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ABSTRACT

INDIVIDUALIZING ELEMENTARY GENERAL MUSIC INSTRUCTION:
CASE STUDIES OF ASSESSMENT AND DIFFERENTIATION

By
Karen Salvador
Elementary general music teachers typically teach hundreds ohtstedery

week. Each child has individual learning needs due to a variety of factors, sudr as pri
experiences with music, music aptitude, learning style, and personalitypuipse of this
gualitative study was to explore ways that experienced teachers usetnesgsgo differentiate
instruction so they could meet the music learning needs of individual students. Theg guidi
guestions were as follows: (1) When and how did the participants assesd skiltscand
behaviors? (2) How did participants score or keep track of what students knew and could do in
music? And (3) What was the impact of assessment on differentiation of instPuction

| selected three elementary music teachers who had been teachingdst atght years
and were known to use assessments regularly. | observed the first parteigaataught a
kindergarten and a fourth grade class every time they met for seven we¢kghagiecond
participant, | observed a third grade, a fourth grade, and a self-containeaclzskifen with
cognitive impairments each time they met for four weeks. | observed the fitiaipaent each
time she taught one first grade and one third grade for seven weeks. timnatddiny field notes
of these observations, data collection included interviews, teacher journals, pedestigw
forms, and verbal protocol analysis (think-alouds). Data were analyzed on an oraging b
using the constant comparative method of data analysis, guided by my ind&ktequestions

and also seeking emergent themes.



The results are presented in the form of case studies of each teachécsgrélowed
by cross-case analysis. All participants used a variety of assgssetods, including rating
scales, checkilists, report cards, observation, and aptitude testing. Two peagicipluded self-
assessments, and one compiled all written work into a portfolio for each studdmughlteach
teacher occasionally assessed specifically for report card gradstsassessment was consistent
and ongoing throughout the school year and its primary purpose was to inform instruction.
Participants reported that the number of students they taught, lack of time and sapport, a
preparation for performances were major hindrances to assessment, yetvbiglyeless each
continued consistently to integrate assessment. They disagreed about the rgéegrolap
performance (i.e., after-school “programs” or concerts) as an aBSESICtivity.

Although some assessments were directly applied to personalize instinc linear or
spiraling fashion, assessment practices and differentiation of instructiertypecally
interwoven in a complex relationship that varied among participants. Group work—ngclud
praxial group work, creative group work, and centers-based instruction—was orfeatvay t
teachers individualized instruction and also assessed the music learningidtiadgtudents.
Participants utilized a variety of presentation styles and offeratge & musical activities in
order to personalize whole-group instruction, as well as providing opportunities foduadi
responses to open-ended high-challenge and self-challenge activities érgndigbd contexts.
Furthermore, each participant was expected to differentiate music ifstriststudents with a
variety of special needs. This study concludes with a discussion of the iropbkoat these

results for practice and suggestions for future research.
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Introduction

It is a crisp sunny day in late February, and snow blankets the garden in the school
entryway just outside the music room window. First grade students sit in a circle on the gray
carpet, legs crossed and hands behind their backs. They are unusually still and quiet, hoping to
be chosen to participate in a singing game. Eager eyes watch as the teacher “hides” small

stuffed animals in the hands of children who are “ready.”

f) & — | — |
o = B I I I = | I | | |
! —_— ! p— ! I I — - | ]
0y e e
Who has the pen-guin? (I have the pen-guin) Who has the bear? (I have the bear)
i I i i
e e s S e s e s S e S e s
- ] ] ] ! F — = - - -

[— ' [
Who has the snow-man? (I have the snow-man.) Hide them some-where. bum bum bum bum (etc)

The teacher sings: “Who has the penguin?” and the child with the penguin sings an
echoed reply “I have the penguin” in an accurate, slightly husky voice. The teacher sings “Who
has the bear?” Another student echoes “I have the bear” in a mostly speaking voice. The
teacher sings “Who has the snowman?” A boy sings “I have the snowman” in a sweet, crystal-
clear head voice. He stands, and the three children with stuffed animals run them to the teacher
as she sings “Hide them somewhere.” The class echoes “Hide them somewhere” andgsen si
“bum-bum-bum” on the resting tone as the teacher quickly redistributes the animals for another
round of turns.

| asked the teacher how she chose which student to give each animal, as the sung phrases

seem to be different levels of difficulty:



| was originally planning on letting the students choose the next students [to give the
stuffed animals], but based on the wide range of singing abilities in thisidiessled to
choose which student would sing which echo. This enabled me to give the students who
had showed consistent, accurate use of singing voice the challenging (hag® ahd

those that hadn’t shown as much consistent, accurate use of singing voice one oéithe easi

(lower) phrases to sing (HS Journal 2/23, p. 2).

Several rounds of the game proceed in much the same fashion. As the children become
familiar with the song, they begin to sing the prompts with the teacher. When individuarchildr
respond, the teacher neither praises nor corrects, but simply moves to the next ptirason{

in a continuous rhythm. The game continues until the teacher sings “Who has the snowman?” to

a little boy. Tro& speak-sings the echoed reply. Without any interruption in the rhythm, the
teacher repeats the prompt, with a clear implication that she thinks he can do better. Troy
smiles and sings the response in an accurate head voice. The teacher smiles and winks at Troy
as she continues to sing, “Hide them somewhere” and the game goes on.
When | asked the teacher how she decided to ask that particular student for a better

response, she replied:

Many of the students who sang inaccurately | did not press because they haan’t s

higher singing achievement in the past. If they haven't shown that they CAN sumgein t

at this point, | don’t want to risk embarrassing them by pointing it out. They malysim

need more opportunities for solo singing and more opportunities to develop their tonal

audiation and skill (just as a young child who speaks a word incorrectly needs neore tim

1 .
All names in this document are pseudonyms.



to develop their speech and vocabulary without being told they're wrong). Generally,
when they’re ready to sing, they’ll sing!

| chose to press Troy because he was a student who didn’t use singing voice for
most of kindergarten and then one day showed he could sing IN tune IN head voice. At
that point, it appeared that he had been CHOOSING not to sing. If that is the cdlse, | wi
encourage those students to use head voice and/or give them the “come on, | know you
can do it!" look. I've also tried to flatter him a lot in the past (praising his ubeaut
voice when he did choose to do it and/or commenting on how I couldn’t “trick him”) so

that he would WANT to use his singing voi¢dS Journal 2/23, pp. 3-4).



Chapter One: Review of Literature

In the preceding anecdote, the teacher differentiated instruction. That isysheapeed
her teaching to meet the music learning needs of individual students. In ef ddasstudents,
she varied the difficulty levels of material the children sang based on thaoyse
achievements. Furthermore, she chose in the moment to “press” one child to achiexghet
level while allowing other children simply to experiment. How could she diffexte her
instruction when she, like many elementary general music teachehgesedimout 400 students
each week? How did she provide chances for students to demonstrate their mtisg; abili
skills, and knowledge so that she could understand what different students needed to¢é®arn? H
did she apply the results of these assessments to help each child @bhiessvn rate, from
his own starting place, toward his musical potential?

Through this study, | sought to answer these questions by examining the impact of
assessment practices on differentiation of instruction in three elemgetaral music
classrooms. | wondered how full-time elementary general music teaclpanslic school
settings learned what individual students knew and could do musically. | wanted to know how
they kept track of the information they gleaned from these assessments, thetimoment and
over time. Most important, | wanted to see how assessment affected iosalgtactices and
facilitated the musical progress of individual students. In this paper, |igatest assessments
within the classroom context. These assessment practices included fodnrdbamal
measures that teachers often designed themselves and that were puseariy learn about
students’ abilities and thus inform instruction. | wanted to learn about assé¢ssn@enatural

component of teaching and learning.



Although I focused on how such assessment practices could lead to differentiated
instruction, a review of the literature and conversations with the participewetsled a lack of
agreement regarding the nature, value, and purpose of assessment in musig aeachin
learning. Therefore, | will begin this paper with a brief description of therkisf assessment
in music education. | will then discuss the role that assessment could play intalgngeneral
music education and discuss the concept of differentiated instruction. Finally, ribdlsiation
will summarize recent studies that describe current assessmertgw atctelementary general
music instruction and the challenges teachers report as they strive tatmteggessments.
Assessment and Measurement in Music Education

A brief history. Researchers and music educators have shown increasing interest in
methods of measuring and assessing music aptitude, achievement, prefemetedility since
the turn of the twentieth century. Seashokdé&asures of Musical Talet919); Gordon’s
Musical Aptitude Profil§1965) andowa Test of Music Literacfd970); and Colwell'$usic
Achievement Tes{4968) andsilver Burdett Music Competency Ted879) represent only a
handful of the published music aptitude and achievement tests that have been developed since
that time (Colwell and Barlow, 1986). Methodological articles and conferencefaiéses
related to assessment, publicatiombé Measurement and Evaluation of Musical Experience
(Boyle and Radocy, 1987), and the formation of the MENC Tests and Measurements Specia
Interest Group (SRIG; later re-named the Assessment SRIG) signaedrainterest in
assessment among researchers throughout the 1980slafitlieook of Research on Music
Teaching and Learnin@Colwell, 1992) indicated and stimulated widespread interest in

assessment by including five chapters describing research regardmgakerement and



evaluation of: music ability, creative thinking in music, music curricula/pigr music
teachers and teaching, and attitudes and preferences in music education.

Music education researchers’ increased interest in the measuremergessinest of
music learning coincided with a national trend toward standards-based educatmna
Responding to this trend as well as to calls from music educators, resgaaciaegpolicy groups,
MENC: the National Association for Music Education (MENC) commissioned and adbpted t
National Standards for Music Education in 1994. In the aftermath of the adoption of the
National Standards, the value of assessment in the music classroom receaasktattention,
this time from teachers in addition to researchers. Perhaps in an effort tedoslers
implement the Standards, MENC published several monographs related to assettme
National StandardsPerformance Standards for Music Grades Pre-k -12: Strategies and
Benchmarks for Assessing Progress Toward the National Stan@éndec Educator’s National
Conference, 1996b) suggested specific assessment methods and described ekdifipleat
levels of achievement on specific standards. That same year, MENC alsh@adiming for
Excellence: The Impact of the Standards Movement on Music Edu@dtisit Educator’s
National Conference, 1996a), which included three papers (Boyle, 1996; Colwell, 1996, Shule
1996) regarding the effects of the National Standards on assessment practices.

Interest in assessment and its relationship to standards-based music edupatodic i
schools was not limited to the United States. In 1998, the international jRasedrch Studies
in Music Educatiorpublished a special issue on assessment. In it, Swanwick discussed the
“perils and possibilities of assessment” (1998, p. 1) with regard to the Natiomedu@um for
music in England and Wales. Swanwick articulated concerns regarding asgdbhatmeeemed

to transcend any differences in curricula or standards between the Untesdgsich England:



Formal assessment is but a very small part of any classroom or studaztiemsut it

is important to get the process as right as we can, otherwise it can badiyhekew

educational enterprise and divert our focus from the centre to the peripherynérsioal

to unmusical criteria or toward summative concerns about range or compéeéy r

than the formative here-and-now of musical quality and integrity. Thereaarg m

benefits from having a valid assessment model that is true to the richdayausical

experience and, at the same time, is reasonably reliable. One of these pessdidi

richer way of evaluating teaching and learning. . . (p. 7).

In 2001, MENC publishe&potlight on Assessment in Music Educa(ip01) a
compilation of articles originally published in magazines of MENC statiasdl €.9,
ConnecticutSCMEA NewsTexas'sTMEC ConnectionOhio’s Triad, New Jersey’'empo
andFlorida Music Directo) and inGeneral Music TodayOf the thirty-one articles, most
presented specific ideas regarding how music teachers could assessi@partisical skill,
such as “Assessing Elementary Improvisation” (Lopez, 2001). About half of itlesawere
specific to secondary performance ensembles. Several articles avgueatd authentic
methods of assessing and reporting musical skills, such as using perfarmmaaddition to
paper and pencil tests (Burbridge, 2001), or reporting how students were progressidg towar
stated goals rather than simply giving a letter grade for musg @taa whole (Bouton, 2001).
Other articles described or advocated for the use of alternative methadessraent, such as
portfolios or process-foliog(g, Kelly, 2001; Nierman, 2001)However, none of the articles in
this monograph discussed how these assessment methods would impact instructiomer how t

results of the assessments could be used to help individual students learn.



In The New Handbook of Research on Music Teaching and Lea@ahgell
contributed a chapter entitled “Assessment’s Potential in Music Educatioiwéll &
Richardson, 2002). He asserted: “...assessment is one of the more important issues in
education” (Colwell, 2002, p. 194). Colwell described the educational political climdte of t
time, in which assessments served not only their traditional role in faeditataching and
learning but were also used to “portray the success of society in enabliglaiits to attain
high standards in multiple areas, with the additional role of determining the valusdofd for
administration, programs, and facilities” (p. 194). Colwell admonished resesuanid teachers
to remember that assessments must directly correlate with theuunritaught, and that
assessments must attempt to record progress toward important musical outctjuss those
that are easy to measure.

In 2007 and in 2009, the University of Florida hosted symposia on assessment in music
education. The proceedings of the 2007 meeting (Brophy, 2008) contain sections on the
relationship of curriculum and assessment, large-scale music assegsognaing evaluation),
and specific assessment methods for various types of music classes. Thewyrfeaisred
keynote addresses from Richard Colwell and Paul Lehman. In this venue, Lehoethfargn
effective integration of assessment and instruction:

Too often, assessment is thought of as a separate process that's added on at the

end of instruction. And it simply can’t be done properly that way. Assessment has to be

planned along with instruction from the very beginning because the relationshgehetw
the two is intimate and inherent. If you plan the assessment along with thetiostr

not only will you have better assessment, but the instruction itself will be bettause



the very act of planning the assessment will force you to think about how you want the

student to behave differently as a result of the instruction (Lehman, 2008, p. 198).
The symposium also featured “think-tank” style work sessions that broughte¢oge¢senters
and symposium participants to discuss key questions regarding assessment gadoadion,
including “in what ways can assessment data be most effectively used cvenmnpusic teaching
and learning?” (Brophy, 2008, p. 45).

The 2009 Symposium (Brophy, 2010) began with an address by Richard Colwell (2010)
in which he concluded that the current standards for music education have “outlived their
usefulness” (p. 15), and that arts policy makers and state departments abaducaeem to be
panting and drooling to become involved in music assessment” (p. 15). He argued thas musi
not amenable to such large-scale testing:

The enduring outcomes of music education are not judged by performance errors or by

amateur efforts of composing ala rules from freshman theory. Those indsvidual

interested in assessment must start thinking about the true and unique contributions of
music to our culture, and though many outcomes may be hard to capture on a test, that

does not mean that the teacher ignores teaching for them (p. 16).

The remainder of the symposium explored a number of assessment strategies angsprobl
related to assessment and music education in settings from early childhodege aged
students and beyond. Although a number of sessions directly pertained to assessment in
elementary general music, they primarily investigated what teachers shsets sassessment
design, and assessment implementation rather than the focus of the current paipes, tivbic

relationship of assessment and differentiated instruction.



Criticisms of assessment in music educationSo far, this history of assessment
practices has mentioned some concerns various researchers voiced, includiagsettements
must authentically describe the richness of musical experience and le&waaga(ick, 1998);
that assessment cannot be an afterthought tacked on after a lesson is dbeipieds, 2008)
and that constructing large-scale standardized assessments of music @ widgpeoblems
(Colwell, 2010). In this vein, some educational researchers have criticzethhdards
movement in general and have questioned the assessment practices thaamgeostandards-
based approach. According to Eisner (2005, p. 5), a standards-based educational approach
constitutes a superficially attractive, rational approach to education, in warnzdhasds guide
curriculum and facilitate assessment. However, standards-based @duegtiires
“...youngsters to arrive at the same place at the same time. | would laagveally good
schools increase variance in student performance. Really good schoolsitita¢aariance
andraise the mean” (Eisner, 2005; p. 191). In Eisner’s view, standards-based education and
standards-based (i.e., large-scale) assessment practices are irdemitiitigood teaching and
optimal learning.

Optimal role of assessment in elementary general musid.he following guidelines
were suggested by the MENC committee on Standards, chaired by Paul Lehman, inraphonog
entitled “Strategies and benchmarks for assessing progress towarditraNstandards,

Grades pre-K-12.” These guidelines frequently have been cited as a foundation ugoanwhic
optimal role for assessment in elementary general music could be built:

1. Assessment should be standards-based and should reflect the music skills and

knowledge that are most important for students to learn.

2. Assessment should support, enhance, and reinforce learning.
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3. Assessment should be reliable.

4. Assessment should be valid.

5. Assessment should be authentic.

6. The process should be open to review by interested parties.

(MENC, 1996b, p. 7-9).

Guidelines 3 to 5—assessment must be reliable, valid, and authentic—raise ylifiicult
many elementary general music teachers, who may not have encounterecbtidsgeften
taught in graduate courses) as a part of their undergraduate educatioortHepsiowy, 2004).
It is difficult to design and administer reliable, valid, authentic assessmittoiut knowing the
meanings of these terms or the ways that one might pursue reliability, valrdiiythenticity.

However, if assessment is to be a meaningful part of the instructional prooasst piossess

these characteristics (Brophy, 2060).

MENC also recommended that the assessment process be transparent and vigen to re
by interested parties. Transparency refers to a teacher’s wiisgmeshare information about
the material being assessed, how it was measured, and how the assessmeacsrat For
example, if a parent wanted to know how a teacher determined that their childlinated “
range singer,” the teacher could share the rubric used in evaluating the pdifdrmance or
even a video or audio recording of the child singing. If teachers design valid, eutheasures

that reflect the standards and benchmarks that were taught, transparenagsblessrdifficult.

2 Although MENC specifies that assessments must be both reliable and valudljtyeisaa
necessary precursor to validity. That is, if an assessment tool is noerétiabs not yield the
same or similar results in varied trials) it cannot be valid (measure whapidrts to measure).
Therefore, the remainder of this study will refer to validity rathem thath reliability and
validity.
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A thorough discussion of the first guideline, that assessment should be standardsbased, i
beyond the scope of this paper. Not all teachers and researchers agreattardssbased
assessment model is necessarily the right road for music education to chivage already
cited Eisner’s trepidation about the short-term appeal of standards-basetbedacal his
suggestion that excellent education should result in increased diversity of caitr®mell as
raising the mean performance level of students. Suffice it to say that thispqueised on
how assessments allow individual teachers to personalize teaching in the rmmeat the
unique music learning needs of each student.

MENC'’s second recommendatiorassessment should support, enhance, and reinforce
learning—defines the optimal role of assessment in the elementary general ragsioci as a
natural outgrowth of instruction. Brummett and Haywood (1997) proposed conceptualizing
teaching, learning, and evaluating as interrelated rather than sepdrates, &lthough all of
these activities occur in each music class, on some days, the balance skitiswaod one or
another. The game of chess may be a useful metaphor: the player (teacimely rchuetcks in
with each piece (student) to ascertain needs and create strategies fay fooward. Similar to
chess pieces, our students come with different needs and abilities, but, when guidexipeytan e
each contributes his or her own strengths. Using a variety of assessmentk io ohth each
of the “chess pieces” allows each child to move forward in the way that isTHes{problem
with this analogy is that the chess pieces have no self-determination and indivedealgre
sacrificed in order to win the game. Unlike a chess player, a teacher valuesdinhdual
children bring to the teaching/learning transaction and hopes that each chigdwwmiland grow.

Purposes and types of assessment. Miller, Linn, and Gronlund (2009) described the

following purposes and types of assessment when discussing generabedtlaasrooms:
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In any classroom, there are substantial individual differences in aptitdde an
achievement. Thud,is necessary to study the strengths and weaknesses of each
student in a class so that instruction can be adapted as much as possible to
individual learning needsFor this purpose (a) aptitude tests provide clues
concerning learning ability, (b) reading tests indicate the difficulth@imaterial
the student can read and understand, (c) norm-referenced achievement tests point out
general areas of strength and weakness, (d) criterion-refdraolcevement tests
describe how well specific tasks are being performed, and (e) diagnostiaites
detecting and overcoming specific learning errors (ltalics added, p. 454).
While this source may be considered biased toward a positivist or behaviorist model of
assessment, the quote nevertheless obliquely identifies another of the manljiesdf
surrounding assessment in elementary general music. Teachers ih ggnestion settings
have access to a variety of standardized assessment tools that have bepedievel validated
for each of the above specific purposes. Elementary music teachers do not heséoacce
comparable testing resources. Although a few quality tests of elegnstitdents’ music
aptitude are available (e.grimary Measures of Music Audiatip@ordon, 1986), curricular
expectations across various music classrooms and at different gradedadelsachievement
tests nearly impossible to standardize. The measurement of achievement bassidoen what
students were actually taught (Ravitch, 2010). Furthermore, the lack of staedardiz
achievement tests may be a blessing in disguise, as it prevents companamicachievement
among schools, districts and states and the inevitable “teaching to the teatttrapanies
such comparison (Eisner, 2005). Miller, Linn and Gronlund (2009) also advocated for the use of

more authentic assessment strategies, such as portfolios and perforssassenants, which
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music teachers could certainly design. Ongoing use of a variety of asstsssnoduding

aptitude tests and authentic measurements of music achievement, couldefaedithing and

learning in a way that increases variance in student performantededealso raises the mean

level of achievement (Eisner, 2005).
Criticisms of testing. Many teachers, parents and other stakeholders prefer that music

educators refrain from adding more testing to the educational experiencdsm@nc{shih,

1997). They express concerns that students are tested too often and for the womsg reas

Eisner, an outspoken proponent of this viewpoint, stated:
Most efforts at school reform operate on the assumption that the important outcomes of
schooling, indeed the primary indices of academic success, are high leveddaha
achievement as measured by standardized achievement tests. But whagglorscor
academic achievement tests predict? They predict scores on other acacteenviement
tests. But schools, | would argue, do not exist for the sake of high levels of pederman
in the context of schools, but in the contexts of life outside of the school. The significant
dependent variables in education are located in the kinds of interests, voluntatigsctivi
levels of thinking and problem solving, that students engage in when they are not in
school. In other words, the real test of successful schooling is not what students do in
school, but what they do outside of it (2005, p. 147).

According to Eisner, the optimal result of a unit of study would be that students waalielte

ask questions and think critically about the subject at hand. To extrapolate, theasalenod

the success of a music program would be evident in students’ musicking, in the quesgions the

posed (musically and verbally), and the degree to which students sought out musical

opportunities outside of school and/or applied what they learned in school music to their

14



musicking outside of school. Eisner indicated that a culture of standards-bas=unesg

enslaves teachers merely to enact the will of government and requires stodeaisorize
decontextualized information in order to perform well on a test that has lgdaing to the

child as an individual (Robinson, 2002). However, Eisner does not argue that individual teachers
should not find ways to track the progress of students so that learning can be indeadaad
optimized. In fact, Eisner argued persuasively for a model of “personaaeurg” (p. 4) in

which heterogeneity and diversity of outcome are valued.

At the time of this study, few topics in education are as inflammatory ds-Stédces
testing,” which is currently used to make decisions regarding school funtéiffmygs and even
teacher pay (Ravitch, 2010). Assessments also function as a determinant inglustekes”
decisions as whether a student passes a grade level, graduates from highssorbified as a
nurse, or granted a variety of other credentials. For the purposes of this papeoseghat
“testing” and “assessment” may serve separate functions. Testing sgended to track group
progress on specific curricular goals, to allow comparisons between classemooss
demographic groups, and among regions. This testing is imposed from outside individual
classrooms, and may or may not accurately reflect an individual student’s progrbe
material he was taught (Ravitch, 2010). The current political and socialtelsaes testing as
the way to prove what a child has learned, and as the way to hold schools and teachers
accountable for that learning (Eisner, 2005; Ravitch, 2010). Economic factors also intrude:
failure to raise tests scores results in cuts to funding, school closures, aadhar ffirings.

However, there are few, if any, high stakes assessments in school music program
(Colwell, 2002, p. 195). Although the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

includes a music test, this measure is administered sporadically (eveays8y so) and does
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not disaggregate data at the district, building, classroom or individual studentBexsiuse
music programs do not typically test in the same manner as other subjecsamagpolicy-
makers propose that budget-conscious leaders might then view them as expendabke |alie t
of proof that learning is taking place. This could place music programs in jeaygrdicy
decisions such as reduced funding, reduced staffing and program eliminatiqn @2Ali).
Some teachers and researchers suggest that music educators must ieamiquer &tsting as a
way to increase funding and improve policies (Brophy, 2000; Campbell & Scott-Ka2802,;
Holster, 2005; Niebur, 2001; Peppers, 2010; Talley, 2005). Ravitch (2010) was critical of this
stance:
Tests can be designed and used well or badly. The problem [is] the misusagfftesti
high-stakes purposes, the belief that tests could identify with certainth wtidents
should be held back, which teachers and principals should be fired or rewarded, and
which schools should be closed—and the idea that these changes would inevitably
produce better education. Policy decisions that were momentous for students and
educators came down from elected officials who did not understand the limitations
testing (p. 150).
Although the current educational political climate might encourage schoa programs to
move toward a more standardized and decontextualized testing model that would allow
comparisons among schools and districts and communicate testing gains to parents,
administrators, policymakers and the community, high-stakes testingtiseriond of
assessment discussed and promoted in the current study. Instead, this studgtesesti
assessment as a necessary and natural component of curriculum anddangicebtinan, 2008;

Ravitch, 2010).
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Even outside the controversial arena of high-stakes testing, any assessteanbr
includes the caveat that “the map is not the territory.” The results of easiaes# are not the
same as the thing itself: any test or assessment is only a reptiesaftthe trait, ability,
aptitude, or cognitive skill being measured. Not only are measurement toolsithheubject to
numerous possible errors, but also each measurement is only a single snapshot on one day.
Thus, the implementation of assessments and their use in personalizing instrgctii@s &
certain humility, which was described with regard to 1Q tests idrebook of Psychological
Assessment:

Despite the many relevant areas measured by 1Q tests... Many perdogsite high

IQs achieve little or nothing. Having a high 1Q is in no way a guarantee ofssumge

merely means that one important prerequisite has been met... Although 50-75% of the

variance of children’s academic success is dependant on nonintellectual factors

(persistence, personal adjustment, family support), most of a typicalraeséss spent

evaluating 1Q. Some of these nonintellectual areas might be quite difti@gsess, and

others might be impossible to account for (Groth-Marnat, 2009, pp. 134-135).
Perhaps we as music educators and music education researchers should ohkeriemsifity
with regard to assessments of music aptitude and achievement.

Summative and formative assessments. Assessments can have summative and formative
purposes. Summatiassessments “...generally [take] place after a period of instruction and
[require] making a judgment about the learning that has occurred” (Boston, 2003, p. 1).
Assessments given at the end of a unit of study to determine a final level okachn are
summative. Summative assessments have been criticized for being amdreatomistic

rather than authentic and holistic (Brummett & Haywood, 1997). However, a suamati
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assessment does not need to be a paper and pencil “sit still and write” expdnehee
elementary music setting, a summative assessment could be a compositicornaaped, or
another more holistic measure of musical progress. Many elementaryteacsiers also
believe that summative assessment is and/or should be inextricably linked to grsgingith-
Osiowy, 2004; Peppers, 2010; Schuler, 1996), but summative assessments do not yield an
evaluative result, such as a percentage or letter grade, unless a tesigmsra@ne. A summative
assessment could help a teacher who is required to grade, but does not need to be used in this
fashion. It could give the teacher information about the skills and concepts the shadents
mastered or that will need to be revisited at a later time. Moreover, a wigjhdd summative
assessment could contribute to learning even as it measures progressantfibe ex capstone
composition project that demonstrates a final level of achievement on speci@tivasjevould
simultaneously allow summative assessment and continued learning.

Formative assessments entail “the diagnostic use of assessments tofeexldek to
students and teachers over the course of instruction” (Boston, 2003, p. 1). Formatsreersses
tracks individual progress toward instructional goals as a natural partiokthectional process,
whereas summative assessment represents more of an endpoint to a unit of studgadhany
seem to equate “formative” with informal assessments that do not resworded data, such as
observation of the class or “checking the group,” and “summative” with teste#ugitin
record-keeping of individual data (Peppers, 2010; Talley, 2005). However, formaiie is
necessarily only informal, as formative assessment may also includeckesqgnds of
individual student performance. While informal assessments of group performancéacan he
teacher to target whole-group instruction to the needs of the majority of the clazsyéme

study is focused on assessment practices that result in data about individue stDdgéa from
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individual formative assessments help teachers choose pedagogical tectimgyliethe needs
of individual learners, determine if individual students need challenge or @roadand decide
when to move on to new material. “Formative assessment does not occur unlessrsmmge lea
action follows the testing [or data collection]. . . Assessments are formatwi soinething is
contingent on their outcomes and the information is used to alter what would have happened in
the absence of the information” (Colwell, 2008, p. 13). By this definition, there could be some
blurring of the line between formative and summative assessment. Even agesttghe end
of a unit of study should inform instructional decisions made about individual learners.
Assessment and individualization of instruction. In “Meeting the Musical Needs of all
Students in Elementary General Music,” Taggart (2005) related musicrtgachmath
instruction. She described a first grade classroom in which one student worked on number
identification while another completed two-digit multiplication problenmsthé context of a
math lesson, assigning students to work at different levels would be seen asitiffien of
instruction to meet the needs of individual students—as excellent teaching. However
elementary music teachers have often taught the same material in th@sanee to entire
classes of students. Taggart asserted: “If music educators do not know the¢ aptsicke and
achievement of each child, they will never be able to facilitate optimaharhent from their
students” (2005, p. 128). It stands to reason that discovering this detailed informatiosagihout
student would require frequent, ongoing opportunities for each child to demonstrate what he
knows or can do individually in music.
In other subject areas, when students are excelling, they are given addhiaieiges,
including, but not limited to, assisting their peers (Tomlinson, 2000). There is evidahce th

lower-performing students learn tasks (e.g., singing) more effigigoth their peers than they
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do from teachers (Gordon, 1986). When students struggle with reading or with math'steache
quickly intervene to determine what is causing the problem. This intervention ofiiehesic
testing to determine aptitude for the subject so that teachers can baiasasepossible that
expectations are appropriate. Jordan (1989) discussed how aptitude assessment cedilich be us
addition to measuring singing voice development when teaching singing:
Most who are classified as “non-singers” are high- or average-aptitudatstud® have
severe vocal technique problems. These students, unaided by a knowledgeable teacher of
vocal technique, continually compound their problems because they have the aptitude to
know that they are not matching pitch. They often resort to improper vocal technique in
an attempt to administer music “first aid” to themselves. If the teadkrer avmed with
aptitude scores, he could tailor vocal instruction to focus upon a balance between the
technical needs and the musical needs of the student, rather than confounding problems
of technique with problems of hearing (audiation) (p. 171).
By combining aptitude and achievement measures, teachers can intervene wifhhapaate
assistance so that children who have average (or even high) aptitude for the subjedblwut a
performing are identified and helped to rise toward their potential, while studleatsave low
aptitude for the subject are offered additional assistance, strategies, pod.sup
An aptitude test score should never be used to label a child as musical or unmusical, and
should never limit a child in any way (Gordon, 2010). When used appropriately, aptitude tests
merely provide one lens through which to view achievement and one way to assisttedche
wish to individualize instruction. This differentiated model of instruction, in which iddali
students are taught according to their aptitude and achievement in each sutjpeat@ in

elementary classroom teaching (e.g., Adams & Pierce, 2006; Robertsa®,|8007; Tiseo,
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2005; Tomlinson, 2000). Frequent and varied opportunities for individual students to
demonstrate what they know and can do are an integral component of differentiatetiomst

Individual response in music instruction. Although few research studies have explored
the importance of individual response in successful music instruction, sege@icteers have
found that individual or small group instruction and response opportunities resulted isedcrea
achievement (Rutkowski & Snell Miller, 2003; Levinowitz & Scheetz, 1998, Rutkowski, 1996;
Rutkowski, 1994). Further, Rutkowski’s research indicated that individual and small group
instruction were particularly beneficial to those with low or high (as opposed @gayenusic
aptitudes. Although she did not suggest this, it is possible that students who needeaticemedi
and children who needed challenges achieved more in small group and individuas setting
because the teacher could engage more easily in formative assessmentrafitichial
performances and adjust instruction to meet each child’s specific neéslalsti possible that
students in small group settings were able to learn from one another in addition &zhiee. te

Although Shih (1996) reported that most teachers “checked group performance” when
assessing singing voice, Hoffer (2008) found that the assessment of individieaitstis
required for meaningful assessment. Informal group assessment is nagrsLfifissessing
singing by having students sing in a group is the equivalent of a classroom temaghgrgroups
of students read a passage in unison and using that information to decide that all stilkdents i
class read on grade level. Assessment of the group at best gives a vagiieviciet some
students can do and at worst allows others to fall behind without intervention.

Differentiation of instruction. Differentiating instruction is an approach to instruction
that music teachers could implement in order to meet the individual needs ofaxaeh. I&s

classrooms grow increasingly diverse and inclusive, teachers must adajgitiang to meet
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the needs of the students in their classrooms, despite the added diversity (Adarne&2P06,
p. 1). Teachers who engage in differentiated instruction believe that a ondssakrfiethod of
teaching is not the best way for most students to learn. The goal of ditigenis to tailor
instruction to meet the needs of individual learners, not only in terms of achievemelgoliyt a
providing a variety of different venues for learning or practicing a skifndt’s “personalized
teaching,” which “increase[s] that variance [in student performanubijaise[s] the mean”
(Eisner, 2005; p. 191) is one way to conceptualize differentiation.

Tomlinson (2000) observed multiple classrooms to examine the ways that teachers
differentiated instruction. She found that differentiated instruction varied imehtfeettings
and with different teachers. However, her research indicated that threénreantstwere
consistently present in well-functioning differentiated classrooms: (@gsssnent was ongoing
and tightly linked to instruction, (2) Teachers designed “respectful,” divetisitias for all
students, and (3) Groupings were flexible (p. 2). The concept of ongoing assesshiefietis
the objectives of instruction is self-explanatory. | will elaborate on the ttloethreads.
Tomlinson defined “respectful” activities as follows:

Each student’s work should be equally interesting, equally appealing, and equally

focused on essential understandings and skills. There should not be a group of students

that frequently does ‘dull drill’ and another that generally does ‘fluff.” Ra#\esryone

is continually working with tasks that students and teachers perceive to be wiathwhi

and valuable (2000, p. 2).
In this model, high-performing students would not simply teach lower performreesidition to
peer tutoring and group leadership, high achieving students would be challenged with tasks

individualized to their aptitude and level of preparation.
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Tomlinson’s final “thread” of differentiated instruction, flexible groupirefers to the
variety of different ways that students could be grouped as they interacted witiotimer and
with concepts in the classroom. Groups could be homogeneous by ability, mixed-abilit
grouped homogeneously or heterogeneously by learning styles or expredssjecstyperative
learning groups, teacher-assigned, student-chosen, or random. “Flexible grdopiag a
students to see themselves in a variety of contexts and aids the teacher mniagdgiudents
in different settings and with different kinds of work” (Tomlinson, 2000, p. 2).

Although the books I cite regarding differentiated instruction focused on ¢ienera
classroom instruction (i.e., Adams and Pierce, 2006; Roberts and Inman, 2007; Tomlinson,
2000), many of the strategies they suggested could be implemented in elementary musi
Roberts and Inman (2007) suggested using Bloom’s taxonomy to offer a varietynofgea
experiences based on the same concept by varying the process (learomgratsrtaken by
children), content (basic or complex), and/or product choices (p. 49). In a musicaritasthis
could be achieved by using centers. One center could allow children to practicelegmor
notation by creating a word wall on a dry erase board or playing music bingo l@¢iged
Comprehension). At another center, students could play material related to ttee tegmd on
instruments (Application). At another center, children could arrange presefduotases of
music into songs, improvise, or compose songs for one another in a way that demonstrated the
concept being taught (Synthesis). Finally, students at a listening (ongjeventer could
evaluate (in writing or in discussion) audio or video-recorded examples of muerais of the
topic being studied. Any of these response modes could be at more basic or com@ex level
depending on the needs of the student. Use of centers and these particular setipke aret

some of many possible applications of Bloom’s Taxonomy in elementary genere) bassd
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on the suggestions in Roberts and Inman (2007).

Roberts and Inman (2007) also proposed using Venn diagrams to illustrate that certa
activities must be undertaken by all students, but that others can be selectéghedas
various students. In general music, a central area in a Venn diagram could ihdicalle t
students would be expected to sing independently for the teacher. Alone or within co®perat
work groups, students would design performance details. Overlapping circles anthe V
diagram might suggest various performance possibilities (see FigufeVBriety of ways to
work with desired topical material could also be presented to students in a “ThHTle&a
which "provides multiple options in a tic-tac-toe format for student projects, products

lessons” (p. 89), (see Figure 2).
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Figure 1.1 Venn Diagram, adapted from Roberts and Inman (2007) For interpretation of th

references to color in this and all other figutas, readeis referred to the electronic version

this dissertation.
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Table 1.1 Think-tac-toe, adapted from Roberts and I nman (2007)

Sing chord roots do, fa, and

sol to a song of your choice

while another student or the
teacher sings melody

Find a song (Ipod, youtube)
that uses I, IV and V for its
refrain. Write out the lyrics
with chord symbols in the
correct places (send me a lin]
so | can hear it when | check

k
)

Compose a melody that nee
[, IV and V and show in your

notation where those chords

would change.

D

Play I, IV, and V chords on a
instrument with labeled chorg
(qChord, keyboard in harmor
mode) while you and/or a
friend sing a song of your
choice

Harmonic Structure:
I, IV,V

n
S
y
Choose 2 of these.
A list of three-chord songs is
on the board.

Sing or play an improvised
melody while | play a 12-bar
blues progression.

Play I, IV, V to accompany &
song of your choice on a
keyboard (no harmony
enabled) or a ukelele while tf
teacher or a friend sings.

Play a |, IV, V crossover
bordun while a friend or the
teacher sings a song of you

e choice.

Find another way to show m
what you know, but check
with me first.

(4%

Adams and Pierce (2006) developed a model of differentiation (Creating an tiexlegra

Response for Challenging Learners Equitably: A Model by Adams ancePi€IRCLE MAP),

which was intended as appropriate for all grade levels and content ayeasoiporating a

system of tiered lessons that provided a variety of avenues toward understandiioglampar

concept, Adams and Pierce asserted that this model moved away from simpllyigistability

students as "teachers" and lower-ability students as "learnerssadngitey proposed that their

model would engage all students "in meaningful work at a level that provides a raoderat

challenge for them" (p. 5). In this model, flexible grouping that varied fromadday allowed

lessons to be tiered by readiness, interest, and/or learning style.

While the above literature indicated a variety of teaching strategiestadent groupings

could be implemented to differentiate instruction, assessment was a key cotmpaaeh of

the proposed models. Assessment allowed teachers to know each child’s currgatraattie

level, each child’s aptitude or potential for performance, each child’s itdeaesl even each
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child’s preferred modes of expression (Roberts & Inman, 2007). According to Ratzbrts a
Inman (2007), assessment is "the only real communication that lets chitdrenf they are
making progress” (p. 131). More important, assessment allows teachers to askoreskiens
that lead to differentiation: What does this child already know? What can thisitbady do?
How can | facilitate progress for this individual child?

Reported Uses of Assessment in Elementary General Music

As in other curricular areas, music educators have noted increased presssire t
students as a measure of teacher accountability and to evaluate progctineatfss
(Hepworth-Osiowy, 2004; Colwell, 2002; Shih, 1997). Assessments can and have been used in a
number of settings in order to evaluate music teachers Ralinson, 2005) and programs (g.g
DeNardo, 2001; Duling & Cadegan, 2001; Masear, 1999). While measuring student progress as
a way to monitor teacher accountability and evaluate program effectivaresontroversial
uses of assessment as discussed earlier, the current study will focusade thi@ssessment in
student learning.

According to Hamann (2001), systematic assessment as a method of improving
instruction may be underutilized in the majority of elementary music olass. Instead of
systematic assessment, Hamann believed that many teachers relymalinfiethods, such as
observation of group progress, and asserted that formal assessment of individeabpogard
specific music learning goals was rare. She stated that, although informaladiosis may
allow a teacher to adjust instruction to address the broad needs of a group, “...ithsaurd
formal assessment techniques that teachers are able to gather and reded, dbjective
information regarding individual musical achievemgitamann, 2001, p. 23). Schuler (1996)

agreed: good music teachers have always informally monitored studemdedurti few music
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teachers have systematically tracked the music learning of all individualsir classrooms.
However, neither author cited research with evidence of these assertionmatedy, several
researchers have undertaken surveys that have attempted to describecasgeastites in
elementary general music classrooms across the United States and in Canada

Shih (1997) surveyed 136 fifth-grade general music teachers in Texasmggardi
standards-based teaching and assessment practices and received 59 valid resposise®y The
included a list of 82 teaching objectives from the Texas state curriculumadfoobjective, the
teachers marked how often they assessed and what method they used to assessg &y alidi
the objectives that teachers reported assessing in any way, Shih found that 77rg%éeuf ta
objectives were assessed. More specifically, teachers reportedimg82.52% of singing
objectives, 83.44% of listening objectives, 78.09% of movement objectives, and 65.39% of
notation objectives. These percentages were based on any type of assesstiesits-deald
choose “written tests,” “checking individual performance,” “checking groufppeance,” or
“other ways.” “I don’t check this objective” was also included as an option (p. 177) fditeere
percentages of assessment did not reflect frequency of assessmanty ak of assessment
was counted toward the final percentage. Stated another way, 22.1% of objectives were not
checked in any way.

By far the most popular way to assess was “checking group performance” (65.17%
singing, 41.14% listening, 45.66% movement, and 31.32% notation), followed by “checking
individual performance” (26.5% singing, 19.49% listening, 35.51% movement, and 24.91%
notation). So, even among teachers who reported assessing in these areas, 64.5 to 80.5% did not
assess individual performance. This data is troubling, because without measuring the

achievement of individuals, these assessments are rendered useless ag ditmoehtiation of
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instruction. Furthermore, this form of observation may not be sufficiently valid to be
meaningful. Heddon and Johnson (2008) reported that reliabilities of teachers’ o&imgsne
and out-of-tune singing based solely on observation ranged from .25 to .84, with a combined
average reliability of .63. Although .63 could be viewed as a low but perhaps acceptable
reliability, the wide variability of these reliability coefficienindicated that observation alone
may be insufficient to judge singing ability accurately. Clearbghers must find ways other
than checking group performance or observation to assess students’ musicaigresés if the
results are to be sufficiently valid for use in guiding instruction.

Hepworth-Osiowy (2004) surveyed 190 elementary music teachers in Winngueggl&
regarding assessment in their classrooms. Her 88 respondents (46% tejundicated that
they used a variety of assessment tools and stated that assessment wakiatstwhen it
informed instruction. Hepworth-Osiowy drew the following three conclusions based on
guantitative and qualitative data in her survey (p. 105): (1) Some teachers usadgon-g
assessment (time spent assessing during each class), but the majegppotients assessed on
a less consistent basis (mostly prior to reporting times). (2) Teacherdigvnot engage in
ongoing assessment reported that they had difficulty obtaining adequate aoi@astsssment
data, and they felt that assessment was stressful and difficult to scheddleadq3¢rs who used
ongoing assessment reported less stress related to assessmesat@ndgrcess in obtaining
and reporting data. The impact of these findings in relation to student learningtwaported.

In addition, Hepworth-Osiowy asked teachers to rank different assessaaitgs by
the frequency with which they were used. “Systematic observation and roamaisdpy far the
most frequently used method of assessment, followed by performances and,exhitets

tests, and checklists and rubrics. These results and the associatedwgueddpbnses seemed
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to indicate that many teachers were using systematic observation otgses and whole-
group performances as the two main assessments of individual music ledrmsndpubtful that
these methods allowed for accurate assessment of each individual stekifatesnd abilities.

Livingston (2000) surveyed the 414 members of the Organization of American Kodaly

Educators Midwestern Divisigrregarding assessment and grading practices. One hundred
ninety-six surveys were returned for a response rate of 47%. Respondents repditepCgro
1200 students; some teachers were not required to grade. The average number of students
graded by each teacher was 396. In terms of assessment frequency, 44 (@&déheart
respondents) reported assessing 0-9 times per year, and an additional 44 taddhenrs sa
assessed 10-19 times a year. Seven teachers (about 3% of respondergg)) 2G2%8mes, 12
(about 6%) reported assessing 30-39 times, and 28 respondents (about 20% of the tdtey) said t
assessed “constantly.” The survey did not ask what was assessed or if thEasdessment
reflected assessing every student for every assessment reportéer, Eivingston did not

inquire about how the assessments were linked to the grading practices deschieedudyt

The survey did ask what kinds of assessment were used, and the most frequent regpenses w
teacher observation (n=137), live performances (n=118), quizzes/tests (n=10Kl)stshec

(n=64), rubrics (n=61) and presentations (n=60).

This survey also investigated how elementary music teachers gradestdeaith special
needs and whether they used different assessment tools with these populatialts.inrdesated
that many respondents graded special learners using the same assessiher students
(n=40, 28%) or used the same assessments with modifications, such as additstaakcassi

Braille, or alternate response styles (n=31, 22%). Seven of the respondentedrti@athey

3 IL, IN, KT, KN, MI, MN, MO, NE, ND, OH, SD, and WI
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graded students with special needs according to their Individual EducationERanhile
others indicated that they graded based on participation/effort/behavior (n=19), tiserva
(n=11), or other social factors (n=4). Eleven teachers left this question blank, seked m
“N/A,” and 10 respondents indicated that they were not required to grade studbrgpeuial
needs. One respondent stated, “[| have] too many students with a wide range o egeds t
attempt assessing individually” (Livingston, 2000).

In 2005, Talley surveyed 200 elementary general music teachers in Michigan. 35f the
respondents (18% response rate), many did not frequently assess their studentsg aidl risoim
assess at all. The survey asked what skills were assessed at whidbewgrsdend how they
were assessed. Talley's results indicated that elementary musiertedid not use published
achievement tests, and few used aptitude tests. Nearly 16% of respondentditithtdkey
did not formally assess students or did not believe in assessment. Teachers whesdidised
self-designed measures including rating scales or rubrics, checklistsnwests, and
worksheets. Each of these methods seemed to require individual response, but this was not
stated explicitly in the research.

Respondents to Talley’s survey assessed subjects such as beat competpngyasce,
matching pitch, rhythm, recorders, music reading, and instrument identificatioreveligwhere
was not broad agreement regarding the topics assessed: the highest lgrestrabat among the
respondents on any single area of assessment was 50% for beat competem@rgaiten (p.
49). In addition, due to the low response rate, Talley’s results cannot be interprejgcsent
all elementary general music teachers or even those teaching in Michiga

Talley incorporated questions regarding respondents’ reasons for agsegkimow they

applied the results of assessments. The most frequently cited reas@se$sirgy included: (1)
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to allow the teacher to adapt instruction, (2) to assist in assigning studers, ¢Bade establish

if students understood a concept, and (4) to monitor student progress (p. 60). Respondents also
indicated that they “. .. were motivated to assess their students for accoyrpalpldses.
Assessment [also] motivated students and assisted teachers in evaheatipgdagogical

techniques” (p. 61). In addition, Talley’s respondents indicated that assessraeiksdor
documentation of student achievement in music that could validate the role of musimeduacat

the general education curriculum.

Peppers (2010) surveyed all the elementary music teachers in Michiganmrggardi
attitudes toward formal assessment. Specifically, she investigatettadhers used formal
assessment, what challenges they encountered related to assessmemd} ssmthers believed
would improve their ability to assess their students’ learning. Overall, Refp8 respondents
(43% return rate) indicated that they strongly agreed that assessmsemtvalaable tool in their
classrooms. Respondents’ beliefs varied regarding the purpose of assessmerd sintilae to
results found in other studies. Most teachers reported using assessmente\ve ingbruction,
including measuring student progress over time, identifying students’ needs, afgngodi
curriculum. Respondents reported that assessments were used to communicdeamusj to
parents and to inform report card grades. However, respondents did not view forssahasse
as a way to communicate with or motivate students: “Perhaps... because tbey thelt it may
negatively affect their development or because they do not use formal asgessmsr
classrooms” (Peppers, 2010, p. 71). Some respondents reported negative attituddsrmabr
assessment and seemed to equate assessment with grading (Peppers, 2010, p. 72). Most

respondents indicated that assessment should be used to validate music education in the
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curriculum and that music assessments could communicate music learningytoraders who
controlled resources.

Several of Peppers’ findings disagreed with those of other studies. In ctmtrast
Hepworth-Osiowy’s participants (2004), most respondents in Peppers’ studhafetieir
undergraduate studies adequately prepared them to assess music ldérouyg)) they did
indicate that their ability could be improved with more study, reading, obs®ryvatid
inservices. Unlike participants in Niebur (2001), respondents in Peppers’ studydéhiate
music skills and learning could be measured and that formal assessment amdereken
without dampening musical creativity.

When analyzed as a group, these five surveys regarding the assessmieaspfct
elementary music teachers had several findings that were salient to theftibys study.

Although some teachers did not assess or reported philosophical opposition to testing in mus
education, many teachers reported engaging in a variety of assessogrggré&some of this
assessment was related to grading, and some was ongoing. Assessment vwaenrided
number of reasons, including improving music instruction. Despite a variety cfroiped! to
assessment, many teachers persisted in attempting to discern the millsieddibties of their
students.

Challenges to Assessment in Elementary General Music

When | began teaching elementary general music, the course of study | used had a

column for evaluation. Many objectives for each grade level indicated that evaluation

should occur through teacher observation of student performance. | began to wonder if |
had the ability to validly observe hundreds of students. Remembering many things about
many students was possible. However, | could not recall enough about every child to
answer questions about their musical progress. Actually, at times | had trouble recalling

a grade level or mental picture of a particular studentSnell Miller, 2001, p. 37).

| have already described some of the difficulties related to assgsSsneéementary
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music, including many teachers’ lack of training in the design and use o$@mssegsnaterials

and the relative lack of testing resources compared to general educa®oVh quote
described one teacher’s recollections of her early experiences witsragse. She tried to use
the materials available to her, but found them unhelpful, and was concerned that she did not
know everyindividual student (among hundreds of children) well enough to picture faces, let
alone describe musicianship. Researchers have discussed a number of chalkbeges
implementation of individual assessment practices in elementary musimolas.

Philosophical barriers to assessmentln an editorial article, Shuler (1996) identified
two main misconceptions held by practicing teachers with regard teassds (1) assessments
must be designed and/or administered by people with PhDs and/or are only of iotpeeple
with PhDs, and (2) many music teachers had philosophical reservations about essesisay
did not believe in traditional grades, and equated assessment with grading.(Z0ilEy
reported this response from a teacher: “I do not believe in formal asse$srmanosic. The
only assessment is whether students try the given task” (p. 61). Shuler suggésteditha
teachers would benefit from “practical training in assessment as al atdnaecessary part of
the teaching/learning process” (p. 89). For those teachers who had philosms@pzdtions,
Shuler suggested it might be helpful to differentiate between measurement laati@ava
measurement involves a determination of achievement level on a particular tdsk, whi
evaluation assigns a grade (Shuler, 1996). Those with philosophical opposition to @ésisessm
also may benefit from separating high-stakes testing from curriculunrmsindation, which
necessarily include components of assessment (Lehman, 2008; Ravitch, 2010).

In This, Too, is MusidJpitis (1990) stated that she “never graded children in a

summative fashion” because she believed that “marks [grades] almost neverdaaeg, no
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matter how ‘objective.” At best, they confirm what the student alreadytiged about his or
her performance. At worst, they leave children with the impression thatréhdumb or stupid
in comparison to their peers” (p. 125). Her use of the word “summative,” may be oghasit
brings to mind summative assessment, which is not necessarily linked with grading.

While Upitis viewed grading and formalized summative assessmentgidsring with
learning, in the next paragraph, she went on to describe an atmosphere of continuoiveformat
assessment, in which she and her students engaged in “constant evaluation, observation,
examination, judgment, reflection, change, reevaluation. . .” (p. 125). This evaluation,
observation, examination, (etc) was of pieces of music that children or groupsicérchikere in
the process of creating (composing or improvising), and also of musical perfosngnce
individual children or groups of children. As Uptitis described them, these actariéesnong
the types of classroom-based assessments | was curious about whenelddissgstudy.
Certainly, the types of assessment she described contribute more to an atenoiSiglaening
than grading. Upitis described her ability to avoid “get[ting] caught up in the gividg
receiving of grades” as “one of the luxuries often associated with teaahiaugs subject” (p.
126). In the current educational climate, this luxury is no longer affordednyg elementary
general music teachers. However, even teachers who are required toogiddshoose to
create a learning atmosphere of “constant evaluation,” in which individualahpsogress is
the focus and grading is secondary.

Institutional barriers to assessment. Teachers have reported a number of challenges
associated with systematically assessing the musical progressvaduatimusic students.
Teaching loads, including overall number of students and large class sizesjeward as a

major obstacle. Teachers reported a lack of time, both in-class to adnasgtesments and

35



also outside of class to maintain records (Brummett and Haywood, 1997; HepworthxOsiow
2004; Peppers, 2010). Administrative, community, and parent expectations that studests woul
perform in front of audiences also complicated routine assessment (He@soothy, 2004).
One teacher commented: “Time is so short, curriculum is so big, and perforraemedsays
around the corner. I'm lucky if | can assess three times in one term” (p. 97 meédsrlike
these indicate that some teachers do not view curriculum and assessmeniily degendent
components of instruction. Instead, when time is a factor, it seems that rmemgréeopt to
deliver as much curriculum as possible and forego assessment of what hasbessh IMusic
teachers also struggled with discipline problems, accommodating individual edydats, and
attendance issues (Hepworth-Osiowy, 2004). Teachers in Niebur’'s (1997) studg view
population migration as a hindrance to assessment, but Peppers’ (2010) participgreedlis
perhaps due to regional differences—Neibur’s study took place in Arizona, andeppe
participants taught in Michigan.

After enumerating the variety of obstacles to assessment that eleymaotac teachers
frequently encounter, the task of integrating assessment-based differerdfanstruction
seems daunting. However, if teachers are reporting these obstasletar ithat they must be
trying to assess in some form. The literature seems to indicate thateaahgrs are interested
in tracking the progress of their students and are willing to be accountable taheshare
teaching. However, these teachers face considerable administratiielayrand logistical
challenges.

