbols. low la and low so in Fand G = do.
Standard 2 2. I can read rhythm elements. Thi
Concept: (students will know) means I can read tikati, titika,
+ System of notation syncopa, and whole note.
Skills (students will beable to do) | > 121 notate melodic clemens. This
< Read melodic elements means I can notate melodics that
now include low la and low so in F
+ Read rhythm elements "
tate melodic clements and G = do. -
~ Notate thythn clements 4. T can notate rhythm elements. This
means I can notate tikati titika,
Assessed: syncopa, and whole notes.
Strand 1| 2. Sing and play with accurate pitch, | 1. I can sing and play with accurate
Standard 2 | rhythm and expressive intent. pitch. This means I can match pitch in

Concept: (students will know)
+ accurate pitch
« accurate thythm

Skills: (students will be able to do)

g and play with accurate

pitch

ing and play with accurate
thythm

« sing and play with expressive
ntent

songs that use low la.and low so.

2. can sing and play with acurate

rhythm. This means I can sing and
play using tikati,titika, syncopa, and
whole note

3. Tcan sing and play with expressive
intent. This means I can sing and play
using appropriate musical feeling.
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My Progress In Music

Name

Its.
getting
easier

Tam
having
difficulty

Tam
having
difficulty

Its
getting
easier

Tam
having
difficulty

Its
getting
easier

Tam
having
difficulty

Grade 3

Class Trimester 3

Singing

I can sing a canon with 5 other people in a
group

Reading and writing music notation

I can label low sol on the staff when do = F or
whendo =G

Clapping rhythms-playing instruments

I can clap and say 4-beat ti-tah-ti (syncopa)
patterns when my teacher claps them to me.

Creating Music-composing/improvising

I can compose a 16-beat rhythm composition
with a group, using third grade rhythms.

Habit5

isten before asking que
speaking while T am in m

Habit6

T use synergy to work with others to create
beautiful music.
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My Progress In Music

Name

Its
getting
easier

Tam
having
difficulty

Its
getting
casier

Its
getting
easier

Tam
having
difficulty

Its
getting
easier

Tam
having.
difficulty

Grade 3

Class Trimester 3

Singing

Ican sing a canon with 5 other people ina
group

Reading and writing music notation

1 can label low sol on the staff when do = F or
whendo =G

Clapping rhythms-playing instruments

Ican clap and say 4-beat ti-tah-ti (syncopa)
patterns when my teacher claps them to me.

Creating Music-composing/improvising

I can compose a 16-beat rhythm composition
with a group, using third grade rhythms.

Habit 5

isten before asking questions or
speaking while T am in music class.

Habit 6

Luse synergy to work with others to create
beautiful music.
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(a) Criteria
Rubric
Students complete composition project according to specified guidelines.

T 2 3 1

Bordun not present, | Bordun does not fitwith | Al composition All composition

Mclody does nothave | melody: components present. | components present.

correct amount of beats. [ Melody does not end on | Melody is 16-beats s’lclgdy is ;ﬁ‘bw:; Lonfv

Missing improvisation | 40- long in the pentaton or | bordun is 2-4 or § beats

o™ extended pentaton | long; Melody i constructed
Bondun it org. | vith reatvit, clements of
Boruns 24085 | e and ot

present, melody flows.
Bordun artstically fits
with melody.

Playing Instruments in Parts
Criteria
« Students play tuned mallet instruments in two parts.
« Songisin extended pentatonic.
« Students may play the melody or the bordun (false start or hesitation in middle allowable,
student may restart once or twice).

Rubric
1. Student plays in parts using a steady beat.
2. Student plays accurate pitches and rhythms in parts.

T 2 3 1
1. No steady beat. Starts with beat loses it | Starts with beat,Toses it | Keeps steady beat
but finds it again. throughout all section.
2.7+ errorsin pitchand | 2-5 errorsin pitchand | 0-3 errors in pitch and. | Plays without any errors in
thythm, in more than | rhythm, in more than | rhythm in one section. | pitch and rhythm.
one section one section.

Instrumental Improvisation

Criteria
+ Students will improvise 16 beats using the extended pentaton: F as do.
+ Students turnsare the B section of their comprehensive composition project with each
person playing in turn.
« Students may use a 16-beat rhythm from a known song or poem.

Rubric
Student s able to improvise instrumentally in the pentaton,
1 2 3 )

Student does notkeepa | Student plays w/steady | Student plays 16 beats | Student plays 16 beats

steady beat. beat, uses morelless with steady beatand | using at least one 16" note

Uses morcorless than | than 16 beats and/or | ends on dos pattern or syncopa/t ta t.

16 beats. does not end on ‘do’ Ends on do. Improvisation
has lyrical qualities of
nuance. Tempo s exactly
the same as A section.

Analyzing and Describing Music
Criteria

« Students orally present their composition using appropriate terminology to describe
‘musical elements of their work (¢.g., melody, accompaniment, rhythm and performance
issues).
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The teacher selects a group of four to five students to work in a cooperative composition group
for the entire year. Each student or project group keeps the elements of their project in a portfolio
until its completion.

Composition Guidelines:
« ABA form
« 4/4 meter
+ Composition sections are four measures in length
« Extended pentatonic tone set, F is do
« Two parts: melody and bordun
« Known rhythms, with up to sixteenth-note combinations

Project considerations: Although students will be working in groups, cach will notate their own
copy of the project. All compositions must be of an appropriately difficult level for the student to
perform well yet use a variety of known rhythms including one of following; tikatika, ti-tika,
tka-ti ti-tah-ti (syncopa). Students will be limited in the usc of long-duration rhythms since they
do not sound on the xylophone. This process progresses sequentially throughout the school year.

Step 1
« Students must compose rhythms for four measures using stick notation to create section
A.
+ Students should practice and perform patching with alternating hands for mallet
preparation and work towards memorization.

Step 2
+ Students improvise melodies with their previously composed rhythm (experimenting, not
notating).

Step 3
+ Students improvise melodies again, but decide on what melodic elements to keep and
write it down with stick notation, in solfa, or absolute pitch.

Step 4
« Students revise melody o rhythm as needed, practice, and memorize the melody.

Step 5
+ Students experiment and compose a bordun (dofsol) using chord, level, broken, or
arpeggiated borduns.
« Students practice melody with bordun simultaneously.
+ Students practice improvisation for B section (taking turns consecutively).
« Students practice entire composition ABA, revising and refining as students choose.
«+ Students compose introduction and coda (no more than 4 beats)
« Students transcribe all parts to staff (F do) or absolute pitch.

+ Students practice and prepare oral presentation analyzing and describing their
composition as to form, rhythms, expressive clements.

+ Students orally present, then perform composition to the class. This final performance is
video recorded. Feedback from the class is also given at this time.





OEBPS/images/graph4-15.jpg
20%
80%
70%

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0% -
g g R

M RitT Wl Non-RtT






OEBPS/images/graph4-16.jpg





OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-graphic-000.gif
OXTORD

UNIVERSITY PRESS





OEBPS/navigation.xhtml






Table of Contents









		Cover page



		Halftitle page



		Title page



		Copyright page



		Dedication page



		Contents



		List of Contributors



		PART I: Music Assessment in the United States



		1. Legislation and Common Law Impacting Assessment Practices in Music Education



		Understanding the Language and Landscape



		Evolution of the Courts’ Willingness to Hear and Rule on Educational Cases



		Common Law: Recent Trends in Educational Decisions



		Legislation: Statutes Impacting Assessment



		Teacher Evaluation



		Moving Forward









		2. The Impact of State Testing on American Music Classrooms



		Introduction



		Impact of General Statewide Assessments on the Music Classroom_ Standards, Accountability, and “Testing Madness”



		Music Educator Rationales for the Study of Music in Schools



		Adaptation and Acceptance: Music Educators are Changing



		Assessment and Accountability: Overreach



		Transition



		Conclusion









		3. High-Stakes Assessment in Music



		What Is High-Stakes Assessment and Why Is It Relevant Now?



		The Bases for Opposing High-Stakes Assessment



		The Merits of High-Stakes Assessment



		Moving Toward High-Stakes Assessment in Music



		Chapter Summary









		4. The Status of Arts Assessment in the United States



		Introduction and Parameters



		The 2015–2016 Study









		5. Connecticut Common Music Assessments: Collaboratively Building Capacity and Exemplars



		Goals 2000 Grant



		3 District (3-D) Grant



		Connecticut Guide to K–12 Program Development in the Arts



		SCASS/Arts



		Inter-District Music Composition Grant



		CTcurriculum.org and MeasureSuccess.org



		The Connecticut Common Arts Assessment Initiative



		Summary









		6. The Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project



		The Need for the Florida Performing Arts Assessment



		Race to the Top



		Development of the Florida Performing Fine Arts Assessment Project



		Project Design



		Weighting the Benchmarks



		Project Challenges



		Pilot Administration



		Feedback on Initial Testing



		Conclusion









		7. Kentucky Policies and Practices for Assessment in Music Education: Past, Present, and Future



		Introduction



		The First Generation of KERA Assessment: Kentucky Instructional Results Information System (1992–1998)



		The Second Generation of KERA Assessment: Commonwealth Accountability Testing System (1998–2009)



		Large-Scale Music Assessment Initiatives in Other States



		Kentucky Music Educators Association (KMEA) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) Music Listening Assessment (MLA) Pilot Project for Grades 5, 8, and 11 (2002–2006)



		2009–2016: The Unbridled Learning Accountability Model and Kentucky Music Assessment Practices



		Arts and Humanities Program Reviews



		Kentucky Professional Growth Effectiveness System



		Kentucky’s Adoption of the National Core Arts Standards



		College and/or Career Ready Arts Portfolios



		Music Assessment in Kentucky: Successes and Lessons Learned



		Future Implications for P-12 Music Programs in Kentucky



		Conclusion









		8. Washington State’s Classroom-Based Performance Assessments: Formative and Summative Design for Music Education



		Introduction



		History and Development (2001–2006)



		Implementation, Professional Development, Refinement, and Reporting (2006–2011)



		Music CBPAs Journey in Progress: Legacy for Student and Teacher Success (2011–Present)



		Summary









		9. The Texas Music Assessment: Grassroots Development of a Statewide Music Test



		Curriculum Development



		First Assessments of Knowledge-Based General Music Content



		Performance-Based Assessment



		Using the Texas Music Assessment



		What We Have Learned









		10. Assessment in Music Education: A Colorado Partnership



		The Colorado Landscape



		Policy



		The Assessment Development Process



		The Colorado “Content Collaboratives”



		Implementation



		Educator Effectiveness and Evaluation



		National Connections



		Summary



		Recommendations



		Conclusions









		11. Measuring Student Learning in Michigan: The Michigan Arts Education Instruction and Assessment Project



		Context for the Michigan Arts Education Instruction and Assessment (MAEIA) Project



		Structure and Development of Michigan’s Model Arts Education Instruction and Assessment Project



		Critical Analysis of the Project: Process, Goals, and Outcomes



		Conclusions









		12. The South Carolina Arts Assessment Program



		An Introduction to SCAAP



		A Brief History of SCAAP



		Assessment Content and Test Specifications



		Item Review Process



		Considering Item Analysis Using Rasch



		Performance Task Preparation and Benchmarking



		Performance Task Scoring Procedures



		Interrater Reliability of Performance Tasks



		Performance Task Difficulty and Descriptive Statistics



		Using SCAAP to Understand the Impact of Music Instruction



		Reporting Results to Schools



		Lessons Learned and Looking Toward the Future















		Part II: The Assessment of Student Music Learning



		13. Assessment and Critical Pedagogy: A Perspective from the United States



		A Critical Pedagogy View of Teaching and Learning



		Critical Pedagogy and Assessment in the Literature



		Toward a New Vision of Assessment in Music Education with Ideas from Critical Pedagogy



		Other Perspectives



		Conclusion









		14. Making Assessment Meaningful, Measurable, and Manageable in the Secondary Music Classroom



		Introduction



		Common Characteristics of Robust Music Assessment Practice



		The Meaning, Measurement, and Management of Classroom Music Assessment for Secondary Teachers



		Assessment of Musical Skills



		Developing a Systematic Assessment Plan



		Using Data Effectively in the Music Classroom



		Assessments in Action in the Secondary Music Classroom



		Reimagining the Future of Music Assessment









		15. Assessment Practices of American Band Directors



		Classroom Music Assessment



		Assessment Practices: In the Band Classroom



		Current Assessment Practices: Ensemble Performance Assessments



		Moving Forward: The Future of Assessment in Band









		16. Assessment Practices of American Choral Music Educators



		Choirs in the United States



		Collecting Student Information



		Assessing Ensemble Performance



		Assessing Critical Thinking and 21st-Century Skills



		Assessing Performance Skills



		Standards-Based Assessment



		Grading Practices of High School Choral Music Educators



		Reporting Assessment Results



		Assessment Practices of High School Choral Music Educators



		Assessment Perspectives of Five Choral Music Educators Supervising a Student Teacher



		Toward the Future









		17. Assessment Practices of American Orchestra Directors



		Overview



		Related Literature



		Survey



		Promising Practices



		Synthesis









		18. Assessment Practices in American Elementary General Music Classrooms



		Assessment Foundations in Elementary General Music



		Assessing Artistic Process: Creating



		Assessing Artistic Process: Performing



		Assessing Artistic Process: Responding



		Assessing Artistic Process: Connecting



		Assessment and Learning



		Conclusion









		19. Assessing Music in Early Childhood



		Introduction



		The Role of Assessment in Early Childhood Music



		Ethics



		Quality Characteristics of Assessment Tools



		Policy



		Considerations for the Development of Early Childhood Music Assessments



		Assessment Examples



		Conclusion









		20. Assessment in the Music Learning Theory–Based Classroom



		Audiation, Aptitude, and the Development of Music Learning Theory



		Applications of Music Learning Theory and Assessment in Elementary General Music



		Using Assessment Data



		Conclusion









		21. Assessment in the Kodály Classroom



		Developing a Pedagogy



		The Kodály Approach in the United States



		Evolving from a Subject-Based to a Skills-Based Curriculum



		Practicing the Kodály Approach



		Designing a Curriculum-Instruction-Assessment System



		The Current Curriculum-Instruction Assessment System in District #761



		Assessing and Evaluating in the Elementary Kodály Music Classroom



		Assessing Middle School Students



		Adapting Kodály Practice to US National Standards



		Envisioning the Future









		22. Assessment and Orff Schulwerk Pedagogy



		Introduction/Overview



		The Role of Assessment in Orff-Based Teaching



		Factors That Impact Assessment Practices in Orff-Based Teaching



		Conclusions/Implications









		23. Assessment in Dalcroze Pedagogy



		General Definition of Dalcroze Pedagogy



		The First Steps of the Approach



		Branches of Dalcroze Pedagogy



		Practical Applications



		The Content-Specific Learning Objectives as Assessment Target Areas



		Forms of Assessment in Dalcroze Teaching



		Assessment Practices, Methods, and Tools



		Concluding Comments









		24. Analyzing Student Data to Inform Instruction and Increase Student Growth: Assessment in American Music Classrooms



		Learning Targets and Scales as a Framework for Monitoring Progress



		Analyzing Student Work



		Analyzing Data to Improve Student Learning



		Using Data from ASW to Write Rubrics



		Using Data from ASW to Create Consensus



		Conclusion









		25. Assessing Music Learning Through Composition



		Introduction



		Philosophical Foundations



		Definitions



		Creative Identity



		Composition Assessment in Research and Practice



		Moving Forward









		26. Assessing Singing Voice Development



		Introduction



		Overview of Approaches to Singing Assessment



		Selected Tools for the Assessment of Singing Voice Development



		Recommendations and Strategies for Assessment



		Summary and Conclusions









		27. Self-Assessment of Singing Accuracy



		Singing Self-Assessment Accuracy of Elementary School Children



		Study 1: An Examination of Children’s Self-Assessment Singing Accuracy



		Study 2: Effects of Teacher Feedback on the Singing Self-Assessment Accuracy



		Study 3: Effects of Peer Feedback on the Singing Self-Assessment Accuracy









		28. Practical Tools and Strategies for Assessing Aural Skills



		Defining Aural Skills



		Scope of This Chapter



		Sight-Singing



		Dictation



		Error Detection



		Important Issues in Aural Skills Assessment



		Recommendations









		29. Assessing Music Listening



		What Is Music Listening?



