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MUSIC AS SOCIAL AND
CULTURAL REPRODUCTION:
A SOCIOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF
EDUCATION PROCESSES IN ONTARIO SCHOOLS

Harry Haughton

Introduction

This paper is intended to illustrate — by reference to
interviews with education officers at the Ontario Ministry of
Education, coordinators of music at various Ontario boards of
education, fellow music teachers and students — processes
through which the teaching of music acts as a process of social
and cultural reproduction in Ontario schools. It will argue that
the current practice of constituting music guideline committees
both at the Ministry of Education and board of education levels
is based upon a definition of knowledge that reflects and makes
hegemonic the thinking of dominant interests in music and
education circles in Ontario, and that also reifies music
knowledge. It will further demonstrate that, in being linked to
the interests of the state as a powerful social institution, this
reification of music-related knowledge is ideological and serves
to covertly reproduce established social, moral, and aesthetic
values.

Recent scholarship in the sociology of education proposed
theories of social and cultural reproduction as well as theories of
cultural resistance as ways of explaining how imperatives of the
state impact upon the entire field of “school knowledge.”
Theories of social reproduction (see Althusser 1971; Bowles &
Gintis 1976; Poulantzas 1973) have emphasized processes of
schooling as reflecting ultimately and in arather passive manner
wider social processes, while different theories of cultural
reproduction (see Bourdieu & Passeron 1977; Bernstein 1977)
have emphasized the symbolic and linguistic means through
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which the wider social domination of schooling is conceived as
being achieved. In contrast, theories of cultural resistance (see
Giroux et al. 1981; Willis 1977; Hall & Jefferson 1976) emphasize
the manner in which students and teachers may act positively
rather than passively in terms of the meanings that life in school
holds for them, at times paradoxically aiding processes of social
and cultural reproduction while at the same time resisting the
social and cultural status quo. Withresistance theory, people are
not regarded as passive ciphers operated on unilaterally by
monolithic social forces. Societies and cultures are conceived as
dynamic and dialectic processes. As Hebdige (1979), Willis
(1977), Brake (1980), and Whitty & Dabies (1981) have
demonstrated, the reproduction of culture also reproduces
resistance.

Itisinthese dialectic terms that the role of music as an agent
of social and cultural reproduction in processes of schooling has
to be understood. However, arguments concerning social and
cultural reproduction apply as much to questions of ethnicity as
they do to questions of class stratification. Olsen (1980) and
Titley and Miller (1982), for example, have found relationships
between class and ethnicity in Canada to be so strong as to be
almost indistinguishable. Olsen in particular finds that repro-
duction mechanisms answer to the structure and functioning of
the state elite and concludes that among the roles that still tend
to be appropriated by members of the two charter groups are the
elite roles of the state system, a reality that contrasts rather
starkly with the imagery of multiculturalism. This understand-
ing of ethnic stratification functions in turn to underline a
particular understanding of responses by Canadian youth to the
class and ethnic dynamics of schooling. It has, for example, been
found (see Haughton 1983) that the musics and personnel of the
so-called “ethnic minority” Canadians are systematically and
consistently excluded from influence on the definition of music
knowledge in Canadian classrooms, given the educational
system’s definition of what counts as “musical knowledge” in
schools. A major but ancillary theme of this paper is the manner
in which the status quo of ethnic stratification is maintained and
reproduced in part in Ontario through music education policies.

One point of departure for this paper is the work of Vulliamy
and Shepherd in the sociology of music education. Vulliamy
(1977) has argued that music allows for the preservation of
certain ideological notions important to the educational system,
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and cites the roles of the mass media and selective government
subsidies in imposing upon all the cultural capital of the middle
classes as the only legitimate musical forms. Bourdieu and
Passeron (1977) refer to this as “violence symbolique,” the
desecration of the cultural symbols of a people for those serving
the interests and tastes of those with power and influence.
Shepherd (1983) expands upon this notion, suggesting that the
processes of school music teaching in Ontario goes beyond the
mere legitimation of a dominant musical ideology and con-
tributes to much more pervasive ideologies underpinning
capitalist societies. Shepherd (1982) wisely cautions against the
dangers in asserting boldly the existence of homologies between
musical structures and social structures without a correspond-
ing theoretical analysis of how such homologues are produced.
However, he does an excellent job of establishing such parallels,
arguing in particular that an insistence on literately mediated
notions of “what counts as music” leads to a music curriculum
that downplays considerably the immediate, the personal, and
the social in the lives of students. He furthermore contends that,
“it is not difficult to see how phonetic literacy and typography
have facilitated the tight, reductionist control and manipulation
of knowledge in capitalist society and so, in turn, the progressive
dehumanization of people” (Shepherd 1983: 38). As Shepherd
and Vulliamy have argued, the marginal status that music seems
to have among other subjects in the curriculum functions to
conceal its real effect (and perhaps itsreal purpose) as part of the
school knowledge granted legitimation by the educational
system:

... despite music's marginal status on the school curriculum
as compared with high status academic knowledge, we contend
that the contribution that it makes to the reproduction of
capitalist ideology is significantly greater than this marginal
status suggests (Shepherd & Vulliamy 1983: 10).

The value of a critical approach to music education policies
that link curriculum and teaching practices to the imperatives of
the state on the one hand, and the imperviousness of many music
educators to music’s role in social and cultural reproduction on
the other, are both attested to in an interview with an education
officer of the Ontario Ministry of Education. A principal concern
is the maintenance of the cultural capital of those with power
and influence:
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Education Officer:

We are concerned primarily with the transmission of the
cultural heritage of Canadians. We like to know that our
student’s performances reflect a high standard of work. The
garbage music thatis now in students’ heads has come about at
the same time that immigration and increased technology have
both mushroomed in Canada.

Researcher:

Are you saying that immigrants to Canada are responsible for
having brought the music which you term “garbage,” and that
contaminates that which constitutes the “pure” cultural
heritage which you wishtotransmit? At the same time, are you
not denying the Canadian-ness of those “immigrants” who are
now Canadian citizens?

Education Officer:

That is not what I meant. I simply mean that our business, mine
and yours, is to stick to the business of music and forget all the
other stuff about how groups relate to one another. We just need
to produce good music out of students and leave the social
theorizing to others. Kids do not even think about that, anyway
(Interview, January 1982).

The Research

a) The Graded-Guided Approach to “Music Literacy”

One day while we were sitting down to the business of
producing Grade 7 and 8 music guidelines for the teachers in our
Board, I spoke out against a section which had been written in
previous guides and which I had questioned with other music
teacher colleagues before receiving the appointment to the
curriculum making body itself. My criticism related to a section
entitled The Twelve Steps To Music Reading, a detailed outline
of how teachers should have their classes acquire musical
literacy by a progression through each of the steps.

I had seen many excellent musicians (e.g., those who
entertained tourists in the hotels of Jamaica with the island’s
native folk songs) who could not read a single note of music in
notated form. I had worked with very successful recording
groups who could not read music if their lives depended on it. I
had read that the music of India — including its “classical”
music — follows an oral-aural tradition in which each performer
has to add to the original piece of music. I know, therefore, that
systems of notation function to “freeze” composing, and do so as
one aspect of the social construction of “knowledge.”
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In reply to the objections I tried to raise and the viewpoint I
had hoped my colleagues would have welcomed, I was reminded
that we were preparing a document for a school, and that literacy
was what schools were about, not “experience.” A literacy-
bound orientation to music essentially negates the experiences
expressed in music that do not receive such expression through
notated and “read” sound symbols. By providing a mold into
which musical experience must fit and through which it must be
expressed inorder toreceive legitimation by schools, the literacy
approach negates the emotions of some students, leading to
alienation of these pupils, and preparing the background for
much of the “culture clash” reported in Vulliamy and Lee (1980)
& 1982).

Such approaches to education (and music education in
particular) become the means by which consent and conformity
are also accompanied by a rejection of the former culture as
backward or underdeveloped. As one girl from Vietnam told me:

We not like this music in school here. In our school we make
songs with the teacher and we feel good. Here we make the
sounds the book want us for make, and the teacher feels good.
We feel.good too about pleasing the teacher, but not how music
means. Music is for feel good inside, not for pretty picture
outside but still feel rotten inside (Interview, November 1981).