Proposed role of assessment in elementary music educatidaiven the number of
voices in the debate surrounding assessment, testing, and accountabilityficuis i arrive at

a middle ground, even without considering the special difficulties music tedabersPerhaps a
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moderate approach to assessment in elementary music education would combgtg afvari
measurement tools, including standardized aptitude tests and teacher-designedswéa
achievement that include authentic assessments, such as portfolios and perforeaaacesnin
order to provide systematic, objective evidence upon which to base instruction@gecis
Optimally, numerous snapshots of student functioning on an assortment of tasks, rewdrded a
tracked in a variety of ways, would result in a well-rounded picture of each dititade,
achievement, learning style and response style, which would allow the teadifésrentiate
instruction: to meet each student where he is and offer scaffolding, e¢imegdand challenges
as needed.
Need for this Study

Along with widespread disagreements regarding the importance of varioicsileur
goals and the value of different methodological and philosophical approaches (Boston, 1996;
Colwell, 2002), considerable debate continues among elementary music teacreliagebe
meaning and value of assessment (Hepworth-Osiowy, 2004; Peppers, 2010; Talley pa()5; U
1990). Some elementary music teachers do not appear to want to know about students’
individual differences in music aptitude or ability (Peppers, 2010; Niebur, 2001, p. 148) and
researchers have proposed that it may be impossible to truly evaluate nmasng I6&rosteqgui,
2003). However, if teachers do not have a clear picture of their students’ mpstcaleaand
achievement levels, they may fail to challenge a child who has high aptitudé, eohild result
in boredom and a lost opportunity for advanced musicianship, or fail to recognize a child who is
struggling and adjust instruction accordingly, which could result in a studeingféeistrated or
incompetent (Gfeller, 1992; Gordon, 1986, 2010; Taggart, 2005). Students experiencing either

of these situations might seem poorly motivated or badly behaved, but the intervesdiored

37



differ, and only individual assessment would allow a teacher to know the undedysg c
behind the behavior.

Despite a wealth of research studies, methodological articles, and books mgttaini
assessment techniques for the elementary music classroom, little publeskdthe explored
what is perhaps the most crucial question regarding assessment and measiaréns setting:
How can information gained through assessment be used to differentiate imstiarct
individual music students in real-life elementary general music te&tHhegv studies describe
the progress of individual students in elementary general music classdsewtaits both
assessment and subsequent use of assessment information to differentiatemstEdmund,
Birkner, Burcham, and Heffner (2008) identified several research prordgarding assessment
in music education, including a need for qualitative research investigating tesswoc various
assessment tactics. Lehman shared this viewpoint: “We need to creste@abices’ culture
in education, which means finding ways to share what we do that works, so we can dll benef
from the experiences of our colleagues” (2008, p. 23). The current study sought to present a
gualitative picture of promising practices in elementary general masisrobms, specifically
pertaining to the application of assessment in order to differentiate instructi
Purpose of this Study

The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore how three exemplaryriscasbe
assessment to individualize music instruction. Specificglly:When and how did the
participants assess musical skills and behaviors? (2) How did participantsrskeep track of
what students knew and could do in music? And (3) What was the impact of assessment on
differentiation of instruction?

Delimitations
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When speaking of measurement and assessment in elementary music, Iy is near
impossible to avoid debates about curriculum and methodology. Assessment should be linked
closely to curriculum, and, in this study, educational, philosophical, and methodological
background certainly influenced participants’ decisions about curriculum andrassges
However, a discussion of the merits of various methodologies or the relative impartanc
diverse curricular goals was beyond the scope of this study. This study sofigtithow the
information gleaned from assessment was used to improve music learning aiedtittion of
instruction in the practices of exemplary teachers, regardless of methadblgrgunding.
Therefore, methodology and curriculum were discussed only as they impaeteshasst and
instruction in the individual classrooms.

Definitions of Terms

Definitions of many of these terms vary greatly from author to author. sty adhered to the
following definitions:

Assessment: the gathering of information about a student’s status relevaristo one

academic and/or musical expectations (Brophy, 2000, p. 455).

Authentic Assessment: planned assessment procedures and tasks that sieulate t

context in which the original learning occurred (Brophy, 2000, p. 456).
Differentiation: teaching with student differences in mind. Instructiemstfrom

assessment, meets students where they are, and features a strong éek besgssment

and instruction, an emphasis on individual growth, high standards and clear expectations

for all students, and flexible grouping strategies (Cox, 2008).

Evaluation: the comparison of assessment data in relation to a standard or set of pre
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established criteria, with the purpose of determining whether that dataee{sréhe
achievement of the standard or criteria (Brophy, 2000, p. 457).

Formative Assessment: assessment used to monitor learning progress duiogons
(Miller, Linn, & Gronlund, 2009, p. 38).

Grading: any of a variety of systems designed to summarize and commaanica
student’s performance on assessments of stated instructional objectives sydtess
include but are not limited to letter grades, verbal labels such as “proficiabboe
average,” and whether or not performance meets a proficiency standard-atpass/f
(Miller, Linn, & Gronlund, 2009, p. 367-368).

Measurement: the use of a systematic methodology to observe musical behaviors i
order to represent the magnitude of performance capability, task compéetaiar
concept attainment (Brophy, 2000, p. 458).

Reliability: the extent to which an assessment task yields congisseitits (Brophy,
2000, p. 459).

Summative Assessment: assessment used to assess achievement at timstenctioh
(Miller, Linn, & Gronlund, 2009, p. 38). Although many teachers associate
summative assessment with grading, the two are not necessarilg.relate

Validity: the degree to which a task measures what it is supposed to measyeegfai
music, this is related primarily to the content of the task and its relatiowsthp t
purpose of the task (Brophy, 2000, p. 460). Reliability is a necessary condition for

validity.
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Chapter Two: Review of Related Research

Assessment is about more than children and teachers, although it must always be for
them. It is about more than sending home papers, giving performances, or generating
data for reports, as important as all of these things can be. Assessment is more than a
scoreboard that dispassionately displays how closely an educational endeavor
approximates compliance with a given set of criteria, regardless of how sophisticated

and humane the criteria may be... [Assessment] demands the dignity of submitting only
reports that are likely to be useful and then having the information used as wisely as
possible. Assessment is not only about asking and answering questions, but is also about
the reciprocal responsibility of listening respectfully to the answers. In short,

educational assessment of any kind is an inescapably human endeavor, and should,

above all, edifyfNiebur, 2001, p 158-159).

The current study examined how teachers in elementary general mtisgssaplied

the results of assessments in order to individualize their instruction and meetdh@®hthe

diverse learners in their classrooms. This model of differentiated instrustcommon in

elementary classrooms. Therefore, the following review of retatshrch begins with a

discussion of selected studies from the elementary classroom restsatrk in which

educational outcomes for students with a variety of learning needs were imgnaueghtthe

use of assessments. | then describe studies from elementary generalasgsoom settings in

which the authors indicated that an assessment could be used to adapt instructibn to mee
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individual needs. However, in these studies, the act of differentiation was not theffdoeis
study but was a theme in the research, implicit in the method, and/or mentioned icubsiais
section. Finally, this review presents the few studies that specificaligssed the use of
assessment results to increase student learning or to improve instructionantaly music
settings.

Due to the large amount of material available on assessment in music eduation, t
review of literature was delimited in several waydthough numerous research studies used a
variety of criterion measures pertaining to music achievement, aptitudergmeds, and
behavior, these studies often were unrelated to classroom instruction. Becasiselyhigcused
on assessment as it relates to improving music teaching and learning and ifidinglua
instruction, this review is limited to studies in which assessment(s) wetref prestruction in a
classroom setting and/or could be used by practicing teachers. Furtherrimeegort of
research did not include any information about how the results of an assessnménitedrto or
could be applied to individualization of music teaching and learning, the study wadeskcl

This review was limited to studies with elementary-aged subjects or panisi(k-6).
Elementary students have different developmental abilities and responsdlispelder
learners, and elementary general music curricula are different fumic curricula in more
advanced grade levels. As a result, information from studies with older ahildeglults has
limited application to elementary general music settings. In additiongethesar is limited to
assessments or measurements of musical aptitudes, skills, and abiliheseas¢ the primary
focal points of music learning in elementary general music. Studies thetme@ahildren’s
music preferences, social behaviors, or attitudes about music and/or music lulcssrey

secondary instructional goals, were not included.

42



Assessment and Differentiation of Instruction in Elementary Eduation

Many elementary educators have implemented models of differentiatectiiust for
academic subjects such as reading and math (Hallam, Ireson, & Lister, 2@@8yding to Cox
(2008), differentiation of instruction requires a strong link between assessmansauction,
an emphasis on individual growth, high standards, and clear expectations for all sagiemsis
as flexible grouping strategies. Perhaps because of the implicit linkdre@ssessment and
instruction in differentiated instruction, many studies pertained more giteaither facets of
assessment or differentiation, such as the relative merits of homogenousesaogemetous
grouping practices. Or, perhaps the elementary education literatutelssne weakness as the
music education literature: too much emphasis on how to measure achievement and hot enoug
focus on how then to use that information to improve instruction. |included the following
studies because they demonstrated clearly how assessment-based diftergmactices
improved learning for students, even if that was not their implicit focus.

Tieso (2005) investigated the effects of various instructional practices ontthe ma
achievement of 645 elementary students. Over the course of a 3-week math unit, students i
control group were taught in intact classrooms using lessons taken in order fiatin a m
textbook. The remaining groups were assigned to one of several treatment condifiatisagnc
differentiation of instruction through use of flexible groupings in intact acdasss. In
differentiated instruction, learning centers and journal prompts were used &lizajih
students’ prior knowledge and to allow different students to work at a different padds,Tha
while all students worked on the same concept, less-ready students completgudblgens at
a more basic level, and higher-performing students worked with more complex moblem

Students’ readiness/performance levels had been determined by previoussesgmasts,
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including tests and daily work. Results indicated that average and high perforndiegts
performed significantly better in the differentiated classroom than die thdke control group.
Results from low-performing students were not significantly different émtvwhe two groups
but were confounded by higher pretest scores in the control group. Most studeeis heare
when their instruction was differentiated based on their previous achievementsdraallv
students were taught the same material at the same time in the same way

In 1996, Lou et. al. undertook a meta-analysis of more than 3,000 quantitative research
studies regarding within-class grouping practices. Among their nralyss, they found that,
on average, students performed better when taught in small groups than as a sole cla
addition, students’ attitudes toward the subject being taught were betteilhgup
conditions, as were the students’ general self-concepts. Findings relatedherwgheups
should be homogenous or heterogeneous by ability were mixed. After examining the
approximately 3,000 studies, the authors concluded: “Overall, it appears that the ittts
of within-class groupings are maximized when the physical placementdaings into groups for
learning is accompanied by modifications to teaching methods and instructetealats.
Merely placing students together is not sufficient for promoting substaniinvgiga
achievement” (p. 448). Smaller groups of students did not necessarily result in improved
learning—differentation of instruction (changing teaching methods and itistralcmaterials
based on the needs of children in the group) is what resulted in increased learning.

Much of the research literature on differentiaton of instruction in elemezdacation
focused on gifted or special education populations and discussed the relative nsetfts of
contained classrooms for these students. Many of these studies investigatediapplof

various models of differentiation but did not comment on their impacts on achievement. Futher,
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there was little qualitative research on this topic. One qualitative stsdyilukd differentiation
practices in two self-contained gifted classrooms, but not as they relatssgssment (Linn-
Cohen & Herzog, 2007). Perhaps assessment to determine individual needs isynecassa
even greater extent in a heterogeneous classroom, such as most ejegesial music
classes.

Based on her study of nine kindergarten to third-grade classrooms in Tethedrgary
schools in the Fairfax, VA area, Howard (2007) concluded that utilizing “ongoings aes@s
and [a] data driven style of teaching” was one method to help at-risk studerm@sdsircc
heterogeneous classrooms. Howard’s study described the classroom envirpieaetmisy
strategies, and personal beliefs of nine teachers who taught underperforrdarenchith low
school readiness, but who typically did not use special education referrals itodnegy the
children perform at grade level. Among her findings, Howard reported that daebets each
used a variety of formal assessments (e.g., Developmental Readingmasesarious math
inventories) and informal assessments (e.g., observations, portfolios, and runnids) iecor
order to differentiate instruction to meet the needs of individual students.

All of Howard'’s patrticipants used flexible grouping strategies, optingdanogenous
groupings for cohesive instruction of those with like needs, and heterogenous greupengs
children were likely to benefit from peer modeling. Differentiation of instonat these
classrooms was also achieved through a democratic, discovery-learningmbdenphasized
integration of previous school learning and prior outside knowledge. According to Howard’s
research, the attitudes and philosophies teachers needed in order to helgrail shcceed

included: collaborating with others (parents, other teachers, etc.), providkuy daed
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knowledge (scaffolding), child-centered teaching, high expectations, andvpeyahildren as
having assets in addition to any difficulties they exhibited.

Howard’s study was particularly pertinent to the current study, as itimdaran design
and sought to provide teachers with models of success that could be appropriated od emulate
Many of the teaching strategies she described could be adapted for theaoumsisuch as use
of a variety of formal and informal assessments to diagnose learning flegible groupings to
meet those learning needs, and a more democratic, discovery-based |learnomgresmti
Implicit Applications of Assessment to Learning and Instruction inGeneral Music

The current study investigated assessments that were used by teagkeesal music
classroom settings in order to improve music instruction and/or music learning. b&naim
teachers and researchers have investigated a variety of assesstheds mmeelementary general
music settings. However, after extensive review of the literatuomdwded that little of the
research regarding assessment in the elementary music classroappiaable to the current
study. Many of the studies were acontextual to instruction, such as whemesgsgsok place
outside of the classroom setting or the material assessed was unrelagesuigebts’ music
curriculum. Other studies were not relevant to the current study because the digkimat offer
information on how the results of the assessment would contribute to better teachargased
learning. The following section presents studies that were related tortbatstudy because
the application of assessment results to instruction was embedded in the methasssedist
the closing material, and was therefore implicitly a part of the studg,ieitevas not the focus
of the research.

Perhaps because “singing, alone and with others, a varied repertoire of minedirst

standard in th&lational Standards for Music Educatigh994), assessments of singing voice
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development and pitch accuracy were investigated frequently. Teachers and sttelested
in improving singing performance may have a great deal to gain from ajgpigcat assessment
to the instructional process. Guerrini (2006) measured singing voice achievemenbarddhe
about ways that assessment scores could be used to differentiate instructiorstudyhe. 74
fourth and fifth grade students sang melodic patterns and two songs into a tape,recorde
controlled by randomization for order effect. Three judges assessed the padesmsing the
Singing Voice Development Measure (SVDM, Rutkowski, 1990). Guerrini found that students
were able to sing patterns significantly more accurately thanidararl newly learned songs.
Guerrini advocated use of SVDM to identify children whose pattern singimgssitalicated
they were ready to sing songs accurately with extra time and attentionorigheded:
If I merely note the ratings of students singing either a familiar or uldam
song, | will find many students scoring a 2 or 3, indicating they have some mobility to
their range but are clearly not accurate singers. However, in ms@y, ¢al also look at
the pattern score, | may find that the same child has a 4 or even a 5 with thaf tsiskin
This indicates to me that the child has the ability to sing accurately and aboite the |
under certain circumstances, and will most likely transfer that develsgit into
singing complete songs accurately (p. 29)
Guerrini implied that results from the SVDM could be used to modify instruction for chudili
students to increase their singing achievement.
Rutkowski developed the SVDM to identify the steps children go through on the path to
achieving singing accuracy, because she viewed singing to be a develdski#iteat required
time, context, and maturity (Rutkowski, 1990). This viewpoint has been supported by additional

research since 1990 that has indicated that singing accurately may be as maoh @matter
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of physical skill related to vocal production than a result of tonal aptitude (Hornbaelygait,
2005; Pfordrisher & Brown, 2007; Phillips & Aicheson, 1997a; 1997b; Levinowitz & Scheetz,
1998). Therefore, a teacher must have reliable evidence of both a child’s musdea(htom a
test such as PMMA) and singing voice development (from a measure such ki B\uidder to
intervene correctly to assist that child’s vocal progress.

Several researchers explored classroom uses of composition as a way to disdover
track progress in music conceptualization. Although Strand (2005) did not specifieaitypn
assessment as a keyword in her qualitative study of the relationship betateection and
transfer in 9 to 12 year-old students, assessment was an important component of her work.
Strand used a summer enrichment class of eight students from an urban elescbot@rin
Chicago as participants in this action research project. She wanted to know htwfdabtate
transfer of knowledge from music instruction to compositional tasks. The alssétact:
“[r]eflective analysis with expert observers at the end of each unit giédseative findings and
new queries, which in turn allowed for instructional improvement and expand (sic) upon
knowledge gained from prior research” (p. 17). That is, the teacher-teseased students’
compositional processes and performances to identify their needs and usedtimaition to
find ways to help them become better composers. In her model, she referred lap|deye
efficient teaching protocols... coach[ing] students through problems... direct irmtroaot
revision... encourag[ing] peer mentoring...” and “value of public concert” (p. 31). Eabbs# t
activities could be considered as an assessment component embedded iroimstrattw
each young composer to grow. Although the body of her study described the pfasisg o

individuals’ compositions to differentiate instruction, Strand was studyinggdhsfer of
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conceptual learning from task to task, so her conclusions were related to comséet tedher
than how her ongoing assessments affected her teaching.

In a similar project, Miller (2004), investigated whether learning throogtposition
could meet the needs of students with widely diverse ability levels in one of hen&em
general music classes. Although, again, assessment was not one of the kessomidted with
her research, Miller stated:

The wonderful thing about using composition is that | am able to assess what they know

so much better than | could before. It was easy to fool myself into thinkindnéhantire

class understood a musical concept when, actually, only a few students were dbimg all
answering. Now, each child is not only personally engaged in the music, but is

personally accountable for showing what he knows (p. 64).

Miller’s findings reinforce the importance of both individual response and ongaegsasent to
differentiation of instruction for students with a variety of needs.

Christensen (1992) undertook an action research project involving small-group
composition projects. Her dissertation proposed an “artistry-based” model cim tkbimusic
classroom became more of a studio or workshop. In this model, composing, notatigg (usin
invented notation), performing, and continuously reflecting on a project would instedsats’
learning and provide a window into students’ musical metacognition. Each classviadga
brief, whole-class discussion of the progress of each group and introduction of theskext ta
the compositional process. For the remainder of class time, students worked independentl
their small groups. Christensen circulated within the classroom and furctiergefacilitator:

...guiding students rather than directing them; suggesting they explore thedeasn i

rather than supplying them with solutions worked out by others; making teaching more of
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a process of asking questions rather than answering them; giving students thendgpor
to take responsibility for their own learning rather than being told what and hearty |
and providing time and place for students to reflect on their learning while govag

on rather than wait until it was completed (Christensen, 1992, pp. 236-237).

Christensen kept daily logs and analyzed videotapes of each meeting (ivaek or 40
minutes) of one class of fourth grade students for the course of a single campbpitbcess
(seven weeks). All students described compositional and notational activitesploynding to
open-ended questions both in writing and in class discussions. Students’ writigtrorefland
notation were collected in portfolios that provided the researcher further messsess$ing
musical metacognition. In addition, 12 students were each interviewed three Diatason
these 12 students included brief descriptions of appearance, personality, aygdafgomhmary
of musical experiences outside of school (such as piano lessons); IQ samespsache CTBT
(a school achievement test that resulted in a percentile ranking); and scores orl Hraltona
rhythm subtests of thHerimary Measures of Music Audiatig¢@ordon, 1986).

Christensen proposed an assessment protocol that consisted of a number ohfibrmal a
informal assessment tasks. Students completed two written reflection waigksire at the
beginning of the project, and one at the end. Students presented their works-esgprogth
during the compositional and notational processes, for class review and discussidmgncl
answering questions from the teacher and students as well as listening tticog f@s
improvement. As a capstone, not only did the students perform their composition, busahey al
presented their notation to the class and explained what they did and how they did i, thmall
students were required to explain this project to their parent(s) and tefletter in writing

about the value of the project for the student’s music learning. These fornssinassts were

50



supplemented by the teacher’s informal interactions with students as tHeydwotheir groups:
“Questions as simple as: “What did you do?” “How did you do it?” and “What did you find
out?” elicited diverse and revealing responses about student understanding ardubiir
own artistic processes. They were essential to the assessment of stachemg’l (Christensesn
1992, p. 238).

Unfortunately, this project did not address how the information Christensen gained about
her students’ musical cognition was then used to differentiate instruction. “The ¢oonpos
project in this study was a first-time experience for the fourth-gsattes not known what
would happen during the second, third, or fourth time students were asked to participate in
similar composition projects. A longitudinal study... could be expected to showsedrea
sophistication in student learning” (p. 245). According to Christensen, the conceptual
framework of this study (Vygotsky’'s zones of proximal development) assilnatesuch
individualization will occur naturally as a result of students’ interactiatis music, with the
teacher, and with each other (p. 250). While | am intrigued by this notion, Christensgecs pr
did not include information on any further experiences of the participants, andadtdend
evidence in the literature that she continued this promising thread of research.

Summary of implicit applications. Studies in the above section have demonstrated that
assessments can be used to individualize instruction for elementary studenes/ekl these
studies were not designed for this purpose and, therefore, these demonstrations were
extrapolated. Furthermore, Guerrini (2006) used tape-recorded examples of indivigaes
rated by judges, an assessment practice that does not typically ocesmém&ry general music
classrooms. Strand (2005) had a class of only eight students, which raised simiangnwith

relevance to the current study, in that most classes in elementary sclveatsarey more than
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eight students. Christensen (1992) differentiated instruction during her study iy besmini-
lessons on the emergent needs of her students. Furthermore, the notion that qteitactin
other students and the teacher, combined with rigorous reflection on group progress,
performance and presentation, could result naturally in differentiation i§izenga However,
she did not elaborate on how her numerous assessment components resulted in individualized
instruction or how her use of student-directed mini-lessons increased musieakatent.
Examination of parts of these studies, including their method and discussion sdtiginstes
that assessments can be embedded in instruction in a variety of ways and tlegstresments
can be applied to the learning of individual students.
Assessment Applied to Differentiation of Instruction in the Mug Classroom

Few studies have examined the role and function of assessment speasically
contributes to teachers’ abilities to adapt instruction to increase indiatiuidnt learning in the
elementary general music classroom. Froseth (1971) administefddsieAptitude Profile
(MAP, Gordon, 1965) to 190 fifth- and sixth-grade beginning band students. Subjects were
grouped by their aptitude scores into four music ability groups: high, above avesiage, b
average, and low. Students from each group were assigned randomly to eithereatreatm
control group, while attempting to keep a balance of instrument, gender, and age, to control as
much as possible for the known effects of maturation, gender, and instrument choice on
achievement. All students received curricular instrumental music instndodm one of seven
public school music teachers for 30 minutes once a week for one school year withvbthers
played the same or similar instruments. Class size, materials,teeagiiting methods,
supplementary materials, and other factors were comparable for allskesclarhe only

difference between treatment and control groups was that teachemwegecof experimental
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students’ MAP scores and subscores and were blind to those scores for the conttsl subjec
“...[T]eaching suggestions, supplementary exercises, flash cards, and wdsktshewere
provided were used by teachers in both their experimental and control group icdaskison

to the traditional published materials” (p. 99). At the end of the year, eachtsivaieaudio-
recorded playing (1) an etude learned with teacher help, (2) an etude le@hwoed t@acher
help, and (3) a sight-read etude. Each student recorded his or her performaonce éireeca
week later (as a measure of stability of response). Two trained judgg®agh performance,
blind to both subject identity and treatment condition.

Froseth’s results indicated that mean scores for students in each of the todedetiels
consistently favored the experimental group. The largest mean differgace$ound in the
highest and lowest aptitude levels. Test-retest reliabilities of the stment from week to
week ranged from .82 to .89, and interjudge reliabilities ranged from .90 to .97. Treabypent
levels ANOVA revealed no significant interactions, so Froseth concludetighstudy did not
indicate that teacher awareness of MAP results was more bentfistablents depending upon
aptitude level (p. 104). However, there was a significant main effect for teaghpeness of
student aptitudes. That is, students whose teachers were aware of thele ajotires performed
significantly better than those whose teachers did not know their scores, regafdptitude
level.

Froseth'’s findings that instruction should be adapted to meet the needs of students with
differing aptitude levels were supported by more recent researclex&ople, Henry (2002)
studied the effects of pattern instruction and music aptitude on the compositionas @scues
products of fourth grade children. He suggested “...that aptitude, in conjunction with

instruction, does affect what children compose. Therefore, teachers should ctesajaittide
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levels of students when planning compositional instruction for children” (p. 26). Hawever
did not propose any method or approach regarding how a teacher should modify instruction
based on differing levels of aptitude. Similarly, Gromko and Walters (1998) found tgitede
a likeness in overt musical behaviors, children with differences in music aplgvdioped
differently in terms of music pattern perception. These studies provided evidendaltran
with different levels of music aptitude may learn music differently fromasagher, and that
students with all levels of aptitude may benefit from differentiated ictsdiu

Freed-Garrod (1999) took a qualitative, action-research approach to invegtibat-
grade students’ abilities to assess themselves and each other. She estedntehow
composition projects would allow students to operate in four “fields of understandaigngn
presenting, responding, and evaluating” (p. 51). In this context, she proposed thatogvaluati
was a necessary part of the learning process, because it required studenisunicata their
perceptions and assign meaning to their musicking (p. 51). In Freed-Garrod,ssatatly
groups of students worked together to create a song, with parameters of their chdbsing
timeframe for the study was determined by the 23 students in the classefdlae six groups
had as much time to plan and rehearse as they wished, with a final “sharing” foectniy
peers before they recorded their final version. Groups’ times to completionl famigeeight to
twelve 40-minute music classes. The elements of teacher guidance anidledndesessment
combined with a final summative assessment are of most interest to & study.

Freed-Garrod stressed that evaluation was “ongoing, integral and contuitfentest of
the compositional process” (p. 53). Each class session started with a period ofranple g
instruction, during which Freed-Garrod taught based on themes that had emergqutenitus

day’s formative assessment. In this project “... assessment was ondointgtive evaluation
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occurred between [Freed-Garrod] as a teacher and student composers aed peéreas
listeners and composer/performers, and summative assessment occineezhdtdf the unit,
focusing on the composition in its final form” (p. 54). So, Freed-Garrod was able to stiuetur
teaching to meet the needs of students based on a compositional process that alltmszEhe
the students’ music cognition in action. Summative data for this study includditea welf-
evaluation and a rating sheet for the videotaped performances.

Freed-Garrod concluded that, through this project, students developed both aesthetic
awareness and artistic judgment, along with considerable conceptual knowiddgeabulary.
Among her questions for future research, Freed-Garrod saw the need for studiesthigate
students’ level of improvement and mastery of skills as it relates to the aafduné and effort
required, and she also proposed the need for studies that focus on individual musical growth (p.
59).

Brummett (1992) explored how two teachers applied a holistic, process-orieredtst
evaluation framework in intact music classrooms. Brummett created aactiterevaluation
framework, purposefully selected two teachers to study, trained them in tbkthse
framework, and provided a detailed teacher handbook. During this training phase, Brummet
also observed the sixth grade classes in which the framework was to be implec@mtected
interviews, and collected demographic information regarding the communitystddhe
concluded after 4 months of data collection, except for the final questionnaires fraadhers.
The results of Brummett's study were written as a narrative that tege¢her data from all
these sources. She told the story of the teachers, their schools, their classnaomasv they
were able to integrate more authentic and individualized assessment dathtorday teaching.

She then analyzed the story she had told in light of literature on learning arsiresges
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Brummett concluded that her evaluation framework allowed students to have musical
independence in a cooperative environment and reflect on their learning, and she cohatuded t
the framework was flexible enough for use in the real world of elementasic mmstruction.
However, Brummet'’s study examined teachers’ use of the framework and did nanhtee
music learning experiences or achievements of the students (p. 229). That is, while the
processfolios contained detailed records of individual student progress based ory afvariet
measures, Brummett's research report instead described the studdneschers’ perceptions
regarding the assessment framework. Therefore, data that may hasgemhgiecisely how the
processfolios contributed to individual learning were not included. However, Brumichett
mention that students believed that the elements of group work, reflection, and self/peer
evaluation contributed to learning in the classroom. She also stated thattearbed with her
concept of teaching-learning-evaluating as a continuum and embraced tles{moeerted
framework (p.248).

Niebur (2001) based the bobicorporating Assessment and the National Standards for
Music Education into Everyday Teachiog her dissertation from 1997. In it, she provided a
narrative (including vignettes and thick description) of the standards-bashkohteand
assessment of four teachers in Arizona. Rather than taking a quantitativechppiiebur chose
to explore the experiences of her four participants in depth, looking for themessthrated
with her experiences as a music teacher and that might seem true to otheiagrache field
(p- 8-9). Niebur presented a holistic picture of these teachers and their teactstapdards and
assessment were presented as they interacted in real teaching ratdesdinssing them in
isolation. In a design similar to the current study, Niebur did not attempt to propasalopti

definitions or uses of standards or assessments, or to evaluate the relativecfumees
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particular approach to them. She simply described how “reflective teaaheigrated

standards and assessment into their teaching as a way to inform othestaadhesearchers
and allow them to draw their own conclusions regarding the meaning and usefulness of the
methods or approaches described (p. 9-10).

Niebur’s participants were four practicing teachers who had just complgtediuate
course on measurement in music education at Arizona State University. As paxtlasshe
requirements, each participant implemented a new assessment plan tattankssindividual
progress toward a musical goal of their choice in a single classroom of studentsofésgopr
recommended these participants based on the quality of their assessrgantexsgsi and
reflective ability. Niebur shadowed each informant for five full school dayslyraonsecutive),
and also attended selected classes, performances, and special everdsatiatirectly to the
classes she had observed. During this time period, the study participants edswendimes
for group discussion led by the measurement professor. Niebur acted asipapditibserver
during these meetings. Finally, Niebur conducted formal and informal interwiglveach
participant and invited the participants’ feedback in the form of member checks.

Following is a summary of Niebur’s portrayal of one of the teachers asaampke.
Niebur described Stephanie Martin in the midst of teaching a recorder unit totivgréde
classes. For her graduate school project, Ms. Martin was examining theoetketnative
assessment practices, such as journal writing, on her student’s recordezraehie While both
classes learned the same material (the notes B, A, and G) over the colnesé-aieek study
period, only one of the classes wrote in daily journals and received written feddiradVs.
Martin. After a week of instruction, each student played individually for MstiMso that she

could check if each student was blowing correctly, covering the holes sufficeemd holding
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the recorder with the left hand on top. She told one student, “I just want to hear what you’
going to do for me and if | need to help you some more” (p. 71). Niebur reported that she
coached several students to help them achieve a better performance inftassbasment.
Clearly, this assessment allowed Ms. Martin to individualize instruction, npbechuse she
could hear individual progress, but also because she had a few minutes to interact Ihdividua
with each child.
At the end of 4 weeks, when students played their final patterns for a videocamera,
Niebur wrote:
...In this classroom where learning is a living, social experience and where
students regularly risk performance, freely discuss their triumphs and rajdtade
immediately incorporate their insights into a new performance, todaesl filence
feels unnatural and unproductive, even unfair. For a few moments, the demands of a test
that is specifically designed to generate statistical informationodds with the ongoing
culture of assessment that nourishes the students and the teacher insidestb@tigs
82-83).
Niebur and Ms. Martin were both concerned about the effect that the videocamera had on the
students’ responses, although the recordings were intended to contribute to theofahei
assessment measure. The quantitative study revealed no significaehdéteim performance
ability between children who journaled and those who did not. However, Ms. Martin sthéed, “t
time for journal writing was well-spent, because it reinforced and pegarwritten record of
what the children learned” (p. 87). In addition, she also reported that, based on heriohservat
the class that kept journals was more likely to think from one class to the nexgripdisd to

follow directions.
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As the observation period had ended, Niebur did not report if the third grade students
continued to work on recorders or moved on to another unit. Therefore, it was difficult to
evaluate if results from the summative video assessment were applieductiosir However, it
was clear that results from ongoing individual and group assessments wergya@gplied by
Ms. Martin while teaching recorder to her third grade students.

Based on data collected from four participant teachers, Niebur drew sawechisions
that directly inform the current study. She stated: “...conditions that are liderdoagroup
music making are not always conducive to individual assessment, so teachers whaachoose
track the learning of individual students often must adjust their teaching tetdesommodate
assessing and recording individual student progress” (p. 145). In Chapter Oneed die¢ail
myriad of difficulties teachers have reported regarding assessm&ntehts’ progress in
elementary general music, and nevertheless proposed that optimal instructernesftary
music would include tracking individual music learning progress.

Niebur reported, “[the participants] have taken on the challenge of seekjrajmdudften
inventing, assessment tools with which they can attempt to create and slyge ahiadividual
students’ musical growth” (p. 145). As a result of their course in measuremeheand t
participation in this study, participants reported increased comfort wi#ssasent tools that
allowed them to track individual music learning progress without compromisingdtnedtion
and musicking the teachers desired in an elementary general music petih@)( Participants
voiced concerns that assessment might stifle creativity or result in chitdifelow achievement
or aptitude giving up on music. However, they also mentioned benefits of their @ttressof
assessment, such as increased ability to share information with other teadimengstrators,

and parents, increased evidence of accountability for the music curriculum, and sdeocac
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general music education. Several illustrative comments included: “...o#oetrs think I'm
more of a teacher...” (p. 148), “...when | mention to the kids that I'm checking fotaarce
skill, they sit up taller and try harder... [music class] is not just a ptacsax for forty minutes.
It's a class. We're going to learn something” (p. 148) and “...I think some of iy atee
changed their minds, too. It's not just a planning period anymore” (p. 148). Howevedjagcor
to Niebur’'s analysis, “...most often, assessment functioned as a means of iingiioa
teacher and students the progress that they had worked so hard to achieve” (p. 152).
Summary. Research literature in music education frequently investigated various
methods intended to assess achievement in elementary music education classimeever,
few studies examined how these assessments could be used to differentiatoim$or
individual learners. Extensive research in non-music elementary classirmdioated that
assessment-based differentiated instruction delivered in flexible grodpthtgsincreased
achievement. This review revealed only one quantitative study in music education that
investigated assessment-based differentiation of instruction, and this stupiohasing results
(Froseth, 1971). A handful of qualitative studies have approached this topic, but they focused on
teacher and student attitudes regarding implementation of the assessmettiaatba student
achievement (Brummett, 1996; Niebur, 2001). Freed-Garrod described using formative
assessments of small group work in combination with student self-assessmeids to g
instruction. In light of the research available, the current study seeksdaab@ehow practicing
teachers use the results of assessments to differentiate instruction @betimneintary general
music classrooms. The current study uses a qualitative design similar ob fhebur (1997)

and Howard (2007), in which examples of assessment and differentiation of instrudtio® wil
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described in narrative form and analyzed for themes that might be informativettoipga

elementary general music teachers.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Researcher Lens
As an undergraduate, | pursued a double major in vocal performance and music therapy.
Although I ultimately decided not to complete board certification in music theleguding
individual and small-group musical interactions in music therapy practicdedmy teaching
when | eventually went back to school and became an educator. These earjnegpeaiso
contributed directly to my interest in assessment. In music therapyentemns are structured
by a treatment plan that defines the therapeutic goals of each individogl déiscribes how
music will be used to help the client reach each objective, and includes an astesstined to
determine when the stated goal has been achieved. When | started tdacheémgagy general
music, my early training in planning therapy sessions influenced my teachehgwanted to
understand the needs of individual students and document their progress.
| taught in a typical school music setting: about 550 kindergarten thrugtade
students spread over two buildings, whom | saw twice a week for 30 minutes. In subsequent
years, my teaching load became somewhat smaller (about 400 students per waek)ydaur
years of teaching elementary general music | did not engage in anypipirxianating
systematic assessment of music learning as a natural part of instrudty curriculum included
assessments: | did “voice checks” twice a year, | gave somemtgists regarding music theory
and composers, and my recorder unitfrgfade had strong assessment components. | also used
my Orff background to help children improvise and compose, which allowed me to see
individual response and informally assess musicality. Although | was tyigather
information about student achievement, | did not know much about the individual musical

abilities of my students or how well they were learning what | was teachdid.know quite a
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bit about many of my students—especially after 4 years in a town with a stablatopul
However, most of what | knew about students was behavioral information, such as which
students were typically easy (or difficult) to direct. | knew the childrea were very strong or
very weak rhythmically, or very strong or weak singers. However, theeeavaumber of quiet,
reserved children about whom | knew nothing, musically or otherwise. | dsmtknow if

my low-performing students were struggling with music concepts, not tnyimysic for
personal reasons, or bored students with high music aptitude who needed more engaging
challenges.

Most important, | did not understand how to develop assessments that could inform my
instruction. The “voice checks” that | did twice a year were the only timeteay child |
taught had an opportunity to give an individual musical response. Even when | had this
opportunity to hear them sing individually, | simply marked U (UnsatisfaGt&rypatisfactory,
could also have a — or a +), or O (outstanding). | did not have operational definitionsa® rubri
to define what those marks meant for any grade level, and they did not inform my teaching
because they did not give me any information about the singing voice development of the
student. All my records told me was whether or not a child could sing “Happy Bittalay
given day.

| struggled with the pressures enumerated by many elementary gendacalaacisers
(high number of students, lack of time, big class sizes, performance pressyréj@icever, as
| have pursued graduate work in music education, | have become convinced thahwsicas
teachers, do our students a disservice when we do not ascertain aptitude and anhleveta
and use that information to modify our instruction to meet individual students’ needsk \vei

can benefit from using multiple types of assessments to create achpistait of a child’s
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musicianship. Assessments should not only reveal a child’s current abilities, but $bould a
indicate what needs to happen next to build musical skills and knowledge. Assessmedts shoul
also provide meaningful feedback to students regarding their progress, and ssarigaa the
form of a grade. My interest in assessment has little to do with evaluation erggréulifact, |
regard assigning an “A,” a “U,” a percentage, or a numerical valuehods musical
achievements only as a peripheral use of assessment information. | amterested in the
role that assessment could play in optimizing music learning for individual ssudearh not
sure that the dry words “assessment” and “differentiation” really caftargpirit of my interest,
which is the dynamic intersection of knowing enough about a student (abilitissnakiy,
achievement) to be able to respond to student needs, both in lesson planning and in the moment.
Design

The purpose of this study was to explore the role of assessment in individualizing
instruction in elementary general music classrooms. In order to illustimatissue, |1 observed
three exemplary teachers every time they taught two or three sellessesdor five to eight
weeks. | observed how these teachers differentiated instruction for the vastigerits they
taught each day. For several reasons, the participant teachers setechedasses | observed.
The research questions in this study targeted promising practices, sed waatlow the
participants to show me what they considered to be their best teaching.p&atsi&new that |
was interested in seeing how they differentiated instruction, so they sezotembse classes in
which students demonstrated a variety of needs and abilities. Also, because yhergaidd
assessment, and research literature indicated that some teackessras® or less in different
grade levels (Talley, 2005), | wanted each teacher to select gradarnewbish | would see

assessment activities during the observation period. From a logistics peesfibe
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participating teachers knew which classes would be missing music (bedfadwdidays, teacher
work days, conferences, etc.) or what classes were preparing for part@srather than
engaging in typical curricular music learning. Finally, | wanted to honor thelwatnins of the
participants by increasing their comfort level and the ease assbuidh their participation in
whatever ways that | could. Therefore, allowing participant teaefteysvere familiar with
what | was studying to select the classes | observed seemed to be treulsesof action.

This study followed a qualitative case study design. Specifically, it wasaumental,
collective case study: instrumental because the cases were examinedde imisight into the
specific issue of how teachers used assessment to individualize inst(Stalks, 2000, p. 437),
and collective because | described more than one case (Creswell, 1998, p. 62). Tlmisform
were purposefully selected (Miles and Huberman, 1984) because they provided ekemplar
teacher perspectives concerning an area of music education about whichawhaystare
inexperienced or uncertain. | gathered multiple types of data, which alloweihgulation of
sources, including observation field notes, teacher journals, video, and interviews.
Transcriptions of interviews were returned to the participants for “meatieeks,” in which
participants ensured that their thoughts were accurately portrayeding ediadding to the
transcript (Janesick, 2000, p. 393). Once transcribed and member checked, these multiple
sources were analyzed for themes, using the constant comparative method rdligiais a
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967).

Participants

Similar to Niebur’'s (2001) study, participants for this study were sel@ctgosefully

based on recommendations of the faculty at Michigan State University and tegditypiof

Michigan. | contacted faculty members and asked them for names of pratgoemgplary
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teachers” who (1) were known for their ability to individualize instruction, ¢R)ctbe reflective
about their teaching practice, and (3) could articulate thoughts and ideabmggasessment
and differentiation. | intentionally chose teachers who had varied philosophies, geachin
methodologies, and curricular goal$ie criterion for selection included a master’'s degree in
music education (or a related field), at least eight years full-tiemeemtary general music
teaching in a public school, and state certification to teach music.

| experienced some difficulty in recruiting participants. | visitecess classrooms of
teachers who had been recommended, and, based on my observations and discussions with these
teachers, | concluded that they did not use ongoing assessment or, if they did, it wad twt us
differentiate instruction. | excluded one master teacher who wanted togzdgjdecause she
taught part-time in a private school for gifted students, so the results frafasemoom would
have been less transferrable to public school settings. Some teachers wh@auotédamere
understandably uncomfortable with the idea that their practices would be exandhadstated
that they did not feel that their teaching practices were exemplryegard to assessment and
differentiation. Other teachers were uncomfortable with the time comntitré&weeks of
observations and biweekly journaling, two interviews, and two think-alouds in addition to
member checks of transcripts was not something they were willing to take ontioratidtheir
already busy schedules. Participant Hailey Stevens told me after colvdastation session that
she had initially been reluctant to participate because of the demands on her tiime, $hue
found the experience of reflecting on her teaching in writing and in conversattbnaevto be

rewarding and was glad that she had decided to take part.
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Danielle Wheeler.4 I met Danielle Wheeler through the local Orff chapter when | first
began to teach. We later reconnected when | observed a student teacher in hentlassr
Danielle has taught for 26 years in a variety of placements, including keBagjenusic, first
grade classroom instruction, k-2 general music, and middle school general mushoeus. At
the time of this study, she had taught in her current placement, Developmewizigéirten
through 5th grade general music, for 13 years. Danielle is certifieddio & subjects k-8 and
music k-12 in her state. She holds a Master of Arts in Teaching, with an additionadli40 cre
hours of master’s level courses in music, including certifications in Orff (lpaad Music
Learning Theory (Early Childhood and Elementary). She has served as $eamdtdfice
President of the local Orff chapter and was their current President. In addamel|l®has
presented on several occasions at state-level conferences and workshops, and had publis
articles in the state music educators’ journal. She also served as thelmacsar at a local
church and was an instructor at a nearby college in their Master of Artachig program.

At the time of data collection, Ms. Wheeler taught 498 students each week inuanmedi
sized suburban district (about 5,000 total students) in the Midwest. Elementary stutl@sts
district received general music instruction twice each week for 30 minulesdigtrict was
nearly 90% white and was a low-poverty district (fewer than 15% of students epli&bifi
free/reduced lunch). Danielle described the elementary school in which she taught

[It was] a neighborhood school when | first began. But in the past 5 years, many

apartments have been built and the school is getting a more transient population, and is

transitioning to a lower economic population—more students are beginning toeget fre

reduced lunch. We have added an ESL teacher in the past 3 years due to a sigsgicant

4 All names of participants and their schools are pseudonyms.
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in students with no English skills or English as a second language. This school also

houses the Autistic room. We currently have 13 autistic students who are all

mainstreamed (Interview, January 15, 2010).
Ms. Wheeler is an advocate for assessment in her district and has encousistaaceefrom
other music teachers in her district who prefer not to integrate asse¢sstaeheir teaching.

Carrie Davis. At the time of data collection, Carrie Davis was just completing her
eighth year teaching k-4 general music. She also taught music to the MoesgEarly
Childhood Special Education, and Cognitive Impairment (Cl) programs housed in her buildings
Carrie completed the final two credits of her master’s degree in musiatexuthe summer
directly following her participation in this study, and holds a BM in music educatioa.isS
certified to teach k-12 Music, 6-8 Spanish, k-5 All subjects, and k-8 self-contaasstdadm in
her state. Ms. Dauvis is certified in Music Learning Theory (MLT) at botle#ry Childhood
and Elementary Levels, although she said “I'm not an MLT die-hard...more like a déldbler
a different philosophical perspective than Gordon” (Email communication, 2par2010).

Ms. Davis has been trained as an Odyssey of the Mind facilitator and descriedtidser
a frequent “meeting attendee and/or workshop participant” who has not yet takgn on an
leadership roles due to conflicts with her performance schedule and magjests plegram. At
the time of this study, Ms. Davis served as the Youth Personnel Director i ctidhg middle
school and high school ensembles for her regional flute association. Within the same
organization, she was a member of the flute orchestra and played in the chamimxens
which was the auditioned group that played the "meatier" music. Ms. Davis phayed i
orchestras “here and there” (most recently for a Gilbert and Sullivan @)epddtyed regularly

with a local wind ensemble, and subbed regularly for the volunteer orchestra in her cgmmuni
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In the past, Ms. Davis accompanied children's choirs at various churches on &eyimbar
performed in handbell ensembles. Until the year of the study, Ms. Davis wasgé¢hadtructor
for middle school and high school flute lessons for two districts in which lessons weicepr
by the schools rather than the families, but, due to budget cuts, those programeneelied.
Until she started a master's degree program during the summer of 2008, bhattamg or
three marching band camps each summer.

Ms. Davis taught in a large suburban district that served a mostly upper masHeS&S
area. The district enrollment was approximately 10,000 students and wasgybywi
approximately 200 students each year. Ms. Davis described a community-widda&sush
for success" in all areas. Many students were in multiple extra«wdarr&ctivities from
elementary through high school. According to Ms. Davis, the community (including tee upp
administration) was supportive of the arts; concerts, plays, and student art srevestan just
as well-attended as athletic events.

The specific elementary school in which Ms. Davis taught served about 500 student
Each grade level received 35 to 40 minutes of general music instruction taliceesk, except
kindergarten, which met once a week. The additional classes such as youagdieasly
childhood special education attended music once each week for 20 to 30 minutes, and the two CI
classes each came twice a week for 25 minutes. Ms. Davis describdachtte of her building
as:

...generally one of open acceptance of all diversity—one of the many goals of our

staff being to create a climate in which students are first-inclingdrtk of another

student NOT as "special needs," "from Kosovo," or "Muslim," but rather gdriemd

George," "my friend Marik," or "my friend Asar." Yet at the sameetithere is still a
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strong sense—even [among] the students—of "keeping up with the Joneses" as far as

possessions, name brands, etc. A large percentage of our families consist oéhis par

who are working-professionals who demonstrate great concern for theieots
education (namely, wanting them to get good grades). (email communicagiin, 4

2010)

Hailey Stevens.Hailey Stevens had also taught for 8 years and was recommended as a

rising star by faculty at both her undergraduate and graduate institutiortse thhe of the
study, she had recently completed her Master’s Degree in Music Educatiordgrésented
her teaching practices and research at conferences and workshops iniMlikctiigana, lllinois,
Wisconsin, and South Carolina. She holds several certificates in Music Leareioiy TRILT):
Elementary General Music, Levels 1 & 2 and Instrumental Music Level 1.s$ketified to
teach music k-12 in her state. Hailey has served as President, Vice Presidéiewsletter
Editor for a state music educator’s organization and was the current EducationsSimmm
Chair for their national organization. Hailey is one of fewer than 25 people nationtvidare
accredited MLT certification faculty.

Ms. Stevens taught k-5 general music in a large suburban school district (nmore tha
12,000 students) in the Midwest. Hailey traveled between two elementary buddohgaw
about 350 students per week. In her district, kindergarten through fifth grade stuieeksdat
general music twice per week for 40 minutes. Hailey also taught twomseHined classes of
students with Autism Spectrum Disorders three times per week for about 25aautdass.

Ms. Stevens only taught fifth grade students who did not participate in instriimessie, and

she directed an optional choir of fourth and fifth grade students once per week for 4sminut

She described her students as:
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...very diverse, both socioeconomically and racially... My building qualifies as a
Title One schodﬁ but is also situated in a very nice subdivision where the homes are

valued at probably $300-500,0%Qnd up. We have many nationalities/races represented

in our student population, including many different languages spoken in the homes of our

families. (Email communication; February 4, 2010).

All three participants taught in school districts that consistently rankée &b of their
state by many metrics. Each district achieved high ratings for itemeagrograms on the state
report card, with strong test scores and much emphasis on college preparatidmgraffering
numerous Advanced Placement (AP) courses. These districts had high gradtediandaigh
percentages of graduates who continued on for post-secondary education. By staidéang s
from other districts could choose to attend these schools if there was roomyadkexavaiting
list for those slots each year in all three of these districts.

Data Collection

Methods of data collection for this study comprised (1) field notes of observations, (2)
videotape observation forms, (3) verbal protocol analysis of selected videptex{€yteacher
journals, and (5) interviews. | received human subjects approval from the Michégan S
University Institutional Review Board. Although | videotaped each clas$ tibserved, the
tapes were of the teachers, and the tapes were not viewed by anyone other dzanhéhnert the
video and me. My only known impact in the classroom was as an observer of typical genera

music instruction.

5 This designation indicates that about 40% or more of the families served in a scluad buil
qualify as “low-income” as described by the US Census (Elementary anddaey Education

Act, 2002).

6 To put this in perspective, in the fourth quarter of 2009, the median home value in Ms.
Stevens’s economically diverse, mostly suburban, county was about $130,000 and the urban
county about 3 miles south of her school had median home values of about $92,000.
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Observation. Naturalistic observation of elementary music classes was the printary da
collection instrument in this study. My experience as a general musheteand the knowledge
of assessment and instruction that | have developed over the course of gradyateosided
the lens through which | viewed each class. This is a typical practice niptigsaesearch
(Creswell, 1998). | attempted to be as unobtrusive as possible in order to have thgpkectst
but | recognized that my presence in the classroom had the potential to changsstio®iai
climate (Angrosino & Mays de Perez, 2000). Occasionally, students would clnecy( fo
reaction to some event, or they would talk, sing, dance or play to me or to the camera. |
general, students appeared accustomed to various adults coming in and out of the room and
seemed to adjust quickly to my presence. In addition to videorecording each tdakdidld
notes on my computer as | observed,; this is how | write most efficiently, auilitated data
storage.

When | designed the study, it was my goal to spend 6 weeks observing eveng ket
two classes taught by each participant teacher, for a total of 12 observatach afass.
Optimally, one class would be upper elementary and one lower. However, thisagdixible
to accommodate the needs of participant teachers as well as emergaenflissu@servation
period for Ms. Wheeler was from Jan 15-March 1, which resulted in a total of 11 3@minut
observations of both a kindergarten and a fourth grade class. The classes thatd&s. Whe
selected for me to observe happened to fall on a Monday and a Friday, which resadtestal
days with no school during the observation period: Martin Luther King, Jr. Day, andePité&si
Day. The students also had a Monday cancelled due to inclement weather, so ttagiobser
period was extended to 7 weeks and still did not reach the goal of 12 observations. Met Whee

and | opted not to do a final make-up because the students were scheduled to misdwioe next
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music days due to a mid-winter break.

| observed Ms. Stevens from February 4 to March 25. Ms. Stevens was ill for one
observation day, her students had mid-winter break (resulting in one missed observation day
and school was cancelled on one observation day due to inclement weather. We persisted, and,
over the course of 7 weeks, we were able to meet our goal of 12 40-minute observatiass of a f
grade and a third grade class.

Observation for Ms. Davis was different, because we were nearing the éedsohool
year and because there was a unique opportunity in her setting to observe fourth grade student
with cognitive impairments receive music instruction in both mainstreamed &udsiined
settings. Therefore, | observed three classes—one third grade, one fourthrgtames self-
contained class of upper elementary students with cognitive impairmehtsread¢hey met
from April 19 to May 26. Observations of individual classes were cancelled onlsevera
occasions due to field trips or assemblies, Ms. Davis was ill on one observation day, and
attended dress rehearsal for both the third and fourth grade end-of-the-yeanpneben these
fell on observation days. This resulted in ten observations of each class as it nadlynplas
observations of entire grade levels at dress rehearsals.

Videotaping. Each class | observed was also videotaped with a camera sitting on the
desk near where | was taking notes. | would occasionally reposition the canleafiswas
capturing the teacher as she moved around the room. The videotapes served two purpyses. Fir
one week after each observation, | watched the videorecording and filled out segiplease
sheet (adapted from a sheet designed by Dr. Mitchell Robinson, based on exafiles and
Huberman, 1984, pp. 53-55, see Appendix A). The video response sheet and the teacher’s

journal for that class (see below) provided triangulation for my field notedeotédpes were not
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transcribed for data analysis. Because the video data included singing, siofrdassroom
noise, unidentifiable voices, group work, and other extraneous or unintelligible information, |
found it unlikely that transcription of every video would result in data that were meaningful
than field notes, teacher journals, video response sheets, and verbal protocol analysis.

Verbal protocol analysis (think alouds). The videotapes also provided brief excerpts to
watch with the participant teacher for verbal protocol analysis (VPAR, ¥Pwhich the
participant is invited to pause a video and to describe what they were thinking ag&they
teaching or to reflect on what they are seeing in the video, is a method borrowed from
psychological research traditions (Flinders and Richardson, 2002). This techniquefeatsd r
to as a “think-aloud,” can provide valuable information on the practices of tedahére
moment.” Video excerpts for VPA were selected by the researcher aptigeisegments of
teaching when the participant seemed to be delivering instruction based on the needs of
individual students. Each session of VPA was audio-recorded and transcribed foornolus
data analysis. Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Stevens both participated in two sesseabout four
weeks into observations, and the other after observations were completed. efbgses dasted
35 to 50 minutes. Due to her shorter observation period, Ms. Davis had a single session of VPA
that lasted nearly two hours.

Journals. After each meeting of the targeted classes, the teacher completedad jour
entry and emailed it to me. Each journal entry was based on the following questions

(1) What opportunities for individual or small group response did you give, and what

interested you in the students’ responses?

(2) How did you keep track of what individual students know and can do?

(3) How and when did you deviate from your plans in order to individualize instruction?

74



(4) How will what you learned today about what your students can do affect your

instructional planning?