		Identifying Sources and Selecting Music for Listening



		Attending in Listening



		Music Listening as Sense-Making



		Summary









		30. The Assessment of Adult Music Learning in the United States



		Adult Music Learning in the United States



		Assessment of Adult Music Learners



		Recommendations for Future Study









		31. Culturally Responsive Assessment in Music Education



		Culture, Music, and Humans



		Musical Enculturation, Cognition, and Education



		Why Culturally Responsive Teaching?



		Culturally Responsive Teaching, Assessment, Achievement, and Music Education



		African American Children’s Musical Lives at Lincoln Elementary



		Future Directions Regarding Culturally Responsive Music Assessment Practices









		32. Spotlight on Children and Young People with Complex Special Needs



		Introduction to Music in the Special Education Sector



		Discussion



		Assessment and Reporting: Music in the Special Education Sector



		Concluding Remarks









		33. Evidence-Based Practices for Music Instruction and Assessment for PreK–12 Students with Autism Spectrum Disorder



		Introduction



		Defining Autism Spectrum Disorder and Suggestions for Music Instruction and Assessment



		United States Education Laws and Policies for Students with Disabilities: Implications for Music Instruction and Assessment



		Universal Design for Learning



		Evidence-Based Practice



		Related Literature: Evidence-Based Practices Related to Music Education, Special Education, and Music Therapy for Students with ASD



		Music Therapy Practices for Students with ASD



		Special Education National Standards, Autism Focused Intervention Modules (AFIRM)/EBP for Students with ASD



		Evidence-Based Practices and Alignment to a Preschool Music/Movement/Creative Arts Program



		Preschool Program Instructional/Assessment EBP Scenarios



		Preschool Program Instructional/Assessment Scenario: Preparing for a Concert



		EBPs and Alignment to P-12 Music/Movement Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment for Students with ASD



		P-12 AP Music/Movement Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment Data Collection and Results



		Federal and Kentucky Education Policies and Implications for Music Assessment



		Future Directions for Assessment in Music Education for Students with ASD















		Part III: Assessment and Music Technology



		34. Policy, Standards, and Assessment in Technology-Based Music Instruction



		Introduction



		Policy as a Backdrop



		Theoretical Foundations of TBMI



		Practical Influences that Support TBMI



		Key Conclusions Regarding the Influences of Standards



		Measurable Outcomes for TBMI



		How Might We Influence Policy?



		Conclusion









		35. Technical Issues Related to Computerized Music Performance Assessment



		An Introduction to Technology in Music Assessment



		Rationale for Using Technology in Music Education



		History of Technology in Music Assessment



		Philosophical Issues of Technology in Music Assessment



		Practical Issues of Technology in Music Assessment



		Summary



		Suggestions for Future Development









		36. Assessing Music Learning with Technology



		Assessment Principles Applicable to Technology-Assisted Musical Assessment



		Designing Assessment Tasks and Procedures Facilitated by Technology



		Technology, Assessment Instruments, and Assessment Management



		Technology for Assessing Creating, Performing, and Responding to Music Learning Outcomes



		Summary















		Epilogue



		37. Assessment in Music Education: The State of the Art



		The Conditions That Shape the Assessment Context



		Qualities of Well-Designed Assessments of Music Learning



		International Principles for Assessment in Music Education



		The State of the Art















		Index











Landmarks





		Cover



		Title page



		Table of Contents











Pages





		i



		ii



		iii



		iv



		v



		vi



		vii



		viii



		ix



		x



		xi



		xii



		xiii



		xiv



		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26



		27



		28



		29



		30



		31



		32



		33



		34



		35



		36



		37



		38



		39



		40



		41



		42



		43



		44



		45



		46



		47



		48



		49



		50



		51



		52



		53



		54



		55



		56



		57



		58



		59



		60



		61



		62



		63



		64



		65



		66



		67



		68



		69



		70



		71



		72



		73



		74



		75



		76



		77



		78



		79



		80



		81



		82



		83



		84



		85



		86



		87



		88



		89



		90



		91



		92



		93



		94



		95



		96



		97



		98



		99



		100



		101



		102



		103



		104



		105



		106



		107



		108



		109



		110



		111



		112



		113



		114



		115



		116



		117



		118



		119



		120



		121



		122



		123



		124



		125



		126



		127



		128



		129



		130



		131



		132



		133



		134



		135



		136



		137



		138



		139



		140



		141



		142



		143



		144



		145



		146



		147



		148



		149



		150



		151



		152



		153



		154



		155



		156



		157



		158



		159



		160



		161



		162



		163



		164



		165



		166



		167



		168



		169



		170



		171



		172



		173



		174



		175



		176



		177



		178



		179



		180



		181



		182



		183



		184



		185



		186



		187



		188



		189



		190



		191



		192



		193



		194



		195



		196



		197



		198



		199



		200



		201



		202



		203



		204



		205



		206



		207



		208



		209



		210



		211



		212



		213



		214



		215



		216



		217



		218



		219



		220



		221



		222



		223



		224



		225



		226



		227



		228



		229



		230



		231



		232



		233



		234



		235



		236



		237



		238



		239



		240



		241



		242



		243



		244



		245



		246



		247



		248



		249



		250



		251



		252



		253



		254



		255



		256



		257



		258



		259



		260



		261



		262



		263



		264



		265



		266



		267



		268



		269



		270



		271



		272



		273



		274



		275



		276



		277



		278



		279



		280



		281



		282



		283



		284



		285



		286



		287



		288



		289



		290



		291



		292



		293



		294



		295



		296



		297



		298



		299



		300



		301



		302



		303



		304



		305



		306



		307



		308



		309



		310



		311



		312



		313



		314



		315



		316



		317



		318



		319



		320



		321



		322



		323



		324



		325



		326



		327



		328



		329



		330



		331



		332



		333



		334



		335



		336



		337



		338



		339



		340



		341



		342



		343



		344



		345



		346



		347



		348



		349



		350



		351



		352



		353



		354



		355



		356



		357



		358



		359



		360



		361



		362



		363



		364



		365



		366



		367



		368



		369



		370



		371



		372



		373



		374



		375



		376



		377



		378



		379



		380



		381



		382



		383



		384



		385



		386



		387



		388



		389



		390



		391



		392



		393



		394



		395



		396



		397



		398



		399



		400



		401



		402



		403



		404



		405



		406



		407



		408



		409



		410



		411



		412



		413



		414



		415



		416



		417



		418



		419



		420



		421



		422



		423



		424



		425



		426



		427



		428



		429



		430



		431



		432



		433



		434



		435



		436



		437



		438



		439



		440



		441



		442



		443



		444



		445



		446



		447



		448



		449



		450



		451



		452



		453



		454



		455



		456



		457



		458



		459



		460



		461



		462



		463



		464



		465



		466



		467



		468



		469



		470



		471



		472



		473



		474



		475



		476



		477



		478



		479



		480



		481



		482



		483



		484



		485



		486



		487



		488



		489



		490



		491



		492



		493



		494



		495



		496



		497



		498



		499



		500



		501



		502



		503



		504



		505



		506



		507



		508



		509



		510



		511



		512



		513



		514



		515



		516



		517



		518



		519



		520



		521



		522



		523



		524



		525



		526



		527



		528



		529



		530



		531



		532



		533



		534



		535



		536



		537



		538



		539



		540



		541



		542



		543



		544



		545



		546



		547



		548



		549



		550



		551



		552



		553



		554



		555



		556



		557



		558



		559



		560



		561



		562



		563



		564



		565



		566



		567



		568



		569



		570



		571



		572



		573



		574



		575



		576



		577



		578



		579



		580



		581



		582



		583



		584



		585



		586



		587



		588



		589



		590



		591



		592



		593



		594



		595



		596



		597



		598



		599



		600



		601



		602



		603



		604



		605



		606



		607



		608



		609



		610



		611



		612



		613



		614



		615



		616



		617



		618



		619



		620



		621



		622



		623



		624



		625



		626



		627



		628



		629



		630



		631



		632



		633



		634



		635



		636



		637



		638



		639



		640



		641



		642



		643



		644



		645



		646



		647



		648



		649



		650



		651



		652



		653



		654



		655



		656



		657



		658



		659



		660



		661



		662



		663



		664



		665



		666



		667



		668



		669



		670



		671



		672



		673



		674



		675



		676



		677



		678



		679



		680



		681



		682



		683



		684



		685



		686



		687



		688



		689



		690



		691



		692



		693



		694



		695



		696



		697



		698



		699



		700



		701



		702



		703



		704



		705



		706



		707



		708



		709



		710



		711



		712



		713



		714



		715



		716



		717



		718



		719



		720



		721



		722



		723



		724



		725



		726



		727



		728



		729



		730



		731



		732



		733



		734



		735



		736



		737



		738



		739



		740



		741



		742



		743



		744



		745



		746



		747



		748



		749



		750



		751



		752



		753



		754



		755



		756



		757



		758



		759



		760



		761



		762



		763



		764



		765



		766



		767



		768



		769



		770



		771



		772



		773



		774



		775



		776



		777



		778



		779



		780



		781



		782



		783



		784



		785



		786



		787



		788



		789



		790



		791



		792



		793



		794



		795



		796



		797



		798



		799



		800



		801



		802



		803



		804



		805



		806



		807



		808



		809



		810



		811



		812



		813



		814



		815



		816



		817



		818



		819



		820



		821



		822



		823



		824



		825



		826



		827



		828



		829



		830



		831



		832



		833



		834



		835



		836



		837



		838



		839



		840



		841



		842



		843



		844



		845



		846



		847



		848



		849



		850



		851



		852



		853



		854



		855



		856



		857



		858



		859



		860



		861



		862



		863



		864



		865



		866



		867



		868



		869



		870



		871



		872



		873



		874



		875



		876



		877



		878



		879



		880



		881



		882



		883



		884



		885



		886



		887



		888



		889



		890



		891



		892



		893



		894



		895



		896



		897



		898



		899



		900



		901



		902



		903



		904



		905



		906



		907



		908



		909



		910



		911



		912



		913



		914



		915



		916



		917



		918



		919



		920



		921



		922



		923



		924



		925



		926



		927



		928



		929



		930



		931



		932



		933



		934



		935



		936



		937



		938



		939



		940



		941



		942



		943



		944



		945



		946



		947



		948



		949



		950



		951



		952



		953



		954



		955



		956



		957



		958



		959



		960



		961



		962



		963



		964



		965



		966



		967



		968



		969



		970



		971



		972



		973



		974













OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-graphic-001a.gif
OXIORD

UNIVERSITY PRESS





OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-graphic-071.gif
Directions: Using the chart below, place the date of the first observation of a behavior
indicative of a child functioning at that particular stage.

Name

Rhythm Tonal
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Absorption

child absorbs music sounds and movements in environment;
+ may watch without responding
+ may appear to be disinterested;
+ may have a fixed stare with mouth open.
« infants turn toward source of the music
+ move during silences
child is NOT expected to sing songs or recite chants

Random Response

R: child moves in response to sounds of music in the environment. but
without relation to those sounds;

T: child babbles in response to music in the environment, but without
relation to those sounds;

Purposeful Response

R: child attempts to relate movement to sounds of music in
environment

Eg. rocks to music; bounces; pats legs; moves foot

T: child attempts to relate babble to sounds of music in environment
Eg. vocalizes a pitch when music stops; vocalizes dominant or tonic
when music stops; babbles along with the music as it is playing

Shedding
Egocentricity

Afier hearing a tonal pattern or rhythm pattern, the child attempts to
imitate the tonal pattern or thythm pattern but does so incorrectly
Child eventually recognizes (discriminates) the pattern sung or chanted
i not the same as that sung or chanted by the teacher

Breaking the Code

Child performs a tonal pattern o rhythm pattern with some accuracy.
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Type Stage Behaviors
Acculturation ‘Absorption Child hears and aurally collects music sounds from the
environment
Random Response Child moves and babbles in response to, but without
relation to, music in the environment
Purposcful Response Child tries to relate movement and babble to the sounds
of music in environment
Imitation, Shedding Egocentricity | Child recognizes that movements and babble do not match
the sounds of music in the environment
Breaking the Code Child imitates with some precision tonal patterns and
rhythm patterns
Assimilation Introspection Child recognizes the lack of coordination between singing
and breathing and between chanting and muscular
‘movement, including breathing
Coordination Coordinates singing and chanting with breathing and

‘movement
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Content Outcome Item D[ d
Grade 1
Classroom | Recognize a.cabasa 0] 0
sight with
. oh
o ‘ b. xylophone 75 | 81
2
\s <. bells 75 |43
A d. woodblock 100 | O
e
Describe how 100 | 0
sound is
produced on an
instrument
“This instrument is played by
a. tapping the two sticks together.
b. blowing into the sticks.
<. tapping the sticks with a mallet.
d. dropping the sticks on the floor.
Grade 2
Recognize For questions 1 and 2 use this picture: 96 | 45
instruments at -
sight with
name /
1. The name of this instrument isa
o
b. maraca.
c. cabasa.
d. cowbell.
Describe how 2. This instrument is played by 81 | .37
sound is a blowing into the instrument.
produced on an b. striking the instrument with a stick.
instrument . shaking the instrument.
d. scraping the instrument with a stick
Content Outcome Item D d
Grade 3
Classroom | Recognize Which instrument is a xylophone? 95 [ 70
instruments | instruments at
sight with
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Content |  Outcome Ttem D|d
Grade |
Classroom | Recognize a. cabasa 00| o
instruments | instrumentsat || | T
sight with
o ' b xylophone 75 | 81
2
< bells 25 | as
d.woodblack 100 | 0
Describe how 00| 0
sound s
produced on an
instrument
“This instrument is played by
a. tapping the two sticks together.
b. blowing into the sticks.
. tapping the sticks with a mallet.
d. dropping the sticks on the floor.
Grade2
Recognize For questions 1 and 2 use this picture: 96 | 45
instruments at -
sight with
7
1. The name of this instrument isa
a. guiro.
b. maraca.
¢ cabasa.
d. cowbell.
Describehow | 2. This instrument s played by 81|37
soundis a. blowing into the instrument.
produced on an b.striking the instrument with a stick.
instrument . shaking the instrument.
d. scraping the instrument with a stick.
Content Outcome Item D|d
Grade3
Classroom | Recognize Which instrument is a xylophone? 95 | .70
instruments | instruments at
sight with
name
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Music Self Evaluation Form

L assess my overall musicianship as:

©OOO®

Igotit!  Prettygood! Tmnotsure. [ need help.

1. Describe two ways you improved as a musician during the past 8 weeks. Make sure to list specific music
skills

1

2.

2. Assess your ability in the following categorics:

Igotitl Pretty Good! TI'mnotsure. Ineed help

o

Singing in tune
Singing with expression o
Playing with a steady beat o
Reading rhythms o
Listening to/describing music 0

ooooo
ooooo
ooooo

3. Add additional comments if you like:
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GRADE 3
Calendar of Concepts

Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Eeb. March April May

Review of Gr. 2 Concepts and Skills

Vocal Development
—————Unison in ext. pentator

“Two-part melodic ostinati- Diatonic singing in tune- ~Three-part pentatonic canons -—-

Rhythmic Concepts
Prep ttika - -eee-Present/practic ttika------Assess itika---Prep tkati -----——---Present/practice tikati---- -rrre-Prep syncopa -——-----Present/Practice syncopa------Preplpractice whole note rest
New Key

Prep C = do practice G/F d present/Practice

Melodic concepts

- -Present/practice - Inner hear .-~

oo Assesss,

T —

--Prep s

-eeee-Present/practices,

Score Reading

Cresc/Dim - —DC.al fine

—Reading two-part meladic score -

Dynamics (f, mf, mp, pp)

—Complimentary thythm-

Form
Rondo-

Tone Color
Native American Instruments----

~Sounds of specifc instruments of the orchestra---

Muli-cultural focus:
‘Native American music-






OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-graphic-073-colour.gif
(b)

Content Outcome Item D d
Use Orff Look at the light gray highlighted bars in cach 85 | 62
instruments to | picture. Which of the pictures shows a chord?
demonstrate
concepts.

