The National Singing Programme Sing Up

was officially launched in November 2007 and a team
from the Institute of Education, University of London
were appointed early that academic term to undertake a
research evaluation of key elements of the Programme.

Across the first three years of the research-based Sing
Up impact evaluation, data have been collected from
9,979 children, involving 11,388 individual singing
assessments and the completion of 10,245 singing and
self focused attitudinal questionnaires.

Analyses of the data provide evidence that those
children who have participated in the Sing Up
programme are approximately two years in advance
developmentally in their singing compared to their peers

of the same age outside the programme. ResearChi“g the impaCt Of the
In addition, Sing Up experienced children have more National Singing Prog ramme

positive attitudes to singing in school and appear to

have a more positive self-image as a result of these 'S i ng u p' in Eng Iand

experiences.
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1 BACKGROUND AND AIMS

1 Background and Aims

This report provides a summative analysis of longitudinal and compar-
ative research data from the first three years of an ongoing four-year na-
tional study of children’s singing development in England (2007-2011).
In the Autumn of 2007, the UK Government initiated a National Singing
Programme Sing Up with the intention of fostering positive singing ex-
periences each week for all children of Primary school age in England
by 2011. As part of the evaluation of this programme, a research team
from the Institute of Education, University of London were appointed in
2007 to conduct an independent evaluation of the programme’s impact.

Key research foci have included a comparative mapping of the fol-
lowing:

o Children’s singing behaviour and development, noting whether or
not participants have had experience of the national programme;
and

o Children’s attitudes towards singing at school, home and else-
where.

An additional focus since 2008 has been on:

o The possible wider impact of singing on children’s self concept and
sense of social inclusion.
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2 METHOD

2 Method

Children (n=9,979 to date), of whom 95% were aged 7+ to 11+ years,
were drawn from 177 schools located across England in the opening three
years of research, 2007-2010. The choice of schools was on the basis of
an initial contact through local authority or higher education networks,
with the main criterion being to ensure a diverse range of geographical
and singing experienced settings, as well as social and ethnic diversity.
Subsequently, additional schools were nominated to be included as ex-
amples of the different types of experiences available under the Sing Up
programme umbrella. These included schools participating in the Cho-
rister Outreach Programme (COP), Workforce Development®, Singing
Playgrounds and Sing Up Awards initiatives.

The first year’s research (2007-2008) was designed to establish an
initial ‘baseline’ of singing in English Primary schools against which
subsequent Sing Up programme impact data could be compared. This
first year also included data generated in relation to one particular Sing
Up intervention, i.e., focused on children who had experienced Ex Cathe-
dra’s ‘Singing Playgrounds’ initiative?. The second year (2008-2009) ex-
tended the number of schools and Sing Up intervention-related data. It
also included a longitudinal component that involved re-assessing chil-
dren from the first year after approximately a twelve-month interval.
The third year’s data collection (2009-2010) followed the same princi-
ples and included both comparative and longitudinal aspects.

Across the three years of impact data collection, children’s individual
singing behaviour and development were assessed by noting each indi-
vidual child’s performance of two well-known songs within a specially de-
signed protocol that combined two established rating scales (Rutkowski,
1997; Welch, 1998; see Welch et al, 2009 for more detail, including how
the singing scores were normalised). In addition, attitudes to singing,
self-concept and social inclusion were assessed by a specially designed

L Workforce Development is an umbrella term for schools where individual teach-
ers have attended professional development sessions as part of the Sing Up pro-
gramme (e.g., http://www.singup.org/training/) and includes schools where teach-
ers are known to have made use of Sing Up resources, such as the Song Bank
(http://www.singup.org/songbank/). Within the statistical outputs, the Workforce
Development category has been applied to all Sing Up school participants who are
not covered by experience of more extensive programme experience, such as the
Award programme, Singing Playgrounds or the Chorister Outreach Programme.

Zhttp://www.excathedra.co.uk/singing _playgrounds.php?submenuheader=3
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Figure 1: Number of assessments by school category and year of data
collection

questionnaire embracing six themes®. In the second year, socio-economic
background was assessed in relation to the UK Government’s Indez of
Multiple Deprivation.

Some children were seen more than once during this period in or-
der to include a longitudinal perspective. Consequently, overall, the
9,979 children generated 11,388 individual singing assessments and com-
pleted 10,245 individual attitudinal questionnaires. Approximately one
in three (30.8%, n=3507) were assessments of children who were outside
the Sing Up programme at the time of their assessment. The breakdown
of assessments by school category and year of data collection is shown
in figure 1.