Teachers chose to answer the questions that were most applicable to theglassd
describing and could also add comments unrelated to the questions if they wishedtidn, dddi
occasionally asked them to comment on specific behavior | had witnessed onterdoon
something we had discussed in the moment. Journal entries had several functicangsabidat
study. First, they were a source of triangulation—the teachers couldpitesie thoughts about
their teaching to enrich what | observed. Second, the journals offered thesemchance to
reflect on their practice. Finally, the journals informed what video clips @ergen for verbal
protocol analysis and suggested questions to be asked during final interviews.

Interviews. In addition to soliciting the teachers’ thoughts through verbal protocol
analysis and teacher journals, | also interviewed the teachers prioiiriaibgglassroom
observations and after data collection was complete. Initial interviews/éalla semi-
structured interview protocol, guided by a list of questions (see Appendix B) and sumeléme
by additional questions to clarify responses or to investigate interestiegstdas. The initial
interview informed my observations and my interpretations of the teachers’ jagrn@&eneral
interview topics included: (1) the school setting (demographics, other topiceresint2) the
teacher’s views on assessment and individualization of instruction, (3) what kiasiseesEment
had already taken place in the classes | was about to observe, and (4) the nmmirsgcdeals
the teacher was working on while | was observing. In this interview, pemis also were
given the opportunity to ask me any questions that they may have had about this study.

The exit interview took place several weeks after the completion of the olses\iat

all three participants. By this time, each teacher had performed a memelskron the transcript
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of their initial interviews and both think-alouds. In addition, | had already pegfibrm
preliminary analysis for themes within and across cases, based on all the tiocfoicolected so
far (preliminary interviews, my field notes, teacher journals, verbal protoadysis, and video
response sheets). The exit interview questions were derived from this pagjiranalysis and
were intended to allow the teacher to share her opinions of the credibility afdinygs
(Appendix C). This was an important part of the research design, because thehesidts
“ring true” to the participants and, if they did not, it was important to know why.o laslsed
how the act of being studied (including journaling and verbal protocol analysis)eaffthe
teacher’s pedagogy and/or thoughts about assessment. The exit interviead aflewio refine
my initial themes in conference with the teacher(s) to whom they applied.
Trustworthiness/Credibility

This study attempted to reveal experiences of public school elementaryteaasiers as
they used information gleaned from assessments to help individual students pragriesdly.
The study was only successful to the degree that it described these interaciomsnner that
seemed meaningful and authentic to the reader. In order to ensure the trustveoothines
credibility of my data, | used several techniques. First, | used multipleesoof data, including
observation field notes, teacher journals, video, and interviews. These variousfforms
information and the viewpoints they represented allowed for triangulation of dagisTthe
sources were checked against one another to bolster credibility (Miles anandnb&884). In
addition, transcriptions of interviews were returned to the participant for baeamnecks,” in
which a participant could ensure that her thoughts were accurately pdrrageiting or adding
to the transcript (Janesick, 2000, p. 393). Each participant also was asked to comment on the

credibility of my initial data analysis as a further member check. IFjmakliminary findings
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and entire case studies were submitted for peer review by faculty nseangkefellow doctoral
students at Michigan State University. The combination of triangulation, mehdxksc and
peer review should enhance the trustworthiness of findings.
Limitations

This qualitative case study took place in three specific settings taygimtee individual
teachers. While the settings differed from one another, they each weceatesd with medium-
to-large, suburban school districts in the Midwest. Due to the qualitative natbre jpfgject, |
did not attempt to find any kind of “sample” that might be construed to be widelypespatve
of any group. Instead, | purposefully chose the participant teachers angsseésed on
recommendations by leaders in music education in an attempt to study promistiwggra
Because other elementary music settings and teachers differ from ésosied in this study, it
would be inappropriate to expect that the results of this study could necessarihetaiged to
other settings. However, perhaps teachers could adapt or modify ideas illdnby&btes
research for use in their own classrooms. Information from qualitative Studie be
transferrable to similar situations (Creswell, 1998), and the results thaateswith particular
teachers may be appropriated.

| did not describe or evaluate the curricula being assessed, except as timatiofor
directly informed this investigation into assessment and differentiatiorswtiction. While
some of this information may be apparent to the reader as | describe instryntaotiat and
how the results of an assessment were used, a discussion of the relativefmantais
curricular goals was beyond the scope of this paper. Participant teachessstndiicame from
different educational backgrounds and used a variety of methodologies. Sonci@r¢ulum

and assessment methods, the methodologies being used in these classrooms may become
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apparent to the reader, but | did not set out to discuss the relative merithoflohegical
approaches.
Analysis

| transcribed all the data gathered in the course of this study and cogdtridfor
themes. Although there are transcriptionists for hire and computer prograiabla to code
data, | thought | would learn more about the data by transcribing and manipthatata by
hand. This forced immersion in the data allowed me to see emergent themes armetgain a
understanding of how the data interacted. | developed a system of color-codiwgltata
highlighters, used different colored paper for each participant, and built dasijlase
workbooks of material on my computer for each theme and each chapter to assist in the
management of the large amount of data.

Once transcribed and member checked, the coded data from multiple sources were
analyzed for themes using the constant comparative method of data andhses &5Strauss,
1967). First, | undertook within-case analysis (Creswell, 1998). In this a)dli@dked for
themes that recurred within the data for a single case. | identipessentative examples of
each theme, and | also looked for unusual or exceptional occurrences related ta thiethopi
study. As Stake described, “Case researchers seek both what is common and vileatias par
about a case” (2000, p. 438). After | internally analyzed each case, | analydedbtieross
cases. This was not a comparative analysis, but instead looked for themesscahtied
setting to emerge in all cases, or, conversely, for codes that were speaiparticular setting in
order to illuminate the topic of interest: how teachers were using ass¢ssfagmation to
individualize music instruction.

Finally, | made assertions “... [that made] sense of the data and provide[d] an
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interpretation of the lessons learned” (Creswell, 1998, p. 249). The final intervees faam of
analysis, as | discussed these assertions with the participant teadieesute that the assertions
seemed trustworthy and to allow informants to comment on my findings. | sent tgllow-

guestions to participants by email as needed until the study was complete.
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Chapter Four: Results
Danielle Wheeler: Curiosity and Curriculum

“Quiet, quiet, nice and sweet, I'll go in and take my seat.” | hear Ms. Wheeler outside t
music room, chanting to kindergarten students lined up along the blue lockers in the spotless
hallway of Riverview Elementary. A chorus of voices rhythmically echoes bachkamey
overdoing the contrast of high and low inflections. Fifth graders silently file out of the musi
room, headed back to their classroom. Immediately as the last fifth grader leaves,
kindergarteners enter, tiny and wide-eyed in comparison to the nearly adolescent students who
have just left. They continue to echo Ms. Wheeler as she chants them into the rodamg;Wal
walking to my chair” “Walking, walking to my chair.”

Somehow as the fifth graders were lining up, Ms. Wheeler had placed papers on each of
the 28 chairs that ring three sides of the carpeted room. She continues her improvised chant:
“Putting my paper under there.” Little voices dutifully respond, “Putting my paper under
there.” The children take the paper off their chairs, place it underneath on the floor, and sit
down, their feet swinging in the air. They look expectantly toward the front of the classroom
where they can see a white board, easel, piano, and shelves overflowing with tubs of pitched and
unpitched percussion instruments, books, scarves, beanbags, ribbons, stretchy bands, and other
props. Orff instruments are stored on shelves and on the floor behind the students, and
recorders stand ready in boxes by the sink. The music room is packed to the ceiling with the
detritus of over 25 years of teaching... masks, puppets, posters, homemade instruments.

The instant the last child enters the room, Ms. Wheeler begins her greeting song, and the
children join her without being prompted. “Hello everybody, yes indeed... Let's make yassi

indeed, yes indeed my friends.” The song has barely ended when Ms. Wheeler sings, using
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Curwen hand signs, “Sol-mi-sol-sol-mi” and the class echoes her singing and mirrors her hand
signs. Ms. Wheeler sings a few more patterns of sol, mi and la, echoed by the whole group,
smaller groups, and also a few individual students. Then, she as she starts to sing a new song,
she motions for the class to stand and join her for the associated movement activity. Ms.
Wheeler does not allow any transitional moments during which students might talk or
misbehave, but segues immediately from one activity to the next, mixing singing, chanting,
movement, and playing instruments in a total of nine activities over the course of theu8®-mi
music class. She is strict about off-task behavior and talking out of turn. Itis January, and the
children seem familiar with the rules, comfortable with the routine and excited to beginranothe
day of singing and moving in the music room. Perhaps due to her strict management and
established pattern of activities, it is not immediately apparent that any child has any behavioral
intellectual, or musical differences from any other child in the raq@w Field notes, 1/15,

condensed).

| was pleased when Danielle Wheeler agreed to participate in this studyngged
with university faculty and area teachers about music educators who vesested in
assessment and regularly implemented it in their classrooms, her namepcespeatedly. |
knew Ms. Wheeler from my time as a beginning teacher nearly 10 yearstegoatiending
Orff meetings for activity ideas helped me survive my first yeagaching. At that time, Ms.
Wheeler was the secretary of the local Orff chapter. More recehty dbserved and evaluated
a student teacher in her classroom. Danielle was excited to partigpagdl,ebecause she had
worked intensively on integrating assessment components into her teaching alarst8ige

to this study but was afraid she had lapsed in the intervening years (DaVlir@rview, p. 13).
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The following chapter will present findings regarding my guiding resegureltions as well as
describe new themes that emerged out of the data, including: Danielle’stingusposition,
her linkage of curriculum to assessment, and teacher behaviors conducive tatdiffere
When and How did Ms. Wheeler Assess?

Types of assessmentMs. Wheeler used a variety of assessments to ascertain
information about her students’ musical achievement and abilities. In thehsakgdsused
aptitude testing to determine different levels of ability. At the time ofttiaysshe used
multiple choice and short-answer written tests to examine students’ assofro®ncepts about
music. Danielle collected written work, including tests as well as notated ciom®and self-
assessments, in portfolios. She measured music performance skills, sucmgsasitglaying
instruments, with criterion-based assessments like checklists, redileg,sand rubrics. Ms.
Wheeler also used observational assessments when she circulated around oloenctdestking
for participation or demonstration of specific skills.

Portfolios. In the initial interview, Ms. Wheeler indicated that she kept portfolios of all
written work, including compositions, written assessments, student checklistgl/fand s
assessments for students in grades 1 through 5. Kindergarten students did not hawes portfol
because they did not do written work. Written assessments in the portfolio includgdemult
choice and short-answer tests regarding music theory, composers, gahsag)ikar topics. In
general, written assessments gathered information regarding whattstkidew about music
concepts and related information. One example of a written test administargptdear
observation period was “Rocket Notes,” a note-reading exercise the fourth igiesleampleted

once a week. These one-minute timed tests were modeled after “Rocketddtthivhich the
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fourth grade students took daily in their classroom. Notes were presented on déafglaeds
students wrote note names in blanks below.

Self-assessments. The portfolios also contained student-administered checklists and
other self-assessments. Student checklists were used while working on asssgsuch as
compositions (e.g., Did | use a treble clef? Check yes or no. Do all of my nsehauveefour
beats? Check yes or no) (DW Field Notes 2/12, p. 1). Self-assessments wer¢ecbomien
grades 3 through 5, because of the cognitive abilities and writing skills qdinese self-
assessments consisted of questions relevant to music behaviors targeted ncthemuor that
grade level during that trimester. For example, “My behavior is good in lask (yes/no)” or
“Do you think it will be easy to write your own song in music class? Why or why (lo¥W
Field Notes 2/12, p. 1). Self-assessments also included a section for Ms. Wtheetament on
whether the student’s self-assessments matched her assessmergsudkthies ability. For
example, “...sometimes they’'ll say, ‘I can play BAG but not E on the recorder[Ms.|
Wheeler] might write something like ‘Well, I've seen you play E, but pradhat more™” (DW
Initial Interview, p. 5). Ms. Wheeler reported that many children were toudteomstlves
when they self-assessed. The self-assessments, including Ms. Wiessterisnts, were sent
home with the music report card twice a year. At the end of the middle tnipMstéVheeler
did not send home self-assessments or report cards because there wenecesnfend she
distributed the music curriculum instead.

Report cards. Ms. Wheeler was required to grade students in first through fifth grades
twice a year on report cards. However, Ms. Wheeler discounted the distusts n@port card
as a form of assessment of music learning. “Our report card is behavioml.on¥ get a

report card with your name on it if there is a behavioral issue” (DW Initieh@w, p. 3). The
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report card did not include curricular goals for the trimester. Insteadylebkstatement
regarding behavior in each “special’ (gym, art, computers, and music) wasqbied for all
children whose behavior was acceptable. A child whose behavior needed improvenidnt w
receive a personalized card with information regarding the problems tehelezgperienced.
Danielle reported that, since the district music faculty had completed ritsutum about 3 years
prior to this study, she had been arguing for a report card that reflectedi@ansing. “After

we wrote our curriculum, | thought it was really important. | felt that eedrto now do a good
report card and start putting some good assessments in place, because we hadubumcur
piece” (DW Initial Interview, p. 3). On several occasions, Ms. Whetessed that her interest
in assessment was not shared by all of the music teachers in the distaigsebsite believed
that others did not want to discuss evaluation of the new curriculum, primarily out tidea
children would view themselves as unmusical if they did not receive top marks {&.dnjtial
Interview, p. 3).

Ms. Wheeler was in the process of developing her own report card for kindergarten,
which did have an assessment function. It was adapted from an MENC publication and used
pictographs to provide information on curricular expectations, such as ability o sirsgnall
group, to distinguish same and different tonal and rhythm patterns, fast and slowdachpnd
soft dynamics, and to identify and play percussion instruments (DW Journal 1/29, p. 2). As
stated previously, Ms. Wheeler did not keep portfolios of kindergarten work. The otthes gra
completed written work that lent itself to inclusion in a portfolio as a way to deratest
progress. Kindergarten students did not do any written work in music. Most of the kinatergarte

year in music was viewed as introductory: a time to expose children to thexsdehmusic
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(beat, rhythm, melody, tonality, harmony, form) and ways to interact withcr(gieging,
playing instruments, and moving) (DW Artifact 1, District K-5 Music Curuen).

Formative assessments. In addition to the assessment measures in the student
portfolios, Ms. Wheeler designed and used assessments for her own informatiaa. Thes
formative assessments measured individual performance skills, such agy gmgn
development, sung tonal patterns (echoed and improvised), vocalized rhythm pattesed (e
and improvised), instrument skills such as playing patterns or playing on the beat, amclemtov
skills such as fluid movement or moving to selected features of the music, inchelingatt.
According to Ms. Wheeler, these assessments typically took the forneaKich yes or no on
the class list if a child demonstrated a particular skill, although sometimaessnsply checked
who was or was not participating (e.g., DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 4). Sometimes she used rating
scales on the class list as well, recording information suéHf@stalking, Sfor singing, ands+
for singing on pitch. Ms. Wheeler also used rubrics to evaluate more compexstash as
compositions or playing songs on the recorder. However, she preferred chéxklistscs,
because she was concerned about the reliability of rubrics. She relatedtloé stprofessional
development day when all the teachers in her school “...[got] a paper, read ittogethinen
we all ha[d] to grade it according to [a] rubric, and [despite all having the sanreapathe
same rubric] we still d[id]n’t agree [on the score]!” (DW Initial Iniew, p. 5).

Other assessments. A few more complex assessments also took place during the
observation period. The fourth grade students wrote a song for their recordensthefiic
handed in along with a checklist of the elements of the composition. Kindergartenshateat
centers day that included individual assessments of singing voice developmenghbihtydb

play a bordun and glissando on Orff instruments. Fourth graders played songsatfdioei in
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duets and trios for Ms. Wheeler, the student teacher, and a visiting teabbee who played
acceptably well (pass/fail, with verbal feedback to encourage improvements)sggr their
names on a chart in the hall to indicate they had achieved a certain level @fighalFinal tests
for the recorder unit were video-recorded in the hall, one child at a time, so thathdsler
could grade them using a checklist at home. Of all these assessmenesgctwily the final
recorder-playing test was graded.

Aptitude testing. In the past, Ms. Wheeler had administeredRhemary Measures of
Music Audiation(Gordon, 1986), a test of developmental music aptitude. She stated that it
yielded useful information, helping her to identify those children who were highdgtiut low
achieving so that she could push those students to reach their potential. HoweVénegeler
stated that administering and scoring the test to 90 students in one gradeateted time
consuming to be justified by the one or two underperforming students she felt sihe mig
discover. She has offered to allow her student teachers to administer it for thenmepand the
data, but none of them have taken her up on the offer (DW Initial Interview, p. 14).

Performances. Ms. Wheeler considered group musical performances for an audience to
be a form of assessment--a chance to show a completed product (DW lm@t\akimf p. 6-7).
However, Ms. Wheeler has moved away from formal performances fooheggr grades,
instead offering informances--chances for parents of children in gtaaled 2 to come see a
music class. Despite some misgivings, Ms. Wheeler continued to preparedergkiten
students for a performance as part of a “family day” celebration thaa Veagstanding school
tradition. Grades 3 and 4 staged “performance level” (DW Initial Ireervp. 6) programs with

singing, Orff instruments, and movement, and fifth graders produced a musggeé@hi it was
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Oliver!). Ms. Wheeler expressed concerns about the rehearsal time requirbete ac
“performance level:”

I'd rather not do the programs, because it is taking a break in the middle of what I'm

trying to teach, basically... It wasn’t just teaching the song for the soaiges which |

did within the curriculum and [while still] teaching [music] skills, but we brougta &

performance level and then performed it... so that spiraling [of curriculumi can’

continue, because you have to take that one part to a certain level... [now the students
are] lacking some skills, so I'm having to go back (DW Initial Interyipw6-7).

Although Ms. Wheeler considered performances to be a form of assessmedigl thetyresult

in records of individual musical skills or abilities, except perhaps the videodiag of solo

singing or instrument playing, which was not collected for assessment purpesetuated in

any way.

When music learning was assessed/lost assessments were embedded as a part of
normal music instruction. During an activity, Ms. Wheeler would build in an opportunity fo
students to demonstrate some musical skill and record their participationooe &os@ate their
achievement. For example, one day in recorders, students composed eight-btanh8teer
song they were working on playing. Then, the whole class played the A sectiongjigitdial
students took turns performing their B sections (DW Journal 2/1, p.1). Ms. Whedtedma a
class list which students chose to play their B sections for the class, but she daluaite
playing ability or the student’s composition itself. Another example wasre gplayed a few
times in kindergarten during which the children were “messengers” who @elidéferent
colored hearts (letters) to each other as part of a song (e.g., DW Field Notes 2/5,her8)Ms.

Wheeler would sing, “Who has the purple heart?” and the child (or children) with purple would
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sing back, “I have the purple heart” as a way to practice for when Ms. Wheséssed their
singing voice development at a future date. However, Ms. Wheeler did not record thei

participation or rate their singing achievement. Composition activitiesedfrich opportunities

assessment), talked to one another about questions they had (peer coaebsméay and
asked Ms. Wheeler for feedback. Ms. Wheeler also assessed the compasitiatly fising a
checklist.

Although many assessments were embedded in instructional activities, smetva
always the case. Some assessments were whole-class activities inreamdsefves, such as
self-assessments, the “Rocket Notes” note-reading quizzes, and other agstssments about
music concepts or information. Rarely, students would be pulled aside for assessncbras
in kindergarten during centers time or in fourth grade when students went individuatigther
room to perform a playing test for a video camera, or when they played in duets afat tvles
Wheeler while everyone else practiced.

In 7 weeks of observations, | saw repeated use of assessments. Actonaynigeld
notes and corroborated by Ms. Wheeler’s journals, each class meetingdeatutiple activities
that offered the opportunity to assess music knowledge and skills. Many of theiesiare
whole-group, and Ms. Wheeler circulated around the classroom about once a \heklasis
list to mark children who had not yet achieved a targeted skill. The fourth grasi¢ atserved
did written work, such as a composition, self evaluation, or work in their recorder notebooks,
two to three times a month. At least one (and particularly in kindergarten, uswady activity

per class would allow smaller groups or individuals to demonstrate what they Rdewdd
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do. These included times that children sang or played alone or in small groups, or that they
worked individually on dry-erase boards, playing instruments, or with manipulatives.

In Ms. Wheeler's journals, there were consistent references to assésstivities that |
had not identified as assessments when | coded my field notes. For examglegtieea
number of times that Ms. Wheeler checked the whole group, halves of the clsgrsups, or
even individuals on a particular musical skill or behavior but did not record what she saw. | di
not code this activity (informally checking for participation and/or comprebenas an
assessment, because it did not result in any kind of descriptive information about @uaidivi
that could be used later to adapt instruction to individual differences. Another exaraple
activity that Ms. Wheeler called an assessment in her journal that | dida®Bs an assessment
in my field notes was composing a song as a whole class and having individualsstudent
contribute portions (e.g., treble clef, time signature, rhythm or tonal psittevwhile allowing
individual students to contribute such information would offer a chance to check tie clas
understanding, Ms. Wheeler did not record which student volunteered information or what
information was contributed by whom. Therefore, | viewed this activity andsdikerit as
examples of well-delivered whole-group instruction, rather than as assessrhmdividual
skills, knowledge, and abilities.

In summary, some type of assessment activity was present in neaylglessr|
observed. More complex assessments like compositions, formal written asgessacerder
playing tests, and tests of singing voice development were undertakeamedpsntly—only
once each in the seven-week course of this study. Self-assessments andpoefeli
cumulative and presented to the students at the end of each trimester, and theabperiad

included times during which students worked on self-assessments and compl¢edwank
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that was placed in their portfolios. Rating scales and/or checklists wapeted once or twice

a week regarding specific demonstrations of musical skills, although kseMf often chose

simply to mark who participated. Performances for audiences did not take pllage in t
observation period, but Ms. Wheeler indicated that grades k, 3, 4, and 5 performed once a year
and the kindergarten class | observed was starting to prepare music for rioemaece.

Scoring Assessments and Tracking Results

Checklists and rating scalesMs. Wheeler’'s assessments typically were some form of
checklist or rating scale. For many assessments, Ms. Wheeley simagked “yes” or “no” on
class lists to record if a child was participating or demonstratingtiayar skill. Danielle
designed her own rating scales. The following scale was used to ekaha#igarten singing:

S+ if singing on pitch,

Sif singing but not on pitch

Tif talking (DW Journal 1/22, p 1).

Kindergarten students also were rated on their abilities to make up a rhyttem pathe
context of a triple meter chant.

P+ for pattern with correct solfege and meter

P for a pattern in triple meter on a neutral syllable or with incorrect solfege

P- for a response that was not in the rhythmic context (DW Journal 1/22, p 1).

Ms. Wheeler designed checklists to evaluate summative assessments, thiectinal
recorder-playing test. Fourth grade students went into the hallway onenatantl played for a
video camera. Ms. Wheeler took the video home, watched each example, and ralea it wi
yes/no checklist of the following:

Posture (left on top)?
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Correct notes?

Correct rhythms?

Good tone? (DW Journal, 1/15 p. 2).
The checklist also included a space for comments. Grades on the recordereiditt@anined
exclusively by this summative recorder-playing test and were based tmewttes child
successfully performed a song in the grade class they wanted. That i whited an “A”
they had to play a more difficult song than if they were playing for a EBN/ Journal, 1/15 p.
2). A chart of which songs could be played for what grade was posted in the classradawfor
weeks prior to testing (DW Journal 3/1, p. 5).

Ms. Wheeler also used formal criterion-based assessment of writt@ositions in
fourth grade. The students wrote a song for their recorders and Danielleexd/&@lbgtusing a
yes/no checklist of the following:

Treble clef?

Time signature?

Measures with four counts?

Begin on a tonic note?

End on the resting tone?

Writing in the key of C?

Notes properly placed on the staff? (DW Journal 3/1, p. 4).
This checklist was on the board for the students as they were composing. Providiregkhistch
assisted students as they composed, but also resulted in this activity encongrdgsheglower
levels of thinking on Bloom'’s taxonomy. Bloom’s taxonomy stratifies levels of titpug

beginning with knowledge, comprehension, and application, and then progressing tis,analys
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synthesis, and evaluation. When students follow a checklist step-by-steardaratymost
applying what they know to a proscribed task.

Observational assessmentaVis. Wheeler described one of her assessment methods as
“observational notes” (DW Initial Interview, p. 16). For example, she would ateduring
recorders, notice students who were not demonstrating a particular skill @ng.vand on top)
and jot their name down. Fourth grade students also played assessments in duess dral t
this activity, Ms. Wheeler hung a large chart of different possible songsytingtee hall. The
chart was organized by difficulty level. Student duets or trios who playethincgong
correctly (pass/fail) were allowed to sign their names under that song val. Ms. Wheeler,
her student teacher, and a guest teacher took advantage of these opportunities to give
constructive feedback and individual assistance. Some children responded well ta tife ide
trying for higher levels of challenge, including one duet team who choseytmplady and
improvised harmony based on chord tones (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 15-16). These
observational assessments were formative and interactional and did not resylatsaother
than the pass/faill list.

Written tests. Although Ms. Wheeler administered other written tests and stored them
in portfolios for grades 1 through 5, the only examples | saw were the one-minute “Rocket
Notes” note-reading tests. “Rocket Notes” were scored as a total nundoerextt responses
out of the 40 possible responses. Each child selected a personal goal for the, weictesvas
administered once a week for six weeks. Tests on different days had the samte(cotés on
the treble staff) but the information was presented in a different ordertsiutiants were not

just memorizing. Ms. Wheeler graphed responses to track if each studentpraang, and
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this led to conversations with individual students who were not improving or who had
consistently low scores.

Methods for eliciting response Ms. Wheeler indicated that she spent time in
kindergarten teaching behaviors that allowed her to assess musical skitis.obsérvation
period, | observed the following methods of teaching children to respond: letter/lesaenger
game (echo singing), scan across room (individual response, but very fastgdpmysdrthen
girls respond, responses by section of chairs, small group singing into micrg@rakgroups
playing instruments, movement responses (including fluid movement, beat movement, and
thumbs up/thumbs down), response cards (each child has own card, points to pictures or holds up
card), and popsicle sticks laid on the floor representing rhythm notation. Althouglomany
these methods were still used in fourth grade, written responses on paper addandikite
boards were added, and the most prevalent mode of assessable response was indiyidgals pl
instruments. Ms. Wheeler stated that routine was crucial to the successssgmaent activities,
especially in kindergarten. For example, she attributed an interruption in routinalseosv
days on music days) to reduced participation in small-group singing (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p.
5).

One day in kindergarten, Ms. Wheeler used centers time to facilitate individual
assessments of singing voice development (in the hall) and instrumentiskhis ¢lassroom)
(DW Field Notes 2/12, pp. 3-4). Her journals do not mention the centers until the week afte
centers, when | specifically asked her about them. She reported, “I only dorhetparty
week’ [this day was the kindergarten Valentine’s Day class party]. Septhgygenters six times
a year” (DW Journal 2/19, p/1). In a conversation between classes, Ms eWb&kme that she

planned centers for these “crazy days” because she felt the students wouldflaNiy avfth
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whole-group direct instruction (DW Field Notes 2/12, p.3). She also stated, “Most ah#é ti
am just observing [the centers], and | like to do that, because it lets me know thelpgisona
the child... There’s [also] that observational piece of when four people sit down dftuhgt
and all of them are playing the macro beat—Oh, Cool! And I'll make comments to them. O
they'll pull me up to see the pattern that they wrote on the board...” (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p.
13-14). Centers provided not only opportunities for individual assessment, but also a chance to
indulge Danielle’s curiosity about children’s abilities, preferredvaies, and modes of
expression when given the chance to self-select.

Challenges to scoring assessments and tracking resultdls. Wheeler indicated some
challenges to keeping records of students’ music achievement. Attendamcegut@sproblem:
one student missed four of the seven Rocket Notes tests. It was also ditfienla new student
joined the class and lacked prerequisite skills; two new students started in fadgwdile |
was observing. However, Danielle stated that her main challenge was fingaygta record
assessment data immediately. “If you had a class at nine [o0’clock] andothéaye how many
classes [in a row without a break]... you don’'t have time in between classesctootes... so
when do you have time to write those notes? Because an hour and a half later, do ydaeremem
what happened in the first class? Sometimes you do, and sometimes you donltiiigw
Interview, p. 19). This was corroborated by her journals. On one occasion she waitedstwo day
to write her journal entry, and stated “Uh Oh... Waited two days after lesson and trauiole
remembering what happened” (DW Journal 2/8, p. 1). Her typical journal entry cahpts®
pages, and this one barely filled one page, indicating that the richness and de&tas siide to

recall diminished greatly over time.
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On several occasions, Ms. Wheeler recorded whether students particigate thian
their levels of achievement. For example, as described earlier, when foaehsgrdents
composed B sections and played them individually for the class, she simphjectedrich
students played (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 11). In another activity, Ms. Wheeler had
kindergarten students sing in small groups into microphones but did not record her assessments
at the time. During a think-aloud, while watching a videotape of that classed,d'Do you
know which children are leading?” Ms. Wheeler replied, “At that particutes L would know.
If I listened to it again | would know” (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 4). In light of her comments
regarding how hard it was to remember specifics of what had happened in a aldke cvearse
of the day, recording more information than simply who participated may havedoaintere
detailed picture of student strengths and needs, since in most music clessis not have a
video recording to review in order to make those assessments.

Ms. Wheeler felt that it was important to pick one specific musical behavior wken s
assessed. “That was, | think, the hardest piece of all assessment forthek.] had to
identify specifically... It has to be one thing. | can’t seem to do more than(Aat Initial
Interview, p. 20). She indicated a wish to be more holistic, but indicated that collealiste
portraits of all 500 students did not seem achievable. Yet, Ms. Wheeler alsolstiiszldcting
specific musical behaviors to assess made it difficult to keep track béallfferent ways she
scored everything, because each activity had its own scoring systerdddwal 2/15, p.1). In
addition, she felt that it was difficult to know whether the fifth person in a row to deratnatr
particular skill was actually demonstrating his own ability or imitatirgresponse of another
child (p. 2). Danielle also was concerned that rating everyone on a particliteroskioo much

time, preventing spending as much time as possible musicking (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 2).
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Ms. Wheeler stated that she was looking for some specific musical belmenearly
every activity she taught. At first, she needed to be deliberate about wtidy ska was
looking for, and it was difficult and very time consuming (DW Final Interview, pHwever,
she was determined to integrate assessment components into her teachiegvalf aot
deliberately checking for something, it “...would not have any meaning. It wouldguan
activity” (DW Final Interview, p. 9). Danielle found that, with practice, treeasment mindset
became more automatic. “I think at some point, you just generally do them [assE3srh
think you just have to implement that assessment piece and try it” (DW RKiealiéw, p. 9).
She knew what she was looking for in each activity. Now, she was working to fitichéhand
the best method to record that information.

Differentiation and Assessment

Ms. Wheeler's assessments sometimes resulted in individualizationro€irest, and
differentiation also resulted from her instructional frameworks and gieate The extent to
which Danielle differentiated varied based on the age of the students. In kinelergdmen
instruction nearly always was whole-group and experiential, differentiaggrrave. In fourth
grade, group work and self-paced individual work allowed Ms. Wheeler to use informat
gleaned from assessments to assist individuals. Ms. Wheeler frequently ussskgsments of
other teachers as a way to differentiate instruction, although this difegr@mtvas primarily
focused on social and academic skills rather than on music learning.

Differentiation in kindergarten. At the kindergarten level, | observed little
differentiation of instruction as a result of musical assessments. Indizaticmn was limited to
behavioral and social intervention for students with special needs, such as patisnms

disorder (ASD) and English as a second language (ESL), rather than talrakidlic
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development. The curriculum in kindergarten primarily focused on exposure to music and mus
activities (e.g., singing, moving, and playing instruments) and teachimyezhthe routines of

the music classroom (procedures and social expectations). Perhaps becassbisf Wheeler
used an early childhood approach to teaching kindergarten, which did not usually require
response or have an expectation of correctness. It may be that diffenemianstruction

occurred naturally as children were allowed to acclimate to their new envinbabteeir own

pace. However, elements of the differentiated classroom as described lrysdani000),

such as flexible groupings, or varying material or response styles for studtbndsfferent

levels of preparation and ability, were not present.

The day Ms. Wheeler used centers constituted a notable exception in her approach to
kindergarten differentiation. Ms. Wheeler began class by demonstrathgenter. The
students were accustomed to centers in their classroom and understood that soeweente
required and some were free choice. The optional music centers included:

1) Large Taos drum with mallets. Students could play macrobeats, micraivastsy

little microbeats. They could also pl&ly Mother, Your Mothefa chant echo game)

with patterns notated on paper plates. Only four people could play.

2) Singing center with microphones. Students were to sing specific songs cuetitgy pic

cards. These songs were all part of their upcoming program.

3) Drawing on the white board with markers. The drawing must be a music picture.

Students could draw an instrument or write music notes.

4) Instrument area with unpitched percussion instruments. Kids could play

patterns or sing songs with the percussion.

5) A puppet stage made from a sheet over some chairs and a variety of puppets.
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6) A group of chairs and colored paper hearts for “Messenger, Messenger”
7) Sitting in the teacher’s chair to real; You're Adorablda song they will sing in their
program) (DW Field Notes, 2/12, p. 3).
Compulsory centers were individual singing voice development testing in the tiedhei
student teacher and xylophone play (bordun and glissando) in the classroom with MierWhe
Centers offered a chance for free play in groups flexibly chosen by tdeethilAccording to
my field notes:
The drum center is popular. | hear several examples of steady beat.dsstgikg out
the drum with their hands rather than the mallet and preferring that timbre. ki¥tsme
rush from center to center, others stay in the same place for a long timetalgstierse

who started off at the drawing center.

A group of girls play the “Messenger, Messenger” heart game for enfeutes. They

move to the microphone-singing center, where they appear to sing a few soimgs, but
can’t hear them. Then, they come closer to sit in the teacher’s chair anatelgcsing

A, You're Adorable-while one student holds the book (and turns the pages at the correct

time).

The drawing center (white board) is covered with fairly correct musicn@tidents are

now trying to draw treble clefs. | learned later that these students had nitesr as a

part of music instruction.
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| see one little girl reading the rhythm pattern cards for My Mother, Yath&t at the

drum center with the correct solfege syllables.

Six students organize a group to play the Messenger, Messenger heart game, and one
child is the teacher. | am amazed to hear how accurately she leads the aoothieg
responses vary in accuracy. lItis funny to watch the little “teacher” amghees Ms.

Wheeler’s response style when one child forgets to echo.

One girl sits by herself and sings all of “Hush, little baby” with accysatd and good

tone while keeping macrobeat on a triangle. (DW Field Notes, 2/12 p. 4-5).
Centers time resulted in student-directed learning of preferred topieglansichosen groups,
which is one way to differentiate instruction. This differentiation was thetrefsassessment,
but not in the way | had anticipated when | designed this study. Rather than to pramdele
activities based on a need for remediation or challenge discovered by &sgessnsing the
centers to assess the musical skills used at each center, centerisdfiledd to have something
for students to do while the teacher engaged in formal assessment.

Differentiation in fourth grade. In fourth grade, there were several examples of
differentiated instruction based on the results of assessments. Ms. teeglently circulated
and wrote the names of students who were not demonstrating particular skilifgeging for
low D) on a clipboard while the whole class played a song together. If the likirvgas than
five or so students, Ms. Wheeler would work with the whole class on that skill. If natosie

pull those specific students aside for additional instruction.
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“Rocket Notes” offered an illustration of how assessment results could be used to
individualize instruction. As stated above, this one-minute timed test of notegaddlity was
administered once a week for six weeks. Tests were not graded; they wiexd misln the
number of correct answers. Individual children set a goal based on their previousGrere
day, | overheard a girl talking about how she got 26 and her goal was 27. She sexztaeédoe
try again. Ms. Wheeler reported that one child had gotten 40 out of 40 twice in a row, and that
seemed to motivate students as well (DW Field Notes 2/2, p. 1). Although goal-seisisglf-
paced, the tests were identical for all students. In my field notes, | wdntidrere was a way
that these tests could be sequentially differentiated so that students could wof&rentdkills
or levels. When | administered Rocket Math as a long-term substitute fourthtemaber, some
students were testing on single-digit subtraction, and others were redupnoger fractions
(DW Field notes 2/12, p. 1).

Ms. Wheeler charted Rocket Notes scores for each student. As a result, redgb tlestr
one student did not understand note reading at all. During whole group instruction, sddstart
help him track notes on the paper. The student was new this year and very quiet. Priortto Rocke
Notes, Ms. Wheeler had not discerned that he was struggling based on observatioclkang che
the group (DW Journal 2/5, p. 1). After Rocket Notes results showed he was strugtiling wi
note reading, Ms. Wheeler noticed he was also having difficulty with compositioa.reéssilt,
she checked with his classroom teacher regarding possible learning protdeithsas for ways
to help (DW Journal 2/26, p. 3). She also started checking in with him more often and offering
additional instruction in music. Another student was writing the same patterrr ¢¢theus
(EGBD) over and over for two quizzes. Danielle reviewed ways to remember tlbe nhtimes

and spaces with him, and he improved on the next test. She thought it was likely that he was
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simply not trying rather than confused about how to answer based on his rate of improvement
(DW Journal 2/5, p. 2).

When students were working in duets and trios, Ms. Wheeler provided for diffementiati
by allowing them to select different levels of challenge. Students weadsput over several
rooms, and Ms. Wheeler, her student teacher, and a guest teacher @ssdipgofessional
development day) worked with children who needed assistance based on observations made
while circulating around the practice areas as well as prior informdbamdl assessments. |
asked what would happen during the pass/fail assessment if one child’s playing was
unsatisfactory, but her partner or the rest of her group passed. Ms. Wheedertregilshe has
taken such students aside for diagnostics and coaching right after the assessetant a time
at recess (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 16). Duets and trios also fostered peer coaching-and self
pacing. Groupings were by student choice, and students who were more advancedi@etjsed fr
who were less advanced. These groupings, and specifically the need fauihetgrspread
into other rooms and the hallway, also seemed to have another benefit: students could hear
themselves more accurately in smaller groups. Being able to hear their omg pl@gduced
some immediate gains, not only in tone quality but also in accuracy for some studenilia:. Si
improvements may be possible if students could hear themselves better ectthiges, such
as composition, when it was very hard for students to hear themselves as thdytipdayideas
on recorders, or singing, when students may not be aware of how they sound outside of the
group.

Although Ms. Wheeler did not group students in a way that she could specifically
challenge those who had demonstrated high levels of achievement, offering optkaashya

difficulty level for duets and trios to play resulted in some individuals chatigrnijemselves.
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“The kids by the sink... asked me ‘What'’s this challenge with the chords?’ | eegdldireal
quick, and | wrote the chords in for him [like guitar chords above the melody lingfdeie,
back, and he was able to play... harmony while his friend played the song. And | waslike
how sweet is that?™ (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 18). In this case, one child opted for the more
basic option of playing the melody of a song that they had learned in classhisipbtner
played an improvised harmonic accompaniment based on chord tones.

Ms. Wheeler used a combination of information gained from observational assessments
(lists), duets and trios, and rocket notes to seek out individuals for additional instructran duri
free warm-up. Warm-up typically constituted about 5 minutes at the beginniegaofler days.
Ms. Wheeler checked in and worked with students whom she noticed struggling (Informa
assessment) or who were having trouble as discovered by means of more feesahast
practices (playing in duets/trios, checklist of correct fingering wintikating, rocket notes),
and also based on IEP diagnoses.

Differentiation based on assessments of otheréndividual Education Plans (IEPS)
served as a guide to Ms. Wheeler in differentiating instruction. She fréqredi@d on the
assessments of other educators, such as classroom teachers, spettabedundgsychologists,
when she decided how to help children with special needs learn in music class. However,
perhaps because these professionals do not consider music in their assessnoénbe L@
goals resulted in social and academic differentiation rather than in diféei@m of music
learning. Children with an IEP had been assessed to determine physical,ionaljpaignitive
and social learning strengths and needs. Ms. Wheeler used this informationheralte
instruction so that instruction for students with an IEP was consistent acrosgssefor

example, one child’s goal was to learn how to ask for a break when he needed it, and Ms.
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Wheeler made this a goal in music as well. In the past, Ms. Wheelersbadsall picture
schedules or lists of tasks that needed to be accomplished as indicated by $&EhDg/
Initial Interview, p. 10). Ms. Wheeler also took student differences into account mbaen s
managed behavior. For example, she was struggling to help a kindergarten studgrakeho s
very little English:
...Iit seems like | am on him quite a bit, so sometimes | might let things slatmn’tl
want to be on him all the time... I've talked to the ESL teacher about him, and she says
he’s a little stinker sometimes. She hasn't really offered me anythithg with that... |
want him to learn the information, I'm helping him with his English skills, and y&t he
being naughty... or does he just plain not understand? There is a lot going on with him
(DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 7).
In such a case, Ms. Wheeler would rely on the assessments, judgment, and advice of othe
teachers based on conversations and on the IEP document in order to structure interlrahtions t
would help the student in question succeed in the music room.
Use of IEPs and the assessments of other educators resulted in a varighodbree
differentiate instruction. Ms. Wheeler used students in the LINKS programdanguwvide
buddy program, to provide peer assistance for students with Autism SpectruateD{g@&D)
(DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 8-9). Most students with ASD had paraprofessional aides, but those
aides rotated every month. Ms. Wheeler stated that many of theséaldbthe music skills
(such as reading notation, willingness to sing) to assist the students witasABEN as the peer
buddies could (p. 9). In addition to the students with ASD or ESL, Ms. Wheeler was also
familiar with the IEPs of students with learning disabilities (LD) whasenserved in a pull-out

resource room. In the context of a conversation about composition projects, and she commente
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You've got to check those resource [room] kids first to make sure they understand what

you are doing and that they have started... [then] if you have those special nedtke ki

those with ASD, you've gotta go check them, or make sure they've got somebody t

helps them, and THEN you check the others (DW Final Interview 5/31, p. 3).
Familiarity with IEPs also helped Ms. Wheeler select modificatibasmight be helpful for
individual students with learning difficulties: “...don’t write the patterncagy| don’t write as
many patterns, here is a pattern for you to copy” (DW Initial Intervied2)p.

Ms. Wheeler worked tirelessly to integrate students with special needseminusic
classes, primarily by helping with social skills, academic skills, andtlogi One day, the
kindergarten class was playing a game that required children to choose ahidthand hand
her a paper heart. Knowing that the student in the class with ASD would need helpswith t
Ms. Wheeler anticipated his needs and seamlessly helped him without othersshadientg
(DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 4). Ms. Wheeler stated that she did not differentiate as much for
these students in terms of music learning, because, in her experience, studentsenESLWor
had ASD or LD did not need help musically--just with written work, vocabularypasdctial
skills.

One kid might come in and have a broken leg and maybe he can’t do fluid

movement that day. That's OK ‘cause we will do something else for you. Or maybe

somebody else will come in with another disability, but we’re going to modifynatter
what. We do modification for that particular student. | have found that, basically,

[children with special needs]'ve been able to do everything just like any other kid. As

long as | am taking care of that social piece for them and making surae¢hay task”

(DW Initial Interview, p. 10).
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Summary. Ms. Wheeler differentiated instructitrased orner own assessments of
musical skills and abilities as well as the behavioral and academisrassgs of others.
Differentiation was present to varying degrees in different grade lenddgidergarten it was
relatively rare, whereas in fourth grade it was more frequent. Diffet@iiastruction ran the
gamut from using prior knowledge to provide social or academic scaffolding fodanctil
special needs, to using assessments to decide whom to assist during fregarener group
work. Group work itself functioned to differentiate instruction, particularly onecemtay in
kindergarten, and when the fourth grade students worked together in duets and triog¢o prepa
songs to perform on their recorders.

Emergent Themes

Data analysis revealed additional themes that were not encompassedrayamy i
research questions but were still pertinent to the relationship of assessmeiffeamatidition in
Ms. Wheeler’s teaching. These themes included Ms. Wheglgussitive dispositionher
linkage of curriculunto assessment, atelcher behaviors conducive to differentiation

Inquisitive disposition. Ms. Wheeler demonstrated an inquisitive disposition that
contributed to the quality and frequency of assessment activities as veedifisrentiation of
instruction in her classroom. Her inquisitive disposition was characterizeglfayotivation to
integrate assessment components into her teaching, cuabsity the results of assessments,
ongoing learning regarding music teaching, and reflective thinking about bemigaractices
and the progress of her students. These qualities seemed interdependent atadadterr

Ms. Wheeler's journals and interviews made it clear that she was the one mgtivat
herself to integrate assessment components into her teaching, and thagdsenasts had little

to do with grading, per se.
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After we got done with the curriculum and | become interested in assessmeit, the
wanted to identify all the different kinds of assessment that were possiblenmusine
classroom, and | tried to plug all that into my curriculum. Which didn’t match portre

card... that was just something | became interested in (DW Initiaviawerp. 4).

[My principal] has no expectations for assessment in my classroom. Wheo tetly
him about assessments, he is surprised that | am doing them, but that conversatyon is ver
short. Being a tenured teacher, | get observed once every three years. Véhdhne i
out my evaluation form, he always asks me what types of assessmenisihngmHe is
always surprised that | use a variety of assessments. He expects aagpbut he
never looks at them... (DW Journal 1/15, page 3).
In addition to a disinterested administrator, many other music teachess Wikéeler’'s
district were resistant to assessment of music learning.
Teachers in our meeting did not want to look at assessments and tried to change the
subject several times... Several teachers commented that our assessuent is
performances. | made the comment—Yes, that is our MEAP [Michigan Educ¢ationa
Assessment Program, a yearly achievement test]. But other teachbrsEeaP and
still teach a variety of curriculum (science, etc.)[that is not testetiktll assess for each
subject area. They don’t just test one time (DW Journal 1/22, p. 3-4).
“The negative is they don’t want kids to walk out of the room thinking that they are not a good
singer... and that’s the kind of conversations we have about why we shouldn’'t assess” (DW

Initial Interview, p. 2).
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Ms. Wheeler compensated for a lack of support from her administration and other
teachers in her district by being independent and resourceful. For example, shedookda
assessment by MENC and adapted a form to use as kindergarten report card (TANLI2®y
p. 2). She talked to the kindergarten teacher about kindergarten classroom adg@sstnees
to get ideas (DW Journal 2/1, p. 1), and she discussed assessment practicesl iadysradian
with her students in the Master’s of Arts in Teaching program at a locale¢D¥y Journal 3/1,
p.2). Ms. Wheeler sometimes struggled with frustration regarding how to Hitohtae
assessment components, track individual progress, and still teach and enp{DWiSiournal
1/22, p. 3; DW Journal 3/1, p.2 and p. 6).

Even after 26 years in the classroom, Ms. Wheeler demonstrated unflaggingt intere
her students’ progress and curiosity about their abilities. She commegadrftly on how she
was interested to see how students had performed on “Rocket Notes” (e.g., DW24a9;ma
3) or what their compositions would be like (e.g., DW Journal 3/1, p. 4). She also made
statements like “I am curious to see what he did” while watching video (DWWk Rioud 2/15,
p. 2).

Ms. Wheeler’s curiosity extended to designing a mini-study.

| don't like doing drill [of note reading].... | thought I'd rather [the students]ensings

and learn through modeling of songs... But now I'm thinking I'll go back to drilling a

little more... There’s been a lot of conversation in the faculty meetings about [how

we’ve gone to this higher level thinking in math, and you can think this way and you can
think that way and we’ll all come to the same answer. But now they realizbelyaare

not drilling facts enough, so that piece is missing. So they need to get backng.drilli

So I've been thinking, well, maybe | need to drill, so I'm going to try it. So in the one
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class you are observing we are doing the little drilling test [Roc&ttd)l I'm going to
compare that in like a month or two and see who seems to be achieving getter in writing
songs. We'll see if that makes a difference. | am thinking that will berdagresting
piece to see (DW Initial Interview, p. 17).
The fourth grade | observed was the lowest achieving academically thirbersections. She
commented in her journal, “I am interested to know the growth of my students in taking the

“Rocket Notes test. | think it will show growth—and | think | will use this witbrgone next

year at the beginning of the recorder unit” (DW Journal 2/19, To 3).
Perhaps curiosity also contributed to Ms. Wheeler’s belief in the need for gragain

diverse training in music education.
| think the more training you have, the more you have to choose from, the more efriety
things that you can bring to your students so you can meet all the needs of yous student
| think that helps... ... As | have gotten more training | have more things for the students
(DW Final Interview, p. 1).

Ms. Wheeler felt that post-baccalaureate study had allowed her to becorter tebeher,

particularly regarding her ability to assess. “The assessment fueoge, | wasn't trained very

well. There was not training, or there was no assessment when | starbedgtedhere is still

not a whole lot [of training regarding assessment at the undergraduatetdhe]point” (DW

Final Interview, p. 4). Based on our informal conversations, Ms. Wheeler waspdy si

referring to her master’s degree study, but also to Orff and MLT cattdn, numerous

workshops, and conference attendance.

7 In case the reader is curious, DW detailed “Rocket Notes” results in her J&llrpab.
Although she described the class being tested as her “low” class, ordfudeat had trouble
with notation on the songwriting project, compared to four in each of the other classes. DW
concluded that “Rocket Notes” did help.
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Finally, Ms. Wheeler’s inquisitive disposition was marked by her reflegractice. Not
very many teachers would be willing to take on a time-consuming project likeijpation in a
dissertation study that required interviews, think-alouds, and seven weeks of atse ravad
journals. Ms. Wheeler was a mother of two, college teacher, church mustolieemd many
other roles in addition to her elementary school teaching. However, she contiiowtgiitful
journal entries regarding nearly every observation and made hersedbde&ar several hours of
interviews. She seemed to enjoy having a “music person” observe her and disteasheg
with her. Ms. Wheeler’s reflective natures showed in comments like:oftlitdbe interesting to
see my response if | had walked by and not seen anything. She was justrstind wonder
what | would have said?” (DW Think Aloud 3/22, p. 2) and “I'm not sure without that video
there... | mean, | know they are all working, but seeing the process is vegsiing, because |
am not sure that | had picked up on everybody’s different process” (p. 3). In the finaémjer
she stated:

When you came, | thought | had dropped some things, and this [participating in the

dissertation] would be good, to make me go back there. | think | was just... naturally

doing it [assessment]... | thought | had gotten lax, but I think [assessment]svas |

natural thing that | was just normally doing. | had written it into the curriculuid or

written it in with particular activities—that this was what | was lookingdiochecking

for (DW Final Interview, p. 9).
Ms. Wheeler’s reflective nature resulted in continually striving to find arerabout her
students, so that she did not realize how much assessment she was doing.

Ms. Wheeler integrated assessment components into her teaching ksgerga@ation.

Without her inquisitive disposition, she could easily have decided not to engage immarof fo
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assessment. She had to be self-motivated; no one was requiring her to assdsaming. It

took curiosity about what her students could do, coupled with interest in how assessmdnts coul
improve learning, for Ms. Wheeler to be motivated to assess students’ nalsiitigls and
achievements. She needed the assistance of additional training and sought oubvenues f
learning more. Danielle was reflective about her assessment esaetnd they became semi-
automatic.

Linkage of curriculum to assessment.Nearly every time Ms. Wheeler discussed
assessment, she mentioned curriculum. Three years prior to the time of thisstud/heeler
and the other elementary teachers in the district had written a cohesivetis¢guericulum for
k through 5 music. Ms. Wheeler was stymied by other teachers’ resistacantinuing on from
writing the curriculum to creating assessments and ways to reportggpgtach she viewed as
interrelated parts of instruction.

Even before that assessment piece, | am looking at the curriculum... then, when | am

writing my lesson plans, | am looking for a variety of activities that ceetrie needs of

all the different students. Then, | can do the assessment while | am [t¢acling then

| see what the outcome is (DW Final Interview 5/31, p.1).

Although she viewed curriculum, planning, and assessment as interrelatedh&tdeiV
consistently indicated curriculum as the root of instruction. When | asked her ladoub$t
important factor in her ability to meaningfully assess learning, shedeplie

| think the more training you have, the more you have to choose from, and pick from, the

more variety of things you can bring to your students so you can meet all theheeds

your students, | think that helps. I think that... | still go back to... that curriculum, |

think, needs to be in place (DW Final Interview 5/31, p.1).
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In discussing assessment with practicing teachers who were her stndentasters-
level college course, Ms. Wheeler discovered that this linkage of ass#s® curriculum was
also problematic in some general classroom settings. “[Their] main cowesrthat they have
all this information from assessments but don’t know how to use it, and more important, they
don’t have enough activities/skills/or curriculum to meet the needs of alluthenss once they
have the test results” (DW Journal 3/1, p. 2). While Ms. Wheeler felt thdidtect had a
strong music curriculum that would benefit from embedded assessments, theseactiers in
the M. A. program felt that they had too many assessments, at least in pagedéey were not
linked to a strong curriculum.

Ms. Wheeler was a proponent of a spiral curriculum, in which young studemisdezar
variety of music skills and information at basic levels, and then circled backiéwrand add
context, depth, and theory in continuing spirals as they matured. “When you have the whole
building over 6 years, you can spiral curriculum and they [the students] reaiysiemething”
(DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 19). In Ms. Wheeler's model, the fifth grade year was a sort of
capstone year. In fifth grade,

...l let them go a little more. We are doing more things... Individual creatpe-t

activities or more creative group activities where | am not teaching theoeots as

much any more. | am still spiraling concepts, but... now what can you do with [all the

material you have learned]? (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 8).

Since her curriculum is cumulative, Ms. Wheeler's fifth grade yeambedthe time for synthesis
activities that were summative assessments of the k-5 music learmagence. All of the

activities and assessments of previous years have spiraled to that point:
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It's so hard—that building piece... Because we don't see [the students] very nach. S
how can you... You've got to build year after year. |think that's the only reason | ca
now get to things like figuring out the chords [improvised accompaniments based on
chord symbols] because they [the students] have previous information. But that’s taken

years (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p 19).

According to Ms. Wheeler’'s experience, a cumulative spiraling cuunc requires the
same teacher to see the students at every grade level. “I think you have teeHads from
kindergarten all the way up to fifth. When you have 500-something children... [talks it leng
about social issues like divorce, behavior issues, skills, abilities, prefdrdribesk you need to
be there thevhole timeto understand” (DW Think Aloud 3/22, p. 7). In the past, Ms. Wheeler
had shared a building with another teacher, and the grade level assignments hadvaedrr
to year. Even though she and the other teacher “...would do the exact same thing, then the next
year, the next teacher would get [the students], and they would say ‘She didn’t éstit.m’

How frustrating!” (DW Think Aloud, 2/15, p. 19).