Recorder | Recognize What s the correct sequence of fingerings for this | 51 | .46
relationship | three note pattern?
between
melodic contour]
and finger b
placement

)
Remember | Choose the letter of the picture that shows the 51|47
fingerings on | correct fingering for G-“DO”
the recorder [N 1] ] 9]

Notational | When seeinga | Audiate the notation shown below. The notation | 49 | .48

audiation | familiar is for the of Hot Cross Buns.

of familiar | melody in e

melodies notation, B
student will === =e— =
audiate and
Jabel a.melody

b. root melody
<. melody and oot melody
d. none of the above

Notational | When seeinga | Audiate the notation shown below. The notation | 56 | 46

audiation | familiar root | is for the of Hot Cross Buns.

of familiar | melody in ===

root notation, ;

melodies | student will Py
audiate and
Tabel a. melody

b root melody
<. melody and root melody
d. none of the above
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(b)

Content Outcome Item D d
Use Orff Look at the light gray highlighted bars in cach 85 | .62
instruments to | picture. Which of the pictures shows a chord?
demonstrate

i
Recorder | Recognize ‘What is the correct sequence of fingerings for this | 51 | 46
relationship | three note pattern?
between
melodic contour|
and finger
placement
Remember Choose the letter of the picture that shows the 51 [ .47
fingerings on | correct fingering for G-“DO”
the recorder ]
Notational | When seeinga | Audiate the notation shown below. The notation 49 | 48
audiation familiar is for the of Hot Cross Buns.
of familiar | melody in
melodies notation,
student will
audiate and
e a. melody
b. root melody
<. melody and root melody
d. none of the above
Notational | When seeinga | Audiate the notation shown below. The notation 56 | .46
audiation | familiar root is for the of Hot Cross Buns.
of familiar | melody in P
root notation, N
melodies student will —
audiate and
label a. melody
b. root melody
<. melody and root melody
d. none of the above
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Performing

Notation and Analysis

Vocal
« Singing in tune with the diatonic and
extended pentatonic scales
Vocal Partwork
« 2-part melodic ostinati
+ 3-part pentatonic canons
Instrumental
« 2-part rhythmic ostinati
+ Complimentary rhythms
« Borduns using known rhythms
including titika, tikati, dotted half note,
syncopa, whole note, whole rest

SAIMM Jde NMs

+ cumulative group compositions
Conducting

+ 3/4 meter

« 4/4 meter

Reading, Notating and Audiating
« Dynamics (ff, mf, mp, and pp)
« Stick and staff notation of low la
(“do” based vs. “la” based) and low so
in the keys of Fand G
« Stick and staff notation of titika, tikati,
dotted half note, syncopa (two single
ties, two middle “tis” tied together =
eighth note, quarter note, eighth note),
whole note, whole rest
A1rm de Nt
« C="do”
« D.C. Al Fine
« % meter
« 2-part score
Analyze and Describe
« Adult voice types (soprano, alto, tenor
bass)
« 4-measure phrases
+ Rondo form
« Opera
Vocabulary
+ Soprano, alto, tenor, bass
+ Rondo, syncopation, dynamics (ff, mf,
mp, pp)

Creating

Contextual Elements (not assessed)

Improvise and Arrange
« Vocally and instrumentally using the
extended pentaton in keys of F and G
using known rhythms
Create
+ Movement, song sections and texts to
grade-appropriate literature
« Cumulative group compositions
Compose
+ Rhythmic compositions and
complimentary patterns using titika,
tikati, dotted half note, syncopa, whole
note, whole rest
MM

Aira d.

Describe, Compare and Classify
« Elements of Native American music
using songs, dances and stories
indigenous to that culture
Evaluate
« personal and group performances
using grade appropriate criteria
Make Geographical and Cultural Correlations
+ With American folksongs and Art
music
Listen, Perform, Experience and Describe
« Music of other cultures—Art music as
well as American folk music
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Kindergarten
Soft/loud
High/low
Short/long
Lefi/right
Same/different
Beat

Rhythm

Grade 1

ah

Tinti
Sol-mi

Tah rest
Repeat sign
La

2/4 meter

Grade 2
Tah-ah

4/4 meter

Do

Tika-tika

Re

First and second endings
C=do

Grade 3

Ti-tika

Tika-ti

Lowla

Syncopa (ti-tah-ti)
‘Tah-ah-ah-ah
Low sol

Grade 4

3/4 meter

Absolute pitch in treble clef
High do

6/8 compound meter
Ti-ti-ti/tom/rest

Tah-ti

Grade 5

Fa

Half/whole steps

Tom-ti

Ti-tom

Anacrusis

Ti eighth note rhythm/ti rest
Major/minor

i (low and high)

Bband F#

Grade 6 (middle school)
Tim-ka

Ka-tim

Modes

Mixed meters.

Advanced compound patterns
Advanced tied notes

Key signatures.
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(b) Rubric

Student is able to describe music using appropriate terminology

1

2

3

4

Unable to describe
sectional form, and
unable to describe
bordun.

Unable to describe
sectional form or bordun
type used.

Able to describe
sectional form, type and
thythm of bordun and
one other element of
choice.

Able to describe sectional
form, type and rhythm of
bordun as well as insight to
artistic choices and other
clements.
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. Mrs. Bowcock maintains a

. When T'am in music I feel welcome and safe with Mrs. Bowcock.

1 2 3 4
Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree
. Mrs. Bowcock has a variety of lessons that that help me learn music.
1 2 3 4
Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree

and behaviors.

respectful classroom and holds students accountable for their actions

1 2 3 4
Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree
. Mrs. Bowcock holds me responsible for my own learning in music class.
1 2 3 4
Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree
. Mrs. Bowcock makes learning fun and interesting.
1 2 3 4
Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree
. Mrs. Bowcock’s patience and humor creates a comfortable feeling in music class.
1 2 3 4
Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree
Tbelieve that Mrs. Bowcock cares about me.
1 2 3 4
Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree
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Melodic and Harmonic Composition

1. Compose a minimum 16-measure picce on Noteflight.com with melody and harmony.
2. Choose the key of G or C Do, or ask Mrs. Jans for approval of alternate key:

3. Form: Choose binary (AB), ternary (ABA), rondo (ABACA...) or other. Remember: a Phrase = Q+A.
4. Harmony: ostinato (suggest Do/So), bass line, chords (1, IV, V) or a combination.

5. Add 4-5 expression markings for dynamics,style, or tempo (pp, crescendo, staccato).

6. Write a reflection about the composition process and your final product.

7. Self-assess using the following rubric.

Developing Partially Meets Expectations | Meets Expectations
Length of 0-10 measures (1) 10-15 measures (3) 16 or more measures (5)
Composition
Rhythm Rhythms are neither Rhythms are accurate, but | Accurate, varied, and practical
accurate nor practical (1) | not practical or varied (3) | rhythms in all measures (5)
Questionand | Question and Answer | Answers end on o some | Clear Question and Answer
Answer Phrasing | phrasing not followed (5) | of the time, in melody phrasing in G ‘do’ in melody
and or harmony (10) and harmony
(oralternate key) (15)
Contrastin Little or no contrast Phrase A and B have either | Phrase A and B have different
Phrase A and between Phrase Aand B | different rhythms OR rhythms AND different
Phrase B @ different pitches for pitches for contrast (10)
contrast (5)
Motives Thereis no motivein | There is one motive present | There is a clear motive in
AorB(0) inAorB(3) Phrase A and a different

‘motive in Phrase B (5)

There s no clear form (1) Clear form present. My
formis, ©)
Harmony “There are many instances | There are  few instances | Dissonance is managed, along,
of dissonance or clashing | of dissonance and the with a clear use of ostinato,
notes with no consistent | harmony uses ostinato, chords, or single note
use of harmony (5) chords, or single notes (10) | harmony (15)
Expression There are 0-1 expression | There are 2-3 expression ‘There are 4-5 expression
markings markings used in a correct | markings that enhance the | markings that enhance the
‘manner (2) ‘music (4) ‘musicianship of the

composition (5)

Total (65).

NoteFlight: Browse scores to find the activity template Composition Spring 2015 (only read the following if you
want to change something on the staff).

“To set up alternate choice:
1. To change your key signature: Highlight the entire staff, go to Staff, and change Key signature to your Do.
2. "To change your time signature if it not 4/4: Highlight the entire staff, go to Staffand choose change
time signature.
3. Make sure the bottom staff has the clef you wish for the harmony: bass or treble. To compose in minor,
highlight the entire staff, go to Staff, change key sig, choose minor, and your main note (la.

Option A
Melody: G 5-tone scale (5-finger) do re mi fa so

G ABC D
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(b) Option B
Melody: use G pentatonic scale (no fa) doremi sola

Opiion.C
Melody: full G or C scale (or other key with permission)
2 —rt %
r = —r

Option D
Minor: A or E minor suggested. Minor is based on La: Questions can't end on la. Answers must end on la.

Additional Options could include: different key or time signature, writing lyrics, longer
composition, write for a different instrument. ... limited only by your creativity©

Instructions (the order of the steps might change for each person based on your working style)
1. Circle a tone set from the Options on page one. My do is MySois
Teacher initials
2. Improvise a 4-6 measure A phrase in G do. Notate it on your Noteflight activity template.
3. Improvise a 4-6 measure B phrase in G do. It should have a different motive or theme, as
well as different rhythms.
Teacher initials
4. Create an ostinato, bass line, or chord harmony. Remember to edit and change pitches that play
together that are next to each other in the alphabet (dissonance).
5. Compose additional phrases, if time allows.
6. Arrange your phrases into a form (binary AB, ternary ABA, rondo ABACA, etc).
7. Add 4-5 expression markings such as dynamics, tempo markings, crescendos or staccato.
8. Re-work, edit, and add on to your piece as time allows.
9. Consider how you will share your piece: play it live, on the computer, with a different instrument, etc.
tle your piece.
11. Have a classmate listen for each item on the rubric from page one; proof listen. Edit as they might suggest
12. When completed, fill out a final self-reflection sment.
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Student Engagement and Connection Reflection

Teacher name: Date (MM/DD/YY):

What did you notice about your student engagement and connection data?

Arcas of strength: Areas for improvement/challenges:

Based on your student survey data as well as your growth plan and/or school and district goals,
what areas will you prioritize in the future?

a. Do you anticipate any barriers or challenges?

b. Which colleagues could help you address these potential challenges?

<. Brainstorm ideas for how you could address these priorities.
Teacher should retain this reflection in his/her own records.
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Name

Class. Advisor

Name the musical element you learned most through this project (phrasing, form,
rhythms, note names, etc). ‘Why and how?

Explain how Noteflight helped you with this project.

What would have helped you do a better job on your composition?

Tam most proud of .......

Something I will do differently on my next composition is

“Tell me about a change, edit, or revision that you felt made your composition better.

What was the most surprising part of this project?
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Performance
Presentation
Eye Contact, Posture,
Facial Expressions

Vocal Technique
Mouth shape, Vowels,
Tone Quality, Breath Support

Expression and
Interpretation
Phrasing/ Dynamics

Level 4
Advanced

Eyes in contact with audience and
conductor.

‘Shoulders relaxed; Upper body
Slighty forwards Head in motion
with music; Hands relased at side or
gesturing; Feet and legs steady.
Fecling and meaning shown on face.

« Shape of mouth related to vowels;
unified with the group.

« Vowel sounds are unified and clear
within the group.

« Flowing, rich, “yawning” sound.

« Breaths hidden and flowing
between phrases; Controlled until
end of phrase or word; Breath
provides energy.

« Phrases are fully extended and
connected between voice lines.
(flow between entrances

- Dynamic shading through word
inflection (syllabic stress) enhances
text and meaning,

Level 3
Proficient

Eyes focused on director, yebrows.
lified

Shoulders held back and floated
down; Upper body lifted: Head
centered; Hands reaxed at side;
Feet and legs steady.
Smiling/pleasant expression

- Mouth s open and relased; Oval
shaped; Consistent within the
group.

« Vowels are matched in the group;
Focus on pure vowels.

- Natural sound; Full, warm, open;
Relaxed.

+ Fall breaths managed to end of
phrases; Breath energy used
o support sound.

- Phrases are performed as complete.
‘musical sentences.

« Crescendo and decrescendo shape
the phrase and help interpret the
text and meaning

Musical Accuracy
CHECK LIST
YES NO

O Pitches are performed 0
as written

O Keycenteris O
established and
maintained.

0O  Intervalsbetween O
notes in individual
parts are in tune

O Intervals between voice O
parts are in tune

Level 2
Novice

Eyes wandering
Shoulders rounded; Upper body
(chest) sunken; Hea iled; Hands
fidgetinglarms crossed in front of
body; Feet and legs unbalanced.
Dead-pan or poker face (*Deer in
headlights")

« Mouth opening i extreme (to0 wide
or t00 small): Mouth position within
the group varies.

« Vowls are not rounded or shaped;
Inconsistent within the group.

« Inconsistent between talking and
singing sound; Sound may be spread
or shout-y

« Breath is ushed (out of breath) at
ends of phrases; Breath energy does
ot sustain the sound.

« Phrases are choppy and
unconnected between entrances;
Musical thoughts (phrases) are
interrupted or incomplete

+ Dynamiclevels shift abruptly
without regard o textual context

Level 1
Beginner

Eyes looking down a floor/feet
Shoulders and upper body slouched
and slumped; Head down; Hands in
pockets or arms crossed in front of
chest; Feet and legs unbalanced
crossed.

Facial expressions not related to

the music or performance.

+ Mouth i ight, with signs of tension
in jave or face.

- Attention to vorwels is ot evident.

« Speaking or sing:song qualit.

« Lack ofbreath support - breathy
sounds Phases (or words)are not
complete due toack of breath
energy:

+ Phrases are incomplete.
« Dynamic levels remain unchanged.

O Rests,pausesand O
holds are performed
as written.
O Longnotesare O
held full value
O Temporemains O
steady throughout
the song.
O Eighthnotesare 00
performed evenly
O Dotted thythmsare 0
performed as written
O Syncopation shifts the [
rhythmic accent.
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Artistic Process Creating
Activities Imagine Plan and Make | Evaluate and Present
Refine
Enduring The creative Musicians’ Musicians Musicians’
Understanding | ideas, concepts, | creative choices | evaluate, and presentation of
and feelings that | are influenced by | refine their work | creative work is
influence their expertise, | through openness | the culmination
musicians’ work | context, and to new ideas, of a process of
emerge froma | expressive intent. | persistence, and | creation and
variety of the application of | communication
sourc appropriate
criteria.
Essential How do How do How do When is creative
Question musicians musicians make | musicians work ready to
generate creative | creative improve the share?
ideas? decisions? quality of their
creative work?
Orfi-Based Read this poem | Following a After completing | Before
Applications silently and composition/ anarrangement | scheduling an in-
respond with two | improvisation | of a given formance,

different ways to
add sound o it

project, interview
one of the
performers to
learn how he/she
made his/her
mus

ical decisions.

melody, journal
to describe the
ways you (your
group) worked to
improve the
arrangement.

explain why you
think the group is
oris not ready to
share its work.
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Describing Your Tone Quality
Name Date Song

Listen to the recording of your voice and place a mark on each line between the two descriptive words which best describe your tone quality for this song.
All describing words are considered equal - one is not “good” and the other “bad.” They just are! Do ot consider any other aspect of your singing for this
example (intonation, correct rhythms, pitches, etc.) Please only consider the aspects of quality listed below. Please feel free to write comments at the
bottom, if needed. These comments will not be considered in your final score.

Forward Chest Voice Open Wide Bright Pushed Supported
Swallowed Head Voice Closed Round Dark Lifted Unsupported

Raspy [ Clear

Airy [ Focused
Nasal [ Free
Straight I Vibrato
Full — Small
Light ] Heavy

COMMENTS
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Describing Your Tone Quality

Name Date Song

Listen to the recording of your voice and place a mark on cach line between the two descriptive words which best describe your tone quality for this song.
All describing words are considered equal - one is not “good” and the other “bad.” They just are! Do ot consider any other aspect of your singing for this
example (intonation, correct rhythms, pitches, etc.) Please only consider the aspects of quality listed below: Please feel free to write comments at the
bottom, if needed. These comments will not be considered in your final score.

Forward Chest Voice Open Wide Bright Pushed Supported
Swallowed Head Voice Closed Round Dark Lifted Unsupported

Raspy [ Clear
Airy [ Focused
Nasal [ Frec

Straight I Vibrato
Full —— Small

Light I Heavy

COMMENTS
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1. Tam a leader in choir. yes no. Give examples.
2. Evaluate your comfort level of singing alone in class with “1” being very uncomfortable and “5” being very
comfortable.

12345
3. Rehearsals have been productive this week.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
4. What did you enjoy most this week in choir?

