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To look at the effect of free play on the musical improvisations of first, second
and third grade children, 108 children were randomly assigned to either a control or
treatment group. Subjects were tested using a researcher-designed instrument to elicit an
improvisatory response. The control group then received regular music instruction (120
minutes every 2 weeks) and the treatment group received regular music instruction in
conjunction with musical free play (100 minutes of instruction and 20 minutes of free
play every 2 weeks). The treatment lasted 14 weeks. At the end of the treatment, all
students were tested with the same testing instrument used for the pre test. Videotapes of
the improvisations were submitted to three independent judges to rate for quality on a 5-
point Likert scale. The change in ratings between pre and post tests were analyzed with
an analysis of variance to determine if there were significant differences between the
control and treatment groups. The analysis of the data revealed no significant difference
in the change of ratings between control and treatment groups for the group as a whole,

or for any particular grade level within the total group.
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CHAPTERI

RATIONALE, PURPOSE, AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Rationale

As adult musicians, we play music. Wework hard &t it. We practiceit. We perfect
it. For ayoung child, the concept of playing music is just another variation on the age-old
childhood occupation of play. Children play music for the joy of it—because it isthere.

The educationd community at large has sudied the play of young children, and
has developed theories of play: what it is, why it hgppens, what the child learns through
play, and the role of play in the cognitive, socid, and linguistic development of children.
Music educators aso have begun to look at the role of play in the development of
musicdity in children. This study sought to uncover therole of play as an indructiona
tool in the development of children’simprovisationd ability.

The Role of Play in Devd opment

Freud (1942), Erikson (1950), and Cskszentmihalyi (1979) believed play to be
the motivating factor in achievement. Freud believed that play might help a child
overcome an unpleasant Situation or the disgppointment of unfulfilled wishes by being
able to take control of life within the play paradigm. He believed sublimation of

unfulfilled wishes and of unpleasant experiencesis the motivating energy behind



the play of children. Erikson (1950) developed the idea further; believing play dso
propelled the child forward to new stages of mastering the environment. Erikson
acknowledged the importance and uniqueness of play by maintaining that the child is
able to master more of his or her environment in the unthreatening atmosphere creeted
during play. Cakszentmihdyi (1979) suggested that play is visble when a child becomes
totaly absorbed in an activity, experiencing what he called “flow.” According to
Cakszentmihdyi, flow is a postive psychologica state that produces continued behavior
in the absence of other reinforcers, and is a motivating factor throughout the life span.
Flow isthe god of play, but only successful play resultsin flow.

Piaget, Vygotsky, and Bruner addressed the role of play in the development of
children. Piaget (1962) proposed that children’s play occupied a central position in the
development of intelligence. He theorized that the dua processes of assmilation and
accommodation build intdligence. Assmilation is the process of adapting experiences
and learnings to fit mental schemas dready in place—to make new learnings fit in with
old ones. Accommodation is the process of adapting existing mental schemasto fit with
new experiences. He believed that play was the functiond equivaent of assmilation, and
imitation was the functiona equivaent of accommodation, therefore giving play apivotd
role in the development of intelligence.

Piaget dso theorized overlapping stages of play that corresponded, roughly, with
his proposed stages of development: 1) practice play, corresponding with the sensori-
motor stage; 2) symbolic play, corresponding with the pre-operationa stage and

containing the process of assmilation; and 3) play with rules—corresponding with the



concrete operationd stage. According to Piaget, infants engage in practice play for the
joy of mastery and to show off to themsdves. Symbolic play, or imaginary play, begins at
about age three and is dominant during the pre-school and early el ementary school years.
The last sage, play with rules, begins at about age seven and predominates play behavior
until the age of eleven.

Other theorists and researchers have embraced Piaget’ s genera theory of play, but
have disputed the disappearance of play as the child matures. Lieberman (1977) and
Sutton-Smith (1979) questioned Piaget’ s assertion that symbolic play is replaced by
redism—or games with rules—in middle childhood. A study by van der Kooij and
Meyjes (1986) on children aged four to nine found al types of play were evident
throughout al ages studied. After a systematic review of the research on play, Smith,
Takhvar, Gore, and Vollstedt (1985) agreed that the theory that symbolic play decreases
in middle childhood is not supported by research findings.