Due to budget issues, Ms. Wheeler learned near the end of this study that she would be
transferred to teaching first grade. In the final interview, | asked/hat she would like to see
from her replacement (another music teacher from the district). Shelreplie

We are a lot the same, we’ve taken classes together, we’'ve had many ¢mmsersa

But | can’t really make a comment on that for her. She is starting over. She doesn’t

know the kids. That spiraling piece | thinksis important and even though we both

have Orff background, MLT training, and she has experience, she still doesn’'t know the

kids. She istarting over again(DW Final Interview, p. 6).
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Even though Ms. Wheeler admired her replacement as a teacher and considered hetdsebe
personal friend, she thought that her replacement would need 5 years to become &g optima
effective teacher in her new building because of the cumulative nature ofrélerggsic
curriculum.

Teacher behaviors conducive to differentiation.Ms. Wheeler had a variety of
frameworks in her classroom that were conducive to differentiated instriett that were not
necessarily assessment-based differentiation of music learningx&muple, students in Ms.
Wheeler’s class each had an assigned seat. Learning often occhifeegh@ving around the
room, playing instruments, or sitting on the carpet. However, at the beginning alass;Hor
some whole-group instruction, and during written work, students sat in their asseats. |
saw students in this setting helping one another with behavior and work, so | asketiedenV
about how she assigned the seats.

In kindergarten, | have no clue, | just do boy/girl/boy/girl, or try to... In my gexdles

up, | consider behavior first with them. So it's not alphabetical, its boy/gijivband

behavior. If it's somebody | feel needs to be by me, | put them close to memight,

like some of them that are right next to me this year and I'm on them and on thém, nex

year they might be away from me... Next year, when | go to do the seating ohakg

sure that the child [who] was a helper is not a helper next year, she needs a bdeak...
try sometimes to put a boy that’s a really good strong singer next tothdiapaybe is
not. Especially if it may be a behavior sort of thing, maybe he can get himkon tdsy

to think of all that stuff. Behavior, singing... and | look back in my past records for that

(DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 8).
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The seating chart facilitated peer assistance, which is one wayeti@difate instruction. It was
based on previous assessments of students’ strengths and weaknesses. Hower, | di
consider it to be an assessment-based form of differentiated instruction heeasspot
explicitly applied—it was simply a framework.

Some activities had built-in differentiation that was not linked to assessment. For
example, when the fourth grade students composed eight-beat B sections to ipéayy on t
recorders along with a refrain they already knew. Ms. Wheeler smtihklgrts with notes on
them around the students. They were allowed to draw eight notes semi-randorfigt (tioee
had to be tonic and the final note had to be the resting tone). However, students also could play
different combinations on their recorders to decide what they liked (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p.
10). Students could choose to challenge themselves or to take the easier routse Beca
Wheeler only recorded who chose to play their B section for the class, thisyamvided a
framework for students to operate on different levels but not for Ms. Wheelesetssasther
composition or playing, or to differentiate her instruction based on the known musidslafiee
individual students.

In a similar example, Ms. Wheeler sang a melody line that the studenetéeaming on
recorder. Based on provided chord symbols, the class played triads by having individual
students choose to play different chord tones on their recorders. Again, this provided a
framework for various levels of challenge. Some students simply played chord fuiotsywas
a skill that they had practiced as a class and was the easiest option, bezabhsed symbol
named the chord root. However, some students chose other options, such as playing the same
note the whole time (sol), playing the same series of notes each time the sswngé.e.,

memorizing rather than improvising), or playing something different each(BeField Notes
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2/8, p. 1). Because there was no way for Ms. Wheeler to track which students wenegctiwosi
various options or to require certain students to choose certain options, this acsviy wa
framework for differentiation but not an example of differentiation of inswacti
Over the course of the seven-week observation period, Ms. Wheeler planneigsctivit
that allowed a variety of work and response styles on a number of levels of achiev&hes#
activities may not have featured differentiated instruction when taken indepgngantikcularly
when differentiated instruction is conceived of as teaching different tmrdjerent ways to
different groups of people. However, one of the ways Ms. Wheeler tried to uliif¢ee
instruction for her 500 students was to vary the difficulty of activities as wétleemethods of
information delivery (aural, visual, kinesthetic) and response style in an atteneptch
different children on different days. Ms. Wheeler did not assess students’ espmtisese
various modes of information delivery, which might have allowed her to track studerggsogr
and tailor her instruction more specifically.
Ms. Wheeler's teaching was marked by a reliance on established routinéscind s
enforcement of expectations, which she believed was conducive to differentiatactions.
You'll see my room is set up in a certain way, where each person has their own. space
One principal says I'm like an army sergeant. I'm very distinct in evenytiiat | want
them to do. I'm constantly saying rules... | start the same language in kinderiga
the exact same language | usefrgBade. When | am saying | want this done, do this or
that. So | think they feel comfortable but they also realize my routine. Sarmees in
kindergarten, same routines ifi §rade (DW Initial Interview, p. 11).
Ms. Wheeler felt that her routines helped those with ASD, learning disahiéte ESL to

participate and learn because expectations were clear and the need iatikestian was
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reduced. In combination with the spiral curriculum, Danielle believed that feerctissroom
management allowed for more exploration and creativity in older gradesnKittiat is why |
can be a little more free, especially with grade, when we do a lot of creative project
activit[ies]” (DW Think Aloud 2/15, p. 3). Knowing that her students were aware otiles r
allowed Ms. Wheeler to release direct control and allow the individualtedtias necessary
for differentiation of instruction. Conversely, these rules also allowed some stwdtmt
special needs the predictability that they needed in order to participatendtabserve any
aspects of this strict classroom management as directly detrineemasktc learning, although |
sometimes wondered if a little more freedom to explore or respond might havedatldferent
response styles for children who preferred them.

While my observations certainly noted the strong routines and consistentlyeehfitgb
expectations, | also noticed a number of occasions when Ms. Wheeler wale féaxd this
allowed for differentiated instruction. One day, a student brought in his own book of songs to
play on the recorder. He had written in note names for ten songs and played one of them for
whole class after warm-up and before the beginning of whole group instruction. Neéhgass
was writing songs for their recorders, he chose to compose in 5/4 (DW Journal 3/1, p. 1)
Another day, the kindergarten class was standing to sing a song (DW Field Notes 3/T,wo 3)
boys joined hands and began rocking in time to the macrobeats. Abandoning whatever she ha
been planning, Ms. Wheeler had the whole class join. When | asked her about thi8)ddker
replied that she thinks it is important that student contributions are valued.

| had a class last year... They were just... in two different classes, yeevanted to

dance. And you can't to that with every song, and it was a little out of my comfort zone

but OK, you'’re dancing, OK, go ahead and dance. And so I let them do that all year.
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And they still want to do that this year. And I think, if the boys want to dance, why

would | stop that? ...Why would | stop that creativity? (DW Think Aloud 3/22, p. 6).
Ms. Wheeler’s willingness to allow students to contribute their ideas andtisdn the way
they learn in the music room created an atmosphere conducive to differentiation.
Chapter Summary

Danielle Wheeler used a variety of assessments, including observations stheeiing
scales, multiple-choice and short answer written work, and video-taped individioaizerces.
Her assessments and the assessments of others resulted in differentintrnaifon primarily
for students who were in need of some form of remediation: musical, academigabr soc
Despite a lack of support from coworkers and administrators, Ms. Wheelezdvorembed a
variety of assessments in her teaching that allowed her to track individualtgitaigress on
curricular goals.

Ms. Wheeler viewed the music curriculum as cumulative from kindergarteifthto fi
grade. In her teaching, differentiation did not arise simply from assetsofanusical skills but
from a more multifaceted picture of student needs. Danielle based much ottuetionrs on
her accumulation of personal knowledge of students’ social, academic and musithl g
gained over the course of teaching them for their entire elementagr.can addition, she
organized frameworks and provided flexibility that allowed for further diffeagan.

Given the inherent difficulties of teaching roughly 500 students that she ontyvezena
week and the lack of any requirement that she track student progress, Dani@lerWhe
nevertheless worked to implement assessment-based differentiatediostrivts. Wheeler had
little formal training regarding assessment practices, and the piepasia¢ had came from

fragmented sources, sometimes with conflicting viewpoints. Sometime¥yM=ler opted not
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to record data about her students’ musical progress, instead simply recotdeygpérticipated
in the activity. Ms. Wheeler strove toward the admirable goal of improvusicnmstruction for
her students, and | admire her and appreciate her courage in allowing me ve bbséeaching
and to write about both her considerable successes and the areas where she tworgimees
her practice. Perhaps the model she provided in this chapter will help other tégchers
motivating them to try out new assessment methods, helping them see wayste ithpir
practice, and encouraging them to seek out additional training, mentors abdreddes as they,

too, strive to implement assessment-based differentiation of music learning.
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Chapter Five: Results
Carrie Davis: Chaos and Creativity
Ms. Wright's class... left feeling very accomplished. We’d been puttinglaagrtogether for
the orange belt song—Au Claire de le Lune. We had been working on the rhythms, singing it

(first just as a song with no words, then with pitch-letter names), moving to it, etc. olipesgt

down and we “singere%’ through the song. After singering, we attempted to play. It was
definitely the first time most students had attempted playing it: there was a coliagiteté

cognizance of the beat.

The students put down their recorders and said, “That was really bad!” So | asked what they
thought was wrong, [and they said], “We weren’t together.” [I| asked] “What might help us?”

[and they replied] “Maybe trying again?” | had the students problem-solve for a bit and then

had then put their recorders down and attempt just patsching the macrobeat on their laps while
singing the song. Wow. Even the rhythmically achieving students weren't really keeping a
steady beat. So | had them patsch again, this time starting the macrobeat before singing. They
were a bit better. We started rocking the macrobeat while patsching the microbegt. “He

We're closer,” Christian said, “But we’re still not right!” The class problesolved by having

one half keep the macrobeat/microbeat while the other half sang the song on a neutral syllable.

Both sides achieved perfection.

8 Singering: Singing note names while holding a recorder to the chin andnfinger

119



“I think it's because we were trying harder,” said Zach. (Definitely the case fosdiim-he’d
been following a stray ant with his eyes and could not be pulled into the lesson prior to that final

attempt.)

“Maybe we were listening better?” suggested Ashley. And that was when the “light bulb” went
off over 50% of the students’ heads. It was fun to watch. | briefly described the concept of
ensemble listening—concentrating on your own music making while at the same tinmglisteni

and how easy it is to ignore that part when you're trying something new. | gave an example
from a recent rehearsal where \\a orchestra she was playing sijjht-read Gould’s Jericho

and the brass section was just glued to their parts and totally ignored the director and the rest of

the ensemble...

At this point, the light bulb seemed to click with a few more students, and they decided they
wanted to try half of the class playing the song and the other half keeping a macro/microbeat. It
went very well. They traded. That went well. They asked to put it together. That vas a litt
less solid, but still 600% better than their initial attempt. “We’re almost thesbButed Jace.

Ashley beamed, Nicole buckled down for another attempt, and we tried three more times in

succession, having the greatest success with students rocking the macrobeat until they began

playing.

Not only were the students together, but, because they were so focused on their “enseynble” the

were less apprehensive over the details of fingerings. This circumvented theif tanfidence

in recorder skills and allowed for higher achievement. (They can really get in theirayvn w
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sometimes. My biggest challenge is keeping them thinking positively.) By thelendadég
every student--even Grayson—was beaming with pride, and someone said they were good
enough to cut a CD. | told them maybe we should all hit the Vegas Strip and be the opening act

for a big show. A student actually suggested Celine Dione! (Gotta log€@!Journal, p. 1-2).

I met Carrie Davis in a class we were both taking at a local universias-just
completing my doctorate, and she was finishing her master’s degree. Based osatiomgein
the class, | could see that she was a strong teacher and that her tegtehimgudtl provide a
contrast to the other participants in this dissertation. | asked her to pdeti@pd she was
willing but concerned. In our first interview, she asked, “Are you sure that ygosg to see
what you need to see in this? | am thinking of the third graders creating timepeofermance
from scratch. Is that going to let you see enough of the assessmensprdCEs Initial
Interview, p. 7). Because she was preparing for performances, she would nogkesusany
assessments as she viewed as typical for her teaching. Earlier in thewntshg had described
her performance pressures: each grade level (K-4) was expectecktta staigi-Broadway-like
show” (p. 5). Therefore, she was preparing for after-school programs on Apric2édse
grade), May 17 (fourth grade), May 20 (kindergarten), May 24 (first grade) and May &5 (thir
grade). Carrie was also playing professional flute gigs (she had onghihéefore our initial
interview). Fortunately, our three-credit graduate seminar endedshediek of May, giving
her more time. The observation period was from April 19 until May 26.

Even knowing how much pressure she was under and with awareness that | would not see
her typical teaching in terms of assessment, | wanted Carrie to pateitor several reasons.

Based on conversations in class, | knew that she had a different classroom thers@ither of
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my other participants, who were very direct in their teaching style.ieGaas more of a
facilitator: through questioning and experimentation, she tried to help students drecsical
concepts. She also frequently abandoned her plans in light of social cues or to puialdde
moments. | wanted to know about the role of assessment in this type of classraomesni.
Ms. Davis was allowing her third grade students to write their own minieassn small
groups for their program, and she had never done this before. | wanted to see how she grouped
students, how she kept track of what the groups were doing, and what the studentsdemrned a
result of the group composition activity. | also knew that Carrie taught stieghtmoderate to
severe cognitive impairments in both mainstreamed and self-containedssettidd wanted to
see how she differentiated music instruction for them.

Danielle (see Chapter 4) and Hailey (see Chapter 6) agreed to patimbarte the
winter holiday break and their observations took place much earlier in the senidwstg each
provided journals for nearly every class, answering most if not all of the prongtiomse and
often adding additional comments. These journal entries were typically duitete sentence
fragments, and a few longer comments, emailed to me within 24 hours of each observation.
With Carrie, | would send journal prompts and not hear from her. Then, one day | would come
into her room for an observation and she would hand me an ethnography of a class that met the
previous week, with detailed biographical notes on some children. Carrie sdbartivtal of
three journal entries, each about six pages, single-spaced, and constructedyasla she
excerpt at the beginning of this chapter. Although her entries were hardangulate, Carrie’s
journal writing style paralleled the differences in her classroom marorartfre other

participants.
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Like Carrie, Danielle and Hailey offered their students opportunities teecaedtbe
creative, and their classrooms were filled with joyful, musical egpees. However, their
reporting and teaching styles were more linear than Carrie’s and produad¢dadavere easier
to make sense of by applying my three research questions and then descrésgenethemes.
Data from Carrie’s interviews, think-aloud, field notes, and journal seemedndehat |
analyze differently. Therefore, this chapter is organized into four main se¢tipi$elf-reports
of assessment (2) Assessment and differentiation of instruction in simali-gpmposition, (3)
Differentiation of music instruction for students with cognitive impairments, 4nd (
Constructivism and differentiation.

Self-Reports of Assessment

The initial interview questions for Carrie were the same as those for Baamel Hailey
and included questions regarding assessment (see Appendix B). Carrie albedissme of
her views on assessment as part of her think aloud. Therefore, | amassederamesamount
of information on the assessment components of Carrie’s teaching from her poaw.of vi
However, as she feared when deciding whether to participate in the studypbsetyed
limited evidence of these assessment activities as she worked to preparts $ardgcoming
performances. During the observation period, third grade students were workingpmsicmm
mini-musicals in small groups, and, in fourth grade, Carrie was “aim[inghéotband
rehearsal’ mentality from which | usually stay as far away as possihle.sdems to suit these
kids and will help them to feel confident enough that they don’t freeze up at their prnogxam
month” (CD Journal, p. 6). | cannot triangulate some of the assessment technigstsgor te
Carrie described in interviews with evidence from my field notes or othetesouHowever, in

the interest of cross-case analysis, | will include information on gaditiesd use of assessment
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with the caveat that | did not observe most of these activities. Ms. Davis reponiga wsiriety
of assessment practices, including aptitude testing, report cards, absahedsessments and
other formal assessments. She also emphasized the importance of individsalessasd
discussed challenges to assessment.

Aptitude testing. Ms. Davis administered tHerimary Measures of Music Audiation
(PMMA; Gordon, 1986) once a year in first grade, and twice a year in secondrangr#oies
(CD Initial Interview, p 2). “[PMMA] gives me a picture into those... redligh aptitude
[students who] haven’t shown much achievement in class. Because [those studemts{iage t
of other things in their heads, they are going beyond. That gives me enough of a window to
know... to gauge where | need to make changes” (CD Initial Interview, p. 2). Ms.dbaed
that she wished to continue aptitude testing with her fourth grade students, but sheykad not
found the money to purchase the Intermediate Measures of Music Audiation (IMMA; Gordon,
1986), and her older students needed the more challenging test for the resultetol {€Ds
Initial Interview, p. 2).

Report cards. Ms. Davis’s district required grading music students on report cards twice
a year, once in January and once in June (CD Initial Interview, p. 4). She dedwigeading
system as “...kind of generic. ‘Making Progress’ or ‘Needs more TimeteIlDp’ for the
lower el. For the upper el, itautstandingface, hands and voice express fweod,
satisfactory, or needs improvement” (CD Initial Interview, p. 4). Students gvaded on “Do
they show development in use of singing voice... rhythm skills, and listening skitisd2vé
have behavioral components as well. And then in third and fourth grade they add arather ar
combining those skills [singing, rhythm, and listening]” (CD Initial Intew; p. 4; CD Artifacts

1 and 2; lower and upper elementary report cards). Although Ms. Davis worked caomssignt
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to ensure that the report cards accurately reflected student perforeagiseshe did not feel
that grading students was a necessary use of assessment data. Shd wefserthe results of
assessments to monitor students’ progress (CD Think Aloud, p. 6).

Observational assessmentdVis. Davis’s journal entries included notes on her
observations of students’ individual achievements in class, which Ms. Davis stateddte t

record regularly. Here is an excerpt regarding fourth grade studentsvexhse

Jaso% is still using his head voice when he thinks the other boys aren't listening
(hooray!). When he was part of the group of 5 or so who were singing the
“special” part, he backed off a ton, but good for him he didn’t back down
completely!

Allie was able to imitate the correct pitches for do and sol when the friends nea
her were singing. When she sang without them on the same part, she was not
very accurate. This shows me she’s a becoming better split second imitator w
she knows she’s not matching. Her melody was almost pitch-accurate, so she is
gaining some independence.

Abigail continues to be oblivious that the pitches she sings are not matching
others. She is, however, becoming aware of the surprised/frustrated looks of her
classmates when she is overly exuberant.

Go, Tabby! Not only maintaining the chord root accompaniment on her own, but
one of the few who ventured into rhythmic improvisation beyond macro-

microbeat on a neutral syllable. (CD Journal, p. 3-4).

9 All names in this dissertation are pseudonyms. Abigail is also discussed below
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Ms. Davis provided entries like this regarding ten of the twenty-two studentsmtblat day,
and her observations were triangulated by the video for that day and my field notegl(CD F
Notes, 4/21, p. 1). | observed Carrie jotting down handwritten notes, which | think she turned
into a more polished, storytelling format as she typed her journal.
Other formal assessmentsWhen | asked about how she and other teachers in the
district valued assessment, Carrie replied, “We are all constanglysasg... We all wiggle it in,
in different ways, but we all find it very important. We all agree on theliattyou have to
know where your students are [in their musical development]” (CD InitiaMetey p. 3).
| can’t imagine not assessing my students as | go. Assessment... plays @le in
music education. You have the assessment with different skills that lets you krooaw if
students have it or not, whether you can move on. That would be kind of a summative;
see if they've gotten it. Then you’ve got the formative assessment, yhetest the
waters to see where they are in the first place. And then, through along thewsag
got to stop and see where your students are, see what they are understanding, so y
know how to proceed.... If you don’'t ever take stock of that—you are just singing with
them all the time, or just doing games... but not really focusing on their learning, the
it would kind of be an empty experience for all (CD initial Interview, p. 2).
Interviews revealed this philosophical valuing of assessment as well apui@ss of
some specific formal assessment strategies such as aptitudedastigigading on report cards. |
also saw sign-up lists in the hall for recorder playing tests during lunecess to earn different
colored belts (a la “Recorder Karate”). These playing tests (“auditiores® also mentioned in
passing during an interview (CD Think Aloud, p. 16). In her journal, Ms. Davis referreceto not

recognition quizzes taken by the fourth grade class (CD Journal p. 10). She alsfused s

126



assessments of the compositional process and product with the third graders|{iotas

5/26, p. 2). During my final observation, third grade students started to learn “Summer’s
Coming,” a song that included solo responses from three different singergeatiet song was
sung (CD Field Notes, 5/26 p. 3). Carrie told me this would be used as a final test @f singin
voice development and aural skills for the year. “Aurally, | am hearing ifdaeyaccurately do
tonic, dominant, and subdominant patterns, and | am also hearing singing voice [denglapme
the same time. They each get a turn with all three of [the responses]” (GPOATaud, p. 19).
Although Ms. Davis was preparing students for performances and did not forssdsanusic
learning during our observation period, | saw evidence of a variety of formakases®
techniques.

Importance of individual responses. When | asked about “checking the group”
(Hepworth-Osiowy, 2004) as a method of assessment, Carrie replied: “| wkuldhad about
the kids who are faking? [laughs] The child whose mouth is moving across the room and looks
like they are singing, but isn’'t singing at all? If you just listerh&ogroup, it can sound great,
because your strong ones [students] are carrying the group” (CD Inigatiéw, p. 4). In
conversation, Ms. Davis repeatedly emphasized that assessments must bedofahaisponses
(e.g., CD Initial Interview, p. 2). When she taught the class for students withiveg
impairments (Cl), most activities had some component of individual response. Igréue]
composition activities allowed Ms. Davis to circulate among groups and intataghdividuals
as they worked with musical material, and she must have learned about indikiltkiahsl
abilities during this process. | did not observe evidence of record-keepardiregstudents’

progress and learning needs in this context.
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In fourth grade, | observed only one class period in which instruction provided obvious
opportunities for assessment of individual musical responses (CD Field Notes 4/21hpt1). T
day included chances to gather data on individual students while they: sang melodyl
groups, sang chord roots in small groups, played chord roots on boomwhackers, played chord
roots on recorders, and played melody on recorders. However, Carrie chose not to track
individual progress that day because the activity was “just for fun” (CD Fiedd dé21, p.1). |
did not see Ms. Davis’s typical instruction, particularly in fourth grade, gsttepared recorder
music for their concert.

Challenges to assessmenMs. Davis mentioned several challenges to assessment of
music learning. She stated that assessment was difficult because of hogtudamys she
taught and only seeing them twice a week. “I would love to hear them all, muttipke pper
class, solo, and that’s not possible” (CD Initial Interview, p. 2). Ms. Davis alsygttd with
record-keeping: “...sometimes, even with the pencil and paper in my hand to masknesges
information, a class leaves and | see I've missed half of them that did peofaitmat | can’t
seem to remember my own [rating] system” (CD Journal, p. 13). Furthermorie, Cas
concerned that her students were “hung up on grades” (CD Think Aloud, p. 6).

Usually | have my seating chart out, and | am marking [assessment datdt.of Ahem

have figured out that even though | am telling them that | am [marking] turnribey

there is more going on. They know, because they know that everyone assesses. And
they are asking, “What grade did | get?” | tell them “I am not giving yowadeg what

are you talking about?” “Well, you were marking on the seating chart, so it must be a

grade.” “You had a turn.” “Well, how did | do?” “Did you do your job?” “Yeah” “Well,

128



then you did great. Then you know you did what you were supposed to” (CD Think

Aloud, p. 6).

When | asked her about the relationship of assessment and grading, she replied,

Assessment lets you know where your students are at in the learning that jiopiag

to be imparting to them. That is very poorly worded. But it also lets you know what you

need to re-teach. If an idea hasn’t gotten across. And it lets you know thejrdaad

knowledge. Assessment should inform what you are going to do. OK, so this is how |
need to approach this concept, because this is where they are at. And then itis

summative also. But there is that piece in the middle, where you are constianty t

those snapshots to see. Assessment really is more for the teacher, to inform the

teaching (CD Think Aloud, p. 6).

Ms. Davis reported problems assessing due to the number of students she taughle lsbe litt
saw them, and how difficult it was to keep adequate records. She was concerned about how
grade-conscious her students seemed, and felt that assigning a gradeuaipydsttact from

the more important role assessment could play in guiding her instruction.

Summary of self-reports of assessmentMs. Davis expressed a philosophy strongly
supportive of assessment as a way to improve music teaching and learning. Séd regolar
use of aptitude tests (specifically PMMA), her district’s report cardsyadisenal assessments
and other formal assessments, some of which were triangulated in my fieldspetBaally,
self assessments of group composition activities, recorder playingaedta singing voice
assessment). Ms. Davis believed that individual responses were a nepgesapyisite for an
assessment to be valid. She said that the number of students she taught and thecywfstequen

music classes made formal assessment difficult to fit in. Ms. Davisnfeechal assessment
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and emergent assessments during the third grade composition activities, andltibase
discussed in the following section.
Assessment and Differentiation of Instruction in Small-group Compsition

Ms. Davis’s third grade students spent the observation period composing musical
“‘commercials” for their performance. Ms. Davis had never undertaken atdikgeihis before
and was unsure about having me observe and about what the performance outcomes would be
(CD Initial Interview, p. 7). As the composition project unfolded, it displayed tspéc
differentiated instruction, including flexible grouping, student-centered learmdgyeer
coaching. Ms. Davis employed a variety of informal, emergent assdassmegods to track
student progress and learning, and used both the performance in front of an audience and a
written self-assessment as summative assessments.

Flexible grouping. Work groups were often student-chosen and were flexible. For
example, one set of groups wrote scripts (CD Field Notes 4/21, p. 1), and studenisexpdri
to find musical material with a different group (CD Field Notes 4/19, p. 2). HoweveDalss
used student requests and a lottery system to assign parts in the commertialpegotmance
groups were somewhat random (CD Field Notes, 5/3, p. 3). Flexible grouping ssraregome
of the hallmarks of differentiated instruction (Tomlinson, 2000). Ms. Davis did not assign
groupings so that different groups or individuals were learning differentialapFogressing at
different paces, or asked to achieve more or less sophisticated outcomeshe\esserdifferent
groups created responses that included various musical material and evidgiffeermd levels
of musical sophistication.

Student-centered learning Ms. Davis viewed the student-centered nature of the

composition activities to be a form of differentiation (CD Think Aloud, p. 5). Because the
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students were writing their own commercials based on their interests, this doonpgivity
inherently was student-centered. Topics for the four “commercials” stgdent-chosen and
included a beauty product (“Glam-in-a-can”) that ruined the user’s appearanoeesy store

that sold everything (“Meglanita”), a commercial recruiting new sitgl® their school, and an
excerpt from a sports talk show featuring Tom Izzo, a university basketiaalh (CD Field

Notes 5/5, p. 3). However, in this case, student selection of topics may have functionesl more a
a motivator than a method of differentiation.

If students select a specific topic to learn about as part of a unit of study aedtheir
findings to the class, this would be an example of differentiation of instructied basstudent
interests. In the elementary general music room, an example of this dppigat be if the
class was studying form, and groups or individuals investigated the form diatimite three
songs to report back to the class. Clearly, Ms. Davis did not intend for her studeumdy fbosh
Izzo and report their findings as a part of music class. Using student choicetigador is an
appropriate, student-centered approach but may not constitute differentiaticnuatios.

The composition project allowed an assortment of student-centered learnirespoiise
styles. Ms. Davis presented a variety of composition styles, methods of coomp@sitl
possibilities for performance, and she tried to balance the need for structurédrdireath the
freedom to create. Allowing multiple pathways to learning about a partioyliarand
designing a variety of possible methods to express what has been learnesheaétmt
differentiation of instruction (Adams and Pierce, 2006). One day, each group composed a
melodic idea on xylophones for possible incorporation in one of the commercials. Then, eac
group played its idea for the class, and the class could decide to use it fafia ap@ecnercial

or bank it for possible use later (CD Field Notes 4/19, p. 2). After about 20 minutes of group
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exploration and practice, five different groups presented ideas, and the classd™oall of
them.

Another day, the class worked in different groups on a rap for a commercial about thei
school (CD Field Notes 4/28, p. 4). Perhaps because the students had more backgroungd listeni
to rap, speaking, and writing poetry, this project went more smoothly and resulted nat only
more harmonious group work but also in more apparent enjoyment of the perforniignces (
performer and listener alike) and more participation in adapting and combiniggpthgeraps
into something the whole class liked (pp. 5-6). In each case (melodic matefiap
composition), | saw a variety of levels of musical sophistication and acheenemore as a
result of individual students utilizing different levels of background knowledge decbalg
themselves than as a result of Ms. Davis differentiating instruction. 84ss Birculated the
classroom listening to works in progress and reflecting with students about tigeesstoAs
Christensen (1992) posited, it seemed that the interactions of students with one astbtkies,
teacher, and with the music were the primary vehicles of differentiatiedatisn in this case.

Although the students chose topics and there were a variety of different ways of
composing and performing, Ms. Davis was unsure about the efficacy of this progrobsnof
music learning.

| feel like musically... | saw at the beginning a lot of [learning] potentiéaken they [the

students] were asking if they could do this and they had brainstormed [musasdladd

wanted to come up with their own [musical material]... [I thought:] We can pull iesstyl

and genres, and we can, you know...what makes it sound more bouncy, if you have a ball

commercial? And what would sound... and we could do that, talk about historical time

periods, and all these amazing things we can pull in. And then it just DIDN'T. OK,
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that’s not going to work, and that’s not going to work... And the class, the way they were

working together, it just... [became about trying to get something ready tomarf

time] (CD Think Aloud, p. 18).

Ms. Davis stated that she saw great potential for music learning foarp gomposition
activities. However, the pressure of trying to get the performance ogatitye and the fact that
students were distracted by the scriptwriting derailed some of the reasiing potential of this
particular project (CD Think Aloud, p. 19).

Peer coaching.One “tried and true” method of differentiation involves high achieving
students teaching lower achieving students (Tomlinson, 2000). Ms. Davis establishietya va
of settings for students to teach other students. Some students took musical or behaviora
leadership roles within groups without being assigned, which seemed to be a natura¢ @itcom
work in groups that were heterogeneous by ability (e.g., CD Field Notes 4/28, p. 4). One day,
Ms. Davis assigned “directors” to design blocking and oversee rehearsalsmémats in the
hall while she worked in the classroom with other groups (CD Field Notes 5/19, p. 2heAnot
day, a boy in the class who was taking private drum lessons acted as a repektye
bringing in his drum set and suggesting various rhythmic possibilities for then*®l-a-can”
commercial (CD Field Notes 5/17, p. 1). These opportunities for leadership by tttoseons
prior experience or aptitude seemed to be a way to value what those students britneght t
classroom. Using students as teachers may also have served to build intremfedistudents
with less music background knowledge or lower music aptitude, because they received
personalized instruction and attention from their peers.

Informal, emergent assessment methodsAttempting to track individual students’

music learning was one of the many challenges involved in allowing studentsgo ithesi own
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performance material. Ms. Davis relied on a combination of roaming theodassas a
facilitator/observer and setting up mini-performances to check the various groaps
assortment of projects. For example, Ms. Dasgisd performances of the melodic material (CD
Field Notes 4/19, p. 3) and raps (CD Field Notes 4/28, p. 2) to track student progress. However,
because she did not keep records of these assessments, it seemed thanangippmpose was
to be sure the class would be ready for their performance rather thanrtaiasermation
about individual students’ music learning. Furthermore, these assessmeriisheekeng the
group,” which Carrie herself characterized as poor assessment (CDimtéraiew, p. 4). None
of the data from any source reflects any evidence of Ms. Davis trackinvglumalior group
music learning progress at any point in the third grade composition projects,\asraled me in
advance might be the case (CD Initial Interview, p. 7).

Summative assessmentdvis. Davisconsidered both the performance in front of an
audience and a written self-assessment as summative assessmergsoofptftemposition
project (CD Field Notes 5/26, p. 2). The performance was video-recorded, but thsfecets
a record of the performance rather than a formal measurement of amy typsic achievement
(CD Think Aloud, p. 19). For the self-assessment, each student got a pencil, a book to write on,
and as much notebook paper as they needed. Carrie prompted them to write about: the process
(creating, voting on ideas...), the performance (How did you do? Voices strong enodgh? Di
you remember where to be?), composing (the rap, the jingles, the sound bank?) andatitiey
recommend this experience to future students (why or why not?). These promgppsesented
verbally and written on the board (CD Field Notes, 5/26, p. 2).

Ms. Davis removed the names from the responses and allowed me to read them. The

students primarily reflected on social facets of group work and espesgllgsi of fairness
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relating to whose ideas made it into the performance and who got what part. “I oahegot

[part] that is what | didn't like. It was unfair. One person had three but sheogavevay...

Still she had more than r%oé (Student 7 Self Evaluation, p. 1). Students were astute and
sometimes harsh critics of the performances of themselves and others.g&apteslike Jason
and Ally needed to work on projecting their voice[s] but you could still kinda hea' the
(Student 4 Self Evaluation, p. 1). “I thought | didn’t do a very good job in the musical. | thought
everybody else did a good job but me... | really wish that | could be as good as ewdsgin
(Student 10 Self Evaluation, p. 1). Most students recommended composing their own mini-
musicals again, although some did not. “That took like six music times... it whs really,
really boring” (Student 7 Self Evaluation p. 2). “When we were just started plahisrgiid
not want to, but now I think this was the best idea. It was hard to plan but really vWorth it
(Student 17 Self Evaluation p. 1). One student’s summary seemed to encapsulate éhe gener
feelings of the entire class:
Another thing I liked was that we could make it up with our imagination. | wish
the musical was longer and each person got more parts because a lot of usg@u only
part in class. Making the whole thing up was hard because we all had differentlideas
was sometimes frustrating because sometimes you would feel like nobsdiking
your ideas. Sometimes | felt like going off and doing it all on my own. In the eld it a
turned out all right. | thought this was more fun than our musicals with the whole school.
Sometimes it was hard to work with others but some people were easier to work with

than others (Student 4 Self Evaluation, p. 1-2).

9 Student content edited by adding punctuation and correcting spelling.
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Ms. Davis’s prompts were directed to musical issues—she asked students to comiment on t
process of composition and for their thoughts on writing the rap, the sound bank ideas, and the
jingles, as well as for their review of the performance (CD Field Noté&s p/2). However,
few students commented on musical performance issues, and discussion of the conlpositiona
process was limited to social-interactional and decision-making issues.
Summary of assessment and differentiation of instruction in small-grqu
composition. Although the group work projects resulted in scripted “plays” that incorporated
some musical material (a sung “jingle” using the tune from the can-campaaied by
percussion, improvised atmospheric barred instrument background music, and a ragyiss. D
expressed dissatisfaction with the amount of music learning engenderes jipjact. The
students seemed focused primarily on writing the script, learning to shase édenpromise,
and cooperate.
| don’t feel that in the amount of time that it took that there was enough musicahbg
that took place to justify the whole experience. | think, as far as learningtushbke to
put on a production, it was very helpful to them [the students], and it let them see it from
my perspective... The class that, from my perspectivenassec teacher did the best,
was NOT that class [the class | observed]. They [the other class] gottthihmiigscript
rather quickly, and really focused on [composing] the ‘right’ music... (CD Think Aloud,
p. 18-19).
Ms. Davis indicated that her typical preparation for performance would incladieateon of a
number of creative musical activities over the course of the year. Students aleatdwvhich
activities to polish for the program, and Carrie would write a script linking tbgather (CD

Think Aloud, p. 19). According to the student self evaluations, students enjoyed beinglallowe
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to create their own performance pieces, but most of what they learned or strudiglpdrtained
to social skills and script writing.
| saw evidence of differentiated instruction, including use of flexible gngspstudent-
centered learning, and peer coaching. Furthermore, | think this model of soogill-gr
composition showed promise for differentiated instruction of music learning, bahéetl for a
variety of reasons. Ms. Davis seemed to agree:
| felt like it did not go anywhere like the way that | wanted it to go. Looking badt, |
would have started the process... with the music, if | were to do it again. | would star
with: think of a product, now think of a catchy song, and let’s write the script after.
Because we did the scripts first, | feel they were so focused on that, thaigthoe
became an afterthought... [later] If | saw them four times a week, for armhadime, |
would do this project again in a heartbeat... But, because | see them only when | see
them, [it is hard] to justify it musically. They did learn a lot, and | ledra lot” (CD
Think Aloud, p. 18-19).
Group composition projects such as these are described as one way elemagtaihyngesic
teachers strive to teach the National Standards for Music (1994) (e.g., PhelpSt2008;
2006), and | appreciate being allowed to write critically about the lessamgdeas Carrie
incorporated them. It is my hope that examining and publishing Ms. Davis’s exqe ieill
help other music teachers as they strive to incorporate these new ideas.
Differentiation of Music Instruction for Students with Cognitive Im pairments
Carrie’s school housed the district’s elementary program for students adlérate to
severe cognitive impairments (Cl). These students were served in tveorsiained

classrooms, divided into lower and upper elementary based on the students’ chronafagical
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The approximate mental ages of the students served in the upper elementaryr@hgkss
from about 6 months to about 3 years. Like many music teachers, Carrie feftrapdezd to
work with this population (Hourigan, 2007; Linsenmeier, 2004; Salvador, 2010):
When | started here, my principal said, “Oh, don’t worry—just do music therapy with
them.” And | said, “I don’t know music therapy!” “Oh, sure you do.” and | said “Oh, no,
no, no...” She [the principal] said, “Just try something. You'll be fine. Just sing about
wiping your nose or something.”
[Later] From the beginning, | was just trying something new every timecdimme. My
first year, | had no idea what they were capable of doing, because | hadngibe® any
more information than “Don’t worry about it right now, you’'ve got to get to know the
whole rest of the school” from their teacher. And I'm like “No, please, giva htie
bit... The expectations, at least?” (CD Think Aloud, pp. 14-15).
Students in the CI program came to music for 40 minutes twice a week manestr@éh their
age peers, as well as 25 minutes twice a week with their self-contained class
For this study, | observed a fourth grade class that included several stidents
cognitive impairments. Zack and Katie both had Down’s Syndrome and were served in the
upper elementary CI classroom. | did not ask for any additional diagnostic atimnnbecause
Ms. Davis was the subject of my study, and my agreement with the school distoateddhe
students’ information was to remain confidential. Another student in the class,|Abagnot
in the CI program but had severe learning disabilities: “She is still atianieg level word-
wise... [reading] ‘the ball is red’ is hard for her” (CD Think Aloud, pp. 7-8). Thisceaetill

describe Carrie’s differentiation of music instruction for Zack, Katid, Abigail.
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Early childhood approach. When the self-contained CI class attended music, Ms.
Davis used an early childhood model that she learned through a Music Learning Miebyy (
certification course (CD Think Aloud, p. 17). In the MLT early childhood model, instrucgi
informal (Gordon, 2003). There is no particular expectation for response, and the early
childhood music teacher varies the musical content and props according to student
responsiveness in order to foster optimal musical development. That is, althoughltee teac
may have a lesson plan in the form of a list of possible activities (songs, chantsyenvend
related props (drums, egg shakers, scarves, puppets, etc.), this plan is used as a menu of
possibilities to meet the emergent musical needs of individual students whendbeebe
apparent. This informal mode of instruction is not typically used in elementary etugiation.
Elementary teachers often have plans that are structured in a certaimondech activities
have a proscribed amount of time, and which include specific learning goals for thee day
specific expected responses.

In an MLT early childhood music class, children are given constant opportuaities t
respond through vocalization/singing, movement, chanting, or improvisation, and theargleas
sought for how to structure activities (e.g., How can we move? What color shouldnt# pai
What animal can we pretend to be?). Teachers engage individual students in imptmgsed s
chanted, movement, or percussion conversational exchanges that are structured to fost
individual musical development at the level the child demonstrates. Any response is
incorporated into improvised musical conversations or even adapted into the musiitgl act
material by the teacher, but there is no praise or other form of evaluatiomcdeable and
expected that some children may simply absorb the musical environment, and tlogiegist”

response. This child-centered, play-based musical exploration is diffenentypical
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elementary music instruction. In most elementary music classroomsisthherexpectation of
participation and correct or appropriate response. Many of these differemasisuctional style
simply reflect the cognitive development of older children, larger class Bizlementary
settings, and the specific curricular goals that are a part of formal sanooli
According to the MLT early childhood model, music instruction optimally would atar
birth, so expected responses vary from involuntary vocalizations or movements to pirposef
physical or vocal responses, and could even include accurate, recognizablengssich as
moving to a beat or singing (Gordon, 2003). The following fictionalized anecdote syrghesize
moments from several observations to allow the reader to “experience” Ms:Daeithod of
informal instruction, with particular focus on Zack and Katie in this setting.
Ms. Davis starts singing: “Look who's here, it's a friend of mine.” This song
incorporates each student’s name, and the student who is named accompanies the song
on an instrument. Today, it is bongo drums, and Zack plays first. The instrumentalist
also gets to choose how the other students move. Zack wants them to move like a pirate
(swinging a bent arm, squinting an eye, and saying “argh” after each phrase of the
song). He shows this movement rather than verbalizing; he rarely speaks. His playing
on the drum seems random, unrelated to the song.

The students are seated in a circle, and the three paraprofessionals are dispersed
around the circle, seated on the floor next to students who need the most physical and
social assistance. At the end of the song, Zack chooses Maya to have the next turn, and
takes the bongo drums over to her. Maya asks the students to wiggle their eyebrows as
their movement, and she plays the bongos on the beat. Eyebrow wiggling looks funny and

it's hard to sing and wiggle your eyebrows. The adults giggle along with the students.
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This song is familiar, and many students sing. Singing abilities vary widely:

Anna sings loudly and accurately. Katie drones the words in a speaking-voice monotone.
Other students (Austin and Claire) sometimes respond with grunting vocalizations, and
still others, such as Zack, are silent. All three paraprofessionals sing and model the
movements, and seem enthusiastic even on the eleventh time through the song.

Chuck is not singing, and says he is not having fun. He says he wants to go to
gym and he is worried he missed it. Ms. Davis continues the activity, and one of the
paraprofessionals talks to Chuck about how he has to participate. By now, everyone has
taken a turn with the bongo drum, except Austin gives up his turn because he won't take
his hands out of his mouth.

In the course of worrying about gym class, Chuck mentioned that he would like to
play with a ball. Ms. Davis puts the bongos away and starts “Roll the ball like this,” a
song in minor that incorporates a ball as the prop. She did not plan to sing this song
today, but it succeeds in pulling Chuck back into participation.

Ms. Davis used informal music instruction based upon MLT for her self-contained CI

classes. The above anecdote demonstrated her use of student ideas (how to move, whose turn

would be next, etc) and incorporating unplanned activities to draw a student back into the group

(Roll the ball like this). In her informal teaching, Ms. Davis allowed forreetyaof group

musical responses, such as singing and movement, as well as individual responses such a

playing the drums, improvised sung or chanted “conversations,” and singing waeinglep.

Ms. Davis told me over lunch that she is expected to teach social skills during Claagses.

Therefore, she incorporated an emphasis on socialization goals—Ilearningheasichnames,

taking turns, passing things nicely to each other, participation, and followirngane This

141



presented some difficulties, because Ms. Davis preferred to adhere to the limioisitamaking
ideal of voluntary participation, but the Cl room goals included encouraging maximal
participation for each student (CD Think Aloud, p. 17).

Ms. Davis had ample reason to incorporate informal music instruction based upon MLT
for her self-contained ClI classes. MLT'’s early childhood teaching methodsaesimply
intended for children under a certain age, but were designed for students in muse-hbbk
who could not yet audiate—regardless of chronological age (Gordon, 2003 pp. 108-111). The
immersion activities may be used with students of any age who struggle attthing pitch or
finding beat, so they are age-appropriate for this specific group of uppemesnCl students.
Furthermore, MLT early childhood music instruction provides a framework forcrteasining at
the musical and cognitive functioning level of these students. The CI students werg/ not onl
lacking audiation skills, but they were also between the ages of 6 months andif yerans of
their cognitive functioning. Several students in the CI class did not speak, andlthis ea
childhood approach incorporates and values the responses of nonverbal participants. Although
MLT early childhood instructional methods are not specifically intended foreglary-aged
special education populations, Ms. Davis is not the only teacher to apply them in thisexay
is support for this approach in the literature (e.qg., Gruber, 2007; Griffith, 2008;e51204).

Paraprofessionals. | was struck by the musicality and professionalism of the three
paraprofessionals who accompanied the eleven CI students when they attended orusgc. D
my first observation of the ClI class | wrote, “The paraprofessionajsvgell and they are skilled
with facilitating good behavior. They have a good sense of humor” (CD Field Nb8942).

| asked Carrie about how she facilitated this:
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Let's see... | have just pulled [Joan] aside a few times and said, “In musicthiamk

you so much for keeping behavior [under control], can you model the singing for them,
too?” And some days [when she is starting a conversation with another adultjustwi
stop and say, “Are we ready?” and she goes—“Oh, sorry.” ...I've thought, oh my gosh,
sometimes... They talk SO MUCH, when it is really just a little here and. thgarethen,

| go in their room, [and] they are CONSTANTLY talking. Like, that is just the

atmosphere in therlel. In some ways, | can tell they are trying really hard to keep that
under wraps... Janine, just one day said, “Now, some teachers don’t like us to do
anything and sit in the corner, some like us to sit with the kids, and some like us to do
what the kids are doing, and some like us to help them but not sing, what do you want?”
And | said, “Well, here is what | would love.” “OK.” And she is just so natural...

And then, Sharon came in, and the first time she came to my room, | was ready to say,
“Hi, this is what we do...” And she said “Now, you tell me exactly what to do, and if |

am doing it wrong, | don’t care if | have been here for three months, you bust me on it!”

She’s been GREAT (CD Think Aloud, p. 13-14).

It seems that Ms. Davis’s success working with CI students is due in part lerxce

paraprofessionals with whom she has negotiated for a positive classroom environngent. T

paraprofessionals are trusted partners who are valued for their knowledgenditiakeial

students’ physical, behavioral, social, and academic needs. They are expeamtaittie f

appropriate musical and social behavior by providing an excellent model. ©ateesfa

11 Clarification based on observation and conversation with Carrie and the pasapnafes
Most of the CI students are nonverbal, so the adults in the CI classroom talk and laumyewit
another as they deliver physical therapy, occupational therapy, and-$aegchge
programming or teach life skills such as toileting, self-feeding, manipglabjects, etc.
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collaborative professional environment in which she invites participation from the
paraprofessionals and communicates with them about any concerns she might have

Social mainstreaming vs. inclusion.In social mainstreaming, “Students with severe
disabilities are included during regular education... with the goal of providingl sok&raction
with nondisabled peers rather than mastering academic concepts” (Adameko&y 24105, p.
50). That is, material presented during music instruction might not be accessidestudent
with special needs, but music learning is not the goal of social mainstreamiwntriast,
inclusion entails “the [music] teacher collaborat[ing] with special dttutaxperts for
adaptation ideas and support” (p. 50). In an inclusive model, music activities andleoriace
adapted so that students with special needs also progress musically. When Zadieand Ka
attended music with their fourth grade class, whole-class singing and somewhesgroup
instructional activities, such as playing boomwhackers on chord roots, procedutaat wit
observable differentiation other than the paraprofessional who accompanied the@d=geld
Notes 4/21, p. 2).

However, during recorder instruction, Zack used bells tuned to chord roots or melody
(depending on the song being played) and harmonized or played the song the redass the c
was playing (e.g., CD Field Notes 4/19, p. 1). He played the bells by striking a button@m the
of the bell with the palm of his hand, resulting in a pleasant, mellow sound, and accutiatg pla
was facilitated by color-coded notation and the assistance of a paramudésais. Davis
stated that neither Zack nor Katie had the fine motor skills or acadenaioiltgfor the
recorder playing or music reading expected from the rest of the clasb, wds why Zack was
playing bells and using alternative color-coded notation (CD Think Aloud, p. 9). Despite this

acknowledged lack of prerequisite skills, Katie played recorder. | notechthatas often off-
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task, and when she “played,” she was clearly not accurate in her fingerings) coegeng any
holes (CD Field Notes 4/19, p. 1).
When | asked why Ms. Davis had adapted her instruction for Zack and not Katiedshe tol
me that Katie’s parents did not want her to do anything different than her peersar{@ius
Think Aloud, p. 10). Zack’s parents responded differently to the suggestion of an alternate
music curriculum:
They were thrilled. | think partially they didn’t want to have a recordeouteh being
hooted on... They asked... “Is there anything else [other than recorder] we can do?” ...I
said, “Well, actually, yeah. | was thinking of a couple of different thingswieatan do...
| am not just going to have him wave a stick and pretend he is conducting, if that is wha
you are worried about...” And they [said] “Yeah, do whatever he can do to be
successful.”
And then at the beginning of the year, they voiced some concerns to his [CI]
teacher... “We are a little worried about the program [performance] whemgsup, is
he going to stick out like a sore thumb?” ...And [the teacher] said, “Well, Ms. D. will
make sure that it seems like a natural blend.” And then our handbells were on back
order, and all we had was his set... And | had called them and said, “I don’t know what
to do... And they said “No! You know what... He is loving the bells, and that’s his
special thing...”
...l think there are so many battles that they [parents of children with special
needs] have to fight. It seems like there is a spectrum of acceptance. Semetime
think that with Katie’s parents, [they feel like] she can hold a recorder—sheatahikie

everyone else... (CD Think Aloud, p. 10-11).
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Often, the parents of a student with special needs control what services teiecsives,
including whether an adapted curriculum is provided, regardless of the teaqgheits
regarding the educational soundness of this decision. In this case, Ms. Daasidndist abide
by parents’ wishes.
| mentioned another fourth grade student, Abigail, in the course of our think aloud,
because | noticed that she rarely played her recorder in class (e.g.,|€CNdies 5/3 p. 3).
When | asked about it, Carrie reported that Abigail struggled with fine motor comodiaad a
learning disability that affected her music reading skills (CD Thirdud] p. 11). Abigail
gualified for special education services, but her parents did not want her to be labeled:
[Since kindergarten] they've refused... specific like pull-out things. It wststhis year
that she started to be able to go to the resource room. Originally [her t¢acrees] her
in the resource room for a half day when she was younger, to try to [help her]... They
are still trying to crack the code as to what [is going on]... But, [her parentsidfased
the extra help. So, she just has had a little bit of pull out help and a lot of adapting by the
classroom teacher. [Her parents] still want her tested at the levelah#refourth
graders (p. 9).
When Ms. Davis suggested a possible alternative to playing the recorder)'8bigai
parents stated they wanted Abigail to do the same as everyone else in nsssic cla
| didn’t want to put recorders in her hands. | wanted to have her play handbells with
Zack. | had this all planned out. She was going to be his special helper, so it wouldn’t
look like she was not able to do recorders... but that she could follow. | want her to feel
successful so she’ll keep trying. But her parents [said] “She needs to mejereand |

don't care if... [she is not ready]” Well, OK. That is not what | feel is bestdor child,
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but... Even with d@on of extra [help]... she’d come down at lunch, “I want help on my

recorder.” We... this is about as far as she has progres§Ha plays example—fingers

moving, but not on the holes, no tonguing, just puffing air with some sjueaks

(CD Think Aloud, p. 7)

Ms. Davis wanted to differentiate instruction for her students with spe@dtrand even
had ideas for how that could be accomplished, but she was not allowed to implement her ideas
with all students. Zack seemed to be thriving musically while learning tavméydy or chord
roots on bells with alternate notation. “[We started] with the first note of eveagghr and
then with “Hot Cross Buns” he started to fill in some of the other pitches himselthay were
correct” (CD Think Aloud, p. 17). He played “his part” on bells for his CI class and was
glowing with apparent pride (CD Field Notes 5/17, p. 6). A few times, Ms. Davis gaketize
bells for chord roots to a new song without his color-coded notation and asked his
paraprofessional not to intercede, to see if he could hear where he neededé¢gpdicars. He
was inconsistent—sometimes it seemed that he heard, and other times, his p&yied s
random (e.g., CD Field Notes 4/19, p. 1).

Observing Zack and Katie in music with their fourth grade class and in thHeir se
contained CI class invited comparisons of their musicking in these settings.

[Katie]'s not singing as much with this class as she does with the CI classis T

musically beyond her readiness, but her lack of vocal effort might be evidendeetist s

definitely aware that the sounds she produces are not the same as those ard@idl her”

Journal, p. 5).

With Katie especially... [in fourth grade music] she has had a lot of shut down b&havior

before... Where she just... she seems to just need to shut down, but she is still watching.
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She just absorbs for... depending on the activity two classes to two whole months. And
then she jumps right in as if she has been doing it all along, which is fine. But, with the
Cl class, she now has the role of mama hen. She is one of the older ones, and especially
at the beginning of the year, it was so fun. “Now, you sit here, and do this...” (CD Think
Aloud, p. 16).
This difference in Katie’s behavior in the two settings is corroborated Myefdynotes. For
example: “...in this class [CI], rather than being disengaged, Katie pattisipad smiles. It
seems fun for her to operate at this level” (CD Field Notes 5/17, p. 5). Katieas aodimusical
behavior was withdrawn and off-task in fourth grade music, where she often engadeaviorbe
such as playing with her recorder, asking for tissues, and going to the bathrgpoi@QeField
Notes 4/28, p. 2).
Zack was essentially nonverbal, and his participation levels in his selfrmuhtnd
mainstreamed settings did not differ according to my observations. Ms. Dawisented,
His participation is more group-oriented during Cl. More.... Almost oblivious of what
else is going on half the time with the fourth graders. Yet, at the same timae¢haait
of the time, he knows he has a captive audience with them [the fourth grade class] and
they are so loving and encouraging... He will do something again and again to hear that
applause, or to get that “Good job, Zack!” (CD Think Aloud, p. 16).
Inclusion in music class may be more beneficial to students with moderatete se
cognitive impairments than social mainstreaming. Katie took a leapgeadtiin Cl and
withdrew in fourth grade music, while Zack’s behavior was similar in botingsttiThese
differences could have been the result of personality or other factors. HoWatrerwas

physically and academically incapable of many of the tasks she was askhbgkte & fourth
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grade music, and her off-task or withdrawn behavior may be a response to thaatseBéack’s
curriculum was modified in fourth grade music, the musical challenge was appeaprboth
mainstreamed and self-contained settings, and he seemed to be learning)@dmelvi
comfortable both with his age peers and in his self-contained class.