5. What is the most challenging aspect of being choir?

6. What would make choir more enjoyable for you?
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Assign a point value using the prescribed range. Provide comments to identify what the ensemble
does well and suggest areas for improvement.

ONE (resonance, blend) 1-15 points

INTONATION 1-15 points

DICTION (clarity of consonants, naturalness, purity of vowels) 1-15 points

TECHNIQUE (breathing and posture, precision, rhythm) 1-15 points

BALANCE 1-15 points.

INTERPRETATION (expression, phrasing, style, tempo) 1-15 points.

MUSICAL EFFECT (artistry, feeling of ensemble, fluency, energy) 1-5 points

OTHER FACTORS (choice of music, discipline, stage presence and appearance) 1-5 points

Rating Breakdown
Superior §5-100
Excellent 65-84

Good 45-64
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Performance Dimension: Tone.

The tone is:

5 - energized and resonant throughout all registers.
4~ mostly energized and resonant.

3 - energized and resonant in lower register only.

2 - inconsistently energized and resonant.

I - lacking energy and resonance.

Comments to motivate and promote future improvement:
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Directions: Check all that apply. The student performs with:
__ prescribed posture,

___ music memorized.

___appropriate tempo.

__ awareness of steady beat.
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Singing Performance Rubric

Singing Skill is Singing Skill Meets Singing Skill Exceeds
Developing Expectation Expectation

Singing Voice Uses singing voice at times | Uses singing voice most of | Uses singing voice
and speaking voice other | the time. throughout performance.
times.

Intonation Singing is not consistently in | Singing is generally in tune, | Singing s in tune
tune, errors do detract from | occasional errors do not throughout performance.
the performance. detract from the

performance.

Tempo Tempo is inconsistent, Tempo is generally Tempo is consistent
errors detract from consistent, occasional errors | throughout performance.
the performance. do not detract from

the performance.
Rhythm Rhythm is inconsistent, Rhythm is generally accurate,| Rhythm is accurate

errors detract from
the performance.

occasional errors do not
detract from the
performance.

throughout performance

Expression

Singer does not coordinate
breath with phrases, singing
style is not legato.

Singer breathes at ends of
phrascs, but singing style is

not always legato.

Singer breathes at ends of
phrases and uses a legato
singing style.
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Music Composition Self-Assessment Form

List two ideas per question:

How do composers use original ideasin | 1
their music?

2.
What ideas did you use in your L.
composition to make your work unique?

2.
What places in your composition are
most effective?

2
How might you revise your composition? | 1

2.

Needs Experience | Good Composer | Expert Composer
Rhythmic Content
JJ Jddo JdoJ]

‘Tonal Content Mi, Do Mi, Re, Do Mi, Re, Do, La, Sol
4 Beats per Not all measures | The majority of All measures
Measure contain 4 beats measures contains contains 4 beats

4beats
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Singer completes this secti

Name: Grade level:

1. Identify past singing experience (choirs, solos, musicals).
2. Whatis your preferred choral part assignment?

3. If you play any instruments o have other musical skills, please identify them and describe you ability level
(beginner, proficient, advanced).

4. Why do you want to be in choir?

5. What do you want me to know about you that might be helpful for me to know?

Teacher completes this section as student vocalizes, sings patterns, and performs an unaccompanied patriotic
song or folksong:

5. Range and tessitura

6. Vocal quality and register consistency:

Tone Student consistently | Student mostly sings | Student has difficulty | Student does not
sings with spacious, | with spacious, producing resonant | produce resonant
resonant tone inall | resonant tone tone; sometimes | tone; unfocused,
registers breathy, unfocused, | breathy, or lacking

problems navigating | space
registers

7. Five-note pattern accuracy:

Pitch Accuracy | Student sings all M| Student sings most | Student sings some | Student sings few

and Intonation | and m patterns pitches accurately; | pitches correctly; has | pitches correctly and
accurately with occasionally goes | difficulty stayingin | is out of tune
excellent intonation | out of tune tune or navigating
leaps/skips

Comments:
8. Sight singing (system used, minor, major, fluency):

9. Placement:

Adjudicator Signature
Date,
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Vocal Performance Rubric

4 Advanced 3 Proficient 2 Developing 1 Emerging
Tone Student consistently | Student mostly Student has Student does not
sings with spacious, | sings with spacious, | difficulty producing | produce resonant
resonant tone in resonant tone resonant tone; tone; unfocused,
all registers sometimes breathy, | breathy, or lacking
unfocused, problems | space
navigating registers
Breath Student consistently | Student Student has Student does not
sings with ample inconsistently sings | difficulty singing sing with supported
breath support and | with supported with supported breath; has litle
stylistic phrasing | breath; sometimes | breath; has some | or no understanding
breathes at shoulder, neck or of when/how to
inappropriate spots | jaw tension, breathe
breathes at appropriately
inappropriate spots
Pitch Accuracy and | Student consistently | Student sings most | Student sings some | Student sings few
Intonation sings all correct pitches accurately; | pitches correctly; | pitches correctly
pitches with occasionally goes | has difficulty staying | and s out of tune
excellent intonation | out of tune in tune or navigating
leaps/skips

Comments
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Standard

MU:Pr4.1.E.Ia Explain the criteria used to select a varied repertoire to study based on an understanding of
theoretical and structural characteristics of the music, the technical skill of the individual or ensemble, and the
purpose or context of the performance.

Objective

By the end of the fall semester, 80% of the students will be able to “explain the criteria used to select a varied
repertoire to study based on an understanding of theoretical and structural characteristics of the music, the
technical skill of the individual or ensemble, and the purpose or context of the performance.

Assessment Task
1. Each student selects three diverse musical works from the music library to analyze. The student then submits
a marked score and document that explains:
« how the picces are the same or differ in regard to theoretical and structural differences
« selection criteri
+ how technical skills match or do not match the technical skill of the ensemble
« how these picces could be programmed effectively.
2. The student will repeat the task a month later, demonstrating improvement on the post test score.
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Select

Select varied musical works to present based on interest, knowledge, technical skill, and context.
Proficient Level Standard
MU:Pr4.1E.la Explain the criteria used to select a varied repertoire to study based on an understanding
of theoretical and structural characteristics of the music, the technical skill o the individual or ensemble,
and the purpose or context of the performance,

Analyze
Analyze the structure and context of varied musical works and their implications for performance.
Proficient Standard
Demonstrate, using music reading skills where appropriate, how compositional devices employed and
theoretical and structural aspects of musical works impact and inform prepared or improvised
performances.

Interpret

Develop personal interpretations that consider creators’ intent.
Proficient Standard
MU:Pr4.3.EJa Demonstrate an understanding of context in a varied repertoire of music through
prepared and improvised performances.

Rehearse, Evaluate and Refine
Evaluate and refine personal and ensemble performances, individually or in collaboration with others.
Proficient Standard
MU:Pr5.3.E.Ia Develop strategies to address expressive challenges in a varied repertoire of music, and
evaluate their success using feedback from ensemble peers and other sources to refine performances.

Present
Perform expressively, with appropriate interpretation and technical accuracy, and in a manner appropriate to
the audience and context.
Proficient Standards
MU:Pr6.1.E.Ia Demonstrate attention to technical accuracy and expressive qualities in prepared and
improvised performances of a varied repertoire of music representing diverse cultures, styles, and genres
MU:Pr6.1.E.Ib Demonstrate an understanding of expressive intent by connecting with an audience
through prepared and improvised performanc
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Which of the following melodies matches the one you hear?
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Listen to the music exampie below to answer the question.

» 003 ) =9

Which of the following melodies matches the one you hear?
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Which measure is counted correctly”
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‘Which measure in the melody has a

ke in rhythm or pitch?
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Musical Skill Performance Skill Year | Year Assessment Method
or Knowledge Listening Skill Taught | Tested | Written - Multiple Choice
Written Theory Skill Listening - Multiple Choice
Individual Performance
Summative
Formative
Department Final
AB (Binary) | Perf. | List. | Written W[L[IP[S][F]DF
Form
Major Concert | Perf. | List. | Written WL [IP[S|F|DF
Keys
C, F, Bb, Eb, Ab, Db
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Colorado Academic Standards in Music: Creative Processes:

Expression of Music Perform/Present
Creation of Music Create
Theory of Music Know/Comprehend

Aesthetic Valuation of Music Refine/Critique
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CAS

Elomentary PK-5
exoession

Sehool 6-8

High School 912

“Summary.
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Strong.

Comparison 23
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" Key Highlights/Recommendations- =
Uniaue Foaturosof AS Uniguo Featuros of NCOAS

Rocommondations
When considering using the national music standards and resourcos, plan to add speciic roquirements
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‘Colorado Department o Education QUALIFIED ASSESSMENTS SUFFICIENT FOR MEASURING STUDENT ACADEMIC GROWTH.
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Music Tells Our Story (Performance Assessment)
Content Areas):

Mu
Grade Level(s):

4

Grade Level Expectations:

Music  Fourth Grade » Perform using accurate production techniques

Music  Fourth Grade » Perform extended melodies from the treble staff using traditional notation

Music Fourth Grade »Perform a variety of thythmic, melodic, and harmonic paterns

Music) Fourth Grade »Notate simple musical selections

Music Fourth Grade »Application and demonstration of the use of more advanced dynamics,
tempo, meter and articulation using appropriate music vocabulary

Mausic) Fourth Grade »Analyze vocal and instrumental examples

Music) Fourth Grade Explain personal preferences for specific music

Music > Fourth Grade » Comprehend and respect the musical values of others consi
cultural context as an clement of musical evaluation and meaning

Content Knowledge, Concepts, and Skills/Performances Assessed
Students should know/understand:
+ Appropriate music terminology
« Examples of musical and nonmusical attributes that form personal preference
«The names of instruments of the music of Colorado
« Colorado historical periods and musical styles
« Local and regional musical styles

Students should be able to:

« Verbally explain musical preferences using music terminology

« Verbally explain and/or perform the musical and nonmusical attributes in individual
music preference

« Aurally identify music from various periods in history

« Demonstrate respect for and perform diverse local and regional mu

« Identify and perform prominent Colorado styles and musicians

« Create and perform melodies in the style of local and regional music

« Compare differences in sources of meaning and standards of evaluation within the
contexts of local and regional musical styles

Links to: Performance Assessment Sample Instructional Unit
Keywords: performance assessment, performance task, content collaborative assessment,
Colorado instruments and musical styles,create and perform melodies

Assessment Publisher:
Colorado Content Collabora
Level of Recommendation:
Recommended

Tiem Type:

Performance

Depth of Knowledge:

Level 3: Strategic Thinking
Assessment Profile: This assessment includes:

feacher directions

Scoring Guide/Rubric

Student Directions & Assessment Task/Prompt
Accommodations that should be considered or permitted
Cost:

Open-source (free)

n Music
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8th Grade String
Prepared Performance Scoring Rubric

Circle the frequency with which each of the follow

g oceurs:
Bowing (separated or slurred bowing as appropriate, musical shaping of the phrase)

Consistently Occasionally Never
Expression (executes any dynamic or articulation markings appropriately)

Consistently Occasionally Never

Characteristic Tone (balance of bow speed to bow weight, as appropriate to the musical sele
Consistently Occasionally Never

Prepared Performance Scoring Rubric

Circle the frequency with which each of the following occurs:
Phrasing (intentional and appropriate breaths, musical shaping of the phrase)

Consistently Occasionally Never
Expression (exccutes any dynamic or articul s appropriately)
Consistently Occasionally Never

Characteristic Tone (resonance and clarity, as appropriate to the musical slection)
Consistently Occasionally Never

8th Grade Percussion
Prepared Performance Scoring Rubric

rcle the frequency with which the following occurs:
Expression (exccutes any dynamic or articulation markings appropriately)

Consistently Occasionally Never

6th Grade Vocal
Prepared Performance Scoring Rubric

A cappella Performance
Circle the frequency with which each of the following occurs:
Phrasing

tentional and appropriate breaths, musical shaping of the phrase)
Consistently Occasionally Never
Expression (exccutes any dynamic or articulation markings appropriately)
Consistently Occasionally Never
Diction (clarity of consonants and purity of vowel formation, as appropriate to the musical selection)
Consistently Occasionally Never
Accompanied Performance
Gircle the frequency with which each of the following ocurs:
Phrasing

tentional and appropriate breaths, musical shaping of the phrase)
Consistently Occasionally Never
Expression (executes any dynamic contrasts, anticulation, or tempo markings appropriately)

Consistently Occasionally Never

ion (clarity of consonants—begi

g and ending, purity of vowel formation, as appropriate to the musical selection)
Consistently Occasionally Never
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STRAND: Perception The student describes and analyzes musical sound and demonstrates musical artistry.

1L (4) identify voices and selected instruments from various musical families;

Distinguish between children’s voices, adult male and female voices; Recognize one instrument from each of the
following instrument families: strings, woodswinds, brass, percussion, keyboard,

111 (B) use basic music terminology in describing musical sounds; and
Use the following comparatives in describing musical sounds: higher/lower, softer/louder, faster/slower, same/different,

longer/shorter, etc.

111 (C) identify repetition and contrast in music examples

Recognize repeated musical motives/parts that are the same and the ones that are different.

EK:722
STRAND:

reative performance/expression The student reads and writes music notation.

7.2.2 (A) sight-read music in treble and/or other clefs in various key sand meters;

Band

Sightread unison and
ensemble literature (grade
appropriate) using
appropriate clefs in the
concert keys of C, F, Bb, Eb,
Ab and Db in 2/4, 3/4, 4/4,
cut time and 6/8 meters;
Sightread band music
using established UIL.
sightreading guidelines
and procedures

TEK: L4.1

Orchestra

Sightread unison and
ensemble literature

(grade appropriate) using
appropriate clefs in the
concert keys of C, G and D
in2/4,3/4, 44, cut time
and 6/8 meters;

Meters;

Sightread orchestra music
using established UL
sightreading guidelines
and procedures,

Vocal
Sightread diatonic melodies in
203 parts using the key of C, F,
and G major in 2/4, 3/4, 4/4and C
meters using simple cighth,
quarter, half, and whole notes;
Introduce simple reading and
aural activities using relative
minor keys ofa,d, and e, 6/8
meter, and dotted rhythms
Sightread individual melodic

lines using melodic skips within
the tonic (1) subdominant (IV),
and dominant (V) chords only;
Sightread part music using
established UIL sightreading
‘guidelines and procedures.

STRAND: Response/evaluation The student responds to and evaluates music and musical performance.

L4.1 (A) design and apply criteria for making informed judgments regarding the quality and effectiveness

of musical performances;

Band

Develop and apply a lst of

musical (tone, precision,

intonation, balance, style,

dynamics, etc) and extra-musical
(appearance, performance
demeanor, etc.) criteria for
evaluating the accuracy and
effectiveness of individual and group
performanc
Make independent judgments of
quality regarding;: ensemble clarity,
tone, intonation, balance, blend,
technical skill and facility,
musicality and structure.

Orchestra

Develop and apply a list of
musical (tone, precision,
intonation, balance, style,
dynamics, etc.) and
extra-musical (appearance,
performance demeanor, etc.)
criteria for evaluating the
accuracy and effectiveness of
individual and group performances;
Make independent judgments

of quality regarding ensemble
clarity, tone, intonation, balance,
blend, technical skill and facility,
‘musicality and structure.

Voaal

Develop and apply a list

of musical criteria

(breathing, blend, balance,
intonation, style, dynamics, etc.)
and extra-musical criteria
(appearance, performance
demeanor, etc.) for evaluating
the accuracy and effectiveness

of individual and group performances
Make independent judgments

of quality regarding: ensemble
clarity, tone, intonation, balance,
blend, technical skill and facility,
musicality and structure.
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Originating Committee: Focus Committees: Alignment Committees:

Dixie Addington Elementary: Elementary:
Tammy Benton Cora Bigwood Cora Bigwood
Cora Bigwood Ann Burbridge Ann Burbridge
Ann Burbridge Vivian Ferchill Kathy Kuddes
Asa Burk Kathy Kuddes Lisa Roebuck

jo Dillard Lisa Roebuck

Eugene Dowdy Neil Tipton Band:

jimmy Edwards Alfred Green
Vivian Furchill Band: Jeff Laird

Cathy Fishburn Asa Burke Pat Paris

Fred Garcla Alfred Green

fan Gaverick Jeff Laird Orchestra:
Alfred “Buzzy” Green Mike Lipe Deborah Kidwell
Michele Henry Pat Paris

Vidd Keller Darrell Umhocffer Vocal:

Deborah Kidwell . Vieki Keller
Kathy Kuddes Orchestra: ington Barbara Perkins
Jeff Laird Kathy Fishburn

Mike Lipe Jan Garverick Project Facilitators:
David McCullar Deborah Kidwell Kerry Taylor

Pat Paris Frank Coachman
Jeff Rice

Lisa Rocbuck Vocal:

Randy Talley Tammy Benton

Kerry Taylor Michele Henry

Neal Tipton Vicki Keller

Darrell Umhoefer David McCullar
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Standard 1: Curriculum and Instruction

Demonstrator 1: Student Access-All students have equitable access to high quality visual and performing arts
curriculum and instruction. Full implementation of a visual and performing arts curriculum includes: dance, media
arts, music, theatre and visual art.