There were approximately equal numbers of girls (51.8%) and boys
(48.2%). Three-quarters (75.9%) of the children were classified as ‘white’
according to the schools’ official ethnicity data that had been gathered
for official reporting to the Ministry (DfES/DCSF (then), DfE (now)),
with Asian (12.4%) and Black (6.2%) being the two main ethnic minority

3There were five themes in the first year’s questionnaire, each music related, to
which a sixth theme, self-concept and sense of social inclusion, was included from
‘year two’ onwards.
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2 METHOD

groups. These proportions in the impact evaluation data set are similar
to those in the official school statistics for England (DCSF, 2008)%.

4See http://tinyurl.com/5hlvs4, retrieved 4 September 2009
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3 MAIN FINDINGS

3 Main Findings

There were significant age, sex, ethnicity and school type differences
in the emergent findings. Within these group variables, older children,
girls and national singing programme (Sing Up) experienced partici-
pants tended to have more advanced singing development. Of the three
main ethnic groups represented, both white and black children were
likely to be more highly rated in their singing competency than their
Asian peers. Nevertheless, all three ethnic groups, including Asian chil-
dren, were significantly more advanced in their singing development
after Sing Up participation. Furthermore, the Year 2 data analyses had
already demonstrated that there was no evidence that more competent
singers came from socially advantageous settings. Age and longitudinal
data indicated that children’s singing competency tended to improve
with age and experience, but particularly so in a stimulating musical
environment, such as provided by the Sing Up programme. In addi-
tion, there was a strong positive correlation between children’s singing
development and their self-concept and sense of social inclusion.

Example details of the main findings are set out in the sections that
follow.

3.1 Comfortable singing range and age

Children’s mean comfortable singing range (assessed by asking children
to work outwards — ascending and descending — from their speaking
pitch centre using simple pitch glides) extended significantly (p<.001)
from approximately one and half to almost two octaves in pitch from the
ages of 7+y to 10+y (i.e., from an average pitch range of gs-c5 to f3—eg;
see darkened shading in figure 2). There was no significant difference
in comfortable pitch range between the two oldest age groups (ages 9+
and 10+). However, sex differences were evidenced for all age groups
(p<.001), with girls having a wider range than boys.

3.2 Comfortable singing range by school type

An analysis was undertaken of mean comfortable singing range accord-
ing to the different categories of schools in the database. This analysis

15



3.2 Comfortable singing range by school type
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Figure 2: Comfortable mean singing range and age

indicated a general trend of increasing vocal pitch range with experi-
ence (p<.0001). Children who had experienced an extended programme
of singing development (such as likely to be found in Platinum Award
and Chorister Outreach Programme schools) tended to have the widest
mean comfortable singing range as measured in semitones (see figure 3).
Although there was a significant difference overall across school types,
there was no difference between children from Platinum Award schools
and Cathedral schools (including cathedral choristers).

The relatively limited mean comfortable singing range exhibited by
children in our Singing Playground schools’ data (compared to the other
categories of schools) derives from an unintended bias in data collection.
In the first year of our research (termed NSP Year 1 in figure 4 below),
singing data were collected mainly from children in school Year 3 (aged
7+) and Year 6 (aged 10+). This first year’s data accounts for 53%
of the overall Singing Playgrounds dataset and the mean comfortable
singing range is 11.2 semitones. The National Singing Programme Sing
Up had only been launched a few months earlier and had had limited
opportunity for sustained impact at the time of our data collection.

16



3 MAIN FINDINGS

Mean comfortable singing range in semitones by school type
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Figure 3: Comfortable mean singing range by school type

In the following year (labelled NSP Year 2 in figure 4), the research
focus shifted to children’s singing in school Years 4 and 5 (ages 8+ to
9+) and there is an increase in the mean comfortable singing range to
12.1 semitones. In this past year (labelled NSP Year 3 in figure 4),
the research focus is more balanced across Key Stage 2 (ages 7+ to
10+) and the mean comfortable singing range demonstrated a further
significant increase to 14.16 semitones. We suggest that this third year’s
dataset is probably more representative of children with experience of
Singing Playgrounds activity than the overall average of 11.97 semitones
(as displayed in figures 3 and 4).

3.3 Singing development and ethnicity

Asian children tended to have less developed singing behaviours com-
pared to the other two major ethnic groupings represented in the data
(Black and White) (p<.001). However, all three ethnic groupings were
rated significantly higher in Sing Up schools (i.e., schools that had par-
ticipated in the Sing Up programme) (see figure 5).