Vygotsky, also disputing Piaget’ s ideas, contended that rules are inherent in
symboalic play, and imagination isinherent in “ games with rules” He believed that every
imaginary Situation contains rules in a conceded form—just as every game with rules
contains an imaginary situation in a conceded form (Vygotsky, 1978). Centrd to
Vygotsky's theory is aconcept he calsthe “zone of proxima development” (ZPD). He
explained ZPD as “the distance between the actua developmentd level as determined by
independent problem solving and the level of potentia development as determined
through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable

peers’ (p. 86). Vygotsky asserted that play isinvented by the child at the point that



unredlizable tendencies gppear in the child’ s development. Play expands the ZPD to
alow the child to progress to more mature levels of knowledge and understanding
(Vygotsky, 1966). He placed play on an equd footing with ingtruction, stating:

The play-development relationship can be compared to the ingtruction

development relationship, but play provides a background for changesin needs

and in consciousness of a much wider nature. Play is the source of development

and creates the zone of proxima development (Vygotsky, 1966, p. 16).

He further asserted that imaginative play does not die away a school age, but is
able to permeste the child' s attitude towards redlity. Imaginative play is not as outwardly
vigblein the school age child, but is Hill very much present—now interndized as part of
the thinking process. Vygotsky (1978) aso believed play to persist throughout the life
gpan, reveding itsdf in different forms at different junctures of life.

Jerome Bruner aso contributed to the theory of play asit gpplies to cognitive
development (Bruner, 1972; Bruner, Jolly & Sylva, 1976). Bruner recognized the
developmental importance of practice play by which the child isable to learn the
components of a skill. The components of askill are gradudly mastered through practice
play, alowing for minima attention to them when the ill is performed. Larger and
larger components of a skill are cgpable of being mastered through practice play, which
dlowsthe child to respond to problem solving using these skillsin amore efficient way
(Bruner, 1972). Practice play, as opposed to just practice, isimportant because children
can explore, discover and practice new behaviors while playing in an environment that is

northrestening—i.e. means-oriented instead of ends-oriented. Beyond practice play,



play in generd dlows the child to expand beyond the congraints imposed by the
demands of redlity and create new problem solving strategies and explore novel
combinations (Bruner, Jolly, & Sylva, 1976).

The developmenta play theories asserting that educationd benefits are inherent in
play behaviors have provided the impetus for researchersto determine if play does indeed
have an effect on the development of children. Research began on play without a
consensus on the definition of play, with each research project developing a definition of
play for its own use (Smith, Takhvar, Gore & Vollstedt, 1985). In 1983, Rubin, Fein, and
Vandenberg reviewed the existing research on play and developed aworking definition
of play comprised of these descriptors:

1. Play isintringcadly motivated.

2. Play isrdativdy free of externdly imposed rules.

3. Payiscaried out asif the activity were redl.

4. Play focuses on the process rather than any product.

5. Play isdominated by the players.

6. Play requiresthe active involvement of the player.

A comprehensive search of play research by Fisher (1992) further delinegted play
into play that is controlled by the child (child-oriented play) and play that is controlled by
an adult (adult-directed play). He dso defined free play as being child-oriented play that
takes place in a playroom equipped with toys under minima adult supervison.

Fisher (1992) performed a systematic meta-analysis on 46 research studies written

between 1974 and 1992 on the effect of play on the cognitive, linguistic, and socid



development of children. Half of the studies were focused on the effects of play on
cognitive development. The other half focused on the effects of play on linguigtic or
socid development. Fisher found postive effects of play on dl three areas of
development—cognitive, linguigtic, and socia—with differing effects depending on the
age of the child. The impact of play was shown to increase with age for cognitive and
socid skills, and was shown to decrease with age in the area of linguidtic skills. Gains
from adult-directed play were shown to be no grester than that for child-oriented play.
Fisher dso found that adult-directed play is fraught with methodologica problems,
specificaly confounding varigbles introduced by varying adult behaviors.

Two longitudind studies (Hartmann & Rollett, 1994; Sefer, 1995) showed the
benefits of play on the development of children. Hartmann and Rollett (1994)
implemented a study that infused play—both child-oriented and adult- directed—into the
regular dlassroom ingtruction of 13 through 4™ grade students. The treatment classes
scored sgnificantly higher on measures of intringc mativation, attitude, and divergent
thinking than did the control classes not receiving the play treatment. Sefer (1995) looked
a the influence of adult-directed play on students divergent problem solving ability,
motivation to learn, and expressive behaviors. The study conssted of a six-week
experimenta program for childrenaged 7 to 11, implemented each year for a5-year
period. The experimenta group scored significantly higher on divergent problem solving,

motivation to learn, and emotiond expression than did the control group.