Characteristic A: The school provides equitable access for all students through intentionally scheduling time for
Visual and Performing Arts.

Elementary: All students receive visual and performing arts instruction, on a regular basis, over the course of
school year:

Middle School/High School: All students have equitable access and opportunities to participate in quality visual
and performing arts programs.

Characteristic B: All students participate in intentionally planned learning opportunities to explore ideas and
design products when natural connections are appropriate across content areas.

Characteristic C: Al students have equitable access to cross-curricular instruction that is culturally responsive,
and includes authentic and applied learning experiences.

Characteristic D: All students have equitable access to curriculum that provides enhanced learning opportunities
through contact and collaboration with community (guest artists, former students, community members, etc.),
business and postsecondary partners.

Characteristic E: All students have equitable access to a variety of equipment, materials and resources that are
relevant and necessary for growth as learners in the visual and performing arts.

Descriptors for each level of school performance were provided: Not Meeting the Expectation; Meeting
Expectation; Exceeding Expectations (KDE, 2016b).
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Standard (4): Administrative/Leadership Support and Monitoring

Demonstrator (1): Policies and Monitoring

Characteristics: (¢)
Coding 4.1.¢

Demonstrator defined: School leadership establishes and monitors implementation of policies, provides adequate

resources, facilities, space and instructional time to support highly effective arts and humanities instructional

programs.

Limited/No Implementation|

Needs Improvement

Proficient

Distinguished

€) Arts teachers receive no
planning time.

€) Arts teachers receive
planning time, but this
is not equitable to
other content areas.

€) Arts teachers receive
planning and travel
time that is equitable
with other content

areas.

¢) Arts teachers receive
cquitable planning
time and participate
in cross-curricular
planning.

To what extent does school leadership ensure that arts teachers receive planning and travel time that is
equitable with other content arcas?
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Prepared Tone

Prepared Notes

Consistently produces correct tone | 4 | Consistently performs correct notes

with excellent articulation

Mostly produces correct tone with | 3 | Mostly performs correct notes-minor

good articulation mistakes

Somewhat produces correct tone 2 | Somewhat performs correct notes (Still

with inconsistent articulation ‘more than half)

Produces little to no correct tone 1 | Does not performs correct notes (Less

with poor articulation than half)

No attempt 0 | Noattempt

Prepared Articulation Prepared Dynamics

Performs all of the articulation as 4 Performs all dynamics as written

written

Performs articulations with only 3 | Performs dynamics with only minor
inconsistencies

Performs articulatios 2 | Performs dynamics inconsistently (less

inconsistently (less than half are than half of the time)

correct)

Performs articulations poorly 1| Performs dynamics poorly

No attempt 0 | Noattempt
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Steering Task Force
Reviews revised items to determine
if the items adequately follow the
project design, requirements and
structure. Items may be returned
to the Writing Team for more

Leadership Review Team
Review and revise items in
preparation for STF review,
Bias and Sensitivity review,
and DOE review.

Item Reviewers
Review the new test items for item
specifications; accept, reject, or
revise item. Send items for further
content review.

Ttem Writers
Write and develop new test
items for specified courses
based on NGSSS.
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Unbridled Learning: College-and/or Carcer-Ready for All

Next-Generation

Next-Generation

Next-Generation

Next-Generation

Learners Instructional Professionals Schools/Districts
Programs and
Support
Achievement Program Reviews | Percent Effective = Overall
(Proficiency) Teachers Accountability
Gap Percent Effective | Score (using data
Growth Leaders from the preceding
Readiness for columns)
College/Career Revised Report

Graduation Rate

Card
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Percentage weight | 5 8 1
per Grade Level

Dance 20% 20% 20%
Drama/Theatre 20% 20% 20%
Music 30% 25% 25%
Visual Art 30% 25% 25%
Literature. None 10% 10%






OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-graphic-030.gif
TH912.C.33
CRITICAL THINKING AND REFLECTION

Assessing our own and others' artstic work, using critical-thinking, problem-solving,

and decision-making skill, i central to artistic growth.

Critique, based on exemplary models and established criteria, the production values
and effectiveness of school, community, and live or recorded professional productions

Critique a production based on established theatre models and criteria.
Extended response or Short answer.

CONTENTLIMITS | Examples may be varied from amateur o professional.

Level Three: Strategic Thinking

A segment of a video recorded production
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Survey Items (in research-question context)
Question 1. What drives arts assessment?
Item 1a - In your state, what drives arts assessment activity at the local level?
Ttem 1b - In your state, what drives arts assessment activity at the state level?
Question 2. What priorities are associated with arts assessment, and how are states addressing them?

Item 2 - In your state, to what degree are the following priorities associated with arts assessment, and
how is your state addressing each?

Item 3 - In your state, what type(s) of assessment best address the outcomes associated with your state’s
arts standards?

Question 3. Who is engaged in arts assessment and in what capacity?

Item 4a - In your state, who is engaged in arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives?

Item 4b - In your state, indicate in what capacity the following are engaged in LOCAL (district, school,
or classroom) arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives.

Item 4c - In your state, indicate in what capacity the following are engaged in STATEWIDE arts
assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives.

Question 4. What (professional development) needs exist and how are they being addressed?
Item 5a - In your state, what professional development needs exist for you and/or other trainers in arts
assessment?

Item 5b - In your state, how is professional development in (arts) assessment delivered?

Item 5c¢ - In your state, how is professional development in (arts) assessment funded?

Item 6a - Excluding the professional development addressed in Question 5a, what is needed in your

state for implementation of arts assessments to support achievement of your state’s arts
standards?

Item 6b - In your state, who has reasonable access to the following (arts) assessment resources?
Question 5. How is technology impacting arts assessment?

Item 7 - In your state, how is computer-based technology impacting arts assessment practices?
Question 6. How are arts assessment results used?

Item 8 - In your state, how are arts assessment results used at the local and state levels?

Optional: Please provide public-access links, each with a very brief description, to current or recently
developed state resources, initiatives, projects, programs, etc. in arts assessment.
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PERFORMING FINE ARTS ASSESSMENT
TEST BLUEPRINT

‘Course Descriptions This year-long, formatie chass desgned for students

ready tobuild on skilsand knovledge previously acquired in a middlc o high
school instrumental ensemble, promotes the enjoyment and appreciation of music
through performanceof high-quality ntermediae-level wind and percussion
of critcal lstening/auralskils,

San ship,instrumental echnique, efinement of ensemble skils,
and acsthectic engagement culminating in periodic public performances

SECTION A - RESPONDING ITEMS 30% of EXAM - 40 minutes

H
e |2 Item Types
A )
£ |gZ|%|BENCHMARK Points
9 gz)% SR | SA | ER
g B} (1py) | 2pts) | (4pts)
B[ R | MUSI2.C2.2 Evalune pesformance qualiy i rcorded and for v performances.
Ca9% MUSI2.C3.1 Make critical ealuations,based on exemplry models ofthequaity | o | 03 | o B
E[R and clctivenesof peformances and pply the cateratopersonal
developmentinmusic.
MUSI2H.LS Analyze music within cutures o gain undersanding of authentic
I |R
performance practices,
H=4% MUS12.H.3.1 Apply knowledge of science, math, and music to demonstrate, R Y 0 3
1R through a acoustic r digha performance medium, how sound
production affcts musical performance.
MUSI2.0.11 Evalustc the organizationl priniplesand convrtions in musicl
R ‘works and discuss their effect on structure.
0=9% MU912.0.3.1 Analyze expressive elements in a musical work and describe how the |  0-6. 0-3 0 6
E R choices and manipulations of the clements support,for the lstener;
the implied meaning of the composer/performer.
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Table 4.3 Stakeholder Access to Arts Assessment Resources

Item 6b—In your state, who has reasonable access to the following? Choose all that apply
on each line. Note: This question acknowledges that professional development often focuses on
“assessment,” rather than "arts assessment."

Public (e.g, parents, students)

DAE

Local admins.
Assessment Team(s)
Higher ed

Arts teachers
NA/Unknown

a. Arts assessment item banks

b. (Arts) assessment experts

c. (Arts) assessment presentations, conferences, institutes

d. Higher education resources (e.g, classes, experts, research)

e. Print resources

. Released test samples

6b+ Please elaborate on one or more responses in Question 6b above
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revise item. Send items for further
content review.






OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-chapter-71-table-48.jpg
Table 33.3 Video Scorer's Observed Data Summary

Step One Data Analysis NoReport Beginning  Developing Mastery
Students: N=27 N % N % N % N %

Ages 7-10

Video Coders Scores

Moves to beat/rhythm 2 74% 18 667% 7 259% O
Sings on pitch 3 1% 18 667% 6 222% O

Plays instrument in rhythm 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%
Uses movement patternsfvisualizations 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%

Communication-Performance Traits: Appropriate 2 7.4% 15 55.6% 8 29.6% 2 7.4%
verbal skills

Appropriate nonverbal skills and gesturesfbody 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%
language

Motor Skills-Performance Traits: Gross motor skills 2 7.4% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%
Fine motor skills 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%

Vestibular: balance 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%
Proprioceptive: relaxation of muscles 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%

Social/Emotional Performance Traits: 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%
Positive socialization with peers

Exhibits self-confidence 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%
Positive social behaviors: Waiting turns 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%

Time on task 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%
Listening skills 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%
Making appropriate choices 2 74% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%

From Music and movement P-12 standards-based curriculum-assessment for individuals with Autism
Spectrum Disorders (ASD) by R. Swanson, & M. Boman, Music Assessment and Global Diversity: Practice,
Measurement and Policy, 2008, p. 126 by GIA Publications, Inc. Reprinted with permission.
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BENCHMARK #
BIG IDEA
ENDURING UNDERSTANDING

BENCHMARK

BENCHMARK CLARIFICATION
ITEM TYPES

CONTENT LIMITS

DEPTH OF KNOWLEDGE
STIMULUS ATTRIBUTES
RESPONSE ATTRIBUTES

TH12.C33

CRITICAL THINKING AND REFLEC

ION

Assessing our own and others’ artistic work, using critical-thinking, problem-solving,
and decision-making skill,is central to artstic growth.

Critique, based on exemplary models and established criteria, the production values
and effectiveness of school, community, and live or recorded professional productions

Critique a production based on established theatre models and criteria
Extended response or Short answer.

Examples may be varied from amateur to professional.

Level Three: Strategic Thinking

A segment of a video recorded production
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Table 11.2 Teacher Scoring Rubric

Dimension

2

3

4

Organization

Instrumentation

performance.

Rhythmic Patterns  Rhythmic patterns are rarely
appropriate and consistent
within the meter. Lack of pattern
variety inhibits the rhythmic

interest.

Reflection Worksheet Reflection is incomplete and/or
contains little detail regarding
the creation process.

Completion

Organization of performance is
unclear. Performance has no
evidence of preplanning.

Objects used for instruments
represent ittle or no difference
in sound, resulting in no variety
in timbre throughout the

Organization of performance

is somewhat clear. Performance
has some evidence of
preplanning.

Objects used for instruments
represent few differences in
sound, providing little variety
in timbre throughout the
performance.

Rhythmic patterns are
sometimes appropriate and
consistent within the meter.
Variety of patterns sometimes
contributes to the rhythmic
interest.

Reflection is somewhat
complete and contains some
detail regarding the creation
process.

Organization of performance
is mostly clear. Performance
has evidence of preplanned
beginnings and ends for each
section and as a whole.

Objects used for instruments
represent different sounds,
providing variety in timbre
throughout the performance.

Rhythmic patterns are mostly
appropriate and consistent
within the meter. Variety of
patterns often contributes to
the rhythmic interest.

Reflection is mostly complete
and contains adequate detail

regarding the creation process.

Organization of the performance
is clear throughout. Performance
has preplanned beginnings and
ends for each section and as a
whole.

Objects used for instruments
represent many different sounds,
providing extensive variety in
timbre throughout the
performance.

Rhythmic patterns are appropri-
ate and consistent within the
meter. Variety of pattems
contributes throughout to the
rhythmic interest.

Refiection is thorough and
contains extensive detail
regarding the creation process.

Source: From MAEIA performance task M.T331 Creating Your Own STOMP Performance (https://maeia-artsednetwork.org/assessment/create-stomp-performancey)
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Table 9.1 Required STAAR and EOC Exams

Grades 3-8 (Ages 8-14) Assessments

Assessed Curriculum

Blueprint

Released Test Questions

Grade 3
Grade 4
Grade 5
Grade 6
Grade 7
Grade 8

Reading | Mathematics

Reading | Mathematics | Writing
Reading | Mathematics | Science
Reading | Mathematics

Reading | Mathematics | Writing
Reading | Mathematics | Science |
Social Studies

Reading | Mathematics

Reading | Mathematics | Writing
Reading | Mathematics | Science
Reading | Mathematics

Reading | Mathematics | Writing
Reading | Mathematics | Science |
Social Studies

Reading | Mathematics

Reading | Mathematics | Writing

Reading | Mathematics | Science

Reading | Mathematics

Reading | Mathematics | Writing

Reading | Mathematics | Science | Social Studies

Grades 3-5 Spanish Assessments

Assessed Curriculum

Blueprint

Released Test Questions

Grade 3 Reading | Mathematics Reading | Mathematics Reading | Mathematics

Grade 4 Reading | Mathematics | Writing Reading | Mathematics | Writing Reading | Mathematics | Writing
Grade 5 Reading | Mathematics | Science Reading | Mathematics | Science Reading | Mathematics | Science
EOC Assessments

Assessed Curriculum

Blueprint

Released Test Questions

English Language
Arts

Mathematics
Science
Social Studies

English | | English 11 | Engish 11l

Algebra | | Geometry | Algebra I
Biology | Chemistry | Physics

World Geography | World History |

US History

English | | English 1 | English 11l

Algebra | | Geometry | Algebra
Biology | Chemistry | Physics
World Geography | World History |
US History

English | Reading | English | Writing

English Il Reading | English Il Writing

English Il Reading | English Ill Writing
Algebra | | Geometry | Algebra Il

Biology | Chemistry | Physics

World Geography | World History | US History

Source: Retrieved from http://www.tea state.tx.us/student.assessment/staar/
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Table 9.2 TMA Musicality Rubric Scoring Code Key

Score Code Factor 6th 7th  8th  levell [Levelll [Levellll Level IV
cce 1.0 25 30 35 40 45 50 55
cco  occ
coc 83 21 25 29 33 37 42 46
CCN  0co NCC
€00 00C 67 17 20 23 27 30 34 37
CNC
CON  OCN NCO
CNO 000  NOC 5 1315 g 20 23 25 28
ONC
CNN  OON NCN
ONO  NOO 33 9 10l 12 13 15 17 19
NNC
ONN NON
NNO a7 5 5 6 7 8 9 10
NNN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percussion
Score Code Factor 6th 7th  8th  levell Levelll Levellll Level IV
e 1.0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
0 5 G 5 8 10 13 15 18
N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Note: Find the score code in the left-hand column for each performance. Find the grade level of the
performer across the top row. Locate the shared cell to determine the musicality score to be entered
into the SmartMusic evaluator score box.(i.. a score code of 0OC for an Bth-grade performer yields a
score of 23).
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CRITICAL THINKING and REFLECTION: Critical and creative thinking, self-expression, and
communication with others are central to the arts.

Cognition and reflection are required to appreciate, interpret, and create with artistic intent.

Assessing our own and others’ artistic work, through critical thinking, problem solving, and
decision-making, is central to artistic growth.