3.4 Singing development and sex

In general, girls tended to be rated as significantly more developed in
their singing compared to boys (p<.0001). Somewhat surprisingly, this

17



3.4 Singing development and sex

Singing Playgrounds: mean comfortable range in semitones
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Figure 4: Mean comfortable range in semitones for Singing Playgrounds
children across three years (2007-2010)

Note: The figures in parentheses represent the relative size of this yearly cohort within
the overall Singing Playgrounds dataset.
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Figure 5: Normalised singing ratings and ethnicity
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3 MAIN FINDINGS
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95
%
85
80

75

70 / v @female

®male

Normalised Singing Score

65

60
Non Sing Up 1 2 3 Chorister

Number of Sing Up input types

Figure 6: Singing rating by children’s sex and the number of different Sing
Up inputs that they have experienced (one or more)

sex difference persists despite the number of different Sing Up interven-
tions experienced by the children (see figure 6), although we recognise
that increasing the number of Sing Up experiences (such as using the
Song Bank, being in an Award school) does not necessarily imply a mul-
tiplying effect. However, the singing development ratings of male and
female choristers were statistically similar.

Nevertheless, although this sex difference also persists across school
types (figure 7), it is differentially evidenced in the longitudinal data
(see figures 9 and 10).

3.5 Singing development and school type

Nevertheless, children from schools that had experience of Sing Up
tended to have higher singing development ratings than their non-Sing
Up peers (see figure 8). Although the cathedral choristers — perhaps
not unsurprisingly — achieved the highest ratings, these ratings are
statistically similar to those from children who had participated in the
Chorister Outreach Programme. (Note: Table 1, included underneath
the figure, demonstrates statistical similarities in the clustering of mean

19



3.5 Singing development and school type

Interaction plot between factors Type and Sex
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Figure 7: School types and normalised singing ratings by sex of participants

Categories Mean Groupings
Chorister 90.925 A
COP School 83.549 A
Silver or Gold Award School 80.579 B
Platinum Award School 79.598 B C
Workforce Development School  75.770 C
Cathedral School 72.440 D
Non Sing Up School 72.376 D
Singing Playground School 71.898 D

Table 1: Statistically similar grouping (singing development and school type)

ratings by school type.)

As mentioned earlier in the discussion on mean comfortable singing
range, the Singing Playground data is biased towards the first year of
the data collection (for example, as illustrated in figure 1), that is, early
in the Sing Up programme, which explains why these children’s mean
ratings overall are similar to those in non-Sing Up school types (includ-
ing non-choristers in cathedral schools). When the composite singing
data is broken by year of collection (figure 9), it is clear that there is an
upward trend, with children in the third year (2009-2010) having their
singing assessed at the same mean level of development as children in
Award schools.

20



3 MAIN FINDINGS
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Figure 8: Mean singing development and school type

Singing Playgrounds: Mean Normalised Singing Scores
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Figure 9: Mean singing development scores for Singing Playgrounds children

by year of data collection.
Note: The figures in parentheses represent the relative size of this yearly cohort within
the overall Singing Playgrounds dataset.
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3.6 Children’s singing development and age: impact of Sing Up

Singing development and chronological age (Sing Up -vs- Non Sing Up)
N=11388
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Figure 10: Singing development and chronological age

3.6 Children’s singing development and age: impact
of Sing Up

When children’s normalised singing development scores were plotted
against their chronological age, a clear difference emerges in the ratings
between children who have experience of Sing Up and those who have
not (figure 10). Sing Up experienced children tend to be approximately
two years in advance of their non-Sing Up peers. Assessed differences
range from approximately three years for the youngest children to one
year for the oldest.

When the Sing Up data are broken down into their various composite
school types (Sing Up Award schools — Gold/Silver/Platinum; Choris-
ter Outreach Programme [COP]; Workforce Development; Singing Play-
grounds) and compared with children’s data from non-Sing Up schools,
the developmental differences in children’s singing are still evident (Fig-
ure 11) (£ (7590, 286) = 4.317, p<.0001). Each strand has children
that, on average, are in advance developmentally of their non-Sing Up
peers. Two of the three Sing Up interventions that embrace either a
sustained focus on singing (as in the Award schools), or an intensive
programme (under the COP umbrella) demonstrate the largest devel-
opmental differences. For the other two Sing Up interventions (termed

22



3 MAIN FINDINGS
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Figure 11: Singing development and chronological age by school type
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3.7 Longitudinal evidence of Sing Up’s impact

M Longitudinal mean normalised singing assessment
2007-2008

B Longitudinal mean normalised singing assessment
2008-2009

W Longitudinal mean normalised singing
2009-2010

Sing Up (N=56) Non-Sing Up (N=47)

Figure 12: Longitudinal data and school type across three years

Workforce Development schools and Singing Playgrounds Schools®) the
impact is less dramatic, but still evident.