Play experiences in the classroom have been shown to positively impact
children’s cognitive, linguistic and socid development. Isit possible that musica play
experiences could dso enhance musica improvisation in children?

The Role of Play in Muscd Deve opment

A few music education theorists have addressed the relationship between play and
music composition and improvisation, and have suggested paradigms of music teaching
appropriate to their theories (Addison, 1991; Endey, 1987; Swanwick, 1988). Addison
(1991) observed his own students involved in a play-oriented music curriculum, and then
delineated characteristics common to both play and music. He dso contrasted adults and
children’s play, and suggested a method of instruction encompassing both adult-directed
and child-oriented play.

Ensley (1987) based her writings on Huizinga (1950) and gpplied Huizinga's
writings to the field of music. Huizinga believed play to be an essentid part of the
cregtion of culture and the development of civilization. Endey correlated music to
Huizinga s descriptors of play, then explored the vaue of play in musica education.
Endey proposed the playful creation of musica products should be at the center of music
education.

An extendve treatise on the relationship between music and play was offered by
Swanwick (1988) who made a case for music generation being arepresentation of play,
basing histheory on Piaget’ s developmental theory. Swanwick proposed amodd of

musica development aswell as a paradigm of ingtruction based on his theory.



Other music educators, citing generd educationa theory or anecdotal evidence,
have cdled for the incluson of play in music ingruction during the e ementary years
(Addison, 1975; Andress, 1986; Campbell, 1989; Campbell & Scott-Kassner, 1995;
Glover, 1990; Glover & Ward, 1993; Upitis, 1990, 1992).

Along with theoretical discourse on play and music, studies describing and
andyzing the presence of play in musica improvisation have aso been undertaken.
Studies of playground song and ritua by Kartomi (1991) and Marsh (1995) found
children participating in child-oriented play displayed improvisation behaviors—both
individualy and communally. These improvisatory behaviors were found to be
comparable to the composition and improvisation practices of adults. Other researchers
have documented episodes of playground singing, chanting, moving and the ritud
involved with the performance and the peer-teaching of it (Merrill-Mirsky, 1988; Riddell,
1990). Riddell, in comparing children’s play music and classroom music, proposed that
children develop in two parald musicd streams—one insde the classroom and the other
within aplay paradigm. She called for teachers to utilize music learning paradigms
practiced by children during child-oriented play to enhance learning in the classroom.
Also exploring the dudistic world of preschool children’s music, Vddhuis (1992) found
differencesin pitch, rhythm, and language usage between singing during play and singing
elicited by adults. This seemed to amplify Ridddl’ s notion of two streams of pardld
musical development and suggested that one stream was affected by adult expectations

while the other included more spontaneous improvisation.



In their quest for understanding the role of play in musica development, musica
researchers have aso observed the musical play behaviors of preschool children. The
Pillsbury Study (Moorhead & Pond, 1978) focused on the play behaviors of children, not
only on the playground, but dso within a classroom environment. The materid, gethered
over aperiod of 11 years, described the musical experiences—induding improvisation—
in which pre-school children participate if dlowed to play in awell-equipped and
supportive atmosphere. Follow-up studies by Shelley (1981) and Miller (1983) dso
documented the observed musical play behaviors of pre-school age childrenina
classroom setting. Although the extensive improvisation behaviors exhibited in the
Rillsbury Study were not evident in these studies, both researchersinferred the positive

vaue of participating in musicd play experiences.

Purpose and Research Questions

Pay has been given a prominent place in the educationa theories of Bruner,
Cakszentmihalyi, Erikson, Freud, Piaget, and Vygotsky. Although the theorists held
differing views asto the role of play at specific ages, al agreed on the importance of play
in the educationa development of children. Educationa researchers have documented the
positive effect of play experiences on children’s cognitive, linguistic and socid
development. This effect is shown to interact with the age of the child.