The processes of critiquing works of art lead to development of critical-thinking skills
transferable to other contexts.

SKILLS, TECHNIQUES, and PROCESSES: Through dance, music, theatre, and visual art,
students learn that beginners, amateurs, and professionals benefit from working to improve and
maintain skills over time.

The arts are inherently experiential and actively engage learners in the processes of creati
interpreting, and responding to art

'3

Development of skills, techniques, and processes in the arts strengthens our ability to remember,
focus on, process, and sequence information.

Through purposeful practice, artists learn to manage, master, and refine simple, then complex,
skils and techniques.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE: Works in dance, music, theatre, and visual art are organized
by elements and principles that guide creators,interpreters, and responders.

Understanding the organizational structure of an art form provides a foundation for appreciation
of artstic works and respect for the creative process.

The structural rules and conventions of an art form serve as both a foundation and departure
point for creativi

Every art form uses its own unique language, verbal and non-verbal, to document and
communicate with the world.

HISTORICAL and GLOBAL CONNECTION:
acceptance, and enrichment among indi
across time.

xperiences in the arts foster understanding,
iduals, groups, and cultures from around the world and

Through study in the arts, we learn about and honor others and the world in which they live(d).

The arts reflect and document cultural trends and historical events, and help explain how new
directions in the arts have emerged. Enduring Understanding H.3 Connections among the arts
and other disciplines strengthen learning and the ability to transfer knowledge and skills to and
from other felds.

INNOVATION, TECHNOLOGY, and the FUTURE: Curiosity, creativity, and the challenges of
artistic problems drive innovation and adaptation of new and emerging technologies.

Creating, interpreting, and responding in the arts stimulate the imagination and encourage
innovation and creative risk-taking.

Careers

and related to the arts significantly and positively impact local and global economies.

The 21t-century skills necessary for success as
economy are embedded in the study of the arts.

tizens, workers, and leaders in a global
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Vi

i PERFORMING FINE ARTS ASSESSMENT
| TEST BLUEPRINT
Course Title: Band 3 wive clss, designed forstudents

Course Number: 1302320
Abbreviated Title: BAND 3
Course Length: Year
Course Level:2

Credit: 10

‘Graduation Requirements: Performing/Fine Arts (PF) requirement

pt
ready to build on skills and

lieratur
individual music

Rehearsals focus on developn

through performance of high-quality,intermediate-level

of ritca i
1 ship,instrumental technique, refinement of ensemble skils,
and acsthectic engagement culminating in periodic public performances.

quired in a middlc or high
school instrumental ensemble, promotes the enjoyment and appreciation of music

ind and percussion

ng/s

I skill,

SECTION A - RESPONDING ITEMS 30% of EXAM - 40 minutes

BIG IDEA %

BENCHMARK

Item Types

SR
(1py

SA
(2 pts)

ER
(4pts)

Points

= | Item Mode

MU912.C22

Evaluate performance quality in recorded and for live performances.

C=9% MU912.C3.1

=

ical evaluations, based on exemplary models, o the quality
and effectiveness of performances and apply the criteria o personal
developmentin music.

0-6

0-3

MU9IZH.LS

‘Analyze music within cultures to gain understanding of authentic
performance practices.

H=d% MU912H3.1

math, and music o demonstrte,

‘Apply knowledge of scienc
medium, how sound

through an acoustc or digital performar
production affects musical performance.

MU912.0.1.1

Evaluate the organizational principles and conventions in musical
works and discuss their effect on structure.

0=9% MU912.0.3.1

Analyze expressive clements in a musical work and describe how the.
choices and manipulationsof the lements support, for the listener,
the implicd meaning of the composer/performer.

0-6

0-3
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A Facets Model for State Arts Assessment Leaders

Created and communicate a mission
and vision for arts education that

comprises assessment
Inprove acesonant | Commit toand
based on data analysis l advocate for the values
of arts assessment

Confidently relate
the measurement State Arts ’

and resultsof ——| Assesment «—|— Build trust among
student learning Leaders... state constituencies

to teacher
effectiveness

Possess a working
knowledge of reliability, Cultivate talent:
validity, and current nable teachers to develop
psychometric models for rigorous items that are aligned
the analysis of arts items with standards and adaptable

to various curricula

Leverage existing
resources to enable state
arts assessment
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Table 8.1 Percentage and Number of 295 School Districts in Washington State
Reporting Use of CBPAs and/or Other Strategies

School Year 2011-2012  2012-2013  2013-2014  2014-2015  2015-2016
% Elementary Schools ~ 94% 94% 97% 95% 96%
(# of districts) 277 277 286 280 283
9% Middle Schools 93% 94% 96% 95% 96%
(# of districts) 274 277 283 280 283
9% High Schools 93% 96% 96% 96% 96%
(# of districts) 274 283 283 283 283

Source: Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), Summary of findings (OSPI, 2011-2012,
2012-2013, 2013-2014, 2014-2015, 2015-2016).
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Table 12.2 SCAAP 2014 Reliability Indices for Music
Multiple-Choice Items

Test Empirical Form Number Cronbach's Corrected
Reliability of Items Alpha Split-Half
Music 084 1 45 0.83 083
2 45 0.80 0.80
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Table 12.5 SCAAP 2015 Interrater Reliability of Music Performance
Tasks Using Analytic Rubrics

Performance Task Criteria Generalizability Index of
Coefficien Dependability
1 (Singing) Tonal 091 091
Rhythm 062 062
Vocal 086 084
2 (Improvisation) Rhythm 091 091

Improvisation 092 092






OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-chapter-46-table-12.jpg
Original 2006 CBPA Menu of Original
15 Music CBPAs (2003-2005)*

Revised and New CBPA
Menu—(2006-2009)*

Updated Revised CBPAS Menu
(December 2015)°

Elementary Full Set:
Zoo Tunes (2003)

Elementary Limited
Set: What a Fing!
Port 1; Part 2 (2005)

Elementary Single Set:
Come to the Fair (2004)

Elementary Single Set:
All-Star Cast (2005)

Elementary Single Set:
Cartoon Soundtrack
(2005)

Middle School Full Set:
All-State All-Stars
(2003)

Middle School Limited
Set: Bubble Gum Jingle
Part 1; Port 2 (2005)

Middle School:
Limited Set:

Roller Coaster Fanatic
Part 1; Part 2 (2008)

Middle School:
Revised CBPAS
Festival Time
Ensemble (2008)

Revised CBPAS
Festival Time Solo
(2008)

Revised and New CBPAS
Pit Orchestra Audition
(2008)

Middle School Single
Set: Music Review
(2005)

Middle School Single
Set:

Stepping to the
Rhythm (2005)

High School Full Set:
The Melody of Your
Dreams (2003)

High School New CBPA
Documentary Theme
Song (2008)

High School Limited Set:
Festival Time Part 1;
Part 2 (2005)

High School Revised
CBPAS Festival Time
Ensemble (2008)

High School Single Set:
Sounds of Music (2005)

High School New CBPAs

Pit Orchestra Audition
(2008)

High School Limited
Set: Prime Time TV
Part 1; Port 2 (2005)

High School Single Set:
World Class All-Stars
(2005)

Zoo Tunes (2003) Students are asked to
notate, and perform, with voice or
instrument, an original musical composition
portraying a chosen animal. Students will
be assessed on their understanding and
application of the elements of music

and musical composition using ABA form.
EALR® 1.2;2.1

What a Find! (2004) The students are asked
to create a rhythmic pattern based on given
notations, arrange it into a rondo form
(ABACA), and sight-read and play the
rhythmic pattern using body percussion.
Students will be assessed on their
understanding of rhythm and form. EALR
11512

Come to the Fair (2005) Students are asked
to listen to and compare and contrast two
musical compositions. Students are assessed
on their understanding of the elements of
music of different musicians. EALR 1.1.1; 1.3

Al-Star Cast (2005) Students are asked to
sight-sing two measures of music. Students
will be assessed on their understanding of
thythm and steady beat and their ability to
perform in the designated key with
accurate interval changes. EALR 1.1.1; 1.2

Cartoon Soundrack (2005)

Students are asked to create a rhythmic
four-measure piece of music and perform it
on an unpitched instrument. Students will
be assessed on their understanding rhythm,
steady beat, and dynamics. EALR 1.1.1

All-State All-Stars (2003)

Students are asked to sight-sing two
measures of music. Students will be
assessed on their understanding of thythm
and steady beat and their ability to perform
in the designated key with accurate interval
changes, a cappella. EALR 1.1.1;1.2;2.2
Bubble Gum Jingle (2004) Students are
asked to create and perform a jingle, using
voice or an instrument, for a brand of
bubble gum. Students will be assessed on
their understanding of arts concepts,
musical form, and arts skills and techniques.
EALR 1.1 212795

Roller Coaster Fanatic (2004)

Students are asked to create 2 theme, using
voice or an instrument, showing a person's
feelings when riding a roller coaster as a
theme for a computer game. Students will be
assessed on their understanding of notation
and arts skils and techniques and their ability
to perform their composition. EALR 1.1.2; 22

Music Review (2005) Students are asked to
listen to a musical composition and write a
review of the performance. Students will be
assessed on their understanding of the
elements of music. EALR 1.1.1

Stepping to the Rhythm (2005)

Students are asked to perform a sight-
reading exercise of eight measures of
music. Students will be assessed on their
understanding of rhythm, steady beat,
tempo, and dynamics using body percussion.
EALR 1.1.1

The Melody of Your Dreams (2003)
Students are asked to create a musical
composition with a "catchy” melody for
voice or instrument that may be used in an
advertisement for a car. Students wil be
assessed on their understanding of all of
the elements of music through their ability
to notate and perform the music as written.
EAIR 1.1.2;22

Festival Time (2004)

Students are asked to select a musical
piece, which they will research, analyze, and
then perform, using voice or an instrument.
Students will be assessed on their
understanding of communicating for a
specific purpose and performance skills.
EALR 22,32

Sounds of Music (2005)

Students are asked to perform a sight-
reading exercise of eight measures of music
in two time signatures. Students will be
assessed on their understanding of rhythm,
steady beat, and performance skills. EALR
111,22, 14

Prime Time TV (2004)

Students are asked to create (compose) and
perform a theme song for a television show,
using voice or an instrument, as well as
three variations on their theme. Students
will be assessed on their understanding of
the elements of music, and the artistic
processes of creating, performing, and
responding. EALR 1.1;2.2; 2.3

World Class All-Stars (2005)

Students are asked to perform a sight-
singing exercise of eight measures of music.
Students will be assessed on their
understanding of rhythm and steady beat
and their ability to perform in the
designated key with accurate interval
changes. EALR 1.1.1; 1.12

Z00 Tunes (2008) Students are asked
to notate, and perform, with voice or
instrument, an original musical
composition portraying a chosen
animal. Component 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2,
2.3,3.1, 3.2 2003 Training Set

What a Find! (2008) The students are
asked to create a rhythmic pattern based
on given notations, arrange it into a
rondo form (ABACA), and sight-read and
play the rhythmic pattern using body
percussion. Component 1.1,1.2,22,3.1
2004 Training Set

Come to the Fair (2008) Students are
asked to listen to and compare and
contrast two musical compositions.
Component 1.1, 13,3.1

Cat Food Commercial (2009) Students
are asked to create, compose, and
perform a commercial that demonstrates
an understanding of how tempo,
rhythm, and dynamics relate to the cat
food. Component 1.1, 12,23

All-Star Cast (2008) Students are asked
1o sight-sing two measures of music.

Cartoon Soundtrack (2008)
Students are asked to create four-
measure-long music for a cartoon
soundtrack.

All-State All-Stars (2008)

Students are asked to perform a
sight-singing exercise of four measures
of music. Component 1.1, 1.2, 2.2

2003 Training Set

Bubble Gum Jingle (2008) Students are
asked to create and perform a jingle,
using voice or instrument, for 2 brand of
bubble gum. Component 1.1, 1.2, 22, 2.3,
3.1 2005 Training Set

Roller Coaster Fanatic (2008)

Students are asked to create a theme,
using voice o an instrument, showing
a person's feelings when riding a roller
coaster as a theme for a computer game.
Component 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 3.1

2005 Training Set

Festival Time Ensemble (2008)

Revised for middle and high school
students. Students are asked to selecta
musical piece, which they will research,
analyze, and then perform, using voice
oran instrument in a small ensemble.
Component 1.1, 1 23,32

Festival Time Solo (2008)

Revised for middle and high school
students. Students are asked to select a
musical piece, which they will research,
analyze, and then perform, using voice
oran instrument. Component 1.1, 1.2,
22,23,32

Pit Orchestra Audition (2008)

(Middle Level Strings) Students are asked
tosight-read the rhythms, note patterns,
and dynamics in eight measures of
music for strings. Component 1.1, 1.2
Additional Training Sets: Music Review
(2008) Students are asked to write a
review of a piece of music the teacher
has played for them.

Stepping to the Rhythm (2008)
Students are asked to sight-read the
rhythms in eight measures of music and
use body percussion or voice to perform
them.

The Melody of Your Dreams (2008)
Students are asked to create a musical
composition with a “catchy” melody for
Voice or instrument that may be used in
an advertisement for a car. Component
1.1,12,2.1, 2.3, 3.1 2003 Training Set

Documentary Theme Song (2008)
Students will be asked to create a music
composition using a music sequencing
computer program or 2 music notation
computer program. Component 1.1, 1.2,
21,73

Festival Time Solo (2008)

Revised for middle and high school.
Students are asked to select a musical
piece, which they will research, analyze,
and then perform, using voice or an
instrument. Component 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 23,
3.2 2005 Training Set

Festival Time Ensemble (2008)

Revised for middle and high school.
Students are asked to select a musical
piece, which they will research, analyze,
and then perform, using voice or an
instrument. Component 1.1, 1.2, 2.2,
23,32

Sounds of Music (2008)

(Woodwinds, Brass and Percussion)
Students are asked to sight-read the
rhythms, note patterns, and dynamics in
elght measures of mixed meter music for
woodwind, brass, and percussion.
Component 1.1,1.2,2.2

Pit Orchestra Audition (2008)

(High School Strings) Students are asked
tosight-read the rhythms, note patterns,
and dynamics in eight measures of
mixed meter music for strings.
Component 1.1, 1.2 Additional Training
Sets

Prime Time TV (2008)

Students are asked to compose (or
select) and perform a theme song and
three variations. 2005 Training Set

World Class All-Stars (2008)
Students are asked to sight-sing eight
measures of music.

Z00 Tunes (2015) Students are asked to
notate, and perform, with voice or
instrument, 2n original musical composition
portraying a chosen animal.

What a Find! (2018) The students are
asked to create a rhythmic pattern based
on given notations, arrange it into a rondo
form (ABACA), and sight-read and play the
thythmic pattern using body percussion.

Come to the Fair (2015) Students are
asked to listen to and compare and
contrast two musical compositiors.

Cat Food Commercial (2015) Students are
asked to create, compose, and perform a
commercial that demonstrates an
understanding of how tempo, rhythm,
and dynamics relate to the cat food.

Al-Star Cast (2015) Students are asked to
sight-sing two measures of music.

Cartoon Soundrack (2015)
Students are asked to create four
measure-long music for a cartoon
soundtrack.

All-State All-Stars (2015)

Students are asked to perform a
sight-singing exercise of four measures
of music.

Bubble Gum Jingle (2015) Students are
asked to create and perform a jingle, using
voice or instrument, for a new kind of
bubble gum.

Roller Coaster Fanatic (2015)

Students are asked to create a therme,
using voice or an instrument, showing a
person’s feelings when riding 2 roller
coaster as a theme for a computer game.

Festival Time Ensemble (2015)

Students are asked to select a music piece,
which they wil research, analyze, and then
perform, using voice or an instrument in a
small ensermble.

Festival Time Solo (2015)

Students are asked to form small
ensembles of two, three, or four people
and select music to fit their group.

Pit Orchestra Audition (2015)

Students are asked to sight-read the
thythms, note patterns, and dynamics in
eight measures of music for strings.

Music Review (2015) Students are asked to
write a review of a piece of music the
teacher has played for them.

Stepping to the Rhythm (2015)
Students are asked to sight-read the
rhythms in eight measures of music and
use body percussion or voice to perform
them.

The Melody of Your Dreams (2015)
Students are asked to create a musical
composition with a "catchy” melody for
voice or instrument that may be used in
an advertisement for a car.