b) Student Composition and Teacher Response

One of the concerns L had in approaching the interviewing of
the Coordinators of Music resulted from an earlier observation
of mine that despite expressed interest in student creativity,
their compositions were often not regarded as good enough for
performance. In addition to that, even some students who had
composed and performed their compositions on local community
television were told that their songs were not of a sufficiently
high caliber for offering in public. One girl reported having been
scolded by the teacher after one such performance, the teacher
expressing concern about his “image” when she told the
television audience that he was her music teacher. She seemed so
upset that 1 asked whether she would still write songs. She
replied:

Well, I'm not even so sure I would write again. As a matter of
fact, maybe I would, but not as long as I am in that stupid
school. You get the impression that they really want you to try
and make up something, butif you do they put you down for it.
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What they really want is the old Beethoven stuff which nobody
wants to hear except the old folks and the senior citizens who
think they are in high society and who want to preach to us all
the time and sell us a load of good culture. Right? But our
generation doesn’t go for that stuff. We listen to the music of
today’s stars. We sing from how we feel. That is why their
music and the music we do in school is so false and dead-
soundin’ and kids don’t like classical and all that stuff. It does
not really tell exactly how you feel, but it tries to make you
imagine that you feel different from how you really feel. It is
like telling us how to pretend to be good. I used to respect
Mr.___ butnowIknow he’s just as crappy and as phony
as the rest of them (Interview, November 1981).

This negation of student’s compositions was found among
Coordinators of Music as well, also concerned about “images.”

The following conversation generally sums up the response
and attitudes of these Coordinators:

Researcher:
Do any of the choirs of instrumental groups perform songs on
pieces that any of the students themselves have written.

Coordinator:

No!Ididn't think that was what you were after. AtleastIdo not
know of anything like that happening in our schools. I do not
even know that there are teachers who could write pieces
which parents would appreciate, especially band music. I
should hope that any such a public presentation would first be
submitted to proper and careful scrutiny before the actual
presentation. We do have in the elementary schools occasions
when students group together and make impromptu compo-
sitions for ten minutes or so, and then present them to the entire
class. They have enormous fun doing that. Sometimes they are
good enough that the teacher writes them down and displays
them on bulletin boards around the school.

Researcher:

If they are good enough for a visual display in the school, why
couldn’t they be performed by the very students, maybe, who
produced them, or why could the students not be taught to
write the music themselves? Couldn’t they even make up their
own sets of symbols and have that highlighted as part of the act
of creation?

Coordinator:
Two things respond to that. In the first place — and we
discussed this earlier — I am concerned that teachers do not
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know enough music to do the kind of job that needs to be done in
today’s schools. I wish they did. Secondly, since the music
department tends to be seen as the chief public relations agent
of the school, we have to be very careful to present an image of
respectability — or rather an image that parents respect — in
what we do. Itis one thing to make up their own music symbols
which they caninterpret. Itis another thing to convince parents
that the music their children are getting is one that is used and
respected all over the world. You know how parents or people
in general are. They are very quick to criticize us and we
therefore have to try to be safe and at least satisfying in what
we do (Interview, December 1981).

Itisimportant to take note of the fact that in the mind of this
(and many other) Coordinator(s) there was an objectified
meaning to “knowing” music. In this view, music knowledge is
reified. It is something “out there” to be “known,” and most
teachers — according to this Coordinator — do not “know”
enough. Music knowledge is thus externalized and to “know” it is
to alienate oneself from one’s true feeling. The ability and
desirability of expressing this deep-down feeling, however, is
suppressed by the concern (at different levels of the system) to
present the proper “image.”

I have heard thousands of similar responses to the school’s
music and the music that students seem to find both available
and enjoyable outside of school. The general stance of the school
— expressed through the music teachers — seems to contribute
to a low self-concept in students regarding music as knowledge
that they get from the schools. In the long run, this feeds into a
self-fulfilling prophecy observable in what Shepherd (1983)
describes as the students’ voting with their feet. They leave the
music program as soon as they can, or never get involved with it
to begin with, especially when they have their transistors to
provide them with the musical knowledge they crave, as opposed
to both the negation of experience and the experience of negation
which seem to accrue from school music.