Summary. In today’s diverse school environments, music teachers are expected to serve
students with an increasingly broad spectrum of learning needs (Adamek and Darrgw, 2005
Ms. Davis, like many elementary music teachers, did not feel prepared bydezgraduate
coursework to meet the music learning needs of students with moderate ¢éocegyretive
impairments (Hourigan, 2007; Linsenmeier, 2004; Salvador, 2010). After struggling and
experimenting, she adopted an informal approach based on MLT techniques for tegthing s
contained CI classes, which seemed to offer appropriate musical challadgeseacit musical
responses and behaviors. The musical modeling, teaching skill, and expertiselof the C
paraprofessionals contributed to Ms. Davis’s success in working with thesetstude
Differentiation of instruction for students with cognitive impairments might involedification
of curriculum when they are mainstreamed for music with their age peardDamis’s
experience seems to indicate that, if parents allow this differentiatioayibenbeneficial to
individual students’ music learning.

Constructivism and Differentiation

Much of the differentiated instruction that occurred in Carrie’s classroonhenee been
due to a constructivist approach, in which she functioned as a facilitator. Bédawse
continually evolving, broad and diverse philosophical construct, an extended discussion of
constructivism is outside the scope of the current study. However, | wiliuliescribe a few

of the main theorists and tenets of constructivism. Jean Piaget, Lev Vygotsky,eloéy Bnd
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Jerome Bruner laid the philosophical foundations for current constructivist thinking, and
different subgroups within constructivism (i.e., radical constructivists, lsomatructivists, etc.)
emphasize each of these theorists more or less depending on their asselti®essemtial
underlying principal of constructivism is that new information cannot simplyuangiut. The
learner must actively receive it; “constructing” this new informatiomhiwit Because of this
philosophical principle, classroom applications of the various iterations of conssmdtend to
focus on the following: the learner as an active participant, purposive andtimgevath the
environment; concepts as best learned whole, rather than in isolated patsea vého
facilitates learning by listening to students and offering meaningful preiesolve; and a
cooperative, Socratic, interactive teaching and learning style whichsvaluléiple perspectives
(list condensed from Chen, 2000). Although she did not explicitly use the term
“constructivism,” Eunice Boardman’s Generative Approach to music learningdidaat
1988a, 1988b, 1988c, 1998d) is one application of constructivism in music education.
Ms. Davis also never used the word constructivism, but this approach was evident in how
she taught and how she described her teaching.
You could sum up my philosophy, what they need to get out of music... | want my
students to leave feeling like they can make music. They can worry abina all
technicalities and the labels and things later on in life. At this stage, keantto feel
like they are musicians. If they are not feeling that, they are goingde off... They
won't be as open to further musical experiences (CD Initial Interview, p. 6).
In her classroom applications of this “philosophy,” Ms. Davis utilized constreicapproaches

such as presenting music as holistic activities to be facilitated, threas sequential lessons to
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be taught. Perhaps as a part of her philosophical stance, Carrie also viewegpebeal@hich a
student chose to participate in music education as elective:

| know a lot of people who appreciate music, but who have no clue about anything

musical... Because | have students who don’t get to choose to come to my class, that

have to come whether they like it or not... | am happy if they leave feelindhéhwey

enough tools to make music. Yet, you know, | don’t necessarily need them being able to

identify subdominant function in music by the time they leave fourth grader(iG&l |

Interview, p. 1).

Carrie allowed students’ individual interest to motivate not only their gaation but also the
amount and trajectory of music learning that occurred. Ms. Davis’s camngsuncseemed to
have a direct effect on differentiation of instruction in her classroom.

Teacher as facilitator. Carrie acted as a facilitator in her classroom. She relied on
guestioning, offering strategies, student leadership, and enabling a problemg-apiproach to
encourage students to think and figure things out for themselves.

One of the boys takes private drum lessons and has brought in a drumset to help figure

out how to accompany the “Glam-in-a-can” jingle. He demonstrates his “pukik roc

drumbeat and “jazz” drumbeat. Students in the class try singing the can-camwitteme
each option. A vote between the two is a virtual tie, and the drummer suggests they use

both and trade back and forth between the patterns. They try this and the clasfizgrees t

is a good solution. Ms. Davis’s role in this process was minimal—she asked the boy to

bring in his drums, allowed time for the process, suggested an introduction on drums to
set tempo before the singing started, and oversaw the voting process (CD Fesld Not

5/17, p. 1).
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Rather than simply telling students what she wanted them to know, Ms. Davis taught
indirectly, using questions and requiring the students to problem-solve. She skeely a
right/wrong questions, instead asking for pros/cons, strategies, inputprdaagr conceptual
feedback.

| found as a student, when | was growing up... and the teacher said, “No, this is’'wrong

or, “oh that’s right,” that was it. But there is always more. So for the kids reheady

to go on to more, you can challenge them to create more with whatever they are doing

And, for those who need more help, you can phrase it in a way that empowers them to

keep trying, as opposed shutting down and saying “well, | can’t do it, so why try?” (CD

Initial Interview, p. 1).

Ms. Davis’s teaching style incorporated offering strategies but did not egfairstudents use
them. Students were told to use the ideas that worked for them. For example, in fourth grade
recorders, Carrie told the students to “look for one thing and fix it” (CD Field N&28spl/3).

They played the song, she chanted: “Plan your fix, do not speak, ready again” andybdy pl
again. In between “planning fixes” Ms. Davis had students rocking to macrobeatssaltege,
singing and fingering, and singing note names. Different students chosegiayust to try the
suggested strategy. The accuracy of the whole group’s performance impankedimnas a

result of this exercise.

However, just as when teachers use a direct instructional model, the impact of this
approach on individual learning seemed to vary according to the learner. | could see som
students who did not try any of the suggested “fixes” (p. 4). This may have besisdéwey
were already playing accurately or because they did not want to impravpetfermance. |

saw some students who tried all of the suggested strategies, even though it lob&adlaghey
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were already able to play accurately. Other students, despite tryingpsaithef the strategies,
still did not appear to play accurately. A few students (including Abigail ané Kativell as
one or two others) simply did not play. Without hearing individuals, it was impossible to
ascertain the relative progress of individual students, although some progst$smue been
made, since the sound of the group improved.

Ms. Davis used a similar approach when teaching students to read notation. She
presented notation to students and asked them to listen to the song while looking at the music t
find patterns. As a class, they found places where the notation was the sanee psogs.

Carrie asked them to think about patterns they knew from playing other songs, ectltermg pa
and rhythm pattern reading. They then used this previous knowledge and the patberns in t
notation to “figure it out” (CD Field Notes 5/3, p. 2). | noticed that the students who took
private piano lessons or had other music instruction outside of school could typicaligbte r
upon to provide information, if needed, and students seemed accustomed to working with each
other—asking one another questions and offering each other help. As an observer, | was
continually impressed by Carrie’s ability to gently rebuff students who sesking more
direction, her polite refusal to coach students toward an answer, and how she declwed to gi
ideas to students who were struggling. Eventually, most students either worked atiba eal
their own or took advantage of the expertise of another student, although a few stietrats se
to disengage.

| have a lot of bite marks in my tongueld both laugh | guess | kind of stumbled

across that maybe 5, 6, 7 years ago at some point... We were doing a class composition,

and at the end of class, | stopped and said [to myself], “Wait a minute, thoselweye al

ideas!” ...l was letting them come up to the piano and play a few notes, and try to find a
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melodic up or down that they liked. And they would get something that wouldn’t quite fit
into the tonality. So then I'd modify it, and the kids would go, “Oh, yeah, that!!'” And |
was thinking, “Oh, I'm using their ideas, I'm just making it better.” But, i W&
composition and not the kids’. They were still proud of it and felt like it was their own,
but it wasn’t really theirs.
So, I've tried to step back and observe, and see... It is kind of fun to watch, too.
To see if they really do arrive at an answer that fits the description of wdwagoal is
supposed to be. It tells me a lot more about their learning, when they completely get
there, and on their own. If they can do that, then “aha!” If they are totally &ar.aw
Everything inside of me is going... “No no no that’s not right, see if you can make it
sound better.” But, to let them go through that process themselves, it seems to be a
stronger reinforcement of learning, and a stronger picture for me... A snapshat of t
thought process, which is more important than the product (CD Initial Interview, p. 2).
One of the goals in a constructivist music classroom would be to foster sel&oot and
learning independence so that students might be more likely to undertake mnofextghings
out by themselves (Chen, 2000). When | asked if some students might prefepecdie s
guidance, Carrie replied,
Definitely. And I try to incorporate some of that... there are days where sitndlown
and say “OK, kids. | am going to give you a lot of rules to follow in this activigause
we know some friends really like to have a lot of rules to follow.” So... You didn’t see
any of that while you were here (CD Think Aloud, p. 2).
Essentially, Carrie facilitated music learning by providing strategnd allowing students to use

them (or not) and by assigning musical problems to solve and staying out of thestuayesass
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struggled through them. Because | did not hear responses from individual studentsctlué eff
this facilitation on the music learning of individual students was difficult tertesa.

Positioning herself as a facilitator who allowed students to work through problems
resulted in a classroom atmosphere that might seem chaotic to somesteAitteasr | asked her
about this, Carrie replied:

It seems chaotic to me, too. It is totally against everything thatdaanfiortable with.

Basically, | am a very type-A kind of personality. | want everything lung@nd in

order. But my first couple of years teaching, | noticed that kids just wdreimg) very

creative. Then, | went to some workshop... We were working in small groups, pretending

we were kids. And there was a group that | remember they—on purpose—started to do
something a little off-task. But, it was still musically related. | think thvere curious to

see what she [the workshop leader] would do. And she somehow just gave them enough

guided prompts here and there, that she was able to incorporate that into what ¢hey wer

doing. And we were just all going “whoah!” And then, because she hadn’t said: “No, stop
it, do what | asked you to do.” Theirs ended up being the strongest [project], because
they could incorporate... Sometimes with kids they seem to need that, “Let me work

around it,” or “Let me see what others are doing,” because their ideas don’sflow a

readily... (CD Think Aloud p. 1).

Student needs such as those she described resulted in students floating from gowyptto gr
see what others were doing and a high amount of classroom noise as students ergdeaimlent
talked. Ms. Davis frequently did not redirect behavior that seemed off-taskdB.érield Notes
4/19, p. 3) because she believed that different students’ learning processesl r@ganiety of

behavior.
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Carrie’s role as facilitator transferred most of the responsibditglssroom
management onto the students. In my field notes, | made frequent refershagents solving
their own problems within a group (e.g., CD Field Notes 4/19, p. 2) and calming down
extraneous noise from other students so class could continue (e.g., CD Field Notes 4/21, p. 2)
When Ms. Davis did intervene, it was typically brief and (1) subtle and individual, or (2¢-whol
group and logistical. For example:
(1) Think ADHD children who did not take their meds, in class at 2:30 PM and
completely distracted by noise... | bite my lip, fight for the right words... sidl®@up t
that child inconspicuously, ask them quietly if there’s a spot they see where bleey’
able to concentrate better, and give them more space to wiggle beyond the boundaries

because that's what they need at the moment (CD Journal p. 13).

Two boys have been pretty poorly behaved—talking to each other and poking each
other with their recorders during a class discussion. The whole class is nrowning f
the circle to sit near the board. During the brief period of chatting, walkithg a

settling back in, Carrie walks over to the two boys and simply says, “Take this
opportunity to solve the problem.” They do not sit together up at the board (CD Field

Notes, 5/17, p. 3).

(2) Ms. Davis stops the group discussion of which ideas should be incorporated

into the commercials as jingles. She says, “Ideas are not bad or good.. aliéas c

good in different ways.” She asks the students to be careful of how they give
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comments and feedback. “How would that feel if someone said that to me? | have to

think about what | am saying” (CD Field Notes 5/12, p. 2).

The third grade class has chosen dancing the Virginia Reel as a for-furabtigday
instead of working on their scripts. As the dance progresses, some studerddstart t
picky about touching other students, primarily based on gender differences, but also
some personal issues. (That is, some people of the opposite gender seem to be OK
but not others). As the reel continues this behavior escalates, with some boys
refusing turns to reel. | was surprised that Carrie did not intervene, diththigk

she hoped the students would take charge and correct the problem. After a few
minutes of dysfunction, she turns off the music and tells the students they need to
respect one another and the reel. She starts the music again and the problem is

resolved (CD Field Notes 4/21, p. 4).

| often commented in my notes about how well students managed challenges withielg Car

intervention, such as getting the needed materials for a project (e.g., l@DI&ies 5/26, p. 2),

putting materials in their binders (CD Field Notes 5/3, p. 1), and deciding who woaduyat

with an instrument (e.g., CD Field Notes 4/19, p. 2). However, just as some studanmtggref

more direction on projects, | wondered if some students would prefer that Ms. Dawisiiaker

to intervene or more direct in her classroom management style. For exangpieed some

exasperated, frustrated faces, voices, and words in third grade as some strdemtally

strove to keep the class on track, particularly as the performance date |doseedwd closer

(e.g., CD Field Notes 4/28, p. 4).
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As a part of her role as facilitator, Ms. Davis strove to be sensitive to the

psychological/sociological needs of her students. This sensitivity soesetasulted in

changing her lesson plans. The third grade students came straight to musheirgym class,

and one hot, humid day they ran a mile as part of their fithess evaluation for ti€ Peaeld

Notes 4/21, p. 3).
| basically threw everything out the window plan-wise for the day when the &de m
from running that mile. Wow. Even Riley, who is 100% athletic and full of energy...
came in and sat down silently, red-faced, and seemed down-right lethargic. Qhavent
fan, out went the lights, and | had them listen silently td_theraCD. My intent was to
listen for a minute or two, let them relax, and then go on to [the planned activity].
However, by the end, they remained quiet (a huge sign for this class that sgnesetiot
right) and content to lie on the floor. To give them more time to re-chargadedemn
the spot to have then listen to the piece again, this time listening for timbral things—one
voice vs. many... solo vs. unison—this wound up requiring further listens. Musically, |
learned very little about the class today. (CD Journal, p. 7).

Only 17 students were in the classroom—several were in the office witedvaiskles or

cramps. The students trickled into music class, and some had clearly beei(@byifigld

Notes 4/21, p. 3).
By the time they seemed to be perking up and most of the class was finally in the room
and over their “injuries” there were only a few precious minutes remainingn @eir
mental state, | decided to ditch everything and just improvised what to do until the end. |
had no real motive other than filling time. Poor instruction, yes, but sometimes {ou jus

have to cut your losses. | came, | tried, they weren’t at a point to receiveanainde |
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adjusted, they remained unready, | adjusted more, they started to recoup,dgonéNin
some, lose some (CD Journal, p. 8).
The students had work to do on their scripts and the music for their mini-commercials
However, Carrie noticed their exhaustion and stress and changed her plan tongpthat
would soothe them and allow them to rest. This excerpt also illustrates how btgidaavis
could be of her own instructional choices; she might not have given herself enough ctédit fo
music learning that may have occurred from students listening and evalupictsas an
unfamiliar recording.
Ms. Davis’s role as facilitator also led to changes in lesson planning based on musi
learning needs.
| had to do reactive teaching at that point in time... As rhythms were the biggest
challenge for this, we hopped up to keep the macrobeat and microbeat while hearing the
patterns in the song, repeating the patterns in the song, and reading the ipatterns
song with no help from me. That was the instant plan (CD Journal, p. 11).
On another occasion, Ms. Davis told me she felt like the kids “just need to play,” andshetw
going to work on their recorder performance material that day (CD Field M(##, p. 1). The
lesson that followed included learning a new s@@ndy Lany] singing melody and chord roots
in small groups, playing tonic and dominant chords on boomwhackers, leSandyg Landdn
recorders, and playing chord roots on recorders, including learning a newniin@ew D).
This was a strong music lesson that Carrie improvised because she felt thesstiede tired of
working on their performance material.
Carrie was reflective about her practice and often critical of liensélthe choices she

made during improvisational teaching based upon the immediate needs of hesstudent
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| switched gears with the rhythmic work a little but, but, reflecting blesikould have
entirely scrapped the piece, gone on to another activity, and them come back to it.
Instead, | foolishly decided to plow ahead. Never mind the signals of obvious “I'm
done” from so many of the students (Hear that buzz? See those restless mavedeents
the dueling recorder rods? | did, but | chose to ignore them)... In retrospeckashkis c
session was two thumbs down. | gathered very little to no musical insight into my
students. My students became disengaged probably about 20 seconds into [the activity],
yet | kept going because | couldn’t think of what else to do.... | know | missed a lot of
behavioral clues that normally would have tipped me off to switch gears, takerardif
route, ditch things altogether... (CD Journal, p. 12).

Ms. Davis’s skill as a facilitator and her improvisational teaching wedeatin the third grade

group composition projects, which were organic, evolving, and student-driven.
With third grade right now, because they are working on kind of composing their own
thing, my goals are quite open at the moment, seeing where we need to gaftelrike
today, | want to steer them toward hearing a sense of finality in a piecgingrthem
back to what they already know about form... A lot of their experimentation today was
jut kind of random, with no pitch center. | want to try to steer them toward getting some
sense of fixed tonality in their piece... A lot of it was, they were just soeekwaiith
those instruments that they rarely get to use. So that’'s going to be one ghtmomw
goals (CD Initial Interview, p. 7).

Carrie’s improvisational teaching was sensitive to students’ psychal@gid sociological

states, as well as their music learning needs. It also sometirakbsdas stops and starts and

incompletions of the music learning it was intended to facilitate. For exathpleoaching
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toward a sense of pitch center and finality mentioned above never occurred, and rinecexale
melodic material from that day’s work was never revisited (CD Fiel@®pperhaps because of
the time pressures of the upcoming performance. In another example, thersnah of the

“Tom lzzo Show” skit did not have any music (CD Field Notes 5/24, p. 1). However, | rdcorde
a jingle that a child composed in group work and performed for the class €@EDNgites 5/12,

p. 2) that would have functioned well in the performances (Figure 5.1).

Figure 5.1 Tom lzzo Jingle
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Ms. Davis’s role as facilitator allowed her students to take the lead inadassr
management, group dynamics, and music learning. The extent to which individual students
benefited from this approach in terms of their music learning may have varestidratheir
personality and prior music experience. Teaching through questioning and problem solvi
might encourage higher-order thinking about music. Most of the effects of teaela@ilizator
seemed social in nature—encouraging self-monitoring, self-control, leguleastiself-
motivation.

Differentiation inherent in Ms. Davis’s practice of constructivism In the classes |
observed, some differentiation of instruction was inherent in the way that &aplied
constructivism. Ms. Davis’s use of choice allowed students considerable freedoertoimet
what they worked on and how they approached their goals. Flexible groups utiideatst
with dissimilar social and musical backgrounds as teachers and leaderdenedtthted by
learning style. Use of centers was one way Ms. Davis allowed studentstg ehpathways to

interact with music information and demonstrate what they had learned.
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Ms. Davis allowed her students considerable latitude to choose how they would work and
what they would work on. For example, during one group composition project, | noticed a
student circulating around all the groups (CD Field Notes 4/19, p. 1). He did not appear to be
working on the project but seemed off-task and social. However, after a fevesyinet
returned to his group, sat down, and offered some ideas. Ms. Davis chose not to intervene:

That's just kind of what | have observed just become part of his style. He just needs to

make sure that everyone else is doing it, so... | think in some ways, it has proven to be

more effective to let him wander first. At times, | have tried: “Ajhti go back and get

to work,” and he can’t focus then. | think he has to get out all of his people issues before

he can get to work (CD Think Aloud, p.1).
| asked Ms. Davis about allowing individuals and groups of students to choose how they
approached a task, and she replied: “As far as individual learning stylesyésakigs the
freedom to use their best method of learning, and problem-solving to get to thensofui that,
to me, is a huge piece of individualization” (CD Think Aloud, p. 5).

Carrie also allowed choice regarding participation, not only whether studantsdixto
participate but also the form participation would take. One day, a group of third grdelets
demonstrated melodic ideas on xylophones, but only two of the three boys played the
instruments. When another student said they should all play, the boy said he did not want t
“...because | su—stink” (CD Field Notes 4-19, p. 3). Ms. Davis said she did not agrde(that
stinks) but that she would not require him to play. In a fourth grade lesson, students wer
allowed to choose whether to sing with Ms. Davis as she taught a new song, to sindj in smal
groups, to sing melody or harmony, to play boomwhackers, sing, and/or play recorders, on

melody or harmony (CD Field Notes 4/21, p. 1). | did not notice any students who opted out of
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any of these activities other than singing in small groups. The studentsaalesure that the
recorder, boomwhacker, and singing parts were each represented withous @éerneention.
Students also could choose their own level of challenge in recorder belt (€ddirkgeld Notes
5/3, p. 2). Testing to earn different colored “belts” tied on their recorders totlefteeasing
levels of skill took place during lunch and recess and was voluntary.

Student choice also was reflected in how long activities lasted. For exangplbams
told students they would have 15 minutes to write their self-evaluations, but thaaiaaslly
wrote for 35 minutes because nearly all the students were quietly working thattiiel Even
after that amount of time, six students chose to continue writing in the hall verie @ught a
new activity. Sometimes the choices made by students were not as positiveg dharwhole-
class compositional process, some kids were lying down and seemed disengagedd CD F
Notes 5/5, p. 4). Other students were braiding one another’s hair. These students tigcasiona
contributed an idea, but mostly the composition proceeded without them.

Students working in a variety of groups resulted in differentiation of instrucgion b
learning/work style and sophistication of response. Ms. Davis nearly alwawedlstudents to
choose their own groups, “Because they know whom they work well with, and that class, in
particular, seems to migrate toward the people who think the same mugiC&lyhink Aloud,
p. 5). Student choice in groups seemed to result in different amounts of music learning f
different students. In one composition activity, | saw responses rangmgkploration (i.e.,
just pounding the bars or glissandos), to two children who worked together to create something
replicable but quasi-improvised, to another group who negotiated a formal compoaiton:
major scale with a rhythmic motif in parallel and contrary motion, withnaliing coda (CD

Field Notes 4-19, p. 3). This difference in the sophistication of responses vealyd®n a result
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of differing levels of music readiness and also might have reflected gdeyials of effort or
attention.
Although I was not present on a day Ms. Davis used centers, she described centers in a
think aloud. It sounds as though centers offered a variety of pathways to music leachaigo
a number of ways that students could express their music achievement. Ms. Dal} (Ms
stated that various centers were available different days throughoetatheng described a
sample set of centers from a day when she was assessing recorder aaitievem
...we had a warm up and play with Ms. D. center, we had a center where they were
practicing their recorder piece that they would be being assessed ahetpbat they
each had a different job to do, they had to rotate. There was someone, they were
practicing their conducting, so one person had to bring the other players in. They were
checking for fingerings and just doing little brush-ups and things. There veasea c
where they were given a new piece of [notated] music to decode, togetheureaofid
on their recorder, to see if they could figure out what song it was... It was fundio-wat
to get to that point “Oh, that’s this song!” For them to figure that out. We had-#l ca
our games station, | have a couple of musical games where it’s like memory with
pitches... reinforcing that notation. We had a power point game going over here with
recorder fingerings—it was skill day. And over there they were inventimgave
games with rhythms (CD Think Aloud, p. 4-5).
Centers-based learning allowed students to work in small groups on a number ofttagks w
variety of music learning requirements, modes of expression, and levels afliiffic
Ms. Davis’s practice of constructivism included several embedded methods of

differentiating instruction. Students were allowed to choose their degreectimodof
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participation. Students chose different groups on different days and wererihergifosed to
diverse work styles and levels of background knowledds. Davis designed centers to
encourage students to interact with various ways of learning about music andiegptfesr
music achievement. Differentiation of instruction by learning style viheead that united these
subthemes. Addressing different learning styles was mentioned in eacheofitfe® contexts
and also was evident in Carrie’s varied approaches to whole-group instruction.
Cooperative, collaborative learning atmosphere.The main effect of Carrie’s
philosophy and teaching style was a cooperative, collaborative learmogpitere. Students

got their own band-aids without asking (CD Field Notes 5/26, p. 1), policed their ownfleve

talking (e.g., CD Field Notes 5/12, p. 1), helped one another (e.g., CD Field Notes 5/24 p. 1), and

shared ideas and critiques (e.g., CD Field Notes 5/19, p. 1; 5/17 p. 3), all typically in a
harmonious, happy manner.

Some of it may be the school climate. Teachers ALWAYS greet me in the hal

here, and students who don’t know me often say “hi” in passing... There is more sense of

comfort in sharing ideas and also more self-regulation than | have seen iretiihgss
Perhaps it is Carrie that causes this. She allows the students to talk nfolesrvaibd

with each other. She encourages them to take leadership and to solve their own

problems. The students exhibit caring interactions with one another, and Carrie models

caring interactions with them. Today as the third graders were entiegiletassroom, a
girl was taking off her sweatshirt and threw it to the side. The zipper hit anbtlieinc
the face. She apologized to him, and went to pick it up to put it where she had been

trying to throw it. The situation was resolved on its own. | have been in other settings
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where this would have led to an altercation that required teacher interventiogh€l@D

Notes 4/28, p. 1).

Ms. Davis’slaissez fairemanagement approach appeared to result in different levels of music
learning from different people. It also fostered a sense of collaborationxdmpke, students
would perform their group work for one another and offer feedback without being askedto do s
(CD Field Notes 4/19, p. 2). Students also were subtle in assisting one anotherthlgréue,

a girl asked “Are we on Zippy Toad Slide [one of the recorder songs]?” and Ms.rBglied,

“No, Big Boing Theory” (CD Field Notes 5/5, p. 1). | could see the questioner's naumsl she

was on the correct song. However, the two boys next to her had been on the wrong page and
were looking very puzzled. She seemed to ask the question for their benefit.

Collaboration and cooperation were apparent especially in students’ treatntergeof t
with special needs. Abigail often withdrew or played with her recorder wheavsof
frustration with learning recorder got too high (CD Think Aloud p. 7). However, one day
another student noticed and helped her with a new fingering by physically gicifiggers on
the recorder (CD Field Notes 4/21, p. 2). | do not know if this resulted in Abigail mgster
new skill, but it appeared to increase her level of participation and appaj@rnent. In a
similar situation, the student sitting next to Katie pointed with her fifayefatie to follow in
the music (CD Field Notes 5/3, p. 2). | do not think that simply pointing in the music made it
possible for Katie to read it, but her level of participation and positive affeeiased. | also
observed students helping a substitute paraprofessional find the correct b&diskfto play
(CD Field Notes 4/28, p. 2). On another occasion, Zack’s paraprofessional wasttal\isig
Davis about coding his music (CD Field Notes, 5/3 p. 1). A girl from the class wzdiogdo

the circle, and he tried to hug her. She firmly said, “Zack, no hug” and touched his dwdstretc
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arms in a way that held him back (both voice and touch were gentle and appropriate). He
hugged her anyway by ducking under her arms. She patted him on the head and stepped back.
Another girl helped her disengage from him and get him seated between the twu.of the
Allowing students to handle their own problems seemed to result in some excelldnhsoh

these and other scenarios.

Some of this collaboration and cooperation seemed to result from Ms. Davis’s aceeptanc
of behavior that might seem off-task and from her persistent solicitation andrappare
appreciation of student ideas. One day, a student arrived 15 minutes late. Other gtadtts
her verbally, and one girl got up, gave the late student a hug, had her join her groaptedd st
to tell her what they were working on (CD Field Notes, 4/28, p.4). If Ms. Davis had irgdrven
to stop the greetings and given directions herself, this opportunity for coopesatilld have
been lost. In another example, one of the raps a group composed contained a loud raspberry
sound (tongue protruded blowing). At the time of composition, Ms. Davis simply accdeigted t
and allowed the students to teach their rap to the rest of the class with that solsdldCD
Notes 4/28, p.5). The following week, some students initiated a discussion about the raspberry
sound (CD Field Notes 5/3, p. 4). They did not want to make that sound in a performance. They
asserted that their parents would not like it, that the raspberry is nottfesged is a sound that
some kids get in trouble for making. The students negotiated a satisfactorpcoseprand all
of this occurred with very little guidance from Ms. Davis.

However, this negotiation and consensus building came at a cost. The whole class
discussed nearly every decision that was made as the third gradenedésar performance,
from who got what part (CD Field Notes 5/3, p. 4), to which music went with what (CD Field

Notes 5/5, p. 3-4), to what everyone should wear and what props would be used (CD Field Notes
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5/24, p. 1). This ensured that the performance truly was “theirs” and also resulssitimé
for making music. Also, the cooperation and collaboration were not without conflict,
particularly as the performance deadline approached. One altercatioddat shaking a face
while another one was singing) derailed the entire class for nearly tetes{(QD Field Notes
5/12, p. 2). Ineffective leadership from a student “director” led to considerabteation, some
name-calling, and even some pushing (CD Field Notes 5/19, p. 2). The group asked for Ms.
Davis’s intervention several times, and she did assist, but only briefly as skgings$o
facilitate five groups that day. In fourth grade, a discussion regardingemes with a
substitute teacher took nearly 25 of the class’s 40 minutes of music time (GD&ies, 4/28
p. 1-2).
My plan today was to get students’ reactions to our substitute teacherpllistgtier
items on plan]. What resulted was a longer than anticipated review of the sub’s job...
Followed by an unplanned review of recorder technique [because] part of the students
beef with the sub was that she wanted them to play with correct hand placement (CD
Journal, p. 9).
Ms. Davis seemed to want the students to feel their opinions and wishes were valued and to
foster a sense of ownership of the class climate and curriculum, somedgukisg in
diminished music learning because of the time devoted to discussion of non-music topics.
Summary of constructivism and differentiation. A constructivist educational
philosophy seemed responsible for much of the differentiation in Ms. Davis’sodass She
primarily acted as a facilitator, teaching through questions and Inygseftt problems to solve,
and transferred much of the responsibility for classroom management andgeantaither

students. Carrie improvised new lessons or instructional material whentghatfstudents

168



needed scaffolding or they were socially unprepared for music learningDaMis offered
students choices regarding their level and type of participation, how they appraasigned
tasks, and what kind of classroom climate they created. Some of these choéced fost
differentiation of instruction by learning style or response mode, and theseofype
differentiation were also provided through use of centers and flexible grouping.

The main result of Ms. Davis’s role as facilitator and her constructivist phihys
seemed to be a cooperative and collaborative learning atmosphere, which fostered some
differentiation of instruction/music learning. Students interacted with ether and with
musical material in a generally kind, cheerful, and thoughtful manner. Hoveeweetimes
working toward the learning environment she sought may have paradoxicallydesudes
music learning, as discussions and consensus building meant a considerable amoeni of tim
music class was spent talking about non-musical topics rather than musicking.

Chapter Summary

Carrie Davis took considerable risks in participating in this project durnggatime of
the school year. | observed teaching that she felt was not her best, suenaherdrilled
recorders. | also saw her try out something unfamiliar—facilitatirglsgnoup compositions
for performance. | am grateful that she shared these teaching moments yatidralowed me
to analyze them and report my findings. | wanted to see real-life tgaemd | have worked
diligently to honor her participation with an honest portrayal.

Ms. Davis reported use of a variety of assessment methods in her typibalgestyle.
She used PMMA twice a year in most of the grades she taught, graded studentst @anmgdgpor
twice a year, and used other formal assessments such as note recogrstiddhtestdvocated a

model in which assessments were used to inform instruction rather than asoagnaade
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students. Carrie felt that assessments needed to be of individual performairtes to be
useful, and felt that the number of students she taught and how infrequently she savatleem
this difficult. Information on Ms. Davis’s assessment practices wasudiffor me to
triangulate, because | did not observe her typical teaching.

During the observation period, Carrie’s third grade students wrote their own mini-
musicals for their end of year performance. These projects were undertaksibie froups,
resulted in various work styles, combinations of background knowledge, student |gad#eshi
and levels of response sophistication. Sometimes, student leaders emerged  dindestkigey
were assigned. The projects were student-centered in that students chesatopcscripts,
and directed the mini-musicals. Ms. Davis assessed for performance reddingsl not appear
to track music learning as a result of these activities. The compositiaityaatlminated in
performance for an audience and an extended self-evaluation, in which studeatgyprim
commented on social aspects of the project.

Ms. Davis taught students with cognitive impairments (Cl) in both self-codtaime
mainstreamed settings. In the self-contained ClI class, she used arhédhigod approach that
she learned in a Music Learning Theory certification course. This appreacied appropriate
both in terms of cognitive and musical readiness for the CI population. Carrie texhatia
positive relationship with the Cl paraprofessionals, who were valued expehts students’
needs, and who participated as active, enthusiastic musical models. | wascdisierve two
students in both self-contained and mainstreamed settings. At their parentst, r€gtie was
socially mainstreamed, while curricular material was adapted to rekisZanusic learning
needs. It appeared that the inclusion model used for Zack may be more benefigtdntsst

with special needs.
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Based on observation, interviews, and think alouds, Ms. Davis’s teaching philosophy
seemed constructivist. She functioned as a facilitator in her classroom,peitboma that
involved questioning and required students to think of their own solutions. Her role as a
facilitator extended to classroom management and transferred much opiresiiesity of
management onto the students. As a facilitator, she improvised new lessonsudbets st
demonstrated a need for scaffolding or when the material she had plaenestiaunfit for the
social needs of the students that day. Ms. Davis’s constructivism also wesnappaer use of
choice and centers, as well as flexible grouping practices. The prirsatyyokCarrie’s
constructivism and facilitation seemed to be a cooperative and collaboeatine g
atmosphere. Balancing musicking with the discussion and consensus buildingiremaresate
that atmosphere was sometimes difficult, and some students may have berugfitetbfe
guidance, both in terms of their behavior and their music learning.

| did not observe much evidence of assessment practices, just as Ms. Davis had feared i
our initial interview. | think music learning was difficult to assess bexthere were no specific
goals for any of the projects. Good assessment flows naturally from aswoiadilcim reflected
in planned learning. However, such a direct instruction model may be prone to a lacleof-s
centered features such as student-chosen topics, valuing student background émaisical
otherwise), or allowing differentiation of learning style, response styllevel of musical
sophistication. Ms. Davis’s teaching did allow this differentiation. Perhapaalphusic
teaching and learning would occur somewhere in the middle of this continuum. While | did not
see the connection | was looking for between assessment practices aedtditfen of
instruction in Ms. Davis’s teaching, | did see differentiated instruction. dnD4vis’s classes,

differentiation was more often social in nature than related to sequensal l@arning. This
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may be where assessment has a role to play: ensuring that individual studeetsprog

musically.
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Chapter Six: Results
Hailey Stevens: Assessment and Differentiation Intertwined

Hailey Stevens’ eyes twinkle and her nose wrinkles as she laughs “Oh, no! | didn’t trick
any of you! Let’s see if you can get this one!” First grade students sit cross-legged ootthe fl
in three rows, hands in their laps and eyes intent on their teacher. They all know that the next
challenge might be for the whole group or any individual in the group. An egg timer buzzes, and
the kids groan. “Well, | guess I'll have to wait and get you next time, vegetables are done for
today.”

Ms. Stevens starts to sing a folk song, and continues to sing as she puts the class binder
down on her music stand and uses sign language to tell the students to stand. They follow her
nonverbal instruction and she leads them in a movement activity related to levelsinfebeat
song with paired triple meter. Movement is easy in this classroom, where the only ohairs ar
behind Ms. Stevens’ desk and at the six computer stations. One wall features a white board, and
the remaining walls are filled with shelving and cabinets where instruments and props are
stored. Orff instruments on and off stands fill the corner of the room across from MfsStev
desk.

The movement activity has ended, and the students are standing on the blue circle
ornamenting the otherwise drab grey carpeting. Ms. Stevens picks up a small stool, and the
children grin and wiggle in anticipation of continuing the game they started last week. In the
context of the game, each child will get at least one turn to stand on the stool and make up a
sung pattern for the rest of the class to echo. The game includes a song, which the students sing
without Ms. Stevens’ assistance. She comments on each student’s performance andhatcords t

they have had a turn in her palm pilot. | know that she is actually rating their performance in
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terms of singing voice development and adherence to the tonality of the game song. The game

continues for about fifteen turns, maybe four minutes, and then they move on to a new activity.

When my initial email asking Hailey Stevens to participate in this degsmrtwent
unanswered, | was disappointed. From the beginning of my doctoral study, | had beao urge
go see Hailey teach, because my advisor thought so highly of her. When | solicitedaadvi
possible participants from faculty at other universities in the area, B\er®& name was at the
top of several lists. | decided to email her again and was pleased when she respdnded wit
guestions about what participation would entail and then ultimately agreed to ptaticipa
following chapter explores each of my guiding questions and the themes tihgéernem data
analysis, including the impact of Ms. Stevens’ beliefs on her teaching and hemvtlenment
she created in her classroom impacted assessment and differentiatidruofiams
When and How was Music Learning Assessed?

In Hailey Stevens’ teaching, assessment was a part of nearly etreity,aand several
activities in each class were designed to allow formal tracking of individudént progress on
specific musical skills. Therefore, the discussion of when and how Ms. Stesessed
students will be combined. Learning Sequence Activities (LSAs) and embexstdsdraents
took place in every class, but some assessments—report cards, aptitude testindgteand w
assessments—took place less frequently, so | will discuss those first.

Report cards. Ms. Stevens was required to grade her students once a year using report
cards supplied by her school district. Hailey did not like grading only once, “...bdatanbe
gives that one snapshot, it doesn’t show any progress over time... | would like to do [report

cards] first trimester and last trimester, so there is some tinm®¥o growth” (HS Initial
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Interview, p. 3). As a district, the music teachers decided not to grade kiteersfadents,
which Ms. Stevens liked, “[b]Jecause they are all so young, and developmentaléyehed! in
different places” (HS Initial Interview, p. 2). In grades 1 through 5, the distdodated
grading on two grade-level specific benchmarks. The report cards algdgar two blank slots
where individual teachers could fill in benchmarks they wished to assess. “&Gmhers just do
the two required. | like to put in the additional two, so the parents have that informat®n” (H
Initial Interview, p. 2). Ms. Stevens described the report card gradirgnsyst
The grading system... aligns with what the classroom teachers do. N is nowce, D i
developing, so they are progressing towards grade level, P is proficient, scethéy a
grade level, and it used to be H for high achievement. Which they've just recetgly got
rid of, and now you can give a P+, which is really the same thing, right? [chuckles] S
the student is consistently achieving, going above and beyond grade leveltexpecta
(HS Initial Interview, pp. 2-3).
| asked what she thought of this system, and she replied:
| like the system, that it's not ABCDE traditional letter grades, bedausel of takes
away from that label. Like, an A is a good student and a D is a bad student. It kind of
takes us away from that mentality, to really focusing on: are they aclignan
benchmark? Are they progressing towards the benchmark? (HS Initizidatep. 3)
| asked if she thought that the expectation of grading on a report card affedirestroetion or
student learning, and she said,
| try not to let it. I'm not the kind of person who says to the kids: “You’re gonna get a
grade on this” or “When | do your report cardsh@kes her finger and sco\ilsYou

know what | mean? | don’t hang grades over their heads.... (HS Initial Interview, p. 4).
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Ms. Stevens indicated in our first interview that report cards were not the@aaon to
assess musical skills and abilities (HS Initial Interview, p. 1). Indhese of our conversations
and my observations, it became clear that Ms. Stevens collected more ass@#sEmmation
than was reflected on the report cards:

| would say, depending on the grade level, maybe half of it is on the report card. The

other half is just things for me that inform my teaching and help me keep track of

[students’] progress for my own sake (HS Final Interview, p. 5).

Ms. Stevens seemed to separate grading for report cards from evasgdagment in her
classroom.

| just feel like those are two different purposes for assessment. There is gideothat

informs your own teaching, and helps you adjust your instruction to the students. And

then there is the assessment that you use when you actually have to make dlesse gra

The one that is just for me... and it is going to help me teach them better. And the other

one, everybody else sees... (HS Final Interview, p. 5).

Most of the assessments Ms. Stevens implemented were integrated intoinstyuietional
activities. However, sometimes Hailey would assess specificallgportrcards:

And the things where | feel like we are just focusing on the assessment finatine

instuction]... [l]t's usually something for the report card that | don’tlyezdre about.

Like in 2" grade... we have to assess if [students] can identify step, skip, leap and repeat

in notation. | don’t really care about that for my second graders, | wantthanmg it,

and being able to do it.... So | teach it with one or two activities, we go over it, | d like

token little written assessment, and that’s it (HS Final Interview, p. 8).
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Ms. Stevens seldom assessed acontextually, but when she did, it was because ttadepor
included mandated benchmarks that she did not view as valuable to the students’ nmisg: lear

Aptitude testing. Ms. Stevens administered tRemary Measures of Music Audiation
(PMMA,; Gordon, 1986) to lower elementary students andriteemediate Measures of Music
Audiation(IMMA,; Gordon, 1986) to upper elementary students every fall and every spring,
“...s0 | can see where each student’s potential is, tonally and rhythmidallyél(Interview, p.

5). PMMA and IMMA both consist of tonal and rhythm subtests, which each take about thirty
minutes to administer. Testing materials are aural, and students do not need to &kéymusic
literate or literate in written English to answer. Scoring students’ respoesults in a

percentile ranking of music aptitude, which is normed (Gordon, 1986).

Written assessments.Ms. Stevens administered a few written assessments of students’
musical comprehension, each directly related to measuring benchmarkeddxyuine report
cards (HS Final Interview, p. 8). During the observation period for this study, vedgero
written quizzes in first grade. One tested students’ ability to tell sammedifferent when Ms.
Stevens sang brief tonal examples (HS Field Notes 2/25, p. 3), and the other assessaitity
to label form (e.g., ABA) in aural examples of familiar and unfamiliar sontfeowi words (HS
Field Notes 3/18, p. 2). Each of these tests took about 20 minutes of the 40-minute music class.
| did not observe similar written tests in third grade. Ms. Stevens did not liksigmavritten
work:

| don’t tend to do much written work/assessment, especially with youngkrsgr'ou
happened to see two written assessments in 1st grade recently because | Isags to as
those benchmarks for their report cards. The elementary music departmeecidad

that identifying same/different musical ideas is one of the four benchnmatkshould be
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reported on the card. This is something | do teach, but I've had to create wottetot
formally assess it. Typically, rather than written work, | prefer sess students’ skills in
a musical way, such as through singing, moving, and playing. | tend to value (and thus
focus on) the skills and knowledge that can be measured in those musical ways over the
skills and knowledge that are measured in writing (HS Journal 3/18, p. 2).
Ms. Stevens described written assessments as a quick way to gauge’sindergsanding of a
concept (HS Journal 3/18, p. 2). However, she was concerned that written assessneents w
“not effective for measuring musical skill development,” and that they “[médytruly indicate
students’ understanding of concepts being measured (if directions are not unddrteod, i
student has special needs that hinder their ability to complete written tasR{H$ Journal
3/18, p. 2). Ms. Stevens used written assessments only when she felt she neededranalore f
summative record of students’ abilities to corroborate report card grades.

Learning Sequence Activities.Ms. Stevens began every class with “Learning Sequence
Activities” (LSAs; HS Think Aloud 1, p. 1). LSAs are a sequential teaching aedsaesnt
activity designed to help individual students progress musically (see Gordon, 2G35).
typically lasted about 5 to 7 minutes, and this was the only time that studentassighed
places, in three rows on the carpet. Ms. Stevens set an egg timer and stood nexrttthatst
held her binder containing seating charts and instructions for the current L8&cfoclass.

LSAs could be tonal or rhythmic and involved a variety of response modes, includinggechoi
chanted material or tonal phrases, responding with an improvised “answer,” respaeitialing
resting tone, labeling musical features with words, and associating soMsy&tevens would
sing or chant cues and either gesture to the group or an individual to cue a responseeSome

she would respond with the student (“teaching mode”) or allow the student to respond alone
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(“evaluation mode”). When an individual responded correctly, Ms. Stevens marked this on he
chart.

Each LSA had easy, moderately difficult, and difficult prompt levels foskiiebeing
taught (Gordon, 2007). All students were presented with easy pattern, and when they
accomplished it in teaching and evaluation modes (as described above), thesesemeed with
the medium pattern in teaching mode, and so on. The class would move to the next LSA
according to the following guidelines:

...the general guideline [is to] mov[e] on when 80% of the class reaches thecaohintv

level that matches their aptitude (low aptitude students achieve at leaasthievel,

high aptitude students achieve easy, moderately difficult, & difficult). Ustra#

happens in 2-4 class periods. If 80% of the class is not achieving at their appropriat

level in 2-4 class periods, then | assume that they may not be quite re#uht fkill and

need some more experiences to develop that readiness before we go back to it (HS

Journal 3/16, p. 2).

Not every student would get an individual turn during LSAs every day, but every studedt woul
participate individually in each LSA before moving on to a new one.

Students in Ms. Stevens’ classes seemed to enjoy LSAs. Ms. Stevend 8als
“vegetables,” and described them as the work the students needed to do before thest oould g
to “dessert:” the fun activities she had planned for the rest of their Masgctbat day. In first
grade, Hailey made “vegetables” into a game, in which she tried to “catchidingl students or
“trick” them. The students giggled, and Ms. Stevens growled, groaned, and laagied a
“sneakily” tried to “catch” students unaware and marked “their turn” in hértiSder (e.g., HS

Field Notes 2/23, p. 3). In third grade, Ms. Stevens remained playful, but in ways aperiopria
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the older students. At this level, she also talked about how she was not capable ofkkese ta
until she was in college (e.g., associating solfege to tonal patterns) andrighdlthem” to
show what they could do (e.g., HS Field Notes 3/2, p. 1). | asked about students’ responses to
LSAs, and Hailey responded,
They are all different. You have some kids that are just always lazy, no mhteit is
you are doing... always some kids that you are going to have to pull along. Thgre [are
also a lot of kids, who [think LSAs are] a lot of fun. Like Mike... the other day we had to
do aptitude testing, and I said “Oh, we don’t have time for vegetables today” and he said
“Oh, man!” because he loves it. He has a lot of fun doing it (HS Final Interview, p. 11).
Perhaps because of how Hailey presented LSAs, most students | obsemed seanticipate
eagerly the opportunity to respond—sitting tall with sparkling eyes focused otetheher.
When | asked about the strengths and weaknesses of MSAStevens replied:
Well, I think one of the weaknesses is, some people think that you have to do it a certain
way, follow all the rules exactly, that you have to toe the line in that resptety than
playing with it, finding what works... for you, what works for your kids. So I think that
can be a weakness. If you are too rigid with it, that’s definitely a weakness
Strengths... |think it makes ME accountable. It forces ME to give each student my
attention and individualize instruction for where they are. It forces ME to lo@cht e
student’s potential. And to see if they are achieving at a level that matbhetheir
potential is... and it forces me to keep track of their progress... It forces meAiR HE
students individually in the first place, so that they can build skills (HS Think Aloud 1,

pp. 7-8).
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LSAs offered a daily opportunity to teach and assess sequential music leavising§tevens
used encouragement and humor to make LSAs an enjoyable part of her classrowen r

Embedded assessmentdVis. Stevens embedded assessments into her music instruction,
so that she was constantly informally and formally tracking the musinggprogress of
individual students as well as the class as a whole. Hailey frequently chealdpd gr
comprehension of musical concepts. For example she asked classes to: iderddyfeatares
(e.g., form, HS Field Notes 3/9, p. 3); demonstrate movement responses (e.g., in response t
changes in instrument timbres; HS Field Notes 3/2, p. 3); and read notation as a grptis(e.
Field Notes 3/9, p. 1). However, these informal observations seemed to function agjteachi
tools or as a way to allow students to practice content, rather than as assessmemtdition,

Ms. Stevens monitored such whole-group musicking activities as folk dances (e.geldHS Fi
Notes 3/9, p. 2), singing in three-part chords under a melody (e.g., HS Field Motes13/ and
accompanying singing with body percussion (e.g., HS Field Notes 3/2, p. 2¢y Haver
reported these types of activities when she described assessments imiagrijaiead focusing
on activities that allowed her to collect formal data regarding individudést responses.

In a typical class period, Ms. Stevens began with LSAs. The remainohersaf class
time would be spent on a variety of instructional activities, including singing, mowephaying
instruments, listening to music, and a few rare instances of written work oreclotigfe-style
instruction. Assessments were embedded in instructional activities orthef frequent
opportunities for individual children to sing, play, or move independently. Ms. Stevems rate
these solo performances using four-point rating scales specific to ¢éadly.ac

| find [rating scales] to be really helpful because it is an easy way afdhavi
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standard, a high and a low, and then you can compare students with your standard. So, |
think rating scales are really effective... And an effective way of [asggquickly, and
in a manageable way (HS Final Interview, p. 7).
To illustrate the nature of Ms. Stevens’ embedded assessments, | enlbe@se
activity from each grade level | observed. In first grade, Ms. 8tegestured to individual
students and chanted in triple meter, “Hickety pickety bumblebee, will you ahpattern for
me?” (Field Notes 3/23, p. 3). Inresponse, the student chanted a four-macrobeat rhythm on
neutral syllables, and then the remainder of the class echoed the rhythm. Usmge#éopa
Hailey recorded which students had a turn by rating their improvised rhythanmparice using
a four-point scale. About eight students had turns for this activity, and responsdednahe
child who used a pickup, several responses of the same rhythm (Figure 6.1), and two students
who used prolonged elongations. The students who did not get turns knew that they would have
a turn for this activity another day, because Ms. Stevens rarely stayasheitittivity long
enough for every student in a class to take a turn on the same day.

Figure 6.1 Common “Improvised” Response

T .

In third grade, students reviewed “Sarasponda,” a song that they had learned in second
grade (HS Field Notes 2/23, p. 2). Students sang the melody while Ms. Stevensosdngats
(do, fa, and sol), and then students sang the chord roots while she sang melody. Some students
seemed confused by fa, and Hailey confirmed in her journal that this was thienfrstudents
had added IV (fa) to their externalized harmonic vocabulary, which previously eohsfdt

(do), V (sal), i (Ia), and v (mi) (HS Journal 2/23, p. 1). With little further instruction, grolips
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four students played the chord roots on barred instruments to accompany the classagjthey
Ms. Stevens marked turns in her grade book by rating each student’s performanegfosing
point scale. Perhaps because four students performed at the same time, eachestaddaast
one turn in this activity.

| asked Ms. Stevens if all these assessment activities interfetfethgtruction. She
replied, “Mm mm Ehakes head “rig. It could. But I try to integrate it as much as possible and
just make it part of the process. | do my assessments on things we would be doing &wyWwa
don’t feel it interrupts” (HS Initial Interview, p. 4). She elaborated furth@ur final interview:

Most of the time when | plan an assessment it is not just for the purpose of asgessm

The assessment is just an outgrowth of—this is something that is importanadenfsi

to experience and learn, so we are going to do this, and I'm going to keep tracisof it |

so that | know where to go next... [There is m]ore a focus on the learning, and the

sequential learning than the assessment itself... | don't feel like $assey ever

intrudes on what we are doing. | try to just make [assessment] a natural[pausiaf

class] (HS Final Interview, p. 8).
A simple tally of my field notes revealed that, in addition to daily LSAs, Ms. S¢enaged
individual musical responses one to three times per class. Typically, abadtar thihalf of the
students in a class gave individual responses as part of an activity beforedimeasiad on to
something else, and Ms. Stevens returned to the activity in subsequent cldeseste
remaining students. Ms. Stevens viewed assessment as a natural, embécddee paential
music learning, which allowed her to track individual progress and adjust her imstructi

accordingly.
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Summary of when and how music learning was assesseds. Stevens assessed music
learning in a variety of ways. She graded on report cards once a year andtackedimistitude
tests in the fall and spring. Hailey infrequently administered written gsiaad expressed
concerns that the written format was not the best way to measure musicgedtvery music
class, Ms. Stevens’ students participated in LSAs, which were both a tetdlingd an
assessment activity. Hailey observed group musicking and checked for groupaunaliegsbf
conceptual information but did not characterize these activities as assessnieer journal.
Most assessments were embedded in instructional activities, and Ms. Siewetsthem as a
natural component of instruction.
Scoring and Tracking the Results of Assessments

Ms. Stevens’ assessment methods resulted in a variety of types of datadeMasts
produced percentile rankings of tonal aptitude and rhythm aptitude, which Ms. Sex@ded
in her grade book and on the seating charts in her LSA binder. Written quizzes weteascar
number of correct answers out of the number of possible answers, and this information was
recorded on an assessment spreadsheet in Ms. Stevens’ computer (e.g., H3/18uma).
Scoring procedures for LSAs and embedded assessments were more camplicate

Scoring LSAs. Ms. Stevens kept a binder on a music stand by her keyboard in the front
of the classroom, where she also kept an egg timer and pencil. The binder containedrsheets f
recording class progress on LSAs that were photocopied from a workbook (ecpnG890).
Each sheet included directions for the LSA including easy, moderately difaadl difficult
prompts when applicable, and space for a seating chart. As described aboveoinpss pvere
directed to individual students by using hand gestures, and then the student would respond, first

in teaching mode (with Ms. Stevens) and then in evaluation mode (alone). Each stusie
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first correctly respond in teaching mode before progressing to evaluata aih any level, and
must correctly respond at the easy level before progressing to moderdielyt dihd then to
difficult (see Gordon, 2007; Hailey would sometimes skip teaching mode or skipshéeeel

for some students, HS Journal 3/16, p. 2). Usually, Ms. Stevens marked a taltyewsmti t

child’s name when he or she correctly responded at each level--one talhgyadeaching mode,
another for easy evaluation mode, and so on. Five tally marks would indicate a child who had
completed teaching mode at the difficult level.

When an LSA required an improvised response, there was no teaching mode, and
students’ responses could have a variety of levels of correctness. In ssiMsasgtevens
designed a different rating system. For example, in third grade, Hailgyasamprovised
Major tonic or Major dominant pattern as a prompt (HS Field Notes 3/9, p. 1). The students
decided if the prompt was tonic or dominant and responded with a different pattern of the same
variety as an answer. Hailey rated their responses as follows:

If a student was able to improvise a tonal pattern with correct solfege amelspitc

marked it with a “+”. If a student improvised a tonal pattern in tune and function but

with incorrect solfege applied, | marked it with a “(+).” If a studergriovised a pattern

that used correct solfege (e.g., “DO-MI-DO” for a major tonic) but did not simgator

pitches (or didn’t use a singing voice), | marked it with a “(-)". If a studame a

response that was not sung and did not use correct solfege, | marked it with a “-” (HS

Journal 3/9. p. 1).