3.7 Longitudinal evidence of Sing Up’s impact

Within the overall dataset, n=103 children have been assessed three
times longitudinally. As might be expected from the overall data re-
ported in figure 8, children tend to become more competent singers
with age. However, the longitudinal data available across three years
indicate that Sing Up experienced children develop significantly more
(p<.001) compared to their non-Sing Up peers (see figure 12).

This trend is echoed in the longitudinal data analyses for children
who were assessed twice, i.e., across two different school years, n=900
(see figure 13, p<.001).

In both instances (related to figures 12 and 13), there are no sex

5Much of the Singing Playgrounds data were collected in the first year (2007-2008)
and this was early in the Sing Up programme. However, our latest data from the
third year (2009-2010) indicates that the Singing Playgrounds developmental ratings
are very much in line with those for the Award schools and COP and consistently
higher than for non-Sing Up schools across all ages.
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3 MAIN FINDINGS

Longitudinal Comparisons (n=900)

M NSS average (initial visit) n.s.
W NSS average (revisit) t(898) = 1.963, p<.001

Non SingUp (n=387) SingUp (n=513)

Figure 13: Longitudinal data and school type across two consecutive years
(NSS = Normalised Singing Score — out of 100)

% schools
Non Sing Up  Sing Up
upper quartile 13 87
lower quartile 43 57

Table 2: Proportions of Sing Up and non-Sing Up schools in an overall
schools’ ranking by upper and lower quartiles

differences evidenced in the changes in longitudinal data. Both sexes
improved their singing over time.

3.8 Singing assessment and school type rankings

Sing Up Primary schools tend to cluster more towards the top of the
overall ranking of schools currently on the database (n=177). In con-
trast, non-Sing Up schools, including those termed non-choristers in
Cathedral schools, tend to be distributed more towards the bottom
quartile (see table 2) (X?= 18.52, p<..001).

25



3.9 Attitudinal evidence and Sing Up impact

3.9 Attitudinal evidence and Sing Up impact

Analyses of the children’s questionnaire responses (n=10,425) revealed
that: Girls were more positive than boys on all six themes® (p=.001);
Younger children tended to be more positive than older children*; and
Sing Up experienced children tended to be more positive than non-Sing
Up children about singing in school (p=.001).

3.10 Singing development, self concept and social
inclusion

Within the singing focused statements (n=45) that embraced five themes
(see footnote 4) were interspersed other statements (n=12 in 2008-09;
n=15 in 2009-107) that related to children’s self-concept and sense of
social inclusion.

When the children’s (n=6639) answers to these questions were plot-
ted against the same children’s singing development ratings, a clear
trend emerges. There is a positive linear relationship evidenced be-
tween children’s singing development and their self-concept and sense
of social inclusion. This is not to say that one ‘causes’ the other, but
that the two aspects appear to be closely correlated (see figure 14).

Nevertheless, overall, separate questionnaire analyses reveal that
Sing Up experienced children are more positive (p<.05) than their non-
Sing Up peers about themselves and their sense of being part of commu-
nity. And this positivity can be seen alongside the other trend evidenced
earlier (figure 8) for Sing Up experienced children to be more advanced
in their singing development. A clear inference may be drawn that chil-
dren with experience of Sing Up are more likely to be advanced in their
singing development and to have a positive self-concept.

6The six themes are:
. Identity as a singer (emotional connection with singing)
. Identity as a singer (self-efficacy)
. Singing at home
. Singing at school
. Singing in informal settings
. Self concept and sense of social inclusion
"Three questions were added from Achenbach (1991/2001) Child Behaviour
Checklist to the original twelve from the Fitts (1964/1991) Tennessee Self Concept
scale questionnaire.

U= W N
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3 MAIN FINDINGS
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Figure 14: Self-concept and social inclusion means by quartile and
normalised singing score for the same children (n=6639 children, 2008-2010)
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4 CONCLUSIONS

4 Conclusions

Children’s singing abilities and attitudes are socially and culturally lo-
cated, subject to developmental processes and sensitive to educational
experiences. Across the first three years of the research-based Sing Up
impact evaluation, data have been collected from 9,979 children, involv-
ing 11,388 individual singing assessments and the completion of 10,245
singing and self focused attitudinal questionnaires.

Analyses of the data provide evidence that those children who have
participated in the Sing Up programme are approximately two years in
advance developmentally in their singing compared to their peers of the
same age outside the programme.

In addition, Sing Up experienced children have more positive atti-
tudes to singing in school and appear to have a more positive self-image
as a result of these experiences.
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