Documentary Theme Song (2015)
Students will be asked to create a music
composition using a music sequencing
computer program or a music notation
computer program.

Festival Time Solo (2015)

Students are asked to form small
ensembles of two, three, or four people
and select music to fit their group.

Festival Time Ensemble (2015)

Students are asked to select a musical
plece, which they will research, analyze,
and then perform, using voice or an
instrument.

Sounds of Music (2015)

Students are asked to sight-read the
rhythms, note patterns, and dynamics in
eight measures of mixed meter music for
‘woodwind, brass, and percussion.

Pit Orchestra Audition (2015)

Students are asked to sight-read the
thythms, note patterns, and dynamics in
eight measures of mixed meter music for
strings.

Prime Time TV (2015)

Students are asked to compose (or select)
and perform a theme song and three
variations.

World Class All-Stars (2015)
Students are asked to sight-sing eight
measures of music.

Created by AnnRené Joseph, July 2016, and adapted from OSPI CBPA Menus (OSPI, 2003/2006/2008/2015).
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Table 12.1 Table of Specifications for SCAAP Music Assessment

Standard Overall Percent Covered by Assessment Format
Emphass @ ————————————————
Multiple-Choice  Performance Tasks
Standard 1: Performance 25% ™ 100%
Standard 2: Creating Music 20% 25% 75%
Standard 3: Music Literacy 25% 100% =
Standard 4: Critical Response to Music 15% 100% o
Standard 5: History and Culture 10% 100% c

Standard 6: Connections 5% 100% -






OEBPS/images/oxfordhb-9780190248130-chapter-52-table-24.jpg
Table 14.2 Improvement from January to June Effect Sizes by Ensemble:
Average Growth/SD

Assessment  Varsity Treble Mixed Choir ~ Percussion  Concert Band Treble Choir  Honors

Choir Class Madrigal
Listening 1.181 0545 0220 0.657 0430 0.109
Written 1.040 0725 0783 0383 0471 0558

Note: This is original material and not copyrighted.
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Table 17.1 Rank Order of Curricular Areas Evaluated by Performance-Based
Assessments, Written Assessments, and Verbal Feedback

Curricular Area Performance-Based Written Verbal Feedback

Assessment Assessments

n Rank n Rank n  Rank

Right-hand skills 361 1 77 8 243 4
and knowledge
Left-hand skills 358 2 87 A m 5
and knowledge
Rnythmic skills and 343 3 223 3 219 8
understandings
Tonal skills and 323 4 20 6 232 6
understandings
Ensemble skills 310 5 62 10 250 3
Body format 307 6 58 n 269 1
Expressive elements 298 7 66 9 252 2
Music literacy 259 8 257 1 182 9
Eval. of music and musical 195 9 257 1 226 v
performance
Creative musicianship 192 10 95 5 161 n
Historical and cultural 76 n 213 4 174 10
elements

Note: Researcher error within a survey software setting prevented the first 144 respondents (35%)
from selecting multiple answers/forms of assessment to this question. Many respondents used the
comments section to alert the researchers to allow multiple answers, such as: “Forms of assessment....|
use multiple kinds all the time and the survey would not let me say that...that's a problem.”
Interestingly, the rankings were quite similar. The top choice for each assessment type remained the
same and most of the other choices fell within the margin of error for the survey.
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Table 12.6 SCAAP 2015 Descriptive Statistics for Music Performance
Tasks Using Analytic Rubrics

Task Dimensions M 5D N
Tonal 285 127 1219

Singing Rhythm 383 047 1219
Vocal 305 084 1218

Task Total 973 221 1218

Improvisation Rhythm 320 105 190
Improvisation 269 1.08 190

Task Total 590 179 190

Total Score 15.60 3.16 168"

* If students did not complete both music performance tasks, their scores were not included in
the computation of the total score.
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Table 14.1 Improvement from January to June Effect Sizes by Year in School:
Average Growth/SD

Assessment Total Growth Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

Listening 0546 0,694 0721 0232 0443
Written 0581 0637 0612 0.792 0277
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Table 17.3 Rank Order of Curricular Areas by Frequency Assessed

Curricular Area Dally Weekly Monthly Quarterly Semester Yearly  Never
A. Body format 3 6 10 4 6 8 8
B. Left-hand skills 2 2 5 1 1 10 9
and knowledge

C. Right-hand skills 4 1 7 10 10 9 10
and knowledge

D. Rhythmic skills 5 3 3 6 8 5 n
and understandings

E. Tonal skills and 6 7 2 7 9 6 6
understandings

F. Creative 10 n 8 5 2 1 2
musicianship

G. Music literacy 8 5 4 2 4 7 7
H. Ensemble skills 1 8 n 9 5 4 4
|. Expressive elements 7 4 6 8 7 n 3
. Historical and n 10 1 3 1 2 1
cultural elements

K. Evaluation of 9 9 9 1 3 3 5

music and musical
performance
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Table 23.3 Criteria (Student Learning Outcome) for Various Grading Categories, Elementary Level (Grade 2) Dalcroze Studies:

Plastique Animée (using the music Fossils from Carnival of the Animals by Saint Saens)

Grading categories/
Plastique rubric

Unacceptable

Outstanding

Rhythmic integrity

Legatofstaccato

Appropriate creativity

Expressivity

Incorrectly demonstrates beat,
tempo, and rhythmic patterns

Shows legato and staccato
unclearly, or shows them in the
wrong places

Demonstrates no creativity in
movement—uses minimal body
parts, similar movements at same
height level

Rarely demonstrates flow, balance,
extension, nuance. The quality of
the movement does not match the
quality of the sound

Demonstrates some inaccuracies
in beat, tempo, rhythmic patterns

Demonstrates beat, tempo,
thythmic patterns clearly and
consistently most of the time

Usually shows legato and staccato
in the appropriate places

Shows legato and staccato
inconsistently in terms of both
articulation and placement
Demonstrates a few creative
(personal and authentic) elements
involving body parts, movement,

Demonstrates some creative
elements involving body parts,
movement, and space

Inconsistently demonstrates flow,
balance, extension, nuance. The
quality of the movement sometimes
matches the quality of the sound

Usually demonstrates flow, balance,
extension, nuance. The quality of
the movement usually matches the
quality of the sound

Consistently and clearly demon-
strates beat, tempo, thythmic
patterns

Clearly shows legato and staccato
in the appropriate places

Demonstrates many creative
elements involving body parts,
movement, and space

Clearly demonstrates flow, balance,
extension, nuance. The quality of
the movement clearly matches the
quality of the sound

Source: Butke (2014, p. 25).
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Survey Items (in research-question context)
Question 1. What drives arts assessment?
Item 1a - In your state, what drives arts assessment activity at the local level?
Ttem 1b - In your state, what drives arts assessment activity at the state level?
Question 2. What priorities are associated with arts assessment, and how are states addressing them?
Item 2 - In your state, to what degree are the following priorities associated with arts assessment, and.
how s your state addressing each?
Item 3 - In your state, what type(s) of assessment best address the outcomes associated with your state’s
arts standards?
Question 3. Who is engaged in arts assessment and in what capacity?
Ttem 4a - In your state, who is engaged in arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives?
Item 4b - In your state, indicate in what capacity the following are engaged in LOCAL (district, school,
or classroom) arts assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives.
Ttem 4c - In your state, indicate in what capacity the following are engaged in STATEWIDE arts
assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives.
Question 4. What (professional development) needs exist and how are they being addressed?
Item 5a - In your state, what professional development needs exist for you and/or other trainers in arts
assessment?
Ttem 5b - In your state, how is professional development in (arts) assessment delivered?
Ttem 5c - In your state, how is professional development in (arts) assessment funded?
Ttem 6a - Excluding the professional development addressed in Question 5a, what is needed in your

state for implementation of arts assessments to support achievement of your state’s arts
standards?

Item 6b - In your state, who has reasonable access to the following (arts) assessment resources?
Question 5. How is technology impacting arts assessment?

Item 7 - In your state, how is computer-based technology impacting arts assessment practices?
Question 6. How are arts assessment results used?

Item 8 - In your state, how are arts assessment results used at the local and state levels?

Optional: Please provide public-access links, each with a very brief description, to current or recently
developed state resources, initiatives, projects, programs, etc. in arls assessment.
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Table 23.4 Criteria (Student Learning Outcome) for Various Grading Categories, Middle School Level (Grade 6) Dalcroze Studies:
Plastique Animée (Using the Music, Oblivion by Astor Piazzolla)

Grading categories/ ~ Unacceptable
Plastique rubric

Progressing

Satisfactory

Outstanding

Rhythmic integrity  Incorrectly demonstrates beat,
tempo, and rhythmic patterns

Instrumentation Does not show the different
instrumentation at all
Dynamics Demonstrates few dynamic

changes

Appropriate creativity Demonstrates no creativity in
movement-—uses minimal body
parts, similar movement at same

height level
Expressivity

Rarely demonstrates flow, balance,
extension, sensitivity. The quality
of the movement does not match
the quality of the sound

Demonstrates some inaccuracies
in beat, tempo, and rhythmic
patterns

Asa group, lacks clarity showing
the different instrumentation
Demonstrates some of the
dynamic changes

Demonstrates few creative
(personal and authentic) elements
involving body parts, movement,
and space

Inconsistently demonstrates flow,
balance, extension, sensitivity.
The quality of the movement
sometimes matches the quality
of the sound

Demonstrates beat, tempo,
thythmic patterns clearly and
consistently most of the time

As a group, sometimes shows the
different instrumentation

Demonstrates most dynamic
changes

Demonstrates some creative
elements involving body parts,
movement, and space

Usually demonstrates flow, balance,
extension, sensitivity. The quality
of the movement usually matches
the quality of the sound

Consistently and clearly demon-
strates beat, tempo, and rhythmic
patterns, throughout the
performance

Asa group, clearly shows the
different instrumentation

Clearly demonstrates all dynamic
changes

Demonstrates many creative
elements involving body parts,
movement, and space

Clearly demonstrates flow, balance,
extension, sensitivity. The quality of
the movement clearly matches the
quality of the sound

Source: Butke (2014, p. 26).
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Box 29.4 Assessing Musical Preferences

Format 1:

Like it a lot Hate it
Example 1 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 o
Example 2 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 o
Example 3 7 6 s s A
Format 2:

Td spend my own money to have this in my music library

If this were free, Id save it to my music library

Id listen to this again if someone were playing it

If you want to listen to it, fine. . 1l zone out while you do.

Stop it! T can't stand this. . gotta get out of here while this s playing.
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Box 29.5 Out of School Listening Log

Date

Start Time

End Time

Source
(Device)

Music
(Style, Genre, or
specific title)

Other Activity
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Table 25.1 Descriptive Statistics and Analysis of Variance for Items of Creative Identity in Music (CIM) Part 1

Rate the importance of: Australia us sumof Df  Mean F s
Squares Square
M D M sD
1. Composing original music. 361 112 241 124 80.486 1 80.486 55623 .000
2. Improvising on your primary instrument/voice. 3.89 1.05 318 122 28.261 1 28261 20657 .000
3. Being involved in “new” music ensembles. 332 1.03 282 110 13771 1 1377 1725 .001
4. Being involved with popular music ensembles. 327 1.08 2.60 m 24636 1 24636 20467 .000
5. Listening to students' creative musical works. 435 079 382 0.96 15263 1 15263 18550  .000
6. Leaving a prescribed lesson plan to explore a student's creative musical idea. ~ 3.77 093 380 1.00 062 1 062 064 800
7. Providing a teaching atmosphere where creativity is valued. 472 0.57 4.60 0.64 857 1 857 2254 135
8. Introducing students to computer-based creativity tools for music recording  3.88 088 347 m 9.485 1 9.485 8727 003
and production.
9. Presenting popular music to students as a vehicle for student expression in 351 1.09 3.60 1.01 464 1 464 430 513
school music prograrms.
10. Being interested in students' creative out-of-school music activities. 424 087 434 0.82 464 1 464 669 414

Note: Rating scale 1-5; 1 = Not Important, 2 = Somewhat Important, 3 = Moderately Important, Very Important, and 5 = Extremely Important.
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Table 25.2 Descriptive Statistics and Analysis of Variance for Items of Creative Identity (CIM) Part 2

Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the Australia us Sumof  df  Mean F Sig.

following statements = 5 7 s Sauares Square

11. | can compose my own music. 451 136 387 154 23142 1 23042 10488 001

12. I can improvise on my primary instrumentfvoice. 478 125 414 123 23012 1 23012 1513 000

13. | feel comfortable teaching music composition. 402 144 320 140 37486 1 37486 18821 000

14. | feel comfortable teaching someone to improviseonmy 422 140 354 147 25717 1 25717 12342 001
primary instrument/voice.

15. | could give students feedback on their creative work. 507 103 490 093 127 1 1627 1760 .186

16. | understand how music creation software (notation 451 137 453 144 o 1 021 o o8
and sequencing) software works and could teach students
how to use them.

17. I value teaching students to compose andfor improvise 511 102 479 110 5588 1 5588 4852 029
their own music.

18. 1 plan on teaching students to composefimprovise their 517 103 461 125 17683 1 17683 12678 000
own original music when | get a job as a music teacher.

19. 1 will incorporate popular music listening/performing 513 089 478 107 705 1 7.154 6995 009
into my role as a music teacher.

20. | will encourage my students to create original music 528 085 520 089 403 1 403 520 468

when they are not at school.

Note: Rating scale 1-6; 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Somewhat Agree, 5 = Agree, 6 = Strongly Agree.
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Table 33.1 Preschool-Music/Movement Assessment

Students (N)=11— Targeted Behaviors | A B c E F 6 H l J K
Explores singing voice* 0=0 0=D 0-B 0-B 0-D 0-D
M=B M=D M=D M=D M-M M=M
Explores playing instruments* 0-B 0=D 0=D 0-B 0-D 0-D
M=D M=M  M=M M=D M=D M=M
Explores expressive movement to music* 0-B 0=D 0-B 0-B 0-D 0-D
M=D M=M  M=D M=D M-M M=M
Explores expressive qualities such as dynamics (loud/soft) 0=8 0=D 0=B 0=B 0=D 0=D
and tempo (fast/slow) through varied music skills M=D M=M  M=D M=D M-M M=M
Shows preference for musical styles 0-8 0-D 0-B 0-B 0-D 0-D
M=D M=M  M=D M=D M-M M=M
Motor Skills: Gross/fine 0-8 0-D 0-B 0-B 0-D 0-D
M=D M=M  M=D M=D M-M M=M
Positive socialization with peers 0-8 0-D 0-B 0-B 0-D 0-D
M=D M=M  M=D M=D M-M M=M
Demonstration of Communication skills: Verbal/non-verbal 0-B 0=D 0=D 0-B 0-D 0-D
M=D M=M  M=M M=D M-M M-M

Scoring Criteria:

(0) No observed demonstration of the skill

(B) Beginning: demonstration of the skl is observed some of the time but not consistently

(D) Developing: demonstration of the skill s observed most of the time but not consistently

(M) Mastery: demonstration of the skill is observed consistently* developing an awareness to elements of music: rhythm: beat, time; melody: pitch, phrase; form:
same and different, timore: sounds of instruments and voices

Dates of observations: October (0), (Initial Pre-Observation) May (M), (Post-observation)
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Table 33.2 Live Scorer's Observed Data Summary

Step One Data Analysis No Report Beginning  Developing Mastery
Students: N=27 N % N % N % N %
Ages 7-10

Live Coders Scores

Moves to beat/rhythm 2 74% 15 556% 8 296% 2 7.4%
Sings on pitch 3 1.1% 18 667% 6 222% 0

Plays instrument in rhythm 2 74% 15 556% 8 296% 2 7.4%
Uses movement patternsfvisualizations 2 74% 15 556% 8 296% 2 7.4%
Communication-Performance Traits: Appropriate 2 7.4% 15 556% 8 206% 2 7.4%
verbal skills

Appropriate nonverbal skills and gesturesfbody 2 74% 15 556% 8 296% 2 7.4%
language

Motor Skills-Performance Traits: Gross motor skills 2 7.4% 15 556% 8 29.6% 2 7.4%
Fine motor skils 2 74% 15 556% 8 296% 2 7.4%

Vestibular: balance 2 74% 15 556% 8 296% 2 74%
Proprioceptive: relaxation of muscles 2 74% 15 556% 8 296% 2 7.4%
Social/Emotional Performance Traits: 2 74% 15 556% 8 29.6% 2 7.4%
Positive socialization with peers

Exhibits self-confidence 2 74% 15 556% 8 296% 2 7.4%
Positive social behaviors: Waiting turns 2 74% 15 556% 8 296% 2 7.4%

Time on task 2 74% 15 8 206% 2 74%
Listening skills 2 74% 556% 8 296% 2 7.4%
Making appropriate choices 2 74% 15 556% 8 296% 2 7.4%

From Music and movement P-12 standards-based curriculum-assessment for individuals with Autism
Spectrum Disorders (ASD) by R. Swanson, & M. Boman, Music Assessment and Global Diversity: Practice,
Measurement and Policy, 2008, p. 125 by GIA Publications, Inc. Reprinted with permission.
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Box 29.6 Assessment of Receptiveness to New Music

Agree
T have heard music like this before 7 6 s
T enjoyed listening to this music 7 6 s
1find this music interesting 7 6 s
T would like to hear this music again 7 6 s

Disagree
4 3
4 3
4 3
4 3

SN
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Box 29.7 Assessment of Attention in Listening

Rate your attentiveness throughout this excerpt:

Very low Very High
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Place a check mark beside the element of music that is the primary focus of your attention
during the excerpt. If your attention shifts to another element during the excerpt place a
dash (-) beside the name of that element.