c) Extent of Music Guidelines’ Usage in Classrooms from
the Perspective of Coordinators of Music
There was an obvious difference in what different Coor-
dinators meant by “following the guidelines.” For some it meant
following the directives with extreme exactitude, while for
others it meant having an idea of what was wanted and going
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therein the way the teacher could best travel, provided that there
was clear evidence that the teacher’s plans and methods did not
contravene guideline material. There was consensus, however,
that guidelines were being followed. It was in an attempt to
implement the content of the guideline document that most
teachers who were adjudged “ignorant and lacking in knowledge
of music” were detected. Some teachers, like the one reported
below, admitted to dependency on the guideline, but were able to
rationalize the dependency as follows:

Well, what else have we got? We have to have some way of
knowing what to teach to the children. I mean, there is nothing
wrong with that. It happens in Science, in Math, in the language
arts. There has to be some standardization of instruction. I have
never been on a curriculum committee, myself, but I don’t need
to be. I trust the wisdom of the people who have been chosen to
do the job. I wouldn’t know what to do without the guideline. I
can accept that theideas are not always workable, but given the
circumstances of the curriculum workers, I see them doing a
damn good job. Someone has got to tell us what to do. I myself
don’t claim to be an expert. I need the wisdom of someone who
has done this for long enough to know how to do it, and how to
advise me in providing good lessons for my kids. I just wouldn’t
know what to do without the guideline. What I do not know at
first reading, I find I can understand better at workshops, or
there is always another teacher somewhere who knows what
the guideline says about how to get the children to enjoy
themselves and make the lessons fun (Interview, July 1981).

What has begun to emerge is that the teachers have different
levels of skill in the technical aspects of music (e.g., ability to
play an instrument or to sing well enough to avoid being
laughed-at by students). This was revealed from my own
observations. Some Coordinators, however, do not make
allowances for the different backgrounds of teachers, and expect
that all music teachers should display a certain behavior to
which they could apply the label “having a knowledge of music.”
The more such a lack is detected, the greater the desire for those
teachers to stick to the guidelines, asisrevealed in the following
interview:

That is the whole problem. They tell us they try to follow the
guideline. They all say they do. Yet my consultants and I find
that they have no knowledge of music to enable them to do a
good job. I really question the quality of their pre-service
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training. We can’t leave them up to do what they want to do. The
children would suffer. We therefore try to make the guidelines
so simple, sometimes we ask just how we are perceived by any
other Board's staff who read our documents for the simplicity
we putintothemin an effort to help our teachers. And yet we do
not seem to be able to help the vast majority of them. That is the
crux of the whole matter. They are required to teach by the
guideline, so whatever they do can be seen as some reflection of
us and the programs we plan. From speaking with my
consultants and some of the teachers who I sometimes get a
chance to see, I know that they all use the guidelines, but God,
do they ever need help! We give to our principals some
guidelines to help them assess a teacher’'s performance in
music, but since most of them seem not to know their --- from
their heads, it hardly helps. Sometimes I wish we did not have
to spend the time writing the guidelines, but those very
teachers ask for it, for it is a legal requirement, and they
wouldn't know how to carry a message — never mind a tune
—without some such help. I really think “Yes.” They all try to
follow the guides and teach according to what’s there but they
need all kinds of help which gets harder and harder to come by
(Interview, December 1981).

One negative case I encountered provided some rather
interesting data. There was a teacher who was so good that his
school kept winning first prize in all Festival events in the
borough, and this brought him to the attention of the Music
Department. He was visited by the consultant for his school area.
She praised him for the impressive display of trophies in his
showcase, but remonstrated with him, after observing him for a
morning session, for not following the guidelines in terms of the
progression that it recommended for teaching specific concepts.
He was also given a very strong reprimand by the principal after
she had reported to him her finding of this unorthodox
methodology. The principal, so he told me, though glad for the
trophies, also agreed that guidelines are to be followed, and now
that he had “made his name,” maybe it was time for him to begin
really teaching some genuine music.

It is apparent that this principal had his own feelings
regarding what counts as musical “knowledge.” Though he was
glad to have the teacher give his school an extremely good public
image, he too was ready to concede that what this teacher had
been doing was not really “music.” The Coordinator also makes it
clear that it is not so much what is taught that is important from
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her perspective. What's of the essence is whether or not the right
rules (as laid down in the guidelines) are being followed. This
replicates Anyon’s (1981) finding that there is a style of
pedagogy in which “knowledge” is defined more by “following
the right steps” with little regard for accuracy or impact of
content. Here is an excerpt from an interview with the wayward
teacher:

Informant:

Well, one day I had a visit from the Music Consultant who had
never been in to see my program before. Her visit ended before
long, with a promise to bring me the latest copy of the proper
music guidelines which I should be using. She complained that
my methods were unorthodox and that I ought to be following
the guidelines more closely evenif it meant that I had to find the
time to take Ministry courses.