Embedded assessmentdVs. Stevens used four-point rating scales to score embedded
assessment activities. She designed her own scales to measure exautlyithebehavior she

wanted to track:
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HS: Let's say... it’s first grade and we are improvising rhythm patt@guaswith neutral
syllables. If they can do it consistently in my tempo and meter, it's a 4. A 3 would be
mostly there, but maybe there’s a little bobble where they change theamstenething
like that. A 2 would be they came up with something different [from my prompt], but not
quite rhythmically... you know... all there. And then, a 1 would be not at all. Well... |
kind of do that differently with that one, maybe it's not a good example. A one would
be... no rhythm at all. Usually for that I'll make a note... if they just [echo my pijompt
I'll make a note of that, because they weren’t able to discriminate ttstthhey were
doing was the same.
KS: But doing the same as you might show a metric context, though.
HS: Right... but I'm assessing if they can create something different. f itSgust
echoing the rhythm patterns, then 4 would be they can do the rhythm consistently in my
tempo and my meter. 3 would be mostly there, but maybe one mistake. 2 would be they
did a pattern in my tempo and meter, but maybe they changed a beat or two and 1 would
be totally not in tempo or meter (HS Initial Interview, p. 6).
As the nuances between the above “creating” and “echoing” scales demeouigségning rating
scales explicitly for each activity allowed Ms. Stevens to track Bpeausical behaviors at
particular performance levels. Moreover, her consistent use of a four-poentrseanht that she
was not reinventing the wheel with each new rating system. “I tend to stickhait It's easier
for me to keep track of in my mind, when I’'m having to write them all down quickly”I(tEl
Interview, p. 6).
Hailey used four-point rating scales at least once per class to traahpuegress on a

variety of musical tasks. After a child’s solo response, Ms. Stevens wouyltysecord “their
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turn” as a numeral 1, 2, 3, or 4 in her grade book or palm pilot. This data was then transferred to
her assessment spreadsheet in her computer. More samples of ratingsechthging the
observation period included the following:
Melodic improvisation over chord roots:
4= melody stayed within tonality/meter and fit over the chord roots,
3=melody within tonality/meter and fit over chord roots most of the time,
2=singing voice but not in the context of tonality/meter given,
1=able to create something but not in singing voice
| also make a note of students who simply sing the familiar [prompt] song
(HS Journal 2/25, p. 1)
Rhythm conversation: 4= created four-beat rhythm pattern in my tempo/meter,
3=created one or two-beat rhythm pattern in my tempo/meter,
2= created a rhythm pattern but not in my tempo/meter,
1= created something different but not in a tempo/meter (HS Journal 3/4, p. 2).
Playing ostinato: 4=played the macrobeat ostinato correctly during esmge s
3=played the ostinato correctly during most of the song,
2=played a steady beat that didn’t correspond with the song,
1=did not play a steady beat (HS Journal 3/9, p. 2)
Singing v-i: 4=sang MI-LA in tune,
3=sang MI-LA with minor intonation issue,
2=used singing voice but not accurate pitch,
1=did not use singing voice (HS Journal 3/11, p. 1).

Creating tonal patterns: 4=created a pattern that was clearly iivémetgnality,
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3=created a pattern that was somewhat in the given tonality,
2=created a pattern in singing voice but not within the given tonality,
1=used speaking voice (HS Journal 3/11, p. 2).
Associating solfege: 4=associated correct solfege and sang in tune,
3=associated some correct solfege and sang in tune,
(3)= associated correct solfege but did not sing in tune,
2=associated incorrect solfege but sang in tune,
1=did not associate correct solfege or sing in tune (HS Journal 3/16, p. 1).
Singing game: 4=sang response in tune,
3=sang response with minor intonation issues,
2=sang response using singing voice but not accurate pitches,
1=did not use singing voice (HS Journal 3/16, p. 2)
Playing ostinato: 4=played the ostinato perfectly,
3=played the ostinato correctly most of the time,
2=played the correct bars but not always at the correct time/not to the beat,
1=did not play the correct bars (HS Journal 3/18, p. 1).
Tracking individual responses this frequently and with this level of detditéided Ms. Stevens’
guest to know her students as musicians and people.
| find record-keeping of students’ achievement to be EXTREMELY helpfdll.didin’t
keep records of assessments, | would have no tangible information on which to base my
expectations of students, measure their progress, or gauge where we roeeeXtoirg
the learning process. [For example] | was surprised that Hiroyukibi@saaplay the

chord roots perfectly, based on his singing achievement, but it was not surprising based
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on his tonal aptitude score as indicated by IMMA. The other students who achieved at a

level “4” did not surprise me, as they have shown high achievement in previous

assessments. | was not surprised that Mario struggled, as he does with itgimy ski

music (which is not surprising given the issues we talked about- new to the school, to the

country, probably fairly new to English). | was surprised that Shanelle adraéee

level “1” because she typically does much better than that. | would be curiogshtovge

she did with the activity on a future day, as we all have our “off” days! (HS Jo@raa|

p. 3)
The quality and quantity of data Hailey amassed also allowed her to monitactess of her
teaching, tailor her instruction to meet students’ needs, and plan future lesssigsirigener
own four-point rating scales meant not only that the scale was convenient to us&g thatat
measured what she needed it to.

Necessity of individual response“The most important factor in the ability to assess....
You have to hear [students] alone. If you don’t hear them alone, you don’t know what they can
do (HS Final Interview, p. 2). Although she used observation of the class as a whole and
informal group assessments to guide her teaching, Hailey’s journal engémésmonly those
assessments based on individual responses. “l don’t feel | can accurssel/taggs if
[students] are doing it together, because they could be imitating each otBdriit{all
Interview, p. 7). Ms. Stevens designed at least one embedded assessmgnaadtised LSAS
every day as ways to elicit individual responses. “You can't really indivicdualgtruction if
[students] don’t have opportunities to do things alone, and you have no idea what they CAN do,
because you have never heard them alone...” (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 1). Individual response was

integral to Ms. Stevens’ practice of assessment.
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Challenges to assessmenMs. Stevens faced considerable challenges as she worked to
score and track students’ progress in music.
[Elementary general music teachers] see so many students, and often tvgetite
same amount of planning time in our school day as a classroom teacher. It'basdhlly
to get back and look at all the assessments that you're doing. That's my migngshal
So, I have three hundred to four hundred students in a week. When do | sit down and
really examine that assessment data? That's my main challendeitjglSnterview, p.
2).
Due to these challenges, Hailey had to be thorough, accurate, and organized \eitbrider r
keeping. She talked about how her assessment practices required considetataskimgj:
You've gotta be able to have your eyes on the kids, make sure they are all behaving...
You have to be able to keep your own teaching plans in your head so that you can keep
rolling while you are monitoring [the students]. AND you've got to be able to kae t
of what each child is doing [musically]. And you have to keep track, written or in your
mind, [of] exactly how each student did. | think you have to have a huge ability to multi-
task... (HS Final Interview, p. 3).
During a think-aloud, we watched a clip of third-grade students singing improvededies
over chord roots. While she was watching children sing, Ms. Stevens commentedetivbry
is so bad... | remember, wow, Selina that day did something that was reallyBedgol
remembering what it was, is gone. Seeing so many students, teaching soassey, it's like
everything just kind of filters through” (HS Think Aloud 1, p. 3). On another occasion, Hailey
facilitated whole-class songwriting as practice for a future sgnalip composition activity.

Individual students suggested chunks of melody, and Hailey notated the song and provided a
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harmonic framework.

In the moment | made mental notes on who created what kinds of “chunks,” BUT now |

cannot remember who created what! | remember being impressed thetdhd student

created such a clear dominant pattern for the second measure, but | cambeemwbo

it was! This is why | like to take notes and/or document assessm@dts Journal 3/23,

p. 1, italics added).

Hailey also needed to be self-motivated to track her students’ prograsaugic
learning. Elementary music teachers in her district were philosophicalfiediregarding
assessment (HS Initial Interview, pp. 2-3). “[P]eople like me... believeandeach specific
skills--we can break down these things that we can teach and assess. And oteehpetiphk
[music] needs to just be a conceptual, holistic, experiential thing” (HS limteliew, p. 3).
Furthermore, there was little administrative oversight of elementaric rguegling practices:

[Y]ou could just make up the grades that go on the report card. You could be doing NO

assessment, truly, whatsoever, of your students. It would be really easy. oojust

say that everybody is grade level. In fact, | have heard that there@upla of teachers

in this district that do that. [Grade] everyone as proficient (HS Final letenp. 6).

In order to integrate assessment practices into her teaching, Ms. Staddose self-
motivated, keep detailed records, multi-task while teaching, and find the tievadw ithe
results of assessments so they could inform her instruction.

Summary of scoring and tracking the results of assessment$o score and track
music learning, Ms. Stevens typically designed her own four-point ratingsssakthey would be
easy to use and valid for her purposes. These rating scales were utilizedateaia

embedded assessments that constituted the majority of the assesswaas actHailey’s

191



classroom. Ms. Stevens infrequently used written quizzes, which were ssdhednamber of
correct answers out of the number of possible answers, and aptitude tests, whieth iresul
percentile rankings. Daily LSAs were scored by using tally marks @dapted a rating system
that described the nuances possible in students’ responses. Data from aptitude tgsist
rating scales and quizzes were entered into a grading spreadsheet, and L&8#spragrtracked
in the LSA binder. Hailey believed that individual response was necessairy &ssessment to
be accurate. She faced challenges to her assessment practices, includjagrarhber of
students, limited contact time, lack of support from colleagues and admiarstetd the need
to multi-task as she collected data.
Impact of Assessment on Differentiation of Instruction.

Ms. Stevens used the results of her assessments to track individual prognesis in m
learning and to guide her instruction of each student.

| think it's important to go back and study the results of the assessment to see who is

achieving with that particular skill. And the kids who achieved it need to be pushed on to

something that is going to keep them more challenged. The kids who didn’t quite

achieve that skill obviously need some remediation, they need some re-teaching and

reinforcement, maybe they need to backtrack... So | [use] assessments to ttien deci

what each individual child needs from that point on, whether it's to advance or to have

more experiences with the content they hadn’t yet mastered (HS limiéiatiew, p. 8).

Differentiation inextricably intertwined with assessment pradices. The tapestry of
Ms. Stevens’ music teaching included nearly omnipresent threads of agsemsthe

differentiated instruction. To me as an observer, these threads were often winmedess to be
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somewhat indistinguishable. Hailey described her view of the role of assessment i
differentiating instruction:

| think [assessment] forces you to hear individual students, to see whereethey ar

achieving, it forces you to keep track of [achievement] so you know where theg, all a

and hopefully [assessment] is informing the decisions that you are makiag arey

proceeding with what the kids need (HS Final Interview, p. 7).

Differentiated instruction as a natural consequence of assessment. Ms. Stevens’
assessments of student abilities resulted in differentiation of instructiordifiénentiated her
instruction both while teaching in the moment and also as she planned new learning
opportunities for the future. The metaphor of a tapestry again seems apteggially
differentiated simply based on one assessment experience, but seemed io maltifde
assessment threads for each student—aptitude, singing voice developmenicragthtanal
achievement, to name a few. These threads were woven together in the moment and in planning
both for individual students and for whole classes.

Ms. Stevens’ journal entries and my field notes are replete with descsiption
instructional decisions made in the moment based on either past or presenteagsdssm
differentiate instruction. One day, the first grade students played a sirgregtbat featured
three phrases echoed by individual student singers (HS Field Notes 2/%3, ffh& echoed
responses, sung on words as part of the song, offered different difficulty [evels fe mi do,

2. Mi mi fa sol, 3. So la ti do sol].
| was originally planning on letting the students choose [who sang next], but based on the

wide range of singing abilities in this class, | decided to choose whichngtwould sing

12 This is the activity described in the opening vignette of this dissertation document.
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which echo. This enabled me to give the students who had showed consistent, accurate use
of singing voice the challenging phrase and those that hadn’t shown as much consistent
accurate use of singing voice one of the easier phrases to sing...

Ms. Stevens used past assessments of students’ singing abilities tortetaemilevel of

challenge in this activity. She also weighed personality factors wherestued on level of

challenge:

| definitely considered the high phrase to be hardest and assigned that phiadentts s

who showed higher singing achievement in previous assessments. | would agree that

phrase one was easy and phrase two was medium; however, | sometimes assigned som
unsure/inaccurate singers the second phrase so that they wouldn’t have totgid& firs

Journal 2/23, p. 3).

Hailey intentionally challenged one student whose abilities she did not know as much labout: “
decided to give one of the newer students (Lyra, who moved to the school in December) a
chance to sing the high phrase. She was not successful but was later able to singeone of t
lower phrases accurately” (HS Journal 2/23, p. 2). While this differentiated nwtru@s

taking place, Ms. Stevens was simultaneously using a rating scaleuate\a&udents’
performances.

Another example of adaptations to teaching based on assessments in the moment
occurred in third grade. Students were reading tonal patterns from flash cagisaligge (HS
Field Notes 3/4 p. 1). This was one of the students’ first exposures to notation. Ms. Stevens
showed the card and prompted students to “figure out” the solfege indicated by tlwnotei

note at a time. Finally, Hailey sang the pattern and the class echoed.
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| noticed that some students were generalllz?fraagld singing the pitches of the tonal

patterns before | had finished giving the answer. Evan was one of the studeints tha

noticed doing this. So | decided rather than just giving them the answer for thegpatter
by rote and simply having them echo that | would have the group generalize the pitche
before reading the whole pattern. This was confusing for many students iasheocit

those students who were ready to generalize were able to do it (HS Joimal B/

Based on Ms. Stevens’ assessments of responses in the moment, some studerdsamdiedte
for a greater challenge, and she changed her instruction accordingly.

Students’ achievement levels on assessment activities also led to adaptatiareof f
lesson plans both for individuals and also for the group. In third grade, students played an
alternating i-v ostinato on barred instruments, which Ms. Stevens assesgged fggir-point
rating scale (HS Field Notes 3/18, p. 3). Hailey revealed the results of éssrassit and her
plans for the future in her journal:

This was WAY too easy for them! Almost everyone played it perfectly @dhostly

correct (*3”). Only one student achieved a “2”, and no one scored a “1.” ...They are

definitely ready for a more complicated ostinato—maybe a crossover bordweiaztic

ostinato? (HS Journal 3/18, p. 1).

Usually, activities were closer to the challenge level of the majofitlye students. It was more
typical to read journal entries such as this one:

Singing V-i: Clearly, the two students who still achieved at a “1” levell seene

remedial experiences in developing singing voice, and the 14 students who ach#&ved at

“4” level need more challenges! (HS Journal 2/23, p. 2).

13 Taking information learned in another context and applying it to a new task.
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Sometimes, Hailey’s journals would simply reflect upon the need for moremgalbr
remediation, and other entries were more specific about exactly how she plaoffed these
opportunities. For example:

Playing I-1V-V chord roots: Since only seven students were able to ptegcty during

the whole song, we might either review/reinforce these chord roots in the QRutty a

song with an easier progression, possibly using only | & V (HS Journal 2/23, p. 2).

Hearing that students were able to improvise a melody over chord roots teteyase

ready for more sophisticated/restrictive improvising, such as improvisuag][

tonic/dominant chord tones. Improvising tonic/dominant patterns and singing
tonic/dominant harmonies in three parts also serves as readiness for impravising
melody on tonic/dominant. Hearing that students were able to improvise a metody |
me know they are ready for the composition project we will begin soon, where students

create and revise melodies by ear (HS Journal 3/4, pp. 1-2).

Ms. Stevens’ lesson planning was guided not only by her impressions of the group’s
performance but also by her formal assessments of individual student prdgifésentiated
instruction was a natural outgrowth of Ms. Stevens’ assessment praatiteastshe adapted
instruction in the moment and as she planned future lessons.

Assessment as a form of differentiation. Just as differentiated instruction constituted a
natural consequence of assessment in Ms. Stevens’ teaching, someagsasities also
provided opportunities for differentiated instruction. If an assessment towedlfor two
possible outcomes—each student successfully did or did not demonstrate a targéteskill
assessment activity was not a form of differentiation. However, Ms.i&tefen utilized

assessment methods in which the assessment itself constituted ditiedang&uction.
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Ms. Stevens differentiated instruction during assessment activities yogg éne
difficulty level of the material being assessed based on the previously destexhabilities of
the student responding. For example, LSAs provided easy, moderately difficult, andtdiff
tonal or rhythm prompts. Students who succeeded at the easy level would be advanced to the
moderate and then difficult levels. Embedded assessments also allowed Ms. (Btetfens
appropriate challenges for each student. For example, first grade spldgatsa game in
which they echoed a rhythmic phrase that Hailey improvised (HS Field Notes 2/23, pséll B
on students’ previous performance, Ms. Stevens improvised rhythms appropriatedoidts
achievement level. One student echoed an easier rhythm (Figure 6.2) and andémereshoed
a more difficult one (Figure 6.3).

Figure 6.2 Easier rhythm

Hrrrrrrr—

Figure 6.3 More difficult rhythm

et

When | asked about the most important factors in a music teacher’'s abdggdss

music learning, Hailey responded,
...1think knowing each student’s abilities individually, so that you know what is a
success for which student. So, let's say we are singing chord roots alone ingrectend
For a really high achieving student, or a high aptitude student, that’s like no problem. F
another student who is still struggling with singing voice, if | know they are still

struggling with singing voice, even if they can’t sing the chord roots aetyrratt they
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are using their singing voice in some way, | know that is still a suémessat child,
even if they even if it didn’t meet my specific expectation for the asseggHS Final
Interview, p. 2).
Ms. Stevens’ use of rating scales that described a variety of responsallevetsl her to track
students’ individual progress, even if they were not meeting the standard sheealdag:
Moreover, because Ms. Stevens assiduously tracked individual students’ progrkeswshe
what achievements constituted success for each child. Success at eadhahslievel was
also facilitated by open-ended assessment activities, in which studebdsl ¢hesr own answers
rather than echoing or other more structured responses. Students in first gradegame in
which students provided melodic material for the rest of the class to echo (HS8!&ies 3/23,
p. 2). One child responded with inaccurate singing for the tonality, and | asked about his
response:
Even if we are just talking about echoing and not creating, he’s an inconsisgent s
Sometimes he’ll use his head voice, sometimes he’ll just sing in a speaking voice
Already, | was kind of expecting something on the fence. | was really hagpthat
response in terms of creating. Because he did get into his head voice, even iealiyas
high and squeaky. But | could hear when he had that kind of (demonstrated his pattern)
in there... You hear the high resting tone in there. | was happy with that, knowihg wha
he was capable of (HS Think Aloud 2, pp. 5-6).
Thus, the assessment activity differentiated instruction by allowinghtlteto musick
individually at his own level of achievement.
In Ms. Stevens’ teaching, differentiation of instruction and assessmentpsasctre

inextricably intertwined. Differentiated instruction occurred as a natural consequence of
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assessment, because Ms. Stevens used the results of assessments tdiredingtusction both
as she was teaching in the moment and also as she planned future lessons. Furthanynofe, m
Hailey's assessment activities provided chances to differentiatedgtistr even as she was
tracking students’ progress. Based on prior achievement and/or aptitude, \MasSteuld
structure assessments to offer different levels of challenge to diffemdenss. She also used
open-ended assessments to allow students to demonstrate success at tlegglow
Separating musical abilities from academic or behavioral abilities.Ms. Stevens’
assessment practices seemed to allow her to separate a child’s musienaehteand aptitude
from his academic or behavioral abilities, and to differentiate musiciatistn based on music
learning needs rather than (or perhaps in addition to) other gifts or deficitexdfople, after an
assessment in which first grade students circled icons to indicate if torahpatere the same
or different, Ms. Stevens wrote:
Some students such as Molly struggle with pencil-and-paper tasks and/or the focus
necessary to complete them. Thegy have the musical ability to télithe patterns are
same/differenbut may not be cognitively able to complete the task of circling the correct
answers If | can clearly tell from looking at their paper (lots of wrong answees,dw
marking, pattern circling, etc.) that the student was not able to completsklectarrately,
I do not count the assessment for that student because it's not telling me whiatd wa
know. | might try to find a time to pull that student from their class and verbalithas
to identify same/different (HS Journal 2/25, p. 2, italics added).
Molly’s problems with academic skills such as reading and writing presdmiefrom
demonstrating her musical abilities on a pencil/paper assessment. WnsSteequent

assessment of musicking behaviors informed her that Molly’s performances gratticular
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measure did not seem indicative of her typical musical achievement, and tHarkefore
differentiated by adapting this assessment for Molly, allowing her t@odsmate music learning
orally rather than in written form.
In addition to the possible impact of a lack of academic skills on music assessment
behavioral issues such as compliance could also affect a student’s perfarmanc
It is clear... some students are quite high musically but struggle with appeopria
behavior. Sometimes I think that such a student needs to be kept more engaged by being
given a more challenging task to “chew on...” However, there are [also] sodents
who need to learn that there are behavior expectations at school and that they need to
follow them. With students like Mike, who are high musically but struggle with
behavior, I try to reinforce appropriate behavior but give consequences when ngcessar
after which I try to recognize their behavioral AND musical success adyjag| can...
so that they know thatrecognize that they are still capable and skilled regardless of
poor behavior choiceHS Journal 3/9, pp. 2-3).
Ms. Stevens found ways to ascertain the musical abilities of students even wheerthaot
compliant with directions or they were acting out. The frequency of assasschigities
combined with a variety of response styles to allowed Ms. Stevens to isotiats’ musical
abilities from their academic capacities or behavior and differentiasécrmstruction
accordingly.
In addition to providing numerous opportunities for students to demonstrate musicking
skills using a variety of response styles, Ms. Stevens’ use of aptitude tasyngpntribute to

her ability to separate musical from academic or behavioral capabilities
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...low scores to me, on the aptitude test could just be they had a bad day... they didn't eat

breakfast, they were in a bad mood... So I don’t always go by low scores if [sfudents

are showing high achievement. But, a student who scores low, | know is going to need

more time and more reinforcement to build their skills. Not that they can’t do ihdyut t

just need MORE [emphasized] to get them there. Versus the students whaiageafto

the charts high, | don’t want them sitting there bored out of their gourd. | want to keep

them engaged. So, | want to know that they are high to | can keep them challenged...
And also aptitude-wise, | do believe that there is a difference betweardaptit

and achievement. I've had numerous kids who score off the charts high, on their aptitude

tests, and there is no singing voice. One in particular | can think of, kindergarten no

singing voice—scored ghjercentile tonally. First grade no singing voice-"99

percentile tonally. Second grade... finally in third grade, halfway throughetire lye

found his singing voice, [snaps] and boom. He was ready to roll. He was rockin’ from

that point on. But, had | not known that his aptitude was high tonally it might have been

really easy for me to say, “Well, that kid’s not musical. He’s never doihg able to do

it.” And just ignore him and not make him feel uncomfortable. But because | knew it was

all in his... he had that potential. Then | knew to keep chuggin’ along and trying to bring

that out (HS Initial Interview, pp. 8-9).

As Ms. Stevens described, a child with a high music aptitude who was acting out mhayanee

musical challenges. A child with low music aptitude who acted out may need a¢ioredD he

could feel successful. Ms. Stevens did not limit children because of their aptibuee-sd a

student’s achievement outstripped his measured aptitude, Ms. Stevens increasesidal

challenges accordingly (HS Initial Interview, p. 8). However, inforomeftom aptitude testing
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gave additional insight into students’ musical abilities that allowed MseS8s to differentiate
music instruction apart from academic skills and behavior.

Some children in the classes | observed were labeled as having “spedsl nee
specifically learning disabilities (LD), English as a second laggBSL), or “giftedness.” Ms.
Stevens felt that her approach to teaching music separated musical dlohtiesudents’ other
challenges or gifts:

[Regarding ESL students] | do not find a significant difference in their fhusi

performance compared to other students, especially at early grade lebéik this is

because | tend to teach music by experiencing and DOING music (bptar) than

trying to explain it. Even when | do explain it, | don't see language issudsaases. A

good example is one of the third graders in Ms. Lea's class (Hiroyuki) whotcarsén

the fall from Japan with little or no English. When we started playing ameliion

game where students had to jump only on major tonic patterns or they were out, Hiroyuki

was winning the game only a month or two into the school year!” (HS Imteiview,

p. 1)

[Regarding students with LD] Maybe it's my philosophy or my beliefs... mayb

it's the way | go about teaching music... | don’t teach music in a traditional wadgn’t

start with notation, | don’t teach letter names of the lines of spaces on theSstdfcan

see that a student with a learning disability would struggle with that in mustc. B

especially with younger students, | tend to teach [music] by ear. Werjgsirsil chant

and move, and | don'’t find that things like learning disabilities really impacgsts’]

ability to participate in music class in that way (HS Initial Intervipwb)
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[Regarding “gifted” students] | do not find that students who qualify for gttksted
are necessarily gifted in music, and | do not believe that intelligence, #3ademic
achievement are related to musical potential. Rather than the terrd"difteuld
prefer to use "high aptitude” in a music setting because | don't like to see'igit" or
talent that some people are born with and others not. 1try to keep [musically] high-
aptitude students challenged by giving them more difficult materiahgyitiem more
difficult tasks, having them make generalizations/inferences, or beingaarpkxfor the

class (HS Initial Interview, p. 1).

Ms. Stevens believed that music was a separate intelligence that coulctlop ek,
regardless of academic skill level or behavioral challenges (HS Imtealvlew, p. 10). By
teaching and assessing music orally and aurally, she tried to access mteigence in a way
that bypassed the need for the reading, writing, or spatial skills that @udd problems for
many students with learning disabilities. Similarly, children who spokadtngt a second
language could respond musically by moving, playing instruments, and singirsyveitimaput
words (a common activity in Ms. Stevens’ classroom). Use of aptitudegéspecifically
PMMA and IMMA, which do not require music or English literacy, Gordon, 1986a; 1986b) as
well as frequent, varied assessments of aural, oral, and movement-relatzd atlsevement
assisted Hailey as she worked to separate musical from other ane@dligence for students
who carried special needs labels as well as those who did not. Because M= tBigylet and
assessed musical skills primarily through musicking (moving, singingtiogaplaying
instruments), she was able to disentangle a child’s musical achievementittk dggm his or
her academic or behavioral gifts or deficits. Therefore, she could difegesmtstruction based

on music achievement and aptitude rather than behavior or academic skills.
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Data-driven, student-centered learning.Hailey's assessment practices also contributed
to differentiation of instruction by creating a climate of data-driven, stuckntered learning.
This atmosphere was characterized by flexible grouping practiceingdor a variety of
learning styles, and using assessments and assessment data as motivaaamrigr |
Having the teacher step back and allow the students to work in groups (that have ofte
been purposefully chosen so that each group contains strong AND weak students) and
teach each other is something that happens frequently in the general eduassiconi,
but I'm not sure it happens enough in music classrooms. So often in music classrooms
(in mine, too!) students are always in a large group and/or are always lkemgthe
teacher/conductor [and they] never have an opportunity to develop independence and
ownership of their own learning/music making (HS Journal 3/23, p. 2-3).
Hailey valued group work as a way to allow students to take ownership of thein¢ggarni
to build musical independence, and to allow students to teach one another. Ms. Stevens used a
variety of grouping practices in her teaching. For activities such ap@ttdes and folk dancing,
she often let students choose their partners or groups (e.g., HS Field Notes 2/1If gpfedy.
students were not behaving well, she would assign partners only to those students, wdste the r
of the students still chose on their own (e.g., HS Field Notes 2/25 p. 3). When students
choreographed a song in small groups and sang it in a round, Ms. Stevens ifiaky dhe
students to choose their own groups. However, when some groups were not able to sustain their
part of the round, she reassigned a few strong singers to help lead eachhearbwhd (HS
Field Notes 3/11, p. 1). In many classroom activities, students were allowed te theioewn
groups unless Hailey needed to intervene for behavioral or musical reasons.

Sometimes, Ms. Stevens assigned groups. In third grade when studentsitiege wr
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compositions in groups of two to three students, Hailey assigned groups based on betavior a
musical achievement (HS Final Interview, p. 2).
| usually try to mix up abilities... ... socially and behaviorally | can gettiath who
they need to be... But also if we are in a group of 2 or 3 kids, | want to be sure that there
is at least one kid in there who is [musically] pretty strong, who can be a.ldadeays
try to include a kid who is maybe completely clueless, so they can have someone to g
along with. So | do set it up based on ability, rather than having all the high kids in a
group and the low kids in a group (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 10).
In this case, Ms. Stevens grouped students with other students with whom they wowuéd beha
and tried to ensure that a variety of ability levels were represented. r&xatadr previous
assessments influenced her view of which students could provide leadership ok this tas
Ms. Stevens also differentiated instruction according to the variety ofrigastyiles in
her classes. For example, some students learn best in teacher-led, wholagjrocgmon,
others prefer group work with other students, and some children prefer to work alone. In
Hailey’'s classroom, students often received instruction as a whole groupH@alJ3/23, p. 2),
but they also worked cooperatively in smaller groups on compositions (HS iigw@idw, p. 2),
or with partners, such as in first grade when students improvised rhythmic satiores with
each other (HS Field Notes 3/4, p.3). Occasionally, students worked independenthg playi
instruments (e.g., HS Field Notes 2/23, p. 2), working on white boards (e.g., HS Field Notes 3/2,
p. 2), or completing written assessments (e.g., HS Field Notes 2/25, p. 3).
Differentiation by learning style also was reflected in the wanétesponse styles
available to students. Students sang, chanted, and moved their whole bodies and parts of thei

bodies in formal choreographed dances, movement and singing games, andsaatraitvng
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improvised or creative movement. Students also played instruments, interactedpstsymh
as scarves, balls, and stretchy bands, wrote on paper or white boards, and digcdssunided
music or musical features in words. Correspondingly, Ms. Stevens used a vameiyofis to
convey information, such as through demonstrations of singing, chanting, plarymgving (by
teacher or students); visual information such as body language (use @ingjgade, facial
expressions) and written information (a large white board, bulletin boards, flash; @and
auditory stimulus, including recorded music, and verbal directions.
Hailey displayed sensitivity to students’ responses and adjusted her teacordiragy.
One day, third grade students were working on associating solfege syitatdaal patterns that
Hailey was singing on neutral syllables (HS Field Notes 3/11, p. 1). Madgrds struggled
with this activity, singing the pattern accurately but with incorrect gelféVis. Stevens changed
her strategy by speaking the solfege and asking the students to singavkatfédge would
sound like.
| didn’t want to encourage the problem [by] singing incorrect solfege with thermpatt
But | chose to speak it to see if they could make that transfer. Because sorhakids t
it that way. They think “Ok , | want it to be re ti,” and how does that sound? Some kids
think the pattern first, like bum bumsifgs do mi on neutral syllahlen their head and
then apply, “ok, that’'s do mi.” But | was realizing, for some kids it’s really theravay
around. The solfege is informing the choice that they are making... so a kid might be
picking mi do so, and not being able to figure out how it would sound. So | wanted to
give them examples of that. For those kids that were thinking in that way (HS Think

Aloud 1, p. 8).

206



Ms. Stevens saw that some students thought of solfege syllables and then dssadatewhile
others “heard” their musical answer than then added solfege. She changedhiegt®
accommodate those students whose learning style was the reverse of the hay keen
teaching. In addition to allowing students a variety of response styles ahishgethicough a
variety of media, Ms. Stevens analyzed students’ responses in light of asdesaiaeo
determine how best to proceed in their instruction.
Hailey used assessments and assessment data to motivate studentsamirsic le
Well, [the students] benefit... if | am giving them appropriate instructioacdas what
they have accomplished so far, that is going to benefit them in their learnemgus\if |
didn’t assess, and didn’t realize that those five kids had no idea what that congept was
and | move right along, they are going to fall farther behind. Then, also | tisink it
important... you know, sometimes when I'm assessing something, I'll tell theathIw
am looking for. SO they can know that x, y, and z are the focus in the assessment, and
that kind of helps them focus in their learning, too (HS Initial Interview, p. 2).
Ms. Stevens felt students would be more motivated to learn if they were operatineir own
level of appropriate challenge, and that some students learned more when they &h#dveyvh
were supposed to be working on. As such, assessments and differentiation of instruction in
Hailey's classroom exemplified Vygotsky’s “zone of proximal developmerttjtivis a way to
describe learning activities that are perfectly positioned betweenandinld can already do
independently and those that are beyond his reach—the zone in which optimal learning would

occur. Vygostky believed that by giving children experiences that wenewlieir zones of
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proximal development, teachers could encourage and advance individual learning (Chen,

2000)-*

Hailey felt that students wanted to show her what they could do, and assesfioeats a
that opportunity. “When | do say ‘this is what I'm listening for’ oftentirhéad it makes them
all try a little bit harder, you know... sit up a little bit taller... really makee they are doing
their best...” (HS Initial Interview, p. 2). In addition to a chance to show that they doul
individual assessment also allowed students to reflect on their own learning, hbegusaild
hear their own responses and the responses of other students.

[Assessment] gives [students] time to process and reflect. Hopefullptbegflecting

in a way that accurately reflects what they have been doing. And, a lot of kidSl&CAN

that... Some kids you think, really??? Did you and | just experience the same Buhg?

the reflection piece | do think is really valuable (HS Final Interview, pp. 7-8)
Assessment activities can contribute to motivation by allowing students tovdinaivihey know
and can do, helping students understand what they are working toward, and allowing them to
reflect on their learning.

Summary of the impact of assessment on differentiation of instructionAssessment
and differentiation of instruction were inextricably intertwined in Ms. Stéveashing.
Differentiated instruction resulted from her assessment practices, bethteaching in the
moment and also in lesson planning. Assessment activities also provided opportumnities f

differentiation of instruction. Because of Ms. Stevens’ frequent and vagedsasents, she was

14 Although Hailey did not mention Vygotsky, her teaching was in line with his treec8be
told me that as a teacher, it was her job to “...provid[e] experiences andestivét are going
to give each child what they need in a progression that is going to take thigen ifatheir
musical development.” (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 2).
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able to separate musical abilities from academic or behavioralegbftiti all students, including
those with special needs. Assessments facilitated data-driven studimeddearningin which
various grouping strategies and sensitivity to varied learning and responsev&ngaused to
motivate and direct learning.

Emergent Themes

In addition to information regarding the initial research questions for thdg,st number
of themes related to assessment and differentiated instruction emeggexsals of data
analysis. Several facets of Hailey’s classroom climate fdetither practice of assessment and
differentiation, including her normalization of independent musicking and use ofiastwith
multiple levels of response. Ms. Stevens’ beliefs regarding the natomesafality and the
process of music learning were also crucial to her classroom climatd,assessments, and
differentiation of instruction.

Environment conducive to assessment and differentiationMs. Stevens’ classroom
environment included multiple features that facilitated assessment andrditigon of
instruction. The clear goal of music class was to help individual students grogrsially. In
order to meet this goal, Hailey used a combination of classroom managentegiestrand
building readiness in order to normalize independent musicking. Most importanglysaent
and differentiation were achieved by structuring activities with nlaltgsponse levels,
including self-challenge activities and high-challenge activities.

Purpose of music class. Hailey was unequivocal about her purpose as an elementary
music teacher:

| view my job as to help [students] learn [music] by setting up an appropriate

environment, by guiding them and providing experiences and activities tlgdiageto
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give each child what they need in a progression that is going to take them fattiesr i

musical development. | don’t see myself as someone who is just imparting knowledge

onto the kids. | don’t see myself as just being there to entertain them or babysie S

are making progress towards goals. And | help them do that by guiding and providing

appropriate experiences (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 2).
This purpose was reflected in Ms. Stevens’ expectations for participation. @ocaason, a
class seemed disengaged and lethargic and she compared their partigipatisic with
participation in spelling. “If the class is taking spelling tests, tivalt'at you do, ‘cause that’s
your job. And when you are in music class, we do music. That’s what you do, becdase that
your job” (HS Field Notes 3/16, p. 1). According to my observations, conversations like this
were unusual, because students typically appeared alert and interestedldasngnd Hailey
could usually engage students in musicking by playing, teasing, laughing, and gimgpura
However, this discussion was one example of Ms. Stevens’ communication withdestst
regarding her ideas about the purpose of music education; namely that evesyttheyy learn
and progress.

| asked Ms. Stevens about requiring music participation from students for mhein
was not a preferred subject, and she answered, “Not everybody wants to do spelling, not
everyone wants to be there for math! It's something that everyone can ardllshoulso why
shouldn’t they?” (HS Final Interview, p. 4). | responded, “So, you would push the kids who
don’t want to be [in music class]?” And Hailey replied:

| would, but also... | am not saying you would do it in a forceful way. There are ways

that you can bring those students on board with you and make them want to learn—by

building relationships, and making connections, maybe connecting to music taey list
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to, or something that they do in the home. | am not saying that it has to be a forceful

“you are GOING to do this.” It can be more of a drawing them in sort of approach, and

meeting them where their needs and interests are. (HS Final Intervi®w, p.

This exchange accurately depicts my observations of Ms. Steven'’s teesgdpnding the
purpose of music instruction. Every child was expected to participate and progress but
never coerced or demeaned. Instead, Hailey encouraged participation tlwoaghities, a
playful attitude, and constant reminders that learning music, like any othectsisogmmething
that requires perseverance.

Ms. Stevens balanced fun and work within a classroom atmosphere that was clearl
focused on each student’s music learning progress. In our final interviewribddsuoy overall
impression of Hailey’s teaching persona (HS Final Interview, p. 10). yHads warm and
playful toward students: smiling, energetic, genuine, and encouraging. Masse<involved a
large amount of play and were conducted in a generally joyful atmosphere. santedime, it
was crystal clear that the kids were there to learn music—not to justiergoyo be passive
consumers, but to actively engage as musicians. Ms. Stevens responded:

Good... because that's my focus... Maybe this is bad of me—I never plan anything just

thinking what's going to be fun. It is always what should they be learning neat, w

COULD they be learning next... and THEN how could | make it fun (HS Final

Interview, p. 10).

All of the playful, exciting activities the children in Ms. Stevens’ room hadectmexpect were
planned with their music learning needs as the primary goal and fun as andntaride
secondary quality. “[M]y first purpose is to help them learn, and learn somethsngsthnce.

And if | can make it fun, cool!” (Final Interview, p. 10). This approach to balancingcalusi
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progress with fun appeared similar to the teaching style one would expect frocefdantx
elementary classroom teacher.

Ms. Stevens’ thoughts on the purpose of school music education contributed to an
environment conducive to assessment and differentiation. Hailey frequentjaaeticher
thoughts regarding the purpose of music education in class, and her students knew Wexiethe
expected to learn and progress in music (e.g., HS Field Notes 2/25, p. 3). Students wer
reminded that, just as in other subjects, some would have to work harder than others, and some
might be more advanced than others, but that every student was expected to pagidipatth
effort, learn, and grow (e.g., HS Field Notes 3/25, p. 1). Perhaps because of thisybis’Ste
keeping track of her students’ progress [assessment] seemed as aateaktudents as a
classroom teacher keeping track of their progress in math. The faairttestidents would
offer more or less sophisticated responses, or that Ms. Stevens would offemgdslbr
remediation to individual students [differentiation], were also natural outgsosfther stance on
the purpose of music education.

Normalizing independent musicking. Ms. Stevens’ teaching was characterized by
normalizing independent musicking behaviors, such as singing, chanting, movement, and
instrument play. The most obvious examples of independent musicking were the myriad
opportunities for individual sung, chanted, or played responses already describged haphéer.
In addition, Ms. Stevens rarely sang with students, so they demonstrated indépansieking
as they assumed leadership of singing in unison and in parts.

It is when | STOP singing that the students truly accept the responsibilibefemging.

This is where some students really step up and become leaders for theatdasand

they can all take ownership of the singing, as well as modeling approptateédre If |
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sing with them, they typically back off in their singing for whateveraerd$iS Journal

3/23, p. 2).

Independent musicking also was evident when students responded in chorus with their own
musical answers. For example, Hailey sang a Major pattern thattihwstenic or dominant

(HS Field Notes 3/2, p. 1). Individual third grade students decided if her pattern wasromina
or tonic and created a different pattern of the same variety in their headslelf gestured to

an individual, he would sing his pattern alone. If Hailey gestured to the class]lteang their
response at the same time, resulting in a harmonic pastiche of tonic or dominant. QyEgortuni
such as individuals responding with their own answers in chorus might be called “individual
musicking alongside other students.” Independent musicking alongside otheesladtodents

to try out their own ideas within the group and strengthened independent musickingyskills b
requiring students to “hold their own.”

My observations indicated that during every class Ms. Stevens taught, indstaldhts
responded alone, singing, chanting, playing, and moving. In addition, in every class/edbs
the students led unison singing and sometimes part-singing, and students often woldd music
individually alongside one another. Hailey stated that she normalized indepenaécking
with two main approaches: Classroom management and building readiness.

One is just creating that culture of: “We are all supportive and we aespéctful, and

everyone is going to take turns, and it's not a big deal...” so that you can get to individua

responses. And | think also, building that expectation that everyone CAN do this. So
that all students feel empowered and they feel like they CAN achiewsest ihjght take

some students longer than others, some students might succeed at a differenutevel. B

everyone CAN do it. |think those are two important things (HS Final Interview, p. 3).
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Ms. Stevens used classroom management strategies to create a culhich in w
individual musicking was safe, expected, and normal. | observed a class ofddedsginging
solo improvisations on neutral syllables while the rest of the class quietipnédichord roots
(HS Field Notes 2/25, p. 2; 3/4 p. 2; 3/9 p. 1). All of the students took at least one turn, and |
was surprised to note that the majority wanted additional chances to improvised Maske
Stevens how she accomplished this level of personal risk taking. She replied:

Well... | think it goes back to, you set that environment from the very first dalygaha

have them, that we all participate, we all take turns, you don’t have to be afraake

mistakes, if we do make mistakes, no one is going to laugh... there’s not going to be
teasing... it's ok to just give it a try... and then over time, | think a lot of them feel

empowered to be able to do the stuff like improvising (HS Think Aloud 1, p. 5)

From the first days of kindergarten, Hailey established expectationd ffeatefyone would
participate, (2) everyone would be supportive of one another’s efforts, and ()uhdaryt
always have to do it “correctly” (HS Think Aloud 1, p. 2; HS Think Aloud 1, p. 7).

If a kid does mess up, we just go, “Oh, no big deal. Let’s give it another try. | mess up

all the time. We make mistakes, that's how we learn.” | hope that | can gstabli

environment like that, where we don’t have to worry so much about putting kids on the

spot (HS Think Aloud 1, p. 1).

Ms. Stevens coached students toward waiting and listening quietly to other student
performances, and celebrating one another’s successes (e.g., HS Fisl8/Rioped). Any
behavior that was not supportive and respectful was dealt with immediatelyrtmesligection
or a time-out (e.g., HS Field Notes 3/11, p. 2). When intervening to manage behavior, Ms.

Stevens was not punitive. Instead, she was likely to remind students that their jolnbives
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to learn, and part of that job included creating an environment in which other students also could
learn.

| think that goes back to the empathy idea like with Love and Logig®pular

approach to parenting and classroom discip]inE&xpressing to the kids it is not me

against you, | am trying to help you learn by putting you here [move to sit by another

student]. Or, by asking you to go here [time out], that is going to help you learn, aind tha

is the important thing (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 2).

Before students were expected to sing, chant, play, or move alone, they had the dpportiyni

out similar material as a group (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 4). When she wanted individual responses
in a new activity, Ms. Stevens would often start with students she knew felt cdrditewhom

she thought would be successful (HS Think Aloud 1, p. 1), and she often provided examples that
students could use to guide their musicking (HS Think Aloud 1, p. 4). Moreover, most activities
in which students musicked alone were structured as games, individual answdrsefeaad

fun was the focus.

Ms. Stevens also worked to build musical readiness as a way to reduce the risk of
independent musicking. For example, in third grade, Hailey was preparing students for a
activity in which pairs of students would compose a song using tonic and dominant haimonies
minor (Final Interview, p. 2). They practiced the compositional process as agubote
children tried out phrases of music by singing independently alongside one aretbehesr
ideas to another child, and then raised their hand to volunteer to singing an ideadoph@l&

Field Notes 3/ 23, p. 1). Ms. Stevens then demonstrated her process of turning those sounds int

notation, so that students would have a model for their work in pairs and small groups.
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| asked Ms. Stevens if there were assessment activities thanhcgtier thinking
regarding if the students were ready to engage in this kind of composititinaya She
replied:
| think so... the majority of the tonal things we have been doing up until this point,
listening to them sing alone... Are they singing in tune? Can they sing atah&
dominant pattern in minor in tune? Can they sing chord roots alone in minor? Which,
you know, is building their harmonic sense... So | think all of those things go into
knowing if they can do this. Little things like improvising tonal patterns... (HS Think
Aloud 2, p. 7).
Before Ms. Stevens asked a student to take the risk of independent musicking, she used
assessments to be sure that the skill set required for the activity wasean flhe also supported
students’ various levels of readiness by building scaffolding into sométiastiviFor example,
when the children were songwriting in pairs, Ms. Stevens planned to provide the poem so the
children would have a rhythm and prosody to inspire their musicking and guide their

collaboration (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 8).

“Audiation15” was important in Ms. Stevens’ concept of readiness. She wanted her
students to internalize the music in a cognizant way, so that they could mampudateal
material in their heads and so that they could sing their own ideas alongsige othe
Even that | try to build in from a young age... in first grade, we’ll do tonal patterngwhe
I'll sing a pattern, they will audiate theirs, and then as a group they allhamglifferent
pattern together. So, that is a readiness for this, even though it is on a smaller scal

What makes it hard to all respond at the same time is, you really have to bg hrearin

15 “Hearing and comprehending in one’s mind the sound of music that is not, or may never
have been physically present” (Gordon, 2007 p. 399).
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your head what YOU want to come out of YOUR mouth. And not be distracted by

everything else around you. |think that’s built in when they are building audiation...

(HS Think Aloud 2, p. 7-8).

Developing skills in audiation was one way that Ms. Stevens built her studedisessafor
independent musicking.

Ms. Stevens used classroom management strategies and built readingsstm or
normalize independent musicking. Ms. Stevens required students to be supportive of one
another and cultivated an atmosphere in which mistakes were welcomed as dchearce
Ms. Stevens also mitigated the risk of independent musicking by presentmgpitreunity to
experiment with new activities as a whole group and by demonstrating sanpoleses before
students were required to musick alone. Normalizing independent musicking helgechare
environment conducive to assessment and differentiation. Individual students wsteraed
to singing, chanting, moving and playing by themselves as well as alongsidstatients.
Therefore, Ms. Stevens was able to plan multiple assessments of individuzkinguen various
tasks and levels of difficulty as a normal part of music class.

Structuring activities with multiple response levels. Ms. Stevens designed opportunities
for individual musicking that were open-ended to allow multiple levels of apptepesponse.
Some of these activities involved responses that were comfortably within thiesibilimost, if
not all of the students. However, differentiation of instruction was evident in edtithat |
categorized asself-challengéand “high-challengé.

In self-challenge activities, opportunities for individual musicking wetecgired to
allow a myriad of “correct” responses that varied in level of difficulty asital sophistication.

For example, when improvising over chord roots, a child could choose a “safe” anssver, li
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singing the chord roots with a rhythmic variation, or a child could choose to sing a sapdusti
improvised answer. Either response was “correct,” but each child respondetfeaeatdevel
based on factors such as personality and musical readiness.

| observed one example of a self-challenge activity when first graderds improvised
rhythm patterns using neutral syllables on chord roots in mixolydian (HS Fiedd,N8s11 p. 3).
Hailey and | watched a video excerpt of this activity, in which severarehiresponded by
singing rhythm patterns on chord roots or making up non-patterned rhythms on the chord roots.
Some children simply sang the chord roots without any added rhythm, while otdeerchil
chanted rhythms in a speaking voice during their turn. | asked Ms. Stevens what ghe thou
about me labeling these as “self-challenge activities.”

| think it is appropriate because [the students] are choosing what they arendoing i

response to what | am asking them to do. So they could just be doing the chord roots

plain like we learned the first time... you mentioned how [some students] kind of stop

using their singing voice? Even that to me is saying, “l am not ready to usegimgsin

voice and make up rhythms at the same time... so | am just going to make up some

rhythms in my chanting voice.” But that tells me that they are giviamselves what

they need, because they can’'t handle doing both at the same time (HS Think Aloud 2, p.

3).
Ms. Stevens believed that, by offering activities with a variety of ledetsrrect response, not
only could high achieving students challenge themselves, but students who neededioemedia
also could scaffold for themselves. In essence, these self-challenwgeeaaonstituted both
assessment and differentiated instruction, allowing Ms. Stevens to sinouksnassess what

her students knew and could do and challenge her students to work at their own level.
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| asked about the strengths and weaknesses of self-challenge actWgieStevens
thought for a minute and replied:
Well, the pros, is that the kids who need to be pushed for some harder things can do that.
And most of the kids who are ready to be challenged, do it, because otherwise they are
bored. Those are the kids that are sitting there kind of plotting what they are@dmg t
to throw you off. To add that weird rhythm at the end... like if we are making up
rhythms, they might end not on just a macrobeat. They might end with microbeats or
divisions or something unusual. So, the pro is those kids can challenge themselves. Also
| think the kids that aren’t ready for the harder things can regulate and ta&ebmck
and give themselves something easier to do. Cons... | guess you may have kids who
maybe are a little bit lazy... you know there are some kids that are higludiahitut
lazy, just in general, who might not push themselves. They might just take theagasy
out, if they are not being asked to do something more difficult... | guess that's\ighote
con... (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 4)
| asked if she had ever asked a child to change a response when she thought thepahlerefca
more. Ms. Stevens said,
| might not do it immediately. | might just address to the class—we could also do... like
if we were making up a melody like third grade, if there was a kid | thougid dou
melody but just did chord roots and some rhythms, | might say to the class “we can make
up totally different songs, like this, or this or thisDdmonstrating different respon$es
Then | might go back to that child and say “Would you like to do another one and try to
make it different or totally different?” | might do something like that... wHednd of

come back to them (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 4).
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As a part of normalizing individual musicking, Ms. Stevens would not directlgizetany
serious response, and | observed her make whole-class suggestions as shd (lescyiHS
Field Notes, 2/25, p. 2). | also watched her on several occasions ask an individual ehild for
better response if he was being silly or goofing around (e.g., HS Field Nble932), or if she
thought he was capable of more (e.qg., HS Field Notes 2/23, p. 1).
In another clip, the first grade students chanted rhythm “conversations” enrtrgier
with some “peepers” (a mini-puppet). Ms. Stevens described the students’ response
The default pattern for some students was [Figure 6.4]. So you can tell thehkidtsnd
of fell back on thisgafe answdr versus the kids, | think it was Megan that we watched,
who came up with [Figure 6.5] which is a pattern that we have done in LSAs. She’s
obviously retained that. And I think it was Jada that did something like [Figure Gl6], wi
an elongation... I just think that's a cool indication of them individualizing their own
performances. Like, they were all performing at levels that werteknow, where they
were at (HS Think Aloud 1, p. 10).

Figure 6.4 “Safe” answer

e drrrr

Figure 6.5 Megan’s response

Berreerr—r

Figure 6.6 Jada’s response
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Ms. Stevens was able to assess the various levels of her students’ achiendrpde meter
because they could differentiate their level of response: from those who wahtetsafe” and
use a known pattern (but were able to perform accurately), to those who appropréttedha p
from another context, to those who created their own unique response. “It wasingdéoese
that the sophistication of each child’s rhythm seemed indicative of theireshilit was as if the
students were individualizing their own instruction by creating something #saatitheir own
level'” (HS Journal 3/4, p. 2). It seems that self-challenge activities coragsassment,
opportunities for students to work on their own musicking, and differentiation as equal
collaborators in a single activity.
In addition to structuring self-challenge activities and planning whole-grdiyitias in
which most students were likely to succeed, Ms. Stevens also provided “higgngkal
activities.” In a high-challenge activity, the expected responses wépeldiénough that only
10 to 20% of the students could approach “correctness,” and the remainder of the stuggnts sim
absorbed the new information or were exposed to trying a new skill.
If I am doing average things most of the time, | am hitting that middle pegeecotids,
but what about that 10-20% that really have high aptitude, [who] need a challenge? |
can't just let them be bored, and never have anything pushing them and helping them
grow. So, | do intentionally choose those things [high-challenge actiyitieging that it
will engage that high [aptitude] percentage of students. And everyone else just kind of
comes along for the ride. And sometimes they surprise you. Sometimes wherkyou pic

those really challenging things, you’ll have students that you didn’t think could do it, but
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they do, and you think: “Wow | never realized that that kid had that potential, and |
wouldn’t have, had I not done this activity” (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 4).
By offering her students high-challenge activities, Ms. Stevens not anhdpd for the music
learning of students she knew to have high aptitude and/or high achievement, but also for other
students who surprised her by showing that they were ready.
| observed one high challenge activity in which third-grade students assooiétge $o
patterns Ms. Stevens sang on neutral syllables and they sang them back ® RietdHotes,
2/11, p. 2-3). The students had been given a few chances to try out this new skill as a group, and
then Ms. Stevens asked for individual responses. According to my estimate, abotgraofjuar
the responses were correct. However, perhaps due to Ms. Stevens’ establistiech ad
mistakes as learning opportunities, which she reiterated in the courseattivity, or because
of her playful demeanor (she said she was trying to “trick” them), | did not obsignseof
anxiety or withdrawal. In fact, many students seemed to enjoy the clegligegting it with
twinkling eyes focused on Ms. Stevens in anticipation of a turn. | asked Ms. Sfestens
worried that students would be turned off by this type of challenge:
HS: Ijust can't understand that. They LOVE it. When you have them engaged, and
they are motivated to learn, they love to have those challenges thrown in...
KS: Even if they are not necessarily successful right away?
HS: Right! And I think it goes back to establishing that environment of exploration,
everybody participates, we all do it alone, if you mess up who cares, and | thisk that’
another piece of that. If they are not afraid to get it wrong, or to not know the answer, it

a lot more fun to figure out what the answer is (HS Think Aloud 1, p. 11-12).
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In Ms. Stevens’ teaching, the classroom environment in which individual musicking is
normalized through management and readiness also allows students the freedom to try
challenging material.

Ms. Stevens also seemed to enjoy keeping students “on their toes” biygcoeanitive
dissonance—occasionally tossing in an example they had not yet encountbetccould not
be described by their vocabulary. One day in LSAs, third grade students welfgirdent
whether a pattern was duple or triple (HS Field Notes 3/18, p. 1). Perhaps becawss tm
either/or choice, or because it was not difficult for most students, some wescemgjaged as
they were on other occasions. Noticing this, Hailey improvised a pattern in<d@: d wave of
backs straightening as the students registered something differemedetheeir eye twinkles,
and said “huh?”