Melody
Harmony.

Rhythm

Timbre

Texture

Everything

Place a check mark on the line below every time your attention shifts away from the music
during the excerpt.
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Student Name_ Week 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9
Coding Process for Music Performance Skills  Coding Process for Task Performance

A singing accurate pitch

1_can perform the task alone

B. critical listening

2. can perform the task in a group

C. appropriate instrument playing techniques

3.can perform both 1 and 2

D. creating through improvisation and experimentation

4. cannot perform the task alone

E. reading notation

5. cannot perform the task in a group

E.all of performance skills A-E.

6. cannot perform both 4 and 5

The teacher will chart the appropriate music performance skill and task performance skill for each student in
relationship to the music element/concept. (Example: steady beat-A-F, 3)

Music Elements/Concepts

RHYTHM

The student demonstrates the understanding of
steady beat

beat patterns, meter of 2

beat patterns, meter of 3

beat patterns, question-answer

beat patterns with varying tempos
syncopated beat patterns

MELODY
The student demonstrates the understanding of
pitch direction

‘melodic direction

phrase

question-answer melodic patterns
‘melodic pattern with varying tempos

'URE

The student demonstrates the understanding of
‘monophony

ostinato

homophony

functions of the I, V chords

polyphony

FORM

The student demonstrates the understanding of
repetition

contrast

ABA form

ABACA form

theme and variation

XPRESSIVE QUALITIES

The student demonstrates the understanding of
tempo terms

dynamic functions

recogition of various tone colors (timbres)

expressive qualities in diversified musical style

through performance skill:

through performance skills:

through performance skills:

through performance skills:

through performance skills:
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Name of student: Ricky

Skills in relationship to the task Scoring
Date — | 6/2 | 6/19[6/26 | 7/3 | 7/10 | 7/17 | 7/24 | 7/31| 8/6

Rehearse playing the drumstick to the
steady beat patterns in tempo.

Add the recording of the march and
have the student play the beat pattern in DM
tempo.

Play the beat pattern in tempo while
listening to the march and begin to B|D|D|M
march in place dependent upon support.

Play the beat pattern in tempo while
listening to the music and marching NA
around the room.
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Key Considerations for Instructional Design and Best Practices for Teaching and Assessing are:

+  Structure the lesson to accommodate short attention spans with concept attainment by chunking, chaining
or scaffolding learning targets addressing elements of music and music skills through progress monitoring
using formative indicators (*TA);

+ Motivation “the hook™: gain attention using multiple prompts and visual supports (*PP, *VS);
+  Strategies to promote self-esteem, peer interactions in cooperative groups (*PMII);

+ Create a positive learning climate using a variety of songs, listening literature representative of various styles
and genres as prompts to elicit engagement (*PP);

+  Incorporate multi-sensory skills as prompts (auditory, visual, tactile, bodily-kinesthetic) to address a wide-
range of learning styles (*PP);

+  Determine how to design the task with progressively fading the prompt(*TD);

+  Presentation of activities using multiple formats such as interactive boards, computer generated instruction,
assistive technology, etc. (“TAII).

+ Adapt music reading/instrument playing materials by color-coding notes that match the same color-coding
on instruments (*VS);

+ Use of energy, eye contact and enthusiasm to cue response (*PP);

+ Limit verbal instruction: Say and do using visual supports (icons, pictures, photographs) to illustrate the
structure and sequence of the music activities(*VS);

+ Model using various prompts: body language, gestures: signals how to air play instruments, proper singing
and instrument playing techniques (*MD, *PP).

+ Reinforce positive behaviour with student choice of music activities, instruments to play, music symbol or
positive word (Bravo) sticker, etc. (*R+).
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Name of student AS Grade Level/Age-19 Observations: Bi-weekly: 2/7 to 3/21

Title of Evidence

Score(s)

PMMA or IMMA Pre-Post Tests

IMMA Score: 45 percentile-Average

Observed Live Coding Forms Data with dates of
observation

Summary: Number of incidences in demonstrating
‘music/movement skills and functioning system skills
has increased. (Beginning Level)

Observed Video Coding Forms Data with dates of
observation

Summary: Singing was evidenced but not in the
appropriate key. Number of incidences in
demonstrating other music/movement skills and
functioning system skills have increased (Beginning
Level)

‘Anccdotal notes by faculty and obscrvers

Summarization of evidence

Student-self/peer assessments with scoring criteria
(When applicable)

Both observers: Beginning Level-some of the time

Constructed responses test items with scoring guids
open, extended and closed,

Both observers: Beginning-oral responses are more
consistence than written responses

Multiple-choice or selected response test items

Both observers: Developing-Can point to the correct
answer

Overall Interpretation of all evidence in
reporting music-movement and functioning
systems growth

Summary of Evidence:

AS participated some of the time until the last two
observations-3/19 and 3/21 whereby she participated
100% in all music/movement activities and
demonstrated positive performance traits in the
functioning skills systems,
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Prompt:
Music composers create differences in timbres by using different types of performing
ensembles to perform their music.

Instructions:

A. Listen to the two listening examples.

B.

Describe the differences in timbre between the two examples.

C. Describe how the differences in timbre define the performing ensemble in each example.

Musical Examples:

Ode to Joy (German text) from the Ninth Symphony by Ludwig Van Beethoven
String Quartet in D (The Lark) by Franz Joseph Haydn
Scoring Gu

4

0

‘The student compares the differences in timbre in the two music examples providing in depth and insightful
details in the comparison. The student completely and accurately describes how the differences in timbre and
the use of musical instruments/voices define the performance ensemble.

‘The student compares the differences in timbre in the two music examples providing adequate details in the
comparison. The student describes how the differences in timbre and the use of musical instruments/voices
define the performance ensemble but may be incomplete or include some incorrect information in the
description.

‘The student compares the differences in timbre in the two music examples providing lttle or no supporting
details in the comparison. The student provides a minimal description of how the differences in timbre and
the use of musical instruments/voices define the performance ensemble and is incomplete and /or includes
incorrect information in the description.

‘The student compares the differences in timbre in the two music examples providing no details to support
the comparison. The student is unable to provide a relevant description of how the differences in timbre and
the use of musical instruments/voices define the performance ensemble.

‘The student is unable to address any part of the directions in a relevant manner.

2004 CATSM = 1.9 Sample M = 1.9 (Swanson, 2004)
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Table 4.1 Nine Potential Drivers of Arts Assessment at the Local Level and
the State Level

Item 1a—In your state, what drives arts assessment activity at the local level? I it...
Item 1b—In your state, what drives arts assessment activity at the state level? Is it...

Always
Often
Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Unknown

a. Policy—Local?

b. Policy—State?

c. State initiative(s)?

d. Federal initiatives (e.q. waivers, Race to the Top)?

e. Desire for parity among all content areas?

f. Research-based instructional practice?

9. Educator evaluation/Teacher accountability for student learning?

h. School/District accountability for student learning?

i. Student accountability for learning?

. Other (please specify)?

1a+/1b+ Please describe "Other" and/or elaborate on one or more responses in Question 1a above
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Table 4.2 Eight Variables Related to Stakeholder Involvement in Arts Assessment
Activities

Item 4b—In your state, indicate in what capacity the following are engaged in LOCAL (district,
school, or classroom) arts assessment decisions, development, and]or initiatives.

Item 4c—In your state, indicate in what capacity the following are engaged in STATEWIDE arts
assessment decisions, development, and/or initiatives.
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a. Arts teachers

b. Nonarts teachers

c. School administrators

d. District administrators/arts supervisors

e. Professional test-development company

. State arts education alliance (.
Center Alliance)

ennedy

g. Statewide professional arts education
association(s)

h. Office(s)/bureau(s) within the SEA

i. Higher education

j. Arts consortiumjcoalition

k. Other (please specify)

4a+[4b+ Please describe "Other" andjor elaborate on one or more responses in Question 4a above
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5-sings all tonal patterns in tune and in the original keyality.

4-sings all tonal patterns in tune, but not in the original keyality.

3-sings the ascending diatonic pattern, and the cadential pattern in tune, but the original tonality and keyality
are not maintained throughout the song,

2-sings the ascending diatonic pattern in tune, but the original tonality and keyality are not maintained
throughout the song.

1-attempts to sing the song, but no sense of the original tonality and keyality is evident.
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5-a sense of the melodic contour for all four phrases is evident.
4-a sense of the melodic contour for the first and two other phrases.
3-a sense of the melodic contour for the first and one other phrase.
2-a sense of the melodic contour for the first phrase is evident.
1-attempts to sing the song, but the melody is not recognizable.
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“Pre-singer” does not sing but chants the song text.

“Inconsistent Speaking Range Singer” sometimes chants, sometimes sustains tones and
exhibits some sensitivity to pitch but remains in the speaking voice range, lower register
(usually A3 to C4).

“Speaking Range Singer” sustains tones and exhibits some sensitivity to pitch but
remains in the speaking voice range, lower register (usually A3 to C4).

“Inconsistent Limited Range Singer” wavers between lower and middle registers and
uses a limited range when in middle register (usually up to F4).

“Limited Range Singer” exhibits consistent use of limited range (usually D4 to F4).

“Inconsistent Initial Range Singer” sometimes only exhibits use of limited range, but
other times exhibits use of initial range (usually D4 to Ad).

“Initial Range Singer” exhibits consistent use of initial range (usually D4 to Ad).

“Inconsistent Singer” sometimes only exhibits usc of initial range, but other times
exhibits use of extended singing range, upper register (sings beyond the ift to upper
register: Bi-flat and abova).

“Singer” exhibits use of consistent extended range, upper register (sings beyond the lift
to upper register: B4-flat and above).
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5. The tonal pattern was accurately reproduced with good intonation.
4. The tonal pattern was correctly reproduced but with some uncertainty.

3. Melodic direction was evident but some tones were incorrectly reproduced.
2. Melodic direction was evident but no tones were correctly produced.

1. Reproduction of the tonal pattern was not recognizable.
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6 Random Singer: uses a singing voice but does not sing any patterns in tune and does not follow
the contour of the melody

6.5 Inconsistent Directional Singer: sometimes follows the contour of the melody but not consistently

7 Directional Singer: follows the contour of the melody but does not sing any patterns in tune

75 Inconsistent Accurate Singer: sings some patterns in tune but not all

8 Accurate Singer: consistently sings all patterns in tune
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6 Random Singer: uses a singing voice but does not sing any patterns in tune and does not follow
the contour of the melody
5 Inconsistent Directional Singer: sometimes follows the contour of the melody but not consistently
7 Directional Singer: follows the contour of the melody but does not sing any paterns in tune
7.5 Inconsistent Resting Tone Singer: follows the contour of the melody and sometimes sings
the resting tone in tune
8 Resting Tone Singer: consistently sings the resting tone in tune but does not
8.5 Inconsistent Chordal Singer: sings some chordal patterns in tune but not all
9 Chordal Singer: sings all chordal patterns, but no diatonic patterns, in tune
5 Inconsistent Accurate Singer: sings all chordal patterns and some diatonic patterns in tune
x Accurate Singer: consistently sings all patterns in tune

ing entire patterns in tune
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Low Intensity
[Time] 0:00 0:15 0:30 0:45 1:00 1:15 130 1:45 2:00 215 elc

Record intensity of fecling by drawing a line between low and high as the music
progresses. Ifa change in feeling is experienced place a “C” on the line at the
place the change occurs.
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Low Intensity
[Time] 0:00 0:15 0:30 0:45 1:00 1:15 1:30 1:45 2:00 2:15 etc.

Record intensity of fecling by drawing a line between low and high as the music
progresscs. Ifa change in feeling s experienced place a “C” on the line at the
place the change occurs.
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[music] produced the
most magical effects for
avery delicate,
profoundly disabled
young lady ... she,
amazed by her own
ability to create her own
musical responses, then
waited absolutely still
until [the teacher] had
replied .. perhaps ten of
the most spine-tingling
minutes in my thirty
year teaching career ...
(Karen, special music
teacher).

_ J
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. [music] seems to
have awakened unseen
responses .. a repelitive
song was sung using the
three names in the
group .... after several
repetitions, [the teacher]
left out [one of the
names] ... he slowly
lifted his hand to his
chest as if to indicate
‘me’ ... after doing this
several times, we
realised this was clearly
intentional ... amazed .
(Mary, music therapist).

\_ J
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Allan and Laurence are twin 6 year olds. D)
‘They live with Autism Spectrum Disorder.
Both have a longlist of symptoms. They

donit speak. Allan gencrally finds life
overwhelming. He can become very

stressed and frustrated. Laurence is a
frightencd little boy: even entering a room

or building can take up to half an hour.

‘The twins attended special music
education classes in their local school
setting. Behavioural change was
immediate. Allan began to use words. He
loves listening to the radio in the car. He
moves his shoulders up and down like
dancing! He is finding a connection with
the outside world.

Laurence became so brave. By singing or
humming a familiar tune, he relaxes to
become better equipped to deal with the
next task. He has slowly begun to embrace
life. He stops still when he recognises a
He responds with *.. turn
‘. turn it off . or “.. rewind it
again...” This is great decision making for
alittle boy who could never make choices.
Music appears to have opened a big
window to the world for the young twins.
Alight has come on.
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herine was born prematurely. She was
in constant pain. She screamed all day,
barely able to feed. She didrit reach

typical developmental milestones: couldrit
babble or crawl; couldn't sit up until 16
months; and couldn't walk until she was
four. She was finally diagnosed with a

very rare chromosomal disorder.

Special music teacher Nathan opened the
classroom door showing Catherine a
wonderful grand piano. She marched
straight up to it and played several keys.
Nathan mimicked on another piano.
Catherine was completely mesmerised.

One year on Catherine plays and vocalises.
She has attempted her first word! She has
incredible rhythm. She moves her body to
music. Catherine is living her life to the
fullest. Music appears to have given her
world a great deal of meaning,

\_ )
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Arts and Humanities Standard 1: Participates and shows interest in a variety of visual art,
dance, music, and drama experiences.
« Benchmark 1.2: Develops skills in and appreciation of dance.
Developmental continuum and example behaviors:
“Explores various ways of moving with or without music.
~Performs simple patterns of dance while exploring with the element
of beat (KECS, p. 75).
« Benchmark 1.3: Develops skills in and appreciation of music.
Developmental continuum and example behaviors:
~Explores various forms of musical expression through his/her senses.
~Uses finger plays and/or songs to experiment with beat and time.
~Responds to musical performances produced by other individuals and/or
cultures (e.g., concerts, CDs, tapes, videos, theatrical performances, etc.
(KECS, p. 76).
English/Language Arts Standard 1: Demonstrates general skills and strategies of the
communication process.
« Benchmark 1.1: Uses non-verbal communication for a variety of purposes.
Developmental Continuum and Example Behaviors:
« Identifies or chooses object or person by pointing, physically touching or moving
toward another.
« Uses symbols or pictures as representation for oral language (KECS, p.78).
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... really made [us]
rethink practice in [our]
school community
[gave] staff new

insights into students’
abilities and potential ..
really helpful in
understanding how the
real needs of children
with complex special
needs can, [in some
small way], be
addressed ... (Brigit,
school principal)
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