Researcher:
Why, weren’t you aware of the guidelines?

Informant:

To my mind I was following them in that I was using my own
initiative to plan for my children as I saw fit to do. My students
were very happy with what we were doing, as also were their
parents. As least the children got the feeling that making music
could be fun while they acquired the skills of playing on the
instruments.

Researcher:

What did she think of the many trophies in your display case?
Does she not know of the festival, or doesn’t she think anything
of it?

Informant:

Yes, I think she is aware of it, but the Board does not seem to
have very fixed ways of doing things, and wants things done in
its own way. It is not the end product that is important to them,
it is the rigidity with which you make sure to follow what they
tell you to do.

Researcher:
Why do you say that?

Informant:

Well, before I came here I was in another school where the
principal was a real stickler for doing things by the book. He
would always be calling in the Consultant to make sure things
were being done as the Board guideline said they should be
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done. It was very very frustrating. Sometimes he would wait
until the day before a performance and then call this guy to
have him tell you what was wrong, and then you were expected
to fix it before the following day, though you got no extra time
in which to fix anything, and just as well, for then it was too late
to change much with children that age.

Researcher:
But why did he feel that you were not following the guidelinein
the first place? How right was he in feeling that way?

Informant:

Not right at all. I'd like to think that I am following at least the
spirit of the guideline which has to allow for a bit of teacher
initiative. After all when one does music all day, one cannot be
expected to present any two lessons even to the same grade
level in exactly the same way. School administrators and
program supervisors are too far removed from the reality of
classrooms except to enforce strict obedience to people who
have more facility than ability to rule.

Researcher:
What exactly do you do that you find to be so different from
what other teachers of music do in classrooms?

Informant:

Well, in the first place, when I went to school in England we had
a very fine teacher who always got packed houses when he put
on a concert, and I really believe in his methods. He said that
any child who knew his A B Cs could be taught to read music. I
have been copying his methods, but the people here tell me I
should be using Kodaly’s method, starting with pentatonic
songs. I do not believe in the pentatonic songs, for the scale
which the children knows is do, re, mi, fa, so, la, ti, do, and that
is more than five degrees as is in pentatonic. I believe in starting
with what the children come to you with and building from
there. Since they come to me knowing eight degrees in the scale,
for me to go back to five is taking a step back from where they
already are. Nothing is wrong with the Curwen scale. I don't
know what you used in Jamaica, but we used Curwen in
England. Kodaly isn’t that much different, soIdo not see why I
can't stick to what I am comfortable with.

Researcher:

Well, KodAly is not essentially about scales. I think all he has
done is to have suggested that the pentatonic scale lends itself
to harmonizing without a sense of anyone having been
discordant, to the same extent as would have applied using
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Curwen’s diatonic major scale. By the way we used Curwen in
Jamaica, too.

Informant:
Istill believe in the English way, but if that is what they want I
guess that’s what I'll have to do.

Researcher:
Are you going to do the courses as was suggested by the
Consultant then?

Informant:

You know how it is, you don’t fight the system. If you don’t do
what superiors recommend, you get a bad report from them.
Depending upon what your aspirations are, one could be doing
a stupid thing to resist the forces that have the power to hurt
you.

Researcher:

That is not the purpose of aresource person like the Consultant,
though. They are there to support you and give you ideas they
have picked up from conferences and from workshops they
themselves attend.

Informant:

This lady wasn’t exactly suggesting. She was telling me what
she wanted me to be doing, and how to be doingit. In any case, |
am not going to wait around to find out what she means by
getting a bad report. These are not the job-security days of
some time ago. When you have been given an indication that
someone in charge wants things done in a certain way, you get
it done if you still like to eat. Some children inevitably suffer,
but these days you follow commands or risk stiff penalties. I
believe in what I believe in, but I'll do what those people want,
and how they want it done. It does not pay to try to fight the
system (Interview, April 1981).