KS: You also threw them a curve ball and gave them an unusual paired pattern... and

they respond really well to your curve balls, | think...

HS: They are used to it now. [laughs] They know me. They know if they are ggtting i

| am not just going to give them the same thing. They know I'm gonna find soyrte wa

surprise them (HS Think Aloud 1, p. 11).

In Ms. Stevens’ classroom, high-challenge activities seemed to funsteomativator for the
students, rather than creating anxiety or withdrawal.

Between the end of our observation period and the final interview, Ms. Stevensikvas pi
slipped due to budget problems in her district. Because she was facing thdifyoskiint
returning to her students, she decided to try new things—to really push her kids, and they
surprised her with their abilities (personal email communication, 4/2/2010ked &sr to

describe this experience:
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[The students surprised me] in various ways, for example in fourth grade, we had sung
three-part harmony... with each group singing different chord tones. So | thought, wh

not have some fun, a lot of my fourth grade girls love Justin Bieber so we took tivat Jus
Bieber song, “Baby,” and we... | forget the progression... it's like I, vi, IV, &ybe?

And we did that same kind of thing, but we totally extended it to these new types of

chords and we learned about submediant, and they could do it. If | had never pushed them
to do that, | wouldn’'t have known they could do it. And then we went to another song
that’'s out and popular right now... It's got another weird funky progression thal; uses

IV, viand V. And they could totally do it, in three parts, by themselves.

Another example is just... with little kids, pushing them more to do more creating
and improvising. | added some more tonal pattern conversation stuff in mixolydian with
the first graders, and they could totally do it. Improvise patterns in mixolydian, who
knew? [In another activity, w]e were doing this little chant that had a part in cupke a
part in triple and then moving around the room in two different ways to the two different
parts. So I said, OK, let’s see if they can generalize can we changelitstaahd do the
chant with buh buhs and see if they know when to move, and they did. And | thought,
OK, this time | am going to improvise in duple or in triple on neutral syllablesesnd s
they can tell whether they should move in the duple or triple way. We didn’t talk about
duple or triple, but they could sense it, and they could do it. That's something | wouldn’t
have done until third grade, and here, all along, first graders could have been doing it (HS
Final Interview, p. 1).

| asked about why she had never tried these types of activities at thésdédore, and Ms.

Stevens replied:
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Part of it is | like things to be sequential. And | like to really build in stegtéy the
process... So, part of it was not wanting to short-circuit that process—to spread it out
over time. | also think part of it, too, was just thinking: “they can’t do that, it's too hard
for them” (HS Final Interview, p. 1).
Possible drawbacks of highly teacher-directed and sequential music instrochimeithe
assumptions that learning sequences discerned in research on groups of children would
necessarily apply to each individual child, and that the teacher knows exadtlyeristudents
need and in what order. High challenge activities not only allowed students g¥itagtitude to
be challenged, and students with the required readiness to expand their abilitiey, dlsbthe
allowed Ms. Stevens to be amazed by the capabilities of her students. Striehedle
sequential presentation of musical material may actually have held sateatstback.
According to my field notes, most of the time in music class, Ms. Stevenshitudere
engaged in active musicking. Non-musicking moments | observed included sorhe direc
instruction, some discussion of appropriate behavior, and two written assessmehésthidd t
grade level, about 50% of musicking activities targeted a medium diffi@vé} &t which most
students could successfully respond. Many of these activities were whole-groufolfe.g
dances or singing), and some included solo responses with answers that weveorigtdr an
echo of the prompt. Perhaps 30 to 40% of activities involved some element of selfighall
individual response within the group or alone, with innumerable possibilities fotriggs.”
The remaining 10 to 20% of activities were high-challenge. In first gradeggsedue to the
developmental and musical readiness of students, more of the activities wlarenme

difficulty—perhaps 70%, with about 15 to 20% self-challenge and 10 to 5% high challenge.
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In self-challenge activities, students could practice at their own ladedienultaneously
allow Ms. Stevens to assess their performance. Structuring an actithtywmumerable
“correct” responses allowed each student to respond at his or her level arghbé Ms.
Stevens also differentiated instruction during self-challenge acsiwayieasking for more from
students she knew were capable, and by praising progress at each studenttidgwel
challenge activities allowed assessment of more advanced skillseiif&ion of instruction for
those students in need of challenges, and opportunities for learning and expeginvéghtnew
skills. Use of these open-response activities was integral to Ms. Stevactite of assessment
and differentiation.

Summary of environment conducive to assessment and differentiation. The
environment Ms. Stevens created through her teaching practices fostes=uass and
differentiated instruction. Hailey consistently reiterated her viewalhaer students could
progress musically and that the purpose of music class was for all students tousie. To
that end, Ms. Stevens made independent musicking normal, both through classroom managem
strategies that reduced personal risk and also by building readinesssbadiemets were required
to respond individually. Structuring activities with multiple response levelsidimg self-
challenge activities and high-challenge activities, both fat#itt assessment and constituted
differentiation of instruction.

Overarching impact of teacher beliefs.Although I did not intend to discuss
methodology and philosophy in this dissertation (see “Delimitations,” Chapteisltevens’
frequent discussion of her strong methodological and philosophical stances and their direc

impact on her practice of assessment and differentiated instruction seenatwldbat | do so.
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[1] belie[ve] that anyone can learn music, anyone can be good at music. leddhy't r
think it is something that is a talent where some of us may be able to be goodcat musi
and some of us not. Some might have more success, or easier success, in music
depending on aptitude, but | believe everyone can do it, and everyone is there to learn i
so everyone should be trying. And | think knowing that everyone can do it makes it... the
kids understand that everyone is expected to do it and participate. So when hgrtotryi
differentiate instruction and give each student individual attention based on what they
need, | think it is just understood that they give that response, individually (HS Think
Aloud 2, p. 1).

In our final interview, | asked about what factors contributed to Ms. Stevensheglfation to

track individual progress. She replied:
Well, it’s funny, before you said “not necessarily philosophically,” but | thivat t
[philosophy] is a big piece that goes into it. Because, for me, having an MLTdMusi
Learning Theory] background, and looking at students’ individual needs, and not looking
at music as a talent, but as something that everyone can do, and everyone can succeed
at... |1think then enables me, or makes me want to track all of their individual progress
and to help them all achieve to the level [of their] potential... (HS Final Interview; pp. 3
4).

Many of Ms. Stevens’ instructional decisions, including required participattructured

activities with a variety of response styles and levels of difficulty, eobhsissessment, and

differentiated instruction, resulted from her belief that all children could (amad) learn

music.
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If we just say, “I don’t need to assess you, because it's OK, honey...you can’igedatly
anyway.” | guess that stems from my belief that... | don’t believe thigtans a talent
that some people have and some people don’t. | truly believe it's an intelligaddés
a skill that anyone can achieve at. Maybe not all at the same level or wsdmtlee
amount of work. Some of us might really have to work at it. But everyone can achieve
(HS Initial Interview, p. 10-11).
Although she acknowledged different innate capacities for learning musich(sine called
“aptitudes,” HS Initial Interview, p. 1), Ms. Stevens did not believe that nisi¢alent given
only to the few. When | asked about concerns that a child would give up on music because of
being required to participate in singing, Hailey replied:
Anyone can learn to sing. Anyone can be musical. So | guess, | look at it agoneve
can do it. And I try to convey that to my students. You can do this. Some of us might
need more time and more help. So, | find that my students don’t feel that way [likg givi
up]. Because they know that everyone can achieve the things that | am teachfag... (H
Initial Interview, p. 2)
She responded similarly to my question about grading a student’s musical achiezetthe
possibility of a child giving up on music as a result of a poor grade, adding:
| think a lot of parents think, “Can my kid really do this? Are all kids really gtwrige
expected to do this?” So | think when you grade them all the same [i.e., give all
“proficient” or “satisfactory” grades] it perpetuates that view... You knohemsas, if it
comes out in your assessment that you do use those different categoriesstlexeny
kid truly is achieving at different levels, but yet everyone can achieSd-(rhl

Interview, p. 6).

228



Ms. Stevens felt that her constant reassurances that music was sonhethawgityone could
learn and her requirement that students participate in music class led tonositelearning
from her students rather than to students withdrawing from music (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 1).
Perhaps the strength and frequency of Ms. Stevens’ methodological and philosophical
discourse was influenced by her recent thesis research regarding theafrtpacher beliefs on
instructional practices (HS Final Interview, p. 12). Hailey described berthiat some teachers
seem to believe that music is NOT for everybody and that to be a musiciang¢gjeine. She
even supplied an excerpt from her thesis to supplement one of her journal entries:
...[T]here are cultural influences that might make children think that you have to be
“professional” to be good at music or have to be perfect to good at music. A good
example of this i&\merican Ido] where performers are criticized and it is “cool” to make
fun of the people who are “bad.” Also, I think it is true that our culture defines
“musician” as someone who is a professional or is extremely talented, sodt cooue
as no surprise that eight-year-olds don’t think they are musicians or are goosiat
As an example of this, [here] is an excerpt from my thesis. This is a mitidiel ¥and
teacher answering the question “What is a musician”:
In Scott’s view the term “musician” refers to someone who devotes considerable ti
and effort to music and practicing. “Being a musician, | think, takes a lot of training and
exercise and work.” Scott’s definition of the word musician implies what is thought of as
a professional musician. “I think a musician is more of a person that kind of, that's what

they do for their life. . . . They do it for a living. They’re good at_it.” This belief is also

evident when Scott describes his own students. “I don't really consider them musicians. .

. . | think that most of them are too young to be considered ‘a musician’
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Scott also considers a “musician” to be someone who has a special talent for music. I
think musician kind of already says you're good at music. You're musical.” Scott’'s words
suggest that he believes that music is a talent which some people have and others don't.
When discussing his students in terms of being musicians, Scott states, “the students are
here to learn how to be a musician, and eventually that will come if they have that innate

talent.” Scott believes that the potential to be a musician is not something that everyone

possesses. “Some people can’t be quote-unquote ‘a musician’ because they might not

have that talent.”

Sad, huh???? (HS Journal 3/16, p. 2-3, underlining added, italics excerpt from her thesis)
Ms. Stevens’ practice of assessment and differentiated instruction etedmactly from
her philosophical beliefs regarding universal musicality, which were inngaréenced by her
methodological background in Music Learning Theory. Because of my hesibatiseuss
philosophy and methodology in this document, | did not introduce these topics. However, as
they emerged in interviews and journals, | did ask clarifying questions. yisd#event belief
that all of her students could and should learn music was evident in each of our intanviesrs
journals, and in my field notes. Furthermore, the influence of her philosophical and
methodological stances could not be separated from her teaching or hepgtéotian this
research without compromising the veracity of my report. Discussion of Blser&t
instructional practices, and specifically of assessment and différemtia her teaching, would
not be complete without at least this brief description of her philosophical and methaalologic
perspectives.
Chapter Summary

Hailey Stevens believed that every person is musical, and that it was her jpbldis a
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school music teacher to help each student learn music. Each student brought diftéretes

and experiences into the classroom, and Ms. Stevens saw herself atatofastho provided
appropriate activities to guide the sequential music learning of each studeatus8ef this,

Hailey required students to participate in music and engaged in frequentressgessd

differentiated instruction. One possible weakness to Ms. Stevens’ fyiteacher-directed

approach to music teaching and learning was that it was predicated on the assinaipitiariey

knows what is best for students to learn in music and in what sequence they should proceed. He
use of high challenge and self challenge activities may have mitidgesesdakness.

Ms. Stevens used report cards, aptitude tests, Learning Sequence Acéwitiedded
assessments, and occasional written quizzes to track individual music leahitigese, LSAS
and embedded assessments were the most frequently used, occurring irssgary These
assessments required individual musicking responses and functioned both as a wayres meas
progress and as a way to differentiate instruction. They were typicatyeaher using tally
marks (LSAS) or using four-point rating scales (embedded assessments).

It was difficult to describe the impact of assessment practices on difédi@n of
instruction, because they seemed inextricably intertwined. Any time enstie$ponded
individually in class (and opportunities were frequent) it seemed to constithtarbassessment
(since Ms. Stevens rated responses in her records) and also diffedeimsatuction (either
because Ms. Stevens varied the difficulty level according to the child’sgotcgvement or
because the child could select his own level of challenge). The frequencysshasse
activities, nature of Ms. Stevens’ instruction, and use of aptitude testsdseeal®w her to

separate musical abilities from academic capabilities and behahatkdrgges. Ms. Stevens’
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teaching artfully balanced nearly omnipresent musicking, assessmentifarehtiated

instruction in a fun, supportive environment.
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Chapter Seven: Cross-Case Analysis

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore the relationship between astessin
differentiated instruction in elementary general music. To that end, Ipnasented case studies
detailing the assessment and differentiation practices of three public sidmehtary general
music teachers: Danielle Wheeler (Chapter 4); Carrie Davis (Chaed3jailey Stevens
(Chapter 6). In each case study | first answered each of my guidingchegaastions: (1)

When and how did the participants assess musical skills and behaviors? (2) How dmhptstic
score or keep track of what students knew and could do in music? And (3) What was the impact
of assessment on differentiation of instructidiien, | described themes related to assessment

and differentiation that emerged from my data analysis. Carrie Davig'setatired a different
analytical approach (see Chapter 5).

The current chapter presents a cross-case analysis of data from albdese This
analysis is not intended to compare practices but to illuminate my focus: rahereapplied
the results of assessments to individualize music instruction. To do this,demilify themes
that emerged across cases and also describe divergent practicesl@i8keWhen | designed
this study, | did not know that my participants’ practices would be so diverse that one
participant’s data was not amenable to the same analysis as the othswsdid aot know that
participants would seem to debate one another, presenting strongly divergentigvgsoi
asked them each the same (or similar) interview questions. It seems thatlemost salient
findings of my cross-case analysis is that individual teachers’ pragacgsvidely, even when
they were chosen specifically because they shared certain ehnigtaxst, namely that they

valued the role of assessment in elementary general music instructignonlyithree
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participants, there was no “average” response. Either the participantalhgnalar, one
disagreed with the other two, or all three had differing views or practicespathdve it would
be disingenuous to present some sort of conglomerate compromise as represdrdattinree
participants when their approaches differed. Consequently, some comparisomseédaide
in the course of this chapter. Rather than evaluating the participants, tlwvieader not only
to hear what their three voices say in concert but also to learn from their divergetites.
Therefore, | have structured this cross-case analysis as follovgs, | Kill present a
summary of common practices and any significant variation among partgiesated to my
three guiding research questions. | will also analyze emergentolat@éch case study across
all three cases. Then, | will discuss the themes that emerged from gesmiadysis. When
appropriate, | provided vignettes of teacher practices to illustrate th&msshapter
synthesizes information already presented with reference to sourceaimatehapters 4, 5, and
6. This synthesis would be difficult to read if | cited three sources antiorapared,
contrasted, or summarized. Therefore, | cited only direct quotes and nihiariahs not
previously mentioned in individual case discussion. To assist the reader, | hadednebles

summarizing the results from each case study (see Table 7-1, Table 7Faptand-3).
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Table 7.1 Summary of Findings, Danielle Wheeler

When and How was Music | Assessments were ongoing, including:
Learning ssessed? = Checklists

* Rubrics

= Rating Scales

» Report Cards

= Observational Assessments

= Portfolios

=  Self-Assessments

» Aptitude Tests

Scoring and Tracking the » Checklists/Rubrics/Rating Scales/Observations in

Results of Assessments gradebook or on class list.

» Portfolios (contained self assessments and written work
like compositions and quizzes)

Assessment and » Kindergarten: Centers, Early Chidhood Approach

Differentiation » Fourth Grade: praxial groupwork, creative groupwork,
independent warm-ups and written work

= Differentiation based on the assessments of others (IEPs,
etc)

Emergent themes » Inquisitive disposition
= Linkage of curriculum to assessment
= Teacher behaviors conducive to differentiation

Table 7.2 Summary of Findings, Carrie Davis

Self-Reports of Assessment Ongoing assessments were reported, qcludin
= Aptitude testing

= Report cards

= Observational assessments

= |mportance of individual responses

Assessment and Differentiation of » Flexible groupings
Instruction in Small-group Composition = Student-centered learning
= Peer coaching

= Informal, emergent assessment methods
=  Summative assessments

Differentiation of Music Instruction for = Early Childhood approach
Students with Cognitive Impairments * Role of Paraprofessionals

= Social mainstreaming vs. inclusion
Constructivism and Differentiation = Teacher as facilitator

= Differentiation inherent in Ms. Davis’s
practice of constructivism

= Collaborative, cooperative learning
atmosphere
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Table 7.3 Summary of Finding

s, Hailey Stevens

When and How was Music
Learning Assessed?

Ongoing assessment:
= Report cards
= Aptitude testing
=  Written assessments
= Learning Sequence Activities (LSAS)
» Embedded assessments

Scoring and Tracking the
Results of Assessments

= LSAs, hash marks or 4-point rating scale in binder.

= Embedded assessments 4-point rating scale in pal
pilot or on paper, transferred to spreadsheet.

= Aptitude tests--percentile rank.

= Necessity of individual response

m

Impact of Assessment on
Differentiation of Instruction

Inextricably intertwined

= Differentiation as a natural consequent of assessmient

= Assessment as a form of differentiation

= Separating musical abilities from academic or
behavioral abilities

= Data-driven student-centered learning

Emergent Themes

Environment conducive to assessment and differentiation

= Purpose of music class

= Normalizing musicking

= Structuring activities with multiple response levels
Overarching impact of teacher beliefs

When and How did Participants Assess Music Learning?

Ms. Wheeler, Ms. Davis,

and Ms. Stevens predominantly had similar practiezms

of when, how, and how often they assessed students’ music learning. All threesteache

integrated assessments into their teaching on an ongoing basis, usingyatagsessment

strategies, including performance measures, such as rating ssaledl, @ written assessments

such as self-evaluations and quizzes.

When participants assessedAlthough the literature suggested that most elementary

general music teachers primarily engaged in assessments prior tgdoadaport cards

(Hepworth-Osiowy, 2004), all three patrticipants in this study consistastlyssed music

learning on an ongoing basis throughout the school year. Each teacher mentionathv&imm
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assessments or other assessments that were directly relateding tpareport cards, but
grading for report cards was not the primary reason any participantdiakzsessments.

Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Davis reported that preparing for performances hindered or eve
extinguished their usual assessment practices, similar to those teslcbeeported pressures to
perform as one challenge to their assessment practices in previous gtgdjd$epworth-

Osiowy, 2004). Ms. Stevens did not prepare students for performances, opting instead to invit
family members and other caregivers to come see a music class “informitscestevens

taught the informance music class mostly like a normal music classt skeegave brief
explanatory comments and invited the visitors to participate in musicking alerige children

(HS Field Notes 3/25, p.1).

The ongoing nature of the participants’ assessment practices macieagzetween
“when” teachers assessed and “how often” they assessed difficult. Ity #féeowhen” of these
participants’ assessment practices was “regularly throughout the selandl How often they
assessed ranged from Ms. Stevens, who formally assessed two to threégskilisioa abilities
in every class, to Ms. Wheeler who informally assessed in nearly eassywith her
“observational lists” and formally assessed some skill or ability aboet@ameek, to Ms. Davis,
who only used informal assessment during the observation period. Ms. Davis was in tleg midst
performance preparation, so | did not see her normal assessment behavior, epdrsdek that
ongoing formal and informal assessment was more typical of her practicapdated over the
school year, overall rates of assessment in the current study seem laghtdiose reported by
Talley (2005) and Livingston (2000). However, higher rates should be expectedip&atdiin

the current study were purposefully selected because they valued the gdessinaent in music
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education, whereas the random samples in other studies included teachers who de$ssat ass
all (Livingston, 2000; Shih, 1997; Talley, 2005).

How did teachers assess music learningConsistent with the literature, participants in
this study used a variety of methods to gather assessment data. Previool medieated that
the most commonly used methods of assessment in elementary general mursioroasvere
systematic observation/roaming and checking the group (Hepworth-Osiowy,L2064ston,
2000; Shih, 1997). Ms. Wheeler reported using these strategies, and often sujgoldraent
observations by jotting down the names of students who needed additional assistancavidMs. D
and Ms. Stevens also roamed and checked, but seemed to view this as part of
instruction/facilitation of music learning, and not necessarily as assassat strategy.

Performances (i.e. formal performances in front of an audience) were teaside
frequently used method of assessment in previous studies (Hepworth-Osiowy, 2Q@gstbivi
2000). Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Davis characterized performances as an assesstudent
learning, although neither of them evaluated individual or group participation in thetcaince
addition, they both indicated that preparing for performances interrupted typicalteashing
and learning, including ongoing assessments. Ms. Stevens strongly disagheasing
performances as an assessment tool. Because her view is unusual amongipgnpsdnd
also in the literature, | include the following extended explanation from her Journa

Doing a true informance [presenting a typical music lesson to an audience igulae re
classroom setting with no additional preparation] enables us to spend ALL of our class
time on the students’ learning and developing their musical skills. That is the pofpose
music class. The purpose of music class is not to entertain parents. Thus, | do not believe

that music class time should be spent preparing cute programs or musicalsethiatda
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and energy away from student learning [in order] to entertain. Typicalijtiorzal
programs take up a lot of class time to memorize songs, learn lines, add chargogian
costumes, etc. But what is the educational value of that for the students? Thegvmay

fun and may have a nice memory of that, but is that the purpose of music education?

| believe the purpose of music education is to develop musical skills and understsanding
that students can become independent musicians and musical thinkers. Traditional
programs [performances] take time and energy away from achieving that ghabse to

do true informances with my classes because, rather than taking away frowelhét
allows the focus to stay on that goal AND for us to share it with the parentsevidotblat

the parents leave the informances with a greater understanding of whatidrésare
learning and doing in music class, and | have only heard appreciative things from the
parents... | also think the informance allows students to feel ownership of and pride in

their musical learning.

...1 did not spend any time prepping the students for [their] informance [becauaei | w

the informances to be a true picture of what music class looks like and what thesstudent
know and can do. By NOT spending time prepping it allows the parents to get an authentic
portrayal of what the students are learning and doing. It had never even oazunestbt
“prepare” the students for the informance because | just don’t feel the pre@ssure t

“perform” in an informance. Also, | try to always encourage quality in our musktaga

each and every day, so | hope that the “product” we share in the informancés is hig

quality without the need for rehearsing and the “drill-and-kill” that stbychappens
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before a performance (HS Journal 3/25, p. 1).
Hailey questioned the value of performances as an assessment tool and alsba<tzepa
elementary general music curriculum. Danielle and Carrie both teach intdistrwvhich
traditional performances/programs are expected by parents, students, andtiedong)iand in
which these stakeholders are accustomed to a high-quality product on stagghedker and
Ms. Davis both expressed reservations about the impact of preparing a polishedgreréoon
their students’ music learning but felt that these performances were tequnriact, due to her
concerns about performance preparation interfering with music learninifyMler recently
switched to informances with her first and second grade students rather thamaects.

All three participant teachers reported using rating scales, cétscldnd written
assessments, similar to teachers in other studies (Hepworth-Osiowy, 2004gstan, 2000;
Shih, 1997; Talley, 2005). Like the respondents to Talley’s (2005) survey, partigiptres
current study did not use published achievement tests and, instead, designed theiasweaane
of student achievement. However, each participant used (or has used) publish&fdhtesic
aptitude. Shih (1997), Hepworth-Osiowy (2004) and Livingston (2000) did not inquire about use
of music aptitude tests. However, Talley (2005) asked if her respondents usetkdpsts and
found that most did not. Gordon (2010) asserted that many music teacher preparateongrog
have not sufficiently informed their students about the purpose, utility, and availabitusic
aptitude tests. The fact that, despite their considerable differences in philaseptodology,
and background, all three participants used (or had used) aptitude testing is thgteWwbe
Learning Sequence Activities (LSAs) used on a consistent basis by Waile not mentioned in

the results of any of the above studies, but none of the surveys asked specificallyc&soas
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an assessment tool. If respondent teachers were using LSAs like MaisSteigepossible they
marked the box for “checklist” on the survey.

It was difficult to ascertain the role of creative activities (e.g.,pmsttion projects) or
various forms of group work as assessments in elementary general mssss &g using the
available large-group surveys (Hepworth-Osiowy, 2004; Livingston, 2000; Shih, 19&%/, Ta
2005). These studies did not ask if “performances” or “presentations” being used as
assessments were student-created. Furthermore, if student-createchw/oded as an
assessment, respondents may have recorded this information by indicatthgythegted a
rubric, rating scale, checklist, observation, presentation, or performaree assessment for
that project. Participants in the current study used rating scales, ctseeki observation to
assess students’ creative work in music class. However, as Christe9@&2npibposed,
teachers in the current study indicated (to varying degrees) that the proegesacting with
music and/or other students in the process of composition was as important as the product.
Perhaps because of this, both Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Davis used self-assessrmetggatof s
learning, which have been studied in individual settings (e.g., Brummet, 1992; Niebur, 1997) but
were not specifically mentioned in any of the surveys of music assessraettes. Ms.
Wheeler was unusual among the participants in the current study in that she Udsédgyort
although Brummet (1992) and Brummet and Haywood (1997) suggested use of portfolios (or
“process-folios”) as a holistic, authentic way to track individual students’ ggegn music
class.

Perhaps | either asked or answered the question of “how” teachers asbgbtgd
differently than these surveys. | described the types of activities teadest to elicit responses

in addition to their assessment methods. That is, how were they able to gather ttheydata
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needed? Mostly, teachers in the current study embedded their assessmersoontlas
activities, using games and other activities to elicit individual and sgr@lip singing, chanting,
movement, and instrument play. Typical assessment activities were noteéoanat
instructional activities, which meant they were contextual, authentic, anddfioatarally from
normal classroom musicking. Each teacher also occasionally used more achratrtustic,
less musical assessments, such as pencil and paper quizzes.

Ms. Stevens assessed several times in each class using gamesltaithrmividual
responses or other activities such as improvisation or instrument play, and M&Mibed
similar assessment activities, but less often. Although | did not see thematis.al3o
reported using similar activities outside the observation period. Ms. Steveasagkas she
taught and taught as she assessed to the degree that her practice ofialiéfénestruction and
her assessments of students’ capabilities were virtually indistinguishdblé/Nheeler and Ms.
Davis used centers as a way to build in the opportunity to assess. While studergsplaing
music through a variety of tasks at centers around the music room, the teagfeetasbne
center and assessed a skill.

How did Participants Score and Track Students’ Music Learning?

Each participant in the current study graded students on report cards esdregier
district (once a year for Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Stevens, twice agmelsist Davis). The grading
systems were similar, reflecting the progress of each student i ¢emparable in meaning to
“developing,” “progressing at grade level” and “exceeds grade |lepelcgations.” However,
each teacher discounted her report card as a valuable assessment toaldby afvaasons,
including the report cards’ focus on assessment of behavior rather than mudgahskil

disagreements with the report cards regarding what facets of musiad¢parre important
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enough to grade. These problems with report cards were similar to those repategaivoyth-
Osiowy’s (2004) participants. Ms. Davis even suspected that her students weressnezbnc
with what grade they would receive that they were distracted from theridodl progress
musicking.

Each teacher reported that assessments needed to be of individual studenmsapeefor
and each teacher therefore built in a variety of opportunities for obtaining indivedpainses.
Individual musical responses were typically evaluated using a ratieydesigned by the
teacher, or the teacher simply checked yes or no if a skill was adequatelystiated or if the
student participated. The participants all reported that it was necésgasgp records in the
moment, because it was nearly impossible to remember how each child performeehand t
record that information later. Participants also reported using clasanidfor grade books as a
convenient place to jot down assessment data. In addition, Ms. Stevens used her pam pilot
record some assessment data and kept a dedicated binder to track eacls giudgass on
LSAs. Both Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Stevens reported charting student data soulikeyee
which students were progressing with specific skills and tailor theiugtgin accordingly.

All three participants created rating scales and checklists to evamr@us musical
tasks, although Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Davis mentioned difficulties with rememérioly
scale they were using and/or what the ratings meant for various actwiteghe ratings were
recorded in their grade books. Danielle and Carrie also both mentioned feeliagskssing
every student on a particular task took too much class time. This concern was echeed in t
literature (Brummett and Haywood, 1997; Hepworth-Osiowy, 2004; Peppers, 2010). Ms.
Stevens had a system of four-point rating scales that were both specifib tcteity and yet

similar enough across activities that she was able to remember whaaagindicated. In
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addition, Hailey rarely evaluated all students in a class on the same skillsantbelay, instead
opting to check perhaps a third of the students and then move on to another activity. She would
then return to the assessment activity on subsequent music days to evaluataitidereshthe

class. Furthermore, in Ms. Stevens’ teaching, the intertwining of assgsamienstruction

resulted in active student engagement in musicking, even as individual studentsfitadigrie
demonstrate their abilities.

Each participant mentioned significant challenges to her practice sbas=g. Similar
to teachers in prior studies (Brummett and Haywood, 1997; Hepworth-Osiowy, 2004; Peppers,
2010) Danielle, Carrie, and Hailey reported high class sizes, high numbers ofstwazatl,
and lack of time (both in-class to administer assessments and also outsids f clasitain
records) interfered with their abilities to assess music learningdditian, Ms. Wheeler and
Ms. Stevens experienced resistance from other teachers in theitslistrecdid not agree with
their assessment practices. All three participants had to be self-mdtregarding ongoing
assessment of individual students’ music learning, because there ewas/étsight or
administrative support of their assessment or grading practices.

What was the Impact of Assessment on Differentiation of Instructio®

On the whole, participants in this study demonstrated similar assessméoepraven
if rates of assessment differed somewhat and a few practices, sheluas bf LSAs, portfolios,
and self-assessments, were not universal. Analysis of the impact of asgamsmifferentiation
revealed both areas of similarity and also some important divergences in tetiorsat
practices among participants in this study. Participants used a vdiriatyics for
differentiation of whole-group instruction as well as a number of group wategies. They

also each differentiated for students with special needs.

244



Tactics for differentiation of whole-group music instruction. According to my
observations, all three participants primarily taught the whole clase aaime time. Ms.
Wheeler generally used whole-group instruction with her fourth grade studignésigh they
also played recorders independently during warm-ups, played recorders in duets aaddrios
worked alone on written assignments, such as Rocket Notes and compositions. Inikarnderga
instruction was always whole-group, with the notable exception of centers day. Ms. Davi
exclusively used whole-group instruction with her fourth grade and CI students. Inrdde] g
brief periods of whole-group instruction supplemented the cooperative group work that
constituted the majority of my observations. Because Carrie was in the midspafgtion for
a performance, my observations of both third and fourth grades may not represent her typical
practice. Ms. Stevens primarily taught through whole-group instruction—inl faaty
observed two examples of other types of instruction (independent written work on quizzes)

Different students have different learning needs, and therefore it seeoas lbgt
reliance on whole-group instruction would complicate differentiation. Howeael, garticipant
indicated she differentiated whole-group instruction by varying activitiestime. For
example, Ms. Stevens varied the difficulty levels of whole-class aet\aind planned easier,
“fun” activities to follow high challenge activities (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 5). Ms. @lbe
worked to integrate aural, visual, and kinesthetic elements into her teaching, andluseld gy
and popular music (e.g., video karaoke of “Fireflies” DW Field Notes 1/15; p. 2; YouTulhe of
choir at PS 22 singing “Eye of the Tiger” and “Just Dance” with some rapping,iBld/Notes
2/19, p. 2) in addition to “school music” like folk songs, patriotic songs, and children’s songs
Hailey also integrated popular music (e.g., the Justin Bieber song “BaBirtal Interview, p.

1), as did Carrie when her third graders composed raps. All three teachereotinsiaried
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meter, tonality, and other musical elements and included singing, chanting, npbayigg
instruments and listening to music regularly. Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Stevegdablked about
music or taught by talking. In contrast, Ms. Davis used Socratic-stylaanegtdiscussions as
a teaching tool with her students. Varying music class material ovemtiteens of
presentation mode, difficulty level, types of music, and types of activities wasaynat each
teacher differentiated whole-group instruction. By presenting differemrialan different
ways, participants hoped to meet the varying needs of each individual studerttsairteasf

the time.

Hailey Stevens was particularly adroit in her differentiation of wholgsalastruction. In
addition to varying musical materials, presentation modes, types ofiastiaind difficulty
levels, she also used open-response activities that included both self-chaifidriggh levels of
challenge to differentiate whole-group instruction. By designing opporturoties children to
respond individually at different levels of achievement and musical sophmticaveral times
in every class, Hailey found a way to teach different lessons to individual chidifee whole-
class context.

In addition to the variety of open-ended high-challenge and self-challetigées, the
most important features of Hailey’s differentiated whole-classuastm were the number of
individual responses she elicited and the amount of data she was able to collectkand tra
regarding each child’s various abilities. When | observed Ms. Stevewsing, | could gauge
each student’s musical achievement in a variety of areas (singingnvbwat skills, playing
instruments, improvisation), because there were so many opportunities fohga¢b musick

alone.

246



The following fictionalized vignette synthesizes data found in my field reotdsn
journals from all three teachers. It is intended to illustrate ways th#traemary general music
teacher could differentiate instruction while teaching a whole class.
Third grade students file into the music room and take their assigned seats on the carpet
for “vegetables” (LSAs). Several children smile or wave at me; | was not praseair
last class meeting. As they settle in, the teacher takes a drink of water, puts away her
iPod from the last class, grabs her Palm Pilot, smiles and says good morning to the
students as she heads over to the music stand where she keeps her LSA binder.

Today’s LSA is high-challenge and open-response. The teacher improvises a
tonic or dominant tonal pattern in major, using solfege. The students each decide if it is
a tonic or dominant pattern, and, during a wait time, create a different pattern with the
same harmonic function to sing back. This is the first time the students have tried this
particular LSA, so the teacher starts with a warm-up in which students echo tonic and
dominant tonal patterns using solfege and label them as tonic or dominant. They also
review which syllables constitute tonic and dominant chords by singing a jingle the
teacher created. The teacher offers some suggestions for ways students could create
their “answers,” such as using pieces of her “question,” or giving back her “question”
in reverse.

Then, students practice creating a different answer from the teacher’ prompt by
musicking alongside one another. The teacher sings do-sol-mi, and the whole group
listens and silently creates a response pattern. Then, she breathes and cues with a
gesture, and they all respond with their own answer at the same time, resulting in a

three-chord pastiche of tonic harmony. In this manner, they practice a few times while
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the teacher reiterates strategies for creating replies, and then she startsrgplici
individual responses.

To start, the teacher sings a prompt, and students who feel ready to sing their
response alone put their finger on their chin. The teacher takes an individual response,
and then sings a new prompt. At any moment, she could alter her gesture to ask the
whole group to sing their responses together, so the children each prepare an answer
every time. Although today the teacher is only asking for individual responses from those
who volunteer, most students are volunteering to try. The students seem excited to show
the teacher what they can do, and they also know from experience that she will eventually
get responses from everyone. Perhaps because this is a new activity and students need to
experiment and practice, the teacher seems to be asking for whole-group responses more
often than she usually does.

Several students sing correct responses—a different pattern of the same harmonic
function with the correctly applied solfege. Two students sing back the same notes as the
prompt, but with different [incorrect] solfege syllables. A few other studemuifate
an answer that consists of solfege from the correct harmonic function, but they do not
sing the pitches that match their solfege syllables. When either of these happens, the
teacher sings “Did you mean ...” and sings the pitches that correspond to the solfege the
student provided.

After not quite 10 minutes of this high-challenge, open-ended activity (including
the opening warm-up and teaching students how to respond), The teacher has rated

responses from nine students and closes her LSA binder. She asks the students to grab
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their recorders on the way to sit in a circle on the carpet, and to warm up by practicing

their “my-level song;L6 for about three minutes.

After circulating for a few minutes to provide assistance to students with
guestions, the teacher reintroduces an eight-measure song that the class composed as a
group by projecting a notated version onto the screen at the front of the room. Last
week, the teacher used this “class song” as an A section, while individual students
composed B sections. After explaining that each B section would be 8 beats long (the
“class song” is in duple meter), the teacher sprinkled hearts with notation on them
around the students. They drew eight of the hearts and tried the notes out in different
orders until they were pleased with how they sounded. The teacher selected 8 volunteers
to share their B sections last week, and today the remaining 15 students will have their
turns. The students seem excited to share their compositions and | noticed that they also

listened attentively to the compositions of others. The teacher rates each student’s

performance on recorder playing s&ﬁlusing a scale she designed:

4: Student plays accurately, in tempo, with good tone.

3: Student plays accurately, but not in tempo or with squeaks/cracks (circle
applicable problem or both)

2: Student’s fingerings do not match her notation on two or three notes

1: Student’s fingerings do not match her notation on four or more notes.

Because the song is short and the students are accustomed to this type of activity,

allowing the remainder of the class to have a turn takes about 8 minutes.

16 |n a system similar tRecorder KaratéPhilipak, 1997), the teacher has ranked a set of songs
by difficulty. Students work through these songs independently and test onto theveldxy le
playing for the teacher. All students are expected to complete atledsst four levels.

Please note that this same activity could also rate the composition. Resnltkif study
indicate that it is best to choose only one specific behavior to rate, rather thgndnyse two
rating scales at the same time or trying to rate two different diovensn one scale.
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Noticing that the class seems a little antsy from concentrating this long, the
teacher sing®\ Ram Sam Saras students are putting their recorders away. The
students learned this song earlier in the year along with a body percussion partner game.
This body percussion is quite challenging for some children, others are already fluent in
their performances. The teacher has students take over singing the song while she sings
chord roots and they play the body percussion game with a few different partners. The
tempo creeps up as the students laugh, move and sing.

As the students return to their spots sitting in a circle on the floor, the teacher
establishes tonality in Aeolian using solfege, and one of the students hears that saying sol
instead of si is different, and asks about it. The teacher says she will call it minor tonality
for now, but that soon they will learn more about it. She praises the student’s
discriminating ears, and the student glows. Based on a song the children know well, the
teacher demonstrates several options for melodic improvisations over chord roots, and
then asks if any students feel ready to give it a try.

Ellen volunteers to go first, and as the rest of the class hums chord roots, she
improvises a melody that fits the chord changes and is different from the prompt song.
Several other students take turns to improvise, and the teacher rates their perfssmanc
in her PDA using a four-point rating scale:

4=stayed within tonality/meter and fit over the chord roots,

3=stayed within tonality/meter and fit over chord roots most of the time,

2=in singing voice but not in the context of tonality/meter,

1=able to create something but not in singing voice.

She also made a note of students who simply sing the familiar song.

For her turn, Rachel sang the chord roots with a rhythmic pattern. Another girl

said, “Hers sounds like [sings] ‘one bottle of pop, two bottle of pop, three bottle of pop,
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four bottle of pop!” This was a pattern that the students had previously learned to
accompany the sorigon’t chuck your muck in my dusthinwithout missing a beat, the
teacher has half the class sing that song in minor and while the other half sang the chord
roots they had been using for the improvisation. When | asked her later, she confirmed
that the class had learned that song in Major, so | found it interesting that they could sing
it in minor with ease.

The 40-minute music time is over, and the teacher asks the students to line up at
the door. The teacher is late to pick up her class. Some kids in line practice the body
percussion tA Ram Sam Saanother student asks about tonal patterns that are
notated on the board, and someone else asks about a new instrument on the shelf (a
gankogui). The teacher picks it up and plays a rhythm on it so the students can hear
what it sounds like. Without “missing a beat” one of the students chants the pattern back
on rhythmic solfege. This leads to a game in which the teacher plays rhythms and the
students associate solfege--ending with a rhythm that was difficult enough that | am not
sure | associated the correct syllables. As usual when the teacher “tricked; the
students laughed and created a jumbled mash of made-up solfege to attempt the

complicated rhythm.

During this class period, the teacher’s third grade students sang, movedyatipstruments.
Students musicked individually alongside one another in the warm-up, wholeeslpsages for
LSAs, and recorder warm-up, and they responded individually during LSAs, pBgeactions

on their recorders, and while improvising over chord roots. The teacher gatheredalhta on

three of those performances. Students were musicking for nearly every nubrmlass time,
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. . . .18 . . . . L
and took part in a variety of activities including composition and improvisation as well as

high-challenge and self-challenge.

Group work strategies for differentiation in music class Although each participant in
this study primarily employed a whole-group approach to teaching, they alsatdeed some
group work during the observation period or spoke at length about an upcoming group project.
Ms. Wheeler used centers with her kindergarten students, and her fourth-goaderrsiudents
practiced and performed music in duets and trios. Ms. Davis’s third grades pyrinakkd in
cooperative groups during the observation period, and she described centers she had used in the
past with fourth grade students. Ms. Stevens did not use group work in the classegebtpbse
but she mentioned ongoing group work in other grades, and | saw her preparing head@rd gr
students for an upcoming composition project they would undertake in groups of two or three

students. Across cases, participants’ group work consisted of use of centeéas gpoap

Work,19 and creative group work, and they used various grouping practices
Use of centers. Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Davis both used centers both as a way to facilitate
assessment of music learning and also to differentiate instruction. MsasSthgenot use
centers in the classes | observed and also did not mention using centers, but lgkdificalsy
ask whether she incorporated them into her instruction. Ms. Wheeler used centers in he

kindergarten class as a way to assess individual students, and diffenetiatistruction was a

18 |n this fictionalized vignette, | assumed students had previous experiehdbege types of
activities. Each participant built routines and expectations to facilitatef astivities like these.

19 Elliot’s praxial philosophy of music education advocates that “music ma&irat-kinds--
should be at the center of the music curriculum” (Elliot, 1995) and that the praxis of making
music (“combined with the rich kind of music listening required to make music)uethie best
way to learn music. Therefore, | am using the term “praxial group work” teibeggoup work
in which students work together to prepare (and improve through listening, discussion, and
practice) an existing piece of music.
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secondary benefit to this classroom structure. She called small groups of stutleatetuired
assessment centers, but other centers were free choice. Students vigted abof the

centers, for varying lengths of time, alone or in groups. Some children staipetieu friends

for all of centers time, moving together from station to station, and otheng jivgedd in ad hoc
partnerships and groupings with other students who happened to be at the same centan. Childre
interacted with one another in ways that seemed to foster music learolaoding acting as

teachers and students, singing and reading together, and having rhythmicatmmseon

instruments. A few children chose to interact with the materials at thergdrytthemselves.

Ms. Davis reported using centers as a way to facilitate assessmeniofeausng with
her fourth grade students. Student-chosen groups of three or four students rotatiedtohea
centers in order, including the center where Carrie assessed recayi®y.plThese examples
indicate that use of centers may be an efficient way to assess namsindeand differentiate
instruction for students in both upper and lower elementary grades. The choicefofrfree-
groupings at optional centers or more formal rotations through centers with s{odéaacher-)
selected groups could depend on the age level of the students, the students’ fawitlarit
centers-based instruction, and the goals of the music teacher (e.g., explufratusical
materials, student choice based on personal interests, specific lea@mgtgeach center).

A search of the literature revealed several studies and articlesl relatenters-based
music instruction. Howard Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences provigetheoretical
framework for Bernard’s (2005) implementation of centers in her elemeggagral music
room. Walsh (1995) utilized centers-based instrumental music instructionrfergéay music
students. Both of these studies were action research master’'s degreeatisleey described

the centers themselves, implementation procedures, and student reactions. Theglisiodis®ot
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assessment of student learning or the effects of centers on individual musiglea
Differentiation of instruction was inherent in the design of each study, but waseastred or
analyzed. These studies focused on practical application/implementatienthan critical
evaluation. In an editorial article, Pontiff (2004) advocated changing thetfofriee classroom
by using centers as a way to successfully integrate students withl sygzis in elementary
general music classrooms. Several other research studies have incluoieckusers, but not as
the object of study. For example, Nelson (2007) used centers-based instruction in her
investigation of the use of technology and composition to develop musicianship.

Praxial group work. Ms. Wheeler’s fourth-grade students engaged in what | defined
above as “praxial group work.” In groups of two or three, students selected pieagsofon
prepare on their recorders (in unison or parts) and then performed them for an adulusithe m
that groups could choose was listed on the board, ranked in order of difficulty, and encompassed
a wide swath of difficulty levels. Danielle allowed students to selectalagi partners or trios,
with the exception of ensuring that the student with ASD worked with his “LINKS” partne
Praxial group work involved: group selection of a piece to work on; negotiation of playing
unison or parts (and if they were playing in parts, who would play which part andkivwthaf
harmony they would use); rehearsal of the music, including discussion of how to improve
performance and peer coaching; and then presentation of a completed perfomodincietp an
audience (teacher) with constructive feedback.

Although the students were constrained by a list of songs and required to plagrecor
(rather than other instruments or combinations of instruments), this style ioflearaing is
similar to the informal music-learning model that Lucy Greene hasidedan her research on

non-school music groups such as garage bands (e.g., Greene, 2008). It is also simailaays t
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that children teach one another music on the playground (Campbell, 2010). This kind of praxial
group work has been studied in secondary instrumental settings, where it tadkeslthe form

of chamber music ensembles (e.g., Allsup, 2003; Larson, 2010). In addition to working on
instrumental material, perhaps praxial group work would also be effective if Swderked on

sung material or could use a combination of instruments and voices.

Creative group work. Ms. Davis and Ms. Stevens utilized creative group work projects,
in which small groups of 2 to 4 students worked collaboratively to create music and othe
material such as dances and dramatic scripts. In Ms. Davis’s case, gevasudent-chosen
and varied for different tasks. That is, students had a scriptwriting group thegweedl times,
but when they created melodic material for jingles it was in a different grdugh was
different from their performance group, and so on. The only assigned groupimgs wer
performance groups, which were chosen by lottery. Students ranked theiediostgl @and third
choices for parts, and then Ms. Davis randomly drew names. When a child’s namawrgs dr
he was assigned to his first choice if it was still available, and, if it wasi@otas assigned to
his second choice if it was available, etc.

Ms. Stevens assigned groups of two or three students for their composition project, and
students worked in these groups for parts of several music classes. Wheng#sgygioups,
Hailey considered both behavior and musicality. She wanted to ensure that eactripaiaolr
a stronger musician who could provide leadership, and she paired particularly sto@mgss
with students who really struggled to encourage peer coaching. Ms. Steseetiged|to ensure
that the partnerships and trios consisted of children who would work well together without

excessive socializing or other off-task behavior.
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Composition tasks undertaken in small groups varied. Ms. Davis’s students wrote
scripts, choreographed, created sound banks, wrote raps, and composed jingles. The
compositional products varied from exploratory improvisation to fairly polishedcabje
pieces. Within this spectrum, levels of sophistication also varied, from some wiooips
produced clever, catchy materials to others who barely completed the testd d&h the variety
of processes and products, it seems clear that these group projects neceslsalég some
differentiation and resulted in the opportunity for assessment.

Ms. Stevens’ group composition project was more constrained, as the third grade class
composed their own “Carnival of the Animals” (after Saint-Saens). She providedreap a
stimulus poem, which students set to music using g-chords as accompanimenthallprediuct
songs were performed as movements of the class’s “Carnival of the Animdlsi@rded on
CDs for the students to take home. Use of teacher-assigned heterogeneouggemsuired
differentiation through peer tutelage, and the resultant songs were amblespssduct.

Researchers (e.g., Phelps, 2008; Strand, 2006) have undertaken surveys that indicate
small-group composition projects are used in elementary school settings. [20B6g)sfound
that some teachers used small-group composition projects to meet the nadiwaeaidst
regarding composition, but that such activities happened infrequently. Othechesg&iave
investigated small-group composition activities in elementary classtoatexts, but most of
these studies focused on the compositional process (see Beegle, 2010), notated product (e.g
invented notation: llari, 2002), or on social processes and outcomes (e.g., Cornacchio, 2008)
rather than how learning was assessed or how group work resulted in déteckmtstruction.

Christensen (1992) concluded not only that group composition projects provided an excellent
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framework for assessment of musical thinking, but also that the nature of group axadegr
differentiation of instruction, an opinion shared by Freed-Garrod (1999).

Analysis of grouping strategies. Flexible grouping strategies were described as one of
the hallmarks of successful differentiation in elementary classroom igire.g., Roberts &
Inman, 2007; Tomlinson, 2000). According to Tomlinson, groups could be homogeneous by
ability, mixed-ability, grouped homogeneously or heterogeneously by learniag sty
expressive styles, cooperative learning groups, teacher-assigned,-shatamt, or random.
Some of these groupings overlap; for example, a cooperative learning grotdibeaeacher-
assigned and include homogeneous abilities, and student-chosen groupings aiebi&ely
heterogeneous by learning styles and ability. Furthermore, each growptegysprovides an
opportunity for differentiation. If a teacher grouped homogeneously by abilitgosite vary
the difficulty level of assigned material accordingly. If a teachgigasd cooperative learning
groups heterogeneously by learning styles and ability, she is providing anumpydur
students to learn from one another (both regarding different ways to think about thentpic, a
also in terms of musical skill level). Student-chosen groupings may be more démaaoiht
they might more closely approximate how music learning occurs outside of theeatassroom
(Greene, 2008).

Most of the group work described in the current study was undertaken in student-chosen
groupings. Only Ms. Stevens considered musical ability in assigning ggowpien she ensured
that weaker students were paired with a stronger musician. Ms. Wheeler aDdwidsboth
allowed students to choose their own groups, which seemed to result in groups based on
friendships. Some of these groups were widely heterogeneous in musical ability anavetieer

somewhat homogenous. Although group composition projects were described in research
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regarding elementary general music settings, researchers didu®oio grouping practices.
Not all authors specified how students were grouped, and, when they did, the groupings were
student-chosen (e.g., Christensen, 1992; Freed-Garrod, 1999).

Assuming that students are able to focus on the learning task at hand, friendship-based
groups could have a number of benefits, including peer coaching, an increasedfeeling
democracy in the classroom, and enjoyment of the social aspects of musicking and musi
learning. However, | observed some evidence of students feeling left out ofribledship-
based groups (e.g., CD Field Notes 4/19, p. 2) and the appearance of some groups that were
comprised of “leftovers” (e.g., CD Field Notes, 4/28, p. 4). A mixture of student-chosen,
teacher-assigned, and random groupings may remind students that they aetldrpgork
well with everyone and might ease the burden for students who are unpopular or unskilled
(Cornacchio, 2008). Furthermore, not all high-achieving students enjoy peer coaching o
leadership, which is typically their role in groups that are heterogenea@lsliby (Adams &

Pierce, 2006). Occasional use of teacher-assigned groupings, in which highsalknts
work together, could relieve this obligation.

Approaches to differentiation for students with special needsEach participant in the
current study taught children with a variety of special needs. Students withl sysds were
not an intended focus of this study. However, when | asked about differentiatingtiostr
participants frequently brought up this topic. They mentioned specific stradegietruggles
related to teaching students who had special needs, and their differentiatidruofiorsfor
these students was often readily apparent in observations. Perhaps the nature sf spaedeit
needs demanded adaptations or modifications to music instruction, making differentiat

essentially required. Participants used a variety of specific seategdifferentiate for
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mainstreamed students, and these strategies were different from thpasiggipants taught
music to self-contained classes.

The special education populations taught by participants in the current stistiybeased
on district configurations. Ms. Wheeler’s building housed resource rooms for studénts w
English as a Second Language (ESL) and milder forms of Autism Spectrum D{gd@y, as
well as pull-out special education services for students with learningldisalfL D). Students
who had special needs were always mainstreamed when they came to musiglsld3avis’s
building housed the programs for students with moderate to severe cognitive iemgi(@)
and the Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) program for her district. i@l s¢so had
pull-out programs for students who had LD or were “gifted and talented” (GAyEw&ifted
students and those with LD attended music with their home classroom. The ECSE staishent
to music as self-contained classes. CI students attended music both with theitdssnoemm
and also as self-contained classes. In addition, one of Ms. Davis’s studerdh; ses
quadriplegic and had a wheelchair/respirator that he operated with his moutie(€ D dies
4/19, p. 2). Ms. Stevens’ building housed two classrooms for students with moderate to severe
ASD as well as resource programs for students with LD, ESL, and Giftedrnesstu@ients with
ASD were occasionally mainstreamed for music. However, students widityp&ally
attended music as a group, with the upper elementary and lower elementaoyisaifec
classrooms combined. Students in the remaining populations (LD, ESL, Gifted)ocamsit¢

mainstreamed with their home classrooms.
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To summarize, participants in this study reported teaching special edugagulations

including: LD, ESL, Gifted, Cl, ECSE, ASD, and students with physical impais%oenOnIy
Ms. Wheeler had any formal training in teaching students with speciad.n&ads training was
specific to ASD, and she also taught students with ESL and LD. This lack of fmeparation
to teach children with special needs is prevalent among music teacherg@dpa07;
Salvador, 2010). Nevertheless, participants in this study found ways to vary their musi
instruction to meet the music learning needs of children with a variety ohkpeeds, whether
they were mainstreamed with their age peers or they came to musiceintbetfrcontained
class.

Differentiation of instruction for mainstreamed students. Students with special needs
likely benefited from differentiated instructional techniques targetelll students, such as
opportunities for individual response and flexible grouping strategies. Partgcipdhts study
also used specific strategies to differentiate music instruction for studiémispecial needs
when they were mainstreamed with their age peers. Paradoxically, winedgzeal how
participants differentiated specifically for students with special néguasnarily found
strategies for inclusion—it seemed that individualizing instruction for thieskents meant
finding the ways they could best participate with the whole group.

All three participants mentioned utilizing the assessments of other teachleeir
differentiation of instruction for students with special needs. Participzanrtsdd about the

results of these assessments by reading the students’ Individual Ed&tatisilEPSs) and/or

20 The special education populations taught by participants in this study includeof st
diagnoses an elementary general music teacher might expect to tdaae¢A& Darrow,
2005), with the notable exception of students with Emotional Impairment (El). Nome of t
participants taught in a school that housed a categorical classroom or resoorder students
with El, and none of them mentioned mainstreamed students with EI.

260



IEP-at-a-glance forms, and through regular communication with speciateduand classroom
teachers regarding specific children. Participants suggested fégnikdh the IEP and talking

with a child’s other teachers as ways to understand more about each child’ancézan ideas
for successful inclusion in music, including incorporating behavior plans and amhjonee

specific modifications. This approach is also recommended by Adamek and D20&y and

in Atterbury’s seminal text on mainstreaming special education populationsaragjeusic

(2990). In addition, participation in IEP meetings may assist music tedoldifferentiate

music instruction and could also contribute information about the child’s behavior in a musical
setting to assist the treatment team (Hammel, 2004; McCord & Watts, 2006).

Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Davis reported using peers to help students with special needs
participate in music. Peer instruction was also a tactic employed to dliféeesinstruction for
students without identified special needs, but the type of assistance peersdon@asdifferent
for students with special needs. The assistance was often logistical, @ophysical rather
than (or in addition to) musical. Ms. Wheeler sometimes employed “Links” paftoen the
school-wide peer-buddy system for students with ASD as one way to diffezensuction.

She also considered students’ special needs when assigning seats, so studihasveaul
helper available during seatwork.

Ms. Davis also relied on peer support to help students with special needs, although she
rarely specifically assigned a “buddy.” Instead, various students helpsl\tlith special needs
(and their paraprofessionals) when they noticed that someone required assigtaadask or
they foresaw a need for help. One notable exception was made for Isaiahywbeksair was
bulky and tall, so that anytime his classmates sat on the floor he was ismatedidm. Ms.

Davis’s students sat on the floor frequently, and anytime this occurred, a buddy stootitap nex

261



: . .21,
“Isaiah” and sometimes leaned on his c|2'1a|rPeer support and tutelage as a method of

differentiating instruction is mentioned in the elementary educationtliterée.g., Tomlinson,
2000), and its use is not limited to students with special needs. Music educators andeesea
also have suggested use of peer assistance for mainstreamed students¢tassu@hdamek &
Darrow, 2005; Hammel, 2004; Haywood, 2005).

Ms. Wheeler and Ms. Stevens both mentioned the need to modify written work for some
students with special needs, particularly those with LD. When she assigtted work, Ms.
Wheeler reported “checking in” with students she knew might need additional helputebe
they understood the directions and to get them started. She sometimes adaptedext modifi
written assignments by shortening the amount of material required, redueingmber of items
to answer, or changing the nature of the work to be done. For example, Ms. Wheglelersina
paraprofessional to read the questions on a quiz aloud and write down the student’s oral
responses. Ms. Stevens mentioned that, if she noticed that a child’s performangagten a
assessment did not match his typical musicking abilities, she would modifysiesenent and
find a way to give it aurally to be sure the student’s performance reflestetubkical skills and
not his academic abilities. A review of the literature did not reveal speegearch regarding
adaptations and modifications to written assignments for elementary musittstwih special
needs. However, iNlusic and Special EducatipAdamek and Darrow (2005) suggest similar
modifications and adaptations to written work as those described above, including sgortenin
assignments, offering oral alternatives to written work, and changing thre hthe written

task (e.g., from composing to copying).

21 Isaiah had quadriplegia as the result of an automobile accident at age 4chadbukky
motorized wheelchair/respirator that he drove with his mouth.
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All three participants asserted that a student’s musicality was not aelyeaS8ected by
his special educational needs. Particularly for students who were develdpngpitzal (i.e.,
those with ESL, giftedness, or LD), participants reported that musical deeribpeemed
unrelated to the special education diagnosis. When these students sang (espemally
words), moved, and/or played instruments, their musical development often seemecwithin t
typical range of other children their age. Gfeller stated:

From a review of the aptitude and achievement research of students with gisabitie

thing is clear: musical potential and ability vary greatly from one digatn another,

but also within each category of exceptionality, depending on the severity of the

condition as well as the particular musical task (1992, p. 630).
The music aptitude of an individual student and the etiology of his specific dis&dbktiymay
be unrelated. Therefore, in addition to reading the IEP and speaking to speciareduca
assessments of music aptitude and achievement may help music teachenstidifé of
instruction for mainstreamed students with special needs.

Strategies for teaching music to self-contained classes of studentswith special needs.
Ms. Davis and Ms. Stevens both taught self-contained classes of students wahngeets.
Carrie’s CI students had functional ages between 6 months and 3 years, and ASilz
students ranged from ages 2 to 5 developmentally (HS Initial Interview, jm #)ede classes,
many students were nonverbal. Neither Carrie nor Hailey had any formaldrai how to
teach music to students with such needs. However, they both arrived at the same skdution:
use an early childhood approach influenced by Music Learning Theory (MLThit#S |

Interview, pp. 9-10).
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The MLT-influenced approach consisted mainly of immersing students inahusic
experiences and not requiring any particular response. Musical expsirieitigis context
comprised singing songs and chants to and with the students (with and without words),
movement activities, and use of manipulatives and percussion instruments. r§ eacoeraged
participation through the use of engaging activities and props and by indorgstadent ideas.
Teachers interacted on an individual musical level with students who chose to respagial throu
movement, chanting, and singing. There is some support in the literature fongestakients
with acute special needs by using an approach based on the MLT early childhoodanatruct
model (e.g., Gruber, 2007; Griffith, 2008; Stringer, 2004).

Summary of impact of assessment data on differentiated instructionin retrospect,
my research question, “What was the impact of assessment on differentiatidnuotions?”
presupposed that the relationship of assessment data and differentiation wouligtiostvard
and unidirectional. This relationship might be found in a quantitative design liketFsoset
(1971). His use of a research design with a pretest, posttest, treatment andyoounbsol
allowed him to isolate the effects of using the results of assessment datsiorachievement.

However, perhaps due to the heuristic nature of this study, its results iraptie
relationship of assessment data to differentiation of instruction is not asaficesimple as |
had first imagined. My guiding question assumed | would find examples of difeeezhti
instruction resulting directly from specific assessment practicesimear fashion. While | did
see some examples of such practices, the results of this study were mucbhmpiieated.
Assessment and differentiation were interwoven richly, informing one anotheeaipeocal as
well as linear and spiral relationship.

Emergent Themes.
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This cross-case analysis has revealed a number of similar and a feyediy@actices
among the participants with regard to my guiding questions about assessmenteaeatidiféd
instruction. One emergent theme across cases indicated that participastsaaéd a number of
personal and institutional factors that facilitated assessment and diffeoent Finding
additional emergent themes across cases was challenging, mostly lteieadture of the
differences among participants. While striving to remain tightly withénsicope of this research
topic, | have nevertheless concluded that philosophical differences among ttipgraidihad a
direct influence on their practice of assessment and differentiatianficpéy with regard to the
amount of structure in their classrooms. Although discussion of the underlying philosophica
beliefs that lead to these differences is outside the scope of this papklpriefly discuss the
impact of instructional style on assessment and differentiation.

Factors facilitating assessment and differentiation Participants in the current study
came from different generations, attended different undergraduate andigmelyre programs
(representing a total of five colleges/universities), and taught inasisettings but in dissimilar
parts of Michigan. Despite the differences among their school districtsria & political,
religious, socioeconomic, and other factors, several organizational factoscthetéd
assessment and differentiation emerged during data analyssparticipants also exhibited
diverse personalities and communication styles. However, they shared pensoacteristics
that facilitated assessment and differentiation.

Organizational factors that facilitated assessment and differentiation. The schools in
which participant teachers worked shared several organizational factdiecthiated their
practice of assessment and differentiated instruction. Each school sedeusfrom

kindergarten to fourth or fifth grade, which allowed an accumulation of data over time. The
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participants were resident music teachers with their own rooms who weleatearys in one
building. The nature of special education provision affected assessment andtditiereof
instruction. Finally, each participant had considerable independence to mditegebscisions.
Ms. Wheeler felt strongly that a music curriculum should be cumulative from
kindergarten through fifth grade. One of the ways she overcame the challerggesting and
differentiating for nearly 500 students was by coming to know students as incsvahealthe
course of six years. Furthermore, Danielle intentionally used this time &b gmitent from
introductory to more sophisticated levels. In this model, fifth grade constitgtad af capstone
year, in which larger-form activities including improvisations and compositions futidlength
musical production allowed her to assess summative progress from the kiteshebgaeline.
Although neither Ms. Davis nor Ms. Stevens specifically mentioned a belief ; a k-
cumulative curriculum until | asked about it, they also benefited from seeidgngs for five or
six years. Music teachers who see 400 or 500 students a week cannot track nmirsgcdsar
closely as a classroom teacher with 25 students. However, participantsstudlyisould track
individual progress across five or six years of development. Furthermoreptiidyget to
know this large number of students quite well over the years, which facilitatecedifation.
Frequently, when | asked about particular students (because of behavior, itgustca), our
discussions would reveal an amazing depth of knowledge about the child, from what age he
found his singing voice, to his struggles through his parents’ divorce, to how protectiva he is
his first-grade cousin, to how he competes in motorbike races outside of school. Suok trea
troves of rich information, readily accessible in the teachers’ minds, mainty contribute to

these teachers’ ability to differentiate instruction for their students
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All three participants had their own music rooms and were in the same buildingaiearly
the time, although Ms. Stevens traveled to another building for two half-days eskch Meving
their own rooms facilitated assessment, because it allowed them to keeplmateti
information organized and accessible. Staying mostly in one building contributeskssment
and differentiation, because teachers were better able to partigmateember of the staff—
from more formal activities, such as participating in IEP planning, to talkitigother teachers
about students and their needs, to more informal but still important tasks for building
community, such as participation in school festivals and events or leadershimobtieitular
activities.

The manner of music education provision for students with special needs affected
teachers’ practice of assessment and differentiation. Students witH speds, such as ESL
and LD, who were mainstreamed sometimes needed a different assessmarariornequired
differentiation, such as modified or adapted written work or a peer buddy. Seéiognseined
classes of students with more acute needs, such as moderate to severe ASbamget the
method of delivery of music instruction. Ms. Davis was able to see students witlsgecitd
needs in their self-contained classes and mainstreamed with their age [paehn of these
different classroom dynamics as well as each child’'s specific ndledseafboth assessment
practices and instructional decisions.

Each of the participants in this study had considerable freedom in how she taught musi
Although each district provided a curriculum, it was typically a flexible sbenothmarks to be
taught and assessed in the manner chosen by the individual teacher. Furthieensoned
little oversight at the building or district levels regarding teaching ipescor any sort of

accountability measures to ensure curriculum delivery. Participants inutlyscapitalized on
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this freedom by teaching and assessing in ways that complimented theingestgles and
personalities. Their independence also allowed them to experiment with newsiggaag Ms.
Davis’s use of small-group compositions) and to integrate emergent studesgtgieto their
teaching (like Ms. Stevens’ use of a Justin Bieber song).

Personal characteristics that facilitated assessment and differentiation. Although the
participants embodied a range of personalities, attitudes, and behaviors, they siuanberaof
personal characteristics that seemed to facilitate their practassessment and differentiation.
Each teacher was a fabulous musician. | saw them accompany on piano and othesntstrum
make up songs on the spot, and improvise rhythms, chants, melodies, and movement.
Furthermore, each participant utilized her own specific teaching style tofreatines, and
knew what she wanted to accomplish on any given day and where that fit in harleorras a
whole. Mastery of curricular content, comfort with teaching style, use ahesytand secure
musicianship resulted in a sort of teaching automaticity, which in turn allowedgents to
observe learning progress and differentiate instruction in the moment as wélile planning.

| noticed that participants were organized, driven, and intelligent. Also, eachodast
and self-critical to the degree that | am certain that they would eachngitiple examples to
refute my assertions that they exhibited those qualities. Their modestglfadtisism seemed
to foster a sense that they were always learning more and striving todyddzathers.
Furthermore, they exhibited clarity about what they thought it was importastufdents to
know. This was not necessarily based on district curricula and was sometimesticatiflict
with other music teachers in the participants’ districts. Participartssistudy self-imposed
assessment of criteria they viewed as important to their studentshigaifiney each seemed to

view curriculum, planning, assessment, and differentiation as interrelatésl dgateaching.
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These elements were not implemented only in a linear fashion (use the curricutena, plan,
assess the learning), but each piece informed the others—embedded, spiraliragalecipr
interweaving.

The most striking personal characteristic participants shared wasaetation. Each
teacher in this study noticed a lack of accountability measures and overdightedching, and
nevertheless felt a need to design assessments and differentiatedianstoumieet the needs of
her students. Assessment and differentiated instruction were time-consurdiddficult, yet
participants in this study were motivated to implement them. This motivatioredele stem in
part from the participants’ reflective teaching practices. They seenuehsistently ask
themselves how they could improve their teaching and increase students’ learonngyel the
motivation primarily seemed to stem from how much each participant cared abowtuatlivi
children as people and as musicians. Furthermore, | wonder if the lack of spmafiatability
measures and oversight may actually have facilitated implementatiorefmeaningful and
personalized responsibility and pride in teaching.

Impact of instructional style on assessment and differentiatianWhen | chose
participants in this study, | did not expect their philosophies and instructioresd giybe so
different. Although the variety of beliefs and practices described in thig stade cross-case
analysis more difficult, | also think it strengthened the study. | was@bleetthree positions on
the continuum from primarily teacher-led instruction to a more student-lelé&etacilitated
learning. | will not compare or evaluate participants’ positions on that contintdanvever, |
will briefly describe a continuum between direct instruction and teacbiétaf@on/student
autonomy. Then, | will discuss how the participants’ positions on this continuum seemed to

affect assessment practices and differentiation of instruction in the ofatahiis study.
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Continuum between direct instruction and teacher facilitation. For the following
discussion, it will be helpful to imagine teaching style as falling on arcaunt from direct
instruction to teacher facilitation/student autonomy. At one rhetoricaragtof this continuum,
every student is taught the same material in the same way at the sane éirsequence
determined by the instructor and using instructor-chosen materials [dieatiios]. At the
opposite rhetorical extreme, children are invited to a free-for-all exjgorat musicking based
on their interests (including lack of interest as an option). The teacherlabéesas a guide or
to assist individuals or groups, but does not design lessons; she does not have partisdtar goal
any learning experience. No participant in this study represented eithesefradical
positions, and it is unlikely that any practicing teacher would embody such chétotdiremes.

However, this rhetoric serves to illustrate the difficulties with diffeagion and
assessment at each end of the spectrum. Limiting instruction to wholediagges using
teacher-dictated materials might actually facilitate assedsimecause the teacher set out to
teach something specific to the whole group and can then find a way to test the whole group on
what she meant for them to learn. However, the direct instruction extreme cdetdreuh an
inherent lack of differentiation, which might reduce students’ investment iedheithg process
because it ignores their opinions, interests, backgrounds, learning styleayanaofwteracting
with each other and the world. Conversely, at the facilitation extreme of theuront tracking
student progress is rendered nearly impossible by a lack of structure: sfogola¢ class or
individual students, no interest in assessing what students know and can do, no opportunities for
skill building or attention to readiness, and so many competing learning stglesusical

interests and levels of participation.
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Participants in the current study did not occupy extreme positions on this continuum. Ms
Wheeler was the closest to a direct instruction model, using primarily wlaggeinstruction
with whole-class responses and materials that she selected. Nevergietesiso occasionally
used centers, praxial group work, and some popular music. Ms. Davis was the closest to the
facilitation end of the spectrum, particularly in her third grade classes, wigelged in
collaborative group work for the entire observation period. She refrained framg gil@as or
directly solving problems, but instead posed questions and let students wrestle sghele
and discover their own solutions. Even in this context, Ms. Davis sometimes took a nxire dire
instructional role, such as when she helped students select music from their sound bank to put
with specific mini-musicals. Ms. Stevens’ teaching was closer to the envdidhe spectrum
than Ms. Wheeler’s, but like Ms. Wheeler, she was also closer to the diteattional pole
than the facilitation pole on the continuum.

Theinfluence of directness of instruction on assessment and differentiation. Each
participant’s position on the continuum from direct instruction to facilitation dyratfected her
practice of assessment and differentiation. Therefore, | will prademef analysis of the effects
of directness of instruction on assessment and differentiation, but | will fgtdly tn observed
effects rather than the surrounding philosophical issues, which are not within the s¢ape of t
paper.

Ms. Wheeler was the closest participant to the direct instructional pole corttreuum.

In some ways this facilitated assessment—she taught a particularabfjedtie whole group
and then assessed the group. However, at times her approach transformediae aistes
was ostensibly a way to track music learning into an assessment of whiattstaidd follow

directions (DW Field Notes 3/1, p. 2). For example, she repeatedly drilledahttat was
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going to be on an upcoming test so that every student who was paying attention shtindd ace
test (e.g., a chant “B is on the middle line, A is on the second space...” DW Fieldl\&itep.

2). Not only did this render the assessment less meaningful, but it also was sehassef
music learning as much as academic ability. Ms. Wheeler also uselirésssnstructional
methods, such as centers and praxial group work, and more natural, embedded rssessme
musicking behaviors, such as singing and movement. However, analysis of her amstructi
seemed to indicate that the more direct the instructional model, the more uhinudiatomistic
the assessment. When the whole group learned the same material in the satrtbevegme
time, this also had the potential to stifle differentiation, which at its coeadhing different
things to different students based on their individual needs.

In contrast, Ms. Davis’s used facilitation with her third grade studentadet of the
observation period. It became clear that assessing the musical prognesgiddal students
was extremely challenging in this context. It was hard for Ms. Dapsetdict what students
would be working on from day to day and, thus, there were not specific goals for aay of th
activities. This lack of objectives meant there was little that could beuneebis terms of
individual student music learning. However, a great deal of differentiasofted from the
inherent sensitivities of this approach to individuals’ prior knowledge, interestsamdihl
styles. A lack of goals did not mean that students were not learning, but madeuttddfi
ascertain exactly what they were learning.

Ms. Stevens’ approach to instruction was primarily teacher-directed and-elhesk.
However, she did not see herself as “imparting knowledge” but rather as a goidpravided
appropriate experiences” (HS Think Aloud 2, p. 2). Within her whole-class instruction, she

provided consistent opportunities for independent musicking, when students responded
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individually, musicked alongside one another, moved independently, and played instruments.
Like Ms. Wheeler, Hailey’s direct instructional approach had clear ¢oaigacilitated her
practice of assessment, although she rarely used acontextual asses$imeatsount of open-
ended individual response allowed for considerable differentiation of music leacuogling

to ability and prior knowledge.

In summary, swinging toward the facilitation end of the continuum made it almost
impossible to assess, because it was unclear what students were and/or sleauidrge |
However, the nature of teacher-facilitated rather than teacher-diiasteuction allowed for
musical and social differentiation and for exploration of student interests and siuahenship
of learning. Swinging closer to the direct instructional side of the continucilmafid
assessment practice but impeded differentiation and may have resulted inamis&at
assessments. Without the benefit of assessment combined with high chetlinties, both
sides of the continuum seemed prone to underestimating the abilities of studelnitsg teac
beneath their abilities, and not allowing students to surprise the teacher withukieking.
Direct instruction, as implemented in Ms. Stevens’ teaching, did seem tofatldviferentiation
based on music aptitude, prior musical knowledge and musical achievement.

Danielle and Hailey both believed they were teaching measureable misiaski
building blocks to provide readiness so that students would be better prepared to succeed as
independent musicians both when they were given small group activities to work ors iandas
also later in life. They each believed that all students were capablerontgtirese readiness
skills, and that they should be required to participate. They presented teacttedsakgerials
in the teacher-directed sequence they each felt would best facilitateleansing. In contrast,

Carrie felt that, since students did not choose to be in her class and some did notheasgcfo
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she should not force participation or focus on sequential skill building. Instead, shd teante
help students view themselves as musicians and enjoy interacting with rReghaps this
disagreement regarding the nature and purpose of elementary generalducaioe was the
root of differences in instructional style and thus the practice of assesamaedifferentiation.
Summary of Cross-Case Analysis.

Participants in the current study demonstrated analogous assessmerggpnatarms of
when, how, and how often they tracked student learning. Each participant used a variety of
assessment methods, including aptitude testing, report cards, checklisgsscates, and
observation on an ongoing basis throughout the school year. Participants disbguted a
whether observation/checking the group constituted an assessment or was rsiimgtiyietional
strategy. They also disagreed regarding the value of whole-class (orsehold) after-school
performances as an assessment. The frequency of formal assessmewdoginaiusicking
ranged from two to three times per class to two to three times per month.

Analysis of the participants’ instructional practices revealed both afsasilarity and
also some divergences with regard to the impact of assessment on differentiarder to
differentiate whole-group instruction, the participants varied their method @npagisn,
planned lessons for a variety of receptive learning styles, provided mulagteto interact with
music (singing, chanting, moving, playing, listening), and sought to integvatée#y of musical
styles. Ms. Stevens, in particular, varied the levels of difficultysacactivities and offered
many open-ended opportunities for individual responses, both at self-challengebaatchaib-
challenge levels.

All three participants taught mainstreamed students with a variety ofkpeeds, and

Ms. Davis and Ms. Stevens both taught self-contained classes as wellip&a#giooted that
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students with giftedness, ESL, and LD did not seem outside of the normal range of musical
ability expected for students their age, although they did differentiateédpgiag or modifying
written work and/or teaching by modeling or through demonstration rather than with \iidrels
teachers who taught students with more profound special needs in self-contaises mbdis
adapted an approach based on the MLT model of early childhood music instruction.

This cross-case analysis revealed that the relationship of assesEnuiifiésentiation
was complex, interwoven, and context-dependent. Sometimes, specific assessariedt dat
directly in a linear fashion to differentiation of music instruction. Thas particularly true of
IEP data that resulted in modification or adaptation of written work. Assesdatantas also
directly applied to instruction when an aptitude test demonstrated that a l@spad child
had high aptitude and needed additional challenges or motivation. Other times, an amumulat
of data would result in differentiation. For example, Ms. Stevens chose to gigemampts to
students who had lower levels of singing voice development based on a variety of previous
assessments. All three teachers used personal and musical informatroolatediover the
course of years to determine “success” for individual students in addition to howhee or s
performed on the particular task. However, sometimes differentiation stemomnethttors that
were not assessed, such as interest-based learning when Ms. Wheeést siudents to freely
choose the centers that interested them. Differentiation also occurred wlihalirect
influence of specific assessment data as a result of praxial group watk/egroup work, and
self-challenge activities.

Emergent themes included a number of shared organizational and personalifattors t
seemed to facilitate participants’ practice of assessment and wliifi@. Each participant was

primarily a resident teacher with her own room in a k-4 or k-5 building. Thisaisedehe ease
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with which assessment materials and records could be assembled and stosedadtlhted
differentiation, as teachers could get to know individual students as musicians and people ove
the course of five or six years. Furthermore, being resident in one buildingallow
conversations among teachers regarding students’ needs. Participantstudyredse had
considerable independence to make teaching decisions. On a personal levelcipargarti
shared a teaching automaticity that resulted from comfort with a persaadhirig style,

excellent musicianship, and mastery of curriculum, content, and routines. Patsicrivated
themselves to assess and differentiate despite, or perhaps because aff guatdnce and

support.

The degree of directness of instruction was the primary emergent fa¢tee¢haed to
directly affect participants’ practice of assessment and diffetedtiastruction. | proposed a
rhetorical continuum from direct instruction to facilitation. Based on amsabjthe practices of
participants in this study, it seemed that a more teacher-directed dpfaciditated assessment
but complicated some types of differentiation, whereas teaching on the otherlead of t
continuum was likely to result in highly differentiated instruction that wasysagossible to

assess. A more middle-ground approach seemed to balance both of these strengths.
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Chapter Eight: Conclusions and Implications

In this study, I investigated assessment practices and differentiatiostroiction in
elementary general music settings. | wanted to find out more about how tedisbersed
individual students’ musical skills and abilities and how they then used that infomrtat
individualize instruction both in terms of planning and also “in the moment.” My inidirgy
research questions were: 1) When and how did the participants assess musicaidkill
behaviors? 2) How did participants score or keep track of what students knew and could do in
music? and 3) What was the impact of assessment on differentiation of instruichiae?
elementary general music teachers allowed me to observe their tgaiching practices. |
observed Danielle Wheeler each time she taught a kindergarten and a fadetfogsseven
weeks. Over the course of four weeks, | watched Carrie Davis eacthinteught three
classes: a third grade, a fourth grade, and a self-contained class ofsswitle cognitive
impairments. Finally, | saw Hailey Stevens each time she taught gréde and a third grade
for seven weeks. Data collection consisted of field notes, videotapes and videdoevisw
interviews, teacher journals, and think-alouds. Using the constant comparative methtad of
analysis, | wrote case studies that described each teacher' sgsaftassessment and
differentiation with regard to my guiding research questions as well ags$htbat emerged from
data analysis (Chapters 4, 5, and 6).

Chapter 7 consisted of a cross-case analysis, in which | sought overanemrest
related to my guiding questions. | also looked for themes that emerged frosisantbll three
cases. All participants used a variety of assessment methods, incluchggcales, checklists,

report cards, observation, and aptitude testing. Two participants included setiasses, and
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one compiled all written work into a portfolio for each student. Although eacheteac
occasionally assessed specifically for report card grades, mosihassesss consistent and
ongoing throughout the school year and its primary purpose was to inform instruction.
Participants reported that the number of students they taught, lack of time and sagport, a
preparation for performances were the major hindrances to assessment. sagssedi about
the role of large-group performance as an assessment activity.

Although some assessments were directly applied to differentiatecirstrin a linear or
spiraling fashion, assessment practices and differentiation of instructiertypecally
interwoven in a complex relationship that varied among participants. Group work—ingcludi
praxial group work, creative group work, and centers-based instruction—was otteatvay
teachers differentiated instruction and also assessed the music lealinaligidtial students.
Utilizing of a variety of presentation styles and offering a range of mlusitivities provided
differentiation in whole-group instruction, as did individual responses to open-ended high-
challenge and self-challenge activities. Furthermore, each pantieyaa expected to
differentiate music instruction for students with a variety of special ndedkis final chapter, |
will discuss implications for practice based on the results of this study sogjgestions for
future research, and conclude with a proposal of a middle-ground approach to elegwaresal
music education.
Implications for Practice
[Music educators] should... challenge our children within their lessons and class sessions, and
in their individual practices at home. Do we? Or do we expect too little of them, lowering our
standards and reducing the degree of their accomplishments? Even worse, do we sometimes
teach them what they already know? For example, it is common knowledge that most first
graders understand the concept of soft-loud (and have since the age of three), yet some teachers
“teach” it and then teach it againlf we teach children what they already know, or if we

expect less from then than what they can do, we may well miss our chanceto seize the energy
and momentum toward their becoming more fully musically thinking and feeling basgs.
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strive to know our students, their strengths, their capabilities, their dreams, and goals, we can

be there for them—even those independent, self-motivated childesreferences,

troubleshooters, and guides. We can also occasionally push the envelope, offering them greater
skill development, so as not to lose the best and the brightest from our programs. We can vary
the complexity of what we teach: some may be hungry for a quicker pace and a greater
challenge(Campbell, 2010; p. 260, bold added).

In this excerpt, Campbell described the need for elementary generalteadiers to
know individual students’ abilities and interests in order to capitalize on the shedvarable
in music class. Results from the current study support the notion that musicddenteca
variety of challenges to knowing their students, including teaching laog@gof children,
infrequently, for too short an amount of time. However, the results of this studyfaksothe
notion that differentiated instruction is impossible in elementary gemeigic. Campbell noted,
“We can grieve and gripe about the minimal music time, but with our best foot fomearday
be better off taking steps to determine how better to use the allotted time W28k p.

271). In that spirit, this study revealed several implications for the praftassessment and
differentiated instruction in the elementary general music room.

Implications for the practice of assessmentElementary music teachers have a variety
of assessment tools at their disposal, which can be naturally interwoven in thss mfoce
teaching and learning. Participants in this study demonstrated that isiSl@ds assess music
learning on an ongoing basis. They agreed that meaningful assessmentdéarnsig must
be of individual student responses, although each teacher still used observations &imb‘chec
the group” to informally monitor her instruction. Teacher-designed ratalgs were the most
successful and expedient method to assess individual musicking skills suchrag shmnting,

moving, and playing instruments. Each teacher also used aptitude tests, wréssmasss, and

report cards to assess music learning. In addition, creative projectso&tans,
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improvisation) offered insights into students’ musical cognition. When done wedksament
was embedded as a consistent, organic thread in music teaching and learning. révipole-g
singing, chanting, moving, playing instruments, and improvisation were structurddrto of
opportunities for brief individual responses (often in the guise of a “game”), arebteagiickly
rated individual responses using rating scales. In this way, participahésaartent study
consistently gathered data on the musical progress of individual students udgletst
nevertheless engaged in musicking for nearly all of each music class.

Aptitude testing. Practicing music teachers may consider adopting aptitude testing into
their assessment repertoire and applying the results to differenttatetios. Participants in
the current study used music aptitude testing once or twice a year as a diagobsti help
students learn. Students with low aptitude who were low achieving could be indentified and
given additional scaffolding. Those with low aptitude who were still achievougdibe
challenged accordingly. Students who were low achieving but identified asphiigide could
be given challenges, leadership opportunities, or a “kick in the pants” to increiase the
achievement to more accurately reflect that high aptitude. Furthermorecheseigcates that
music aptitude is developmental (i.e., it can be increased through instruction anefoiching
environment up until about age 9, Gordon, 2007), so ongoing measurement of students’ music
aptitudes can also reveal increases in aptitude as a result of instruction.

Role of performancesin assessment. Music teachers may need to evaluate the role of
large-scale performances (programs) in their curriculum and the impaetfofmance
preparation on music teaching and learning. Participants in the current stpigetisabout the
role of large-group performances as a form of assessment. Ms. Witeetcterized

performances as the equivalent of the MEAP, a state-mandated yeaglyeacdnt test in math
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and reading, because the performances occurred once a year. Howevsuctess the MEAP
result in standardized achievement data for individual students, whereas gfoupgreces do
not. All of the participants in the current study stressed the importance of indiredpahse for
meaningful assessment, and this study also revealed the importance okesgondgyto build a
holistic picture of each student’s musicking. A concert with nearly 100 childregraode level
performing at the same time does not seem to meet those criteria. In stantsdiarge-scale
performances are expected and/or required, and it was outside the scoprioktitestudy to
examine their overall value. However, this study does indicate that groupnpenfaes should
not be viewed as assessment tools for tracking individual music learning. udyissgpports
extant literature indicating that performance preparation as curreatiqad interferes with
typical music learning in elementary general music. To ameliorate tbtepr, teachers might
incorporate informances as Ms. Stevens suggested or look for other waysftratgere
preparation (and/or the performances themselves) could be modified toaatlesasigment
rather than derail learning.

Logistical considerations. Practicing teachers should establish reliable methods to track
individual students’ data over time. The participants’ practice of a varieygafing embedded
assessments resulted in a more comprehensive picture of each studentisgoedarpon which
to base instructional decisions. From a logistical standpoint, this requiredssyratha great
deal of information, so teachers used grade books, palm pilots, spreadsheet paiaotiser
methods to track data. Participant teachers agreed that they could naiefcceicall how all
children performed on a given task when they did not record some form of data in thetmome
If the data are inaccurate or inaccessible, they are also useldssf@rimary purpose: to

inform instruction. Furthermore, teachers must synthesize data to credistia portrait of
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performance so they are able to recall and apply information about studeitis'sadnid needs
as they teach. Despite the difficulties of rating individual performamcesultiple tasks and
then recording and tracking all that data, participants demonstrated that gildgtsgather a
variety of data on individual students’ abilities and nevertheless spend the bulk otlassic
time engaged in active musicking.

Summary of implications for the practice of assessment. While acknowledging the
challenges elementary general music teachers face, the currentsliodied that teachers are
able to track individual music learning progress for each of their studerded Ba this study,
and although the results of this study are not generalizable due to its qualitatres pi@acticing
teachers are encouraged to explore ways to naturally and consistenttyassagssments of
individual musicking behaviors including singing, chanting, moving, playing institane
improvising, and composing into their teaching. Teacher-designed rating sealde an
efficient way to do this, although some written assessments such as rubrigdeapsting,
quizzes, compositions, and self-assessments could also contribute to a well-rocnalepi
achievement. Praxial preparation of existing music and creative projed¢tgssaompositions
and improvisation, offer rich, authentic opportunities to assess individual musiaggarni
Preparing whole-class, grade-level, and whole-school performances diddut Eata
regarding individual student progress, and was seen as distracting from normcdeamag.
Teachers may wish to evaluate the impact of performances on music teswthiegrning and
to reconsider their use as an assessment. Thoughtful integration of ongessyresg activities
will lead to a well-rounded picture of each student’s music achievemenpanla, and allow

music teachers to differentiate music instruction to meet individual musnirganeeds.

282



Implications for differentiated instruction. In this study, participant teachers used
well-documented assessment methods and encountered challenges siholse teported in
the literature, although it seems they assessed more frequently thigeréihere indicated was
typical, and their use of aptitude testing was unusual. Little researaivieaigated how
assessment data is applied to individualize instruction or described diffeyemistruction in
the elementary general music classroom. The current study resulted al sapécations for
elementary general music teachers’ practice of differentiatedictisin.

Whole-group differentiation. Teachers can differentiate whole-group instruction both by
varying activities over time and by providing opportunities for individual musickitigmthe
context of whole-group instruction. Planning activities that provide a variety of way®tact
with music (i.e., singing, moving, playing instruments, listening, improvising, cang)ds one
way to reach a variety of learners. Teachers can also vary the piesahtabde (aural, visual,
kinesthetic), perhaps by using technology, and/or integrating differentsr(psipular, “school,”
folk, etc).

Allowing individual response within the context of whole-group instruction can build in
differentiation of music instruction based on music aptitude and ability. Modes of individua
response included musicking independently alongside other students in chorus asaolell as
responses. Furthermore, opportunities for solo response can be varied (1) bshidre tea
according to an individual’s previously demonstrated achievement, (2) to presemieviigf
challenge, or (3) to be open-ended, allowing each student to challenge himdklh Wkible-
group instruction, these opportunities could be designed specifically to demorstiate levels
of achievement from different students, or they could allow students to choose thésvehof

challenge.

283



Groupings-based differentiation. Teachers can also differentiate instruction by using
various forms of group work and a variety of grouping strategies. Teachers cofrieeuse
structured centers-based instruction, praxial group work (in which studentsepaepar
performance of an existing piece of music), or creative group work (in which suaenpose,
choreograph, improvise, etc.). Varying grouping practices within eachs# gneup work
models could further facilitate differentiation. For example, occasional hemmag groupings
by ability in praxial group work would allow teachers to challenge high achietudgrsts with
new or advanced material and would also permit teachers to work intensivelgweth |
performing students. Assigned heterogeneous groupings could facilitaiagteeation during
creative group work, such as a composition project, while student-chosen cooperating lear
groups might mitigate social anxiety as students choreograph a dandeniwaistrates selected
musical features of a piece. The potential of various group work models and grdraiegjes
to increase individual music learning invites a number of models for implenoentadt
teachers could select based on their needs.

Differentiation for students with special needs. Participants in this study implemented a
variety of practices to differentiate instruction for students with speegds. When students
were mainstreamed, helpful strategies included use of the assessmemes twfamthers (IEPS),
use of peer support, modification/adaptation of written work, and separating musroatit
other abilities. Moreover, recognizing that significant modifications ofauum should be
discussed with parents and special educators, the results of this study intiatstddents who
were mainstreamed in music for primarily social reasons could still prograsically and
participate meaningfully in music class with the help of thoughtful adaptatiahs

modifications. Music teachers should consider ways that socially mainsttetments could
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musick alongside their peers at their own level. With regard to self-nedtalasses of students
with more severe developmental delays, ASD, and/or ClI, results from the ctadyt
supported findings in the literature that a Music Learning Theory-basgdchddhood

approach may be appropriate to nurture individual musical development.

All three participants noticed students with LD and ESL who may have stduggle
academically but were in the normal range of musical ability expectatudents their age.
Based on personal experience as well as IEPs, various participantsadersé of verbal or
written instructions, pencil/paper assignments and assessments, and/or netadidicaarly
problematic for students with LD or ESL. Because participants reportetthéhausicality of
students with ESL and LD seemed unrelated to their label, it seems logasslert that limiting
the use of notation, pencil/paper tasks, and verbal “talking about music” may atedl® need
for further modifications based on these patrticular special needs. Muwdiergaould
implement teaching methods such as modeling/demonstration and design aurakssxhasts
for students with these labels.

Gardner (1993) proposed that musicality constitutes its own way of thinking, a eeparat
intelligence from other modes of cognition such as interpersonal, verbal/lingaist
logical/mathematic. Although the literature indicated that students withratede severe
special needs might have corresponding deficits in music aptitude, it alsteaddicat these
deficits were not present for all disorders, and that within specific diggiipulations these
deficits could vary. Participants in the current study indicated that giftednesmilder forms
of disability did not seem necessatrily related to musical abilities ahdttlteents with more

profound disabilities nevertheless sometimes demonstrated surprising muaiaikires.
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Therefore, music teachers should find ways to foster individual musicking feuddings so that
musical intelligence can be separated from other deficits or gifts andeuirt

Implications at the secondary level Although this study took place at the elementary
level (and is not generalizable due to its qualitative nature), applicabilegsnchay be
appropriated to other settings. Assessment strategies suggested by titestudye—including
aptitude testing, use of rating scales, self-assessments, and creatietspraje all possible at
the secondary level. The methods participants in this study used to elicit indivehaiges
and to track the assessment data they accumulated may be of particidat inteecondary
instructors. Use of centers, praxial and creative groupwork, high-challengelfactiedienge
activities could be adapted to suit the learning needs of older students. Furthermgra, usi
variety of grouping strategies to differentiate instruction might be edlyelseneficial and
appropriate with adolescent learners, who are highly motivated by peer iot@racti

Summary of implications for practice. Music teachers face a number of challenges as
they seek to know each of their students as individual people and musicians. Elenerdealy g
music teachers must be prepared to individualize instruction for “typical” stuedrdse
musical skills and abilities can be widely divergent, as well as teach studdmgsvariety of
special needs. Assessments of individual musicking can be integrated intorrstnaation on
an ongoing basis in such a way that they do not significantly interfere with studemtersion
in musicking. Use of a variety of assessment strategies to track a ndmhesicking skills
over time can result in a well-rounded picture of each student’'s musiciandhganhthen be
used to differentiate instruction. Differentiation of instruction in elemermgfamngral music
settings can be accomplished by consistently varying the musicalatgtpresentation modes,

and ways of interacting with music in whole-class instruction. Furthermore, opipied for
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individuals to musick independently alongside one another and respond alone can bedntegrat
into whole-class instruction at a variety of levels of difficulty and sletflenge. Differentiation
could also be facilitated through use of various grouping strategies within cesers-b
instruction, praxial group work, and creative group work.
Suggestions for Future Research

The results of the current study suggest a number of possible topics for futuiatigaali
and quantitative studies. This study indicated that curriculum, assessmengndidtion, and
planning are interwoven in an intricate web of reciprocal, linear and spaabnships.
Fleshing out a more precise description of the nature of this complex interaotithlve an
interesting topic for future research. Perhaps because of the interplatyudtiosal
components, questions arising from the current study encompass not only issegsaela
assessment and differentiation, but also curriculum and instructional philosophy.

Assessment practicesThe current study described the assessment practices of three
teachers and situated their practice within the literature, which includethkbrvoad surveys as
well as studies of individual assessment methods. The results indicated thext-tkesigned
rating scales were an efficient way to evaluate individual student paricas. How
comfortable are practicing teachers with designing and using such s€alab®se scales
reliably measure musical performance rather than behavior or other 8ifdots? How are
teacher preparation programs addressing assessment topics, such as whaeskssdssed or
how to design assessments so they are embedded in musicking? How often ai® teache
providing chances for individual musical responses, and do they have sufficient metalcls t
such responses to show a variety of musicking behaviors at a number of levelsufyldhd

sophistication?

287



Performances Further research is needed regarding the role and impact of formal
performances on the music learning of students in public school elementargl geunsc
classes. Participants in the current study were troubled by the timedpatipg a polished
large-group performance took away from their normal instructional aesvitruture studies
could explore a number of facets regarding the preparation of musical perfosraaraceart of
elementary music classes, including: What is the role and value of large-grimimpace in
an elementary general music curriculum? What do these performancdsutertr individual
music learning? Are they (or could they be) an effective assessmentgtechnire there ways
to modify or adapt the nature or practice of these performances to balancaramm
expectations with individual music learning needs? Inquiries designed tordhese questions
could shed light on the widespread but little-studied practice of producing laige-sc
performances as part of elementary general music curricula.

Differentiation practices. Teachers in the current study used aptitude testing as a way to
differentiate instruction. Froseth (1971) found that teaching with aptitudes in minshen@ase
achievement for elementary band students at all levels of aptitude, but littleestharch has
explored this. Does knowledge of students’ aptitudes lead to increased diffenemtiat
instruction in elementary general music settings? Does this kind okedifii@ion result in
higher levels of achievement, and if so, for which students? How does the use of higlyehallen
and self-challenge activities affect the achievement levels ofrggidediffering levels of
aptitude?

Grouping practices. Participants in the current study usually allowed students to choose
their own groups when they assigned group work. Other research regarding grkup mvusic

education did not explore grouping practices, but instead described compositionalgs;ocess
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social dynamics, or the products of groupwork, such as written work or perform&essarch
from outside music education indicated a variety of possible grouping practioescadld
teachers use a variety of grouping strategies (assigned, student-chcegeneus or
homogenous by musical ability or aptitude, etc)? What are the effects ajreagng strategy
on individual music achievement? What are the effects of using a variety ofrgyeiategies
over time on individual music achievement?

Group work. In addition to raising questions regarding grouping practices, results from
the current study encourage further research into group work in generakakgle, how (and
how often) are elementary general music teachers currently implegestiters-based
instruction, and what are they teaching when they do so? Does centers-hbagetibims
increase individual music achievement (as a stand-alone question or in comparison to othe
methods such as whole-group instruction)? How and how often are music teachersaxsahg pr
group work or creative group work, and what are they teaching when they do? How dudhey
the resultant performances or products, choose the groups, and tell how individualagre fa
within the group?

Learning sequence activities (LSAs)Ms. Stevens used LSAs at the beginning of every
class for about 5 minutes. Not only did they allow individual responses, provide asseksment
and differentiate instruction, but they also seemed to signal to students thatlassitad
begun and to reinforce Hailey’s views regarding the purpose of music classméhy teachers
use LSAs? Are they typically implemented in the playful, fun, safe wageldnn Ms. Stevens’
practice? What is the effect of the addition of LSAs on music achievement, eeerif

teaching elements remain the same?
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Students with special needsParticipants in the current study taught students with a
variety of special needs in mainstreamed and self-contained settings. Altboughesearch
has explored this topic, (Hourigan, 2007; Linsenmeier, 2004; Salvador, 2010), furtherréesearc
needed regarding how to better prepare music teachers to differentiatetimstfor students
with special needs. Few studies have examined music learning and instrucsiméoits with
special needs. What are the specific benefits or possible drawbacks of imtplgrae MLT-
inspired early childhood approach for self-contained classes of students witl speds in
public school music settings? Are there modifications that should be made to this lajpgndac
do they vary based on disability grouping (e.g., would students with ASD beaosfitfr
different approach than those with CI)? What are the effects on music learnstgdients with
average music aptitude and LD or ESL when verbal, written and notational rexreekapt to a
minimum? Can (and should) music class be taught without relying on verbalhwoitteotated
information? Might this result in more “musicking” for the class in gen@aimpbell, 2010)?

Philosophy/Teacher beliefs.Even among three participants teaching in suburban
schools within 150 miles of one another, there was considerable variation intias&lic
philosophy as well as beliefs regarding the purpose of public school music education, how
children learn music, and other topics. These participants were chosen becauakidte
assessment in music education, but two of them mentioned regularly occurringehsaigts
with other elementary music teachers in their districts about this topic. frootiee even among
the three participants, varying philosophies led to different approaches toamasgructure.
How cognizant are music teachers of their philosophies, and how intentional are téreys of
how these philosophies play out in their teaching? Does their instructionahstigle their

stated philosophy? Do teachers think about their views of the nature of musicjeanthithe
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purpose of music education and then plan lessons based on these views, or do they simply teach
the way they were taught to teach? If their instructional decisions are rogtexsonal
philosophical ideas about the nature of music learning and the purpose of public school music
education, are these philosophies/beliefs learned in teacher preparatiompragraere they
already formed before students began their undergraduate study?
Applications to other music learning settings. The findings of this study indicate that
it is possible to create well-rounded pictures of student achievement and theripply t
information to individualize instruction in the elementary general musiagettWhat is the
current state of assessment and differentiation practices in other sarsiod settings, such as
secondary ensembles and secondary general music? Teachers in thesdawdtsimilar
challenges in terms of the high numbers of students they teach and the wigeo¥aiutity and
aptitude levels they are likely to encounter. How do secondary music teadsss rasisic
learning and apply the results of those assessments to individualize musctios® Are any
of the strategies for differentiation identified in this document (such asatiffeypes of
groupwork, high challenge activities, self-challenge activities, and swwamsferrable into
secondary settings? What is the impact of their use on student learning?
Conclusion
School music programs are typically geared toward instruction en masse... Even as
individualized and small-group instruction is common to math and language arts classes,
there is a tendency for children to be musically educated at school in traditional
ensembles and in their large-class group. While mass instruction may moderately benefit
children, individual and small-group projects are important means of developing
children’s musical knowledge and skilSgmpbell 2010 pp. 270-271).
Given the variety of practices observed in the current study, the overall impact of

assessment data on differentiated instruction in the elementary generatiassioom was

difficult to determine. When | framed this study, my questions implied a lisdionship
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between assessment and differentiation. This vision was shaped by instrugtissed in my
non-music colleagues’ elementary classrooms during my tenure as “theteacsier” and also
by instruction | administered as a long-term substitute teacher in thifdania-grade
elementary classrooms. In my experience, grade-level teachersckad &8rlQ scores and/or
math and reading aptitude test scores for each of their students. Teacharstadmiongoing
assessments regarding classroom activities as well as standaoflise@ment tests in math and
reading. Based on this assessment information, teachers could asceudéngessturrent
achievement levels, ensure that they were commensurate with his aptitudd@narat
structure assignments to help him to proceed.

This model seems to assume that learning in math and reading is sequehaégpao
imply substantial agreement among teachers, publishers (of tests andbediiozaterials), and
other educational leaders regarding not only the sequential nature of learnirgphibeal
sequence itself. However, music educators do not agree on a model for musical daviglopm
nor do they agree that music learning is sequential (although models for musatapdent
and music learning sequences have been proposed, evaluated, and substantiatedioang., Gor
2003; Gordon, 2007). This large-scale discussion is outside the scope of the current study. What
is important to the current study is that, over the course of more than a year of waek on t
project, | have determined that the guiding questions of this study were basetdel which
assumed a direct, unidirectional relationship of assessment and differentratahata gathered
from assessments of individual students’ abilities would then be applied to diffexrent
instruction for each student, as | had observed and experienced in gradeaksrelorhs.

Even among three teachers who valued assessment in their elementalyrgasierand

differentiation. Differentiation stemmed not only directly and indirecthyf assessments, but
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also resulted from other information, such as the music teacher’s relatiamsghijdividual
student over the course of years. Instructional strategies such as gréaypaviated
differentiated instruction as students interacted with one another, the teawhaith music.
Centers provided opportunities for students to explore areas of musical intenéstamt iwith
specific music learning goals in a variety of modalities.

Disparate classroom organizational features along a continuum fromidgtattion to
teacher facilitation contributed to differentiated instruction in differeryiswdn one classroom,
highly structured routines and assigned seats fostered participation fortstwdh special
needs and encouraged students to help one another, while in another classroom, student-led
classroom management and conflict resolution led to the same behaviors. Most tiedexpec
based on my original questions was the possibility that strategies used tot#terimstruction
would illuminate information about students’ musical abilities (the precise w@pdshe
relationship | had imagined).

| agree with those who state that much of what a students gain from immersion in
musicking is immeasurable and invaluable (e.g., Campbell, 2010). However, if we as publi
school music teachers argue for universal music instruction, will we then netzlsoroe
measurable benchmarks or expressive objectives (Eisner, 2005) toward which stodéhts
strive? Could rejection of the viability of assessment also projectharee of music as a
subject to be included in a public school curriculum? Are the intangible benefits ckimgsi
unintelligible to those who would gauge the importance of what music is and can do for
students? The current study indicates that students’ skills and abilities oatg #Bmusical
materials and tasks can be measured and tracked with little disruption amtineirsion in

musicking. This finding supports the possibility that music teachers could balaasen@ment
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of individual musical progress with immersion in musicking. Furthermore, inf@mmgéathered
from ongoing assessment of individual musicking abilities could be used to indivedualiz
instruction--increasing not only mean achievement levels but also the giwérdemonstrated
abilities.

A balanced approach (See Figure 8.1) could weave together nearly constantmgusicki
with consistent, ongoing assessments of individual musical skill developmentiddoreggular,
brief periods of whole-class instruction and a variety of group work activitiekichwstudents
explore and create. Whole-class instruction differentiated by open-endechiiggrge and
self-challenge activities could facilitate sequential progress on nmakilta and provide
frequent opportunities for assessable individual responses. These periods of idiféerent
whole-group instruction could provide skills and readiness for creative and praxiplvgork
and individual musicking projects as well as data to inform grouping practices. | Rrakia
creative projects undertaken in various groupings, assigned and student-chosgsuppaoit
differentiation by interactional style, preferences and interests yadnit so on. A variety of
centers-based instruction, ranging from free-choice of centers with agdwges to student-
chosen or assigned groups rotating through specific centers could also éaadgassment and
differentiation by allowing the teacher to instruct or assess small gobgpsdents while others
are learning at centers.

Implementation of this balanced approach may seem daunting, but could be gradually
phased in to a teacher’s normal practices. A teacher could design and implemeitamisag
centers one month, try a creative group composition activity another month, and add a few

assessment games with individual response to their normal classroom actitershe course
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Figure 8.1 Metaphor for a balanced approach to eheany music instructio
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Figure 8.1 cont'd
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of several years, the opportunities to learn about students’ individual skills atidsambuld be
built in and become automatic (as Ms. Wheeler experienced). Despite Hbagdmthat
elementary general music teachers face, the benefits of this balancddanedeouraging
individual students’ music learning may be well worth the hassle. Based on #et stmdy, it
seems that the efficiency of using only whole-group instruction may not be theffecsive
way to reach individual learners.

Some discussion of philosophy seemed unavoidable in individual chapters, because each
teacher’s beliefs about the purpose of public school music, how children learn music, and the
nature of musical ability directly influenced her practices ofssssent and differentiation. |
limited this discussion to teaching behaviors that resulted from differdas@phies by
proposing a continuum of classroom structure, with teacher-led, whole-group ionstatabine
extreme and teacher-facilitated group and independent work at the other. At on¢hend of
continuum, a lack of defined goals for any learner made meaningful aseeg#irailt.
However, at the other end of the spectrum, a teacher might only assess thatehalve
directly taught and therefore remain unaware of students’ abilities anelstisteutside of this
narrow scope. To varying degrees, | watched all three participants staget®ncile the
sequential nature of school music curricula with their post-modern views of wHeeahare and
how they learn.

Indeed, both blind reliance on facilitation of learning and also rigid insistenceemt di
instruction could lead to difficulties in differentiation and assessment. Reggmadlthe
philosophical leanings of individual teachers, increased attention to assesssaeht-ba
differentiation of instruction could ensure that individual students progress in reasing. As

Jang, Reeve, and Deci (2010) suggest, a structured approach to learning does not have to be
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opposed to teacher facilitation. They could compliment one another rather than ber) asew
antagonistic, and both may need to be present for optimal learning.

Imagine an approach to elementary general music education in which Ipioelspef
teacher-directed whole-group instruction are interspersed among timesupr imdividual, and
whole-class musicking—sometimes exploratory, and other times with sdeaifhing goals. In
this middle-ground model, the teacher designs opportunities for cooperative learning,
differentiated instruction, and free exploration for students to engage in alomethats of like
ability, and in friendship-based mixed-ability groups. Groupings are vianetifferent
projects, not only in terms of homogeneity or heterogeneity of musical abilitiessbuh terms
of interests, learning style, and expressive styles. Thus, groupings atarszsrieacher-
assigned and sometimes student-chosen. The teacher allows students input anchdaftesi a
functions as a facilitator, but also plans times of teacher-directed le&asieg not only on the
interests of students but also on her assessments of students’ music learning needs.

Within this approach, consistent, ongoing assessments of each student’s rhkilisical s
and abilities function both as yardsticks for musical achievement, and alsprasyacard to
new music learning. The assessments would inform instruction, even as ddateyemtiight
inform assessment practices by illuminating different levels of aldiéiyning styles, interests,
expressive styles, and musical ideas. Applying this model could help elengeraral music
teachers work toward Eisner’s (2005) lofty goal of instruction that incrélasesriability of

student achievement while simultaneously raising the mean performance level
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APPENDIX A

Video-tape Analysis Summary Form

Date of Class: Today’s Date:
Grade Level: Instructor:

1. What assessment activities were used in this class?

2. When and how were the music learning needs of individual students or groups of students
addressed?

3. Pick out the most salient interactions on the video. Number them in order on the sheet,
and note the time in the video. Assign a theme to each interaction in CAPITALEht Inv
new themes where non exist and indicate with asterisks ***.

Time | Salient Interaction Theme(s)

4. What else was interesting or unexpected in this video?
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APPENDIX B: Initial Interview

This semi-structured interview will be guided by the following questions, and sup@drognt

additional questions for follow-up or clarification.

(1) How many students do you teach each week, and how often to you see them?

(2) What are the main populations you serve? (Ethnic, socioeconomic, other)

(3) Are you required to grade students? How often, and in what format? What other
expectations affect your instruction (i.e. performance expectations)?

(4) How are students with special needs accommodated in music? (i.e., are they s as a
contained group, mainstreamed, or both? What kinds of special needs are represented in the
classes | will observe?) How do you individualize instruction for these andsttiients?

(5) What kinds of formal testing have you already done this year for the clagtlesee? How
about informal assessment?

(6) What is the purpose of assessment in your classroom?

(7) What music learning goals will you be working on with the classes | aanobg over the
next six weeks?

(8) Do you have any questions about this study?
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APPENDIX C: Exit Interview

| will also ask additional follow-up and clarification questions, and ask questions specific to
individual participants.
1) What is the most important factor in a music teacher’s ability to mdaliynassess the
music learning of her students?

a) What conditions must she establish in the classroom?

b) Are there certain personal qualities that are necessary?

¢) What kind of training might be needed at the undergraduate level?
2) lIs it possible for a music teacher to differentiate instruction based @sassd with all the
challenges that we face?

a) What types/modes of assessment (i.e., self-assessment, perfaassassement, pen

and pencil) seem most helpful in differentiating instruction?
3) What would you like to see your replacement do in terms of assessmeinepfadiow
about in terms of differentiating instruction?
4) What advice would you give to a first-year music teacher regarding assd8
What would you say to her about differentiation of instruction?
5) Is there anything that you would like to add? (While you were particgadr in the time

since then, are there thoughts you have had about my project and its focus and purpose?)
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