What we have here is an example of resistance that finally
acquiesces, probably because it did not perceive itself to be
“resistance” in the first place. This teacher was confident that he
was following the spirit of the guideline document. For the
Consultant, however, it was the letter of the guideline that was
being ignored, and that therefore meant that the teacher’s
“unorthodox” approach began to constitute resistance to
hegemony, and for this he had to be brought into line. By
attempting to free his students from the rigidity of the
guidelines, he had exposed himself and his pedagogy as elements
of the music education microcosm that needed to be made to
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adapt to the pedagogy and politics of the musical mainstream. He
knew that maintaining an oppositional code and practice to that
of the dominant ideology might lead nowhere. Unlike Willis’s
“lads” (see Willis 1977) he would much rather capitulate to the
dominant ideology than maintain his resistance.

It is important for us to notice, finally, that the Coordinator
had no doubt that the guidelines were being followed. It was the
fact that they were being followed by people who “had no
knowledge of music” that really worried her. As she herself
observed: “I know that they all use the guidelines ... but do they
ever need help.” We have seen also that music leadership is more
concerned with how well teachers follow the rules than what
content they impart. The negative case teacher did not follow the
rules well enough to please his superordinates, but even he saw
himself following the rules. There was no refusal to do so.

d) Teacher Perceptions of the Basic Issues Regarding Music
Education and the Music Curriculum Guidelines

Interviews with teachers were very informal and unstructur-
ed. The questions were not stated exactly the same way for each
respondent, so the answers cannot with any real significance be
reported in tables. The synopsis of the general responses will
therefore be somewhat anecdotal. The teachers were asked, for
example, to comment on the notion of pooling together teacher-
generated guideline pointers at the classroom level as opposed to
the current “curriculum by the expert” designed in some office.

The great majority of the interviewees disagreed with the
notion of curriculum by “experts” at either the Ministry or the
Board level. Of this number, most expressed the wish to have
curricula constructed at the level of the classroom “where,” as
one teacher put it, “the rubber hits theroad.” Some of the reasons
given for that observation included comments such as:

Mrs. T.:
A more meaningful experience will result if approached with
this perspective.

Miss J.:
There should be more emphasis on what the kids are listening
to and what they are interested in.

Miss E.:
I endorse the notion very strongly. All guidelines should be
written from the classroom.
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Mr. F.:

There should probably be some Board ground rules, but the
writing and working out of details should be left to the
classroom teacher.

Another question dealt with the issue of whether they had
had a perception of there being a proper school music and non-
school music during their own schooldays, and if so to comment
briefly on what the differences were. All reported that there was
a great difference. Some of their comments are recorded here:

Mrs. N.:
Yes, there was a big difference. In school we only sang. There

were only “kids’” songs, and no music that was current.

Mr. W.:
Non-school music was much more enjoyable.

Miss K.:
Yes. Grade school music was all group singing, whereas non-
school music was “free form,” bands, etc.

Mr. K.:
I couldn’t “do” music, and therefore didn't pursue it.

Mrs. H.:

A big difference. Non-school music was treated as fun. School
music had too much of an academic content, and, depending
upon what you mean by “learning,” I learned a lot more outside.

These interviewees were also asked to state what changes, if
any, they would like to see at the Ministry of Education as well as
at their own Board level as sites of curriculum production. A few
reported having no direct knowledge of the official procedure for
generating the guideline document at eight of those sites. They
simply knew that guidelines come from those places and that
they were supposed to teach from them. The vast majority
claimed knowledge of the process, and expressed a desire to see
changes in the direction expressed:

Mrs. G.:

I'd love to see more curriculum production at the school and
Board level, and less at the Ministry level. Curriculum
guidelines should be a collection of ideas and techniques in
current use from as many people as possible, to allow teachers
to extend their presentation of music in the classroom.
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Mr. P.:
I'd love to see increased funding for more personnel and
equipment.

Mrs. A.:

From my small knowledge I think too often music is presented
to the students with little consideration for what interests
them. I have yet to meet a student who did not like music, but I
have found lots who disliked the music that they got in the
school and the way it was presented to them. They disliked the
subject.

It seemed clear to me from some of those comments that
there was a perception of biases in the direction of those who
write the guideline documents and what was further perceived
to be their owninadequate preparation to teach to the interests of
students. This prompted me to ask the question: “Have you
detected any dissonance between the content of your own
training to be a music teacherin Ontario schools and the realities
of a classroom in terms of finding that what the children want
—even as a compromise with you — is outside of what you were
specifically trained to teach?”

The overwhelming majority of these current teachers of
music reported feeling inadequately prepared for the classroom,
leading some to express the opinion that curriculum planners
and teacher-training bodies are “out of touch.” Here are some of
their comments:

Mr. R.:

There is a need to accept that both children and parents want
the child's education to be relevant to today’s standards, not
that of some time ago when present “officials” were in school.
Each year I have been coming to summer school, hoping that
one of the times I'll get what I seem to need to be relevant to my
students’ interests and requests in music classes.

Mr. J.:

Yes. ] have come to realize that theories need to be tested with
changing times and circumstances. I always knew this, but I
don't see it happening as much as it should.

Miss O.:

Yes. Teacher college training had little bearing on changing
curriculum. Training focussed more on theory rather than on
the practical. It's difficult out there with today’s kids.
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Mrs. C.:

The pendulum swings, and my professional development has
been on-going. I have had to struggle to maintain a balance, and
official teacher-training was a real fiasco. It did not relate to
what I found in school. I have had to take private lessons in
order to cope.

There was general dissatisfaction with the method by which
the curriculum document is currently constructed. Most teach-
ers who expressed this feeling wanted to see more action at the
classroom level where the realities encountered by teachers in
the day-to-day administration of a classroom can impact more
upon the practice. Wanting to change the face of “school music”
toreflect greater inclusion of the interest of the students also had
some priority. Some teachers felt that current emphases in
teacher-training for music are most irrelevant, and that it left
them totally unprepared to face the challenge placed upon them
in meeting the “real” boys and girls who constitute today’s
classrooms.

One of the benefits of doing a study such as this is the insight
gained into the perceptions of the people who are most directly
affected by the curriculum guideline process. By thus allowing
us to get a glimpse of the meanings which they read into
curriculum documents, more meaningful educational interven-
tions geared to teachers’ perspectives are facilitated.

e} Certification Requirement As Potential Ethnic Exclusion

One of the ways in which Canadians bearing particular
cultural backgrounds are systematically denied influence upon
the musical culture of schools lies in the certification required for
certain positions (e.g., Coordinator of Music) in the Ontario
system. One highly successful music teacher from the West
Indies informed me in the context of a very informal interview
that:

There are some requirements demanded of teachers who wish
to upgrade themselves within the school system, which
discriminate against immigrants to Canada. Take my case, for
example. I came to this country with an undergraduate fine arts
degree in music from the University of the West Indies. Having
been employed in music here, I thought of -upgrading my
qualifications. I did the Ministry’s Vocal and Instrumental
Additional Qualification courses, but I have been debarred
from doing the “Specialist” course because the University of
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Toronto’s Faculty of Education refuses to grant equivalency
status to my undergraduate degree, primarily because of the
university from which it was obtained. They insist that it is not
the equivalent in content to a degree obtained in Canada. To
me this is most unreasonable to expect, since it is not the
function of the University of the West Indies to train students
for the Canadian classroom. The reverse is also true. The
reason I am mad is that with that stipulation I can never even
hope to be a Head of Department, since the “specialist”
certificateis a prerequisite for that position. Despite how good I
am, I shall never be able to earn the professional respect I
deserve. If that is not discrimination against my cultural
background, you tell me what is. That should never be allowed
to happen in a nation boasting cultural plurality (Interview,
October 1979).

It is important to the thrust of this paper to note that the
“specialist” certificate of which that teacher spoke is among the
requirements that a Coordinator of Music must have in order to
be considered qualified to apply for such a position. This teacher
could be very good at the subject, and could begin to be an
influence upon the thinking that informs curriculum thought and
curriculum policy in music education in Ontario along the
dimensions that are central to this study. As that interview
illustrates, however, there are current restrictions built into
policy regarding the backgrounds of Canadians who are non-
native to the culture.

In terms of being able to contribute to Canadian music
education in the leadership role as defined earlier in this study,
this teacher will have to be satisfied to be seen as second class at
best, having been effectively screened out of the sphere of
influence and leadership of policy. One would expect that the
completion of the Part I and Part II sections of the Ontario
qualification would serve to satisfy the requirement for
admission into the “specialist” course, since that is just another
summer course like the first two parts. I checked this with the
Faculty of Education’s music department, and the teacher’s story
was authenticated. The Ministry of Education expressed
sympathy for the teacher, but explained that since that was an
internal stipulation laid down by that particular faculty, they
were powerless to intervene. They advised that I inform the
teacher to try another university which did not have that
requirement and would honor the Ministry’s official recognition
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of her qualification. When I spoke with her on a subsequent date,
she reasoned that:

... It would not help, don’t you see? I do not want to get
second-rate qualifications. What the Ministry is suggesting is
that there may be universities of lesser stature that would
accept me without any qualms, but that is my point. I could still
be faced with havinginferior qualifications, for the implication
is that the University of Toronto’s Faculty of Education is more
demanding and therefore a better university from which to
obtain qualification. If L happened one day to be in competition
with someone who had obtained qualification from U. of T., and
if all other variables were equal, even the very Ministry — by
implication — would consider the other person better qualified
and hence endorse the selection of the other person. I will not
settle for second best. I want the very best and highest
available. Only that is good enough for me.

We have touched upon a very delicate point that may seem
trivial to some, but one which reveals the essence of much of
what I have stated to be my central concern. There are,
undeniably, ways in which cultural background functions to
exclude not only students but teachers from full participation in
Canadian society. When this obtains, multiculturalism remains
a prescription for the Canadian experience of some, and not a
description of it.

Conclusion

An examination of the literature on the philosophy of music
education in Ontario schools, discussions with education
officers at the Ministry of Education, with Coordinators of music
at the several school boards, and with practising colleagues
reveals a commonly held view of music as “reified knowledge.”
Treated as such, music functions chiefly to maintain and
reproduce a system of social control mediated through cultural
symbols. Treated as the dynamic interpretation of lived reality
and the site of the production of meanings, it could also become a
potential site of resistance and praxis. In other words, despite
the traditional view of music as a time filler on the roster of
curriculum content areas, there is a more subtle possibility than
is readily apparent that effective but invisible control can be
achieved through the instrumentality of school music.
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Among young people in general music is seen to occupy such
an import place in their lives that some sociologists (e.g., Frith
1980; Vulliamy & Lee 1980 & 1982; Shepherd et al. 1977;
Shepherd 1983) propose music as the agency through which
many young people give meaning to their lives. Consequently
recent work in the sociology of education has treated a critical
assessment of music education from the perspective of analyzing
what counts as valid musical knowledge in the school curricu-
lum as the site of the production and legitimation of experience.

Johnstone (1976) and Shepherd (1983) are among the very
few scholars who have done this kind of research in Canadian
education. Both researchers have discovered that no other
discipline makes the distinction between the culture of the
school and the culture of the pupils so graphically apparent as
music education. They also have found that school music
curricula tend to be characterized by a preponderance of
“serious” and “light classical” music, while youth culture
formulates and expresses itself primarily through the music
commonly referred to as “pop” or “rock.”

We have made mention in this study of the ways in which the
school is still observed to perpetuate the legitimation of
“serious” and “light classical” music as being somehow better
than “popular” or “rock” music. This pattern of legitimation
reveals some of the assumptions of those responsible for the
production of musical knowledge in schools. When a musical
genre is presented as the only one truly worthy of the label
“music,” there is no need to spell it out and to engage in long (if
any) discussion of it. As Shepherd observes, “one simply
reproduces [the social and musical environment], and com-
municates personally and intuitively with it” (1983:30). How-
ever, by placing the label of legitimacy on specific forms of
musical experience as “knowledge,” the possibility is created for
the negotiation of legitimacy of other forms of musical
experience.

If the lived musical experiences of students do not find either
legitimation or expression within the musical culture of the
school, then the way is open for certain resistances which may or
may not effectively change the situation for the student. The
initial failure to experience legitimation will generate resis-
tances that can be either successful (if they result in change) or
unsuccessful (if the status quo persists despite such resistance).
Then again, as in the case of Willis’s “lads,” resistance could be
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used as proof of the unworthiness of the human types promoting
certain musical tastes and styles. Dropping out of school may be
one of the chief (and perhaps most blatant) modes of overt
resistance. Students know that they will be no farther ahead
eitherin school or out of school. However, absence can be scored
a temporary victory.
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