Musicd play has been shown to produce improvisatory and compostiond
behaviors digtinct from those observed in the teacher directed music experience. Some
musi¢ educators have proposed embracing play as a part of music ingruction to enhance

improvisation and composition. However, it has not been established whether including



play experiences as apart of music ingruction actudly has an effect on the qudity of
children’simprovisations.

The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of play experiences on the
improvisations of 1%, 2" and 3" grade children. Specifically, | sought to answer the
following questions:

1. Isthere asignificant difference in the quality of musical improvisation of 1%,

2" and 3" grade children receiving free play experiences during music
instruction and the quality of musical improvisation of 1%, 24, and 3% grade
children not receiving free play experiences during music indruction?

2. Isthere an interaction between grade level and the effects of free play on the

quality of musical improvisation of 1%, 24, and 3" grade children?

Definition of Terms
Play
For the purposes of this sudy, play will be free play—that is child-directed
activitieswith minima adult supervison in adassroom that is equipped with musica
instruments.
Improvisation
For the purposes of this study, improvisation will encompass the musical

performances given by children when asked to make up music.
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CHAPTERI I

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
The research questions guiding this study involved play and its effect on musica
improvisation. To provide a background understanding of play and its effect on musica
improvisation, this chapter reviews selected works on play theory, play and cognitive

development, play and music, and issues of measurement.

Pay Theory

Ealy Play Theory

One of the first extended theories of play was the surplus energy theory. It was
first proposed by Schiller in 1800 (Groos, 1898), then solidified by Spencer in his book

Principles of Psychology (1896). The surplus energy theory proposed play to be merely

the expenditure of energy the child hasin excess of that needed to fulfill work and

surviva obligations. Although this theory had its merits, it did not take into account the
child who plays beyond exhaustion and the very tired child who has a burst of energy
when aplay stuation is suggested. Spencer aso believed play, aswell asbeing ardease
of exuberant energy, was the origin of al at—atheme that returned in other play theories

(Erikson, 1950; Freud, 1942; and Huizinga, 1950).
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Another complementary theory was the recrestion theory put forth by Lazarusin
1883 (Mitchdl & Mason, 1934). The recreation theory was based on the principle that a
certain amount of rest and deep are necessary, but beyond that, play was a means of
recharging energy. To be effective in recharging energy, the play activity only needed to
be a change from normal work activities. This was opposite of the surplus energy theory
which looked upon play as a means of dispelling excess energy instead of providing a
dore of energy in and of itsdf.

Another play theory—the recapitulation theory—was proposed by G. Stanley Hall
(Hall, 1906). Hall was heavily influenced by the theories of Darwin, and indicated
children are the link in the evolutionary chain between anima and man. He bdlieved
children pass through the history of the race from protozoa to modern man. He proposed
that the genetic typing of humanity is contained in each child, and that the childhood play
years are merely areenactment of life of the prehistoric and primitive man. The
recapitulation theory helped further interest in children’s play behaviors and provided a
theoretical base for the Orff methodology of music ingtruction for children (Warner,
1991).

Karl Groos, aprofessor of philosophy, studied the play of animasto better

understand the play of man. He published two books: The Play of Animas (Groos,

1898) and The Play of Man (Groos, 1901) at the turn of the century. Groos concluded

animals play because play practiced and perfected the surviva skills they need asthey
mature. He theorized children play and imitate adults for the same reasons. Within the

play of a specific child, he said, one could find the specific skills needed by that child

12



when he or she became an adult. Groos work provided impetus for comparative research
between the play of animals and of man. It also provided support for the growth of the
belief that play served afunction in the education of children.

Recent Play Theory

The psychoandytic theory of play, supported by Freud (1942) and Erikson
(1950), proposed that play was the outward manifestation of inward unrest. Freud
believed play helped a child overcome an unplessant Stuation or the disgppointment of
unfulfilled wishes by being able to take control of life within the play paradigm. He
believed sublimation of unfulfilled wishes and of unpleasant experiences, which
moativated humanity in genera to seek knowledge, creete art, and develop civilization,
was aso the mativating energy behind the play of children. Erikson developed the idea
further, believing play propdlled the child forward to new stages in the magtery of his or
her environment. Erikson aso delineated stages of young children’s play: autocosmic,
microspheric, and macrospheric. Erikson said autocosmic play began at birth, was
centered on the infant’s body, and was comprised, mostly, of repetitive actions and
vocalizations. Microspheric play happened during the early toddler years. The child
became absorbed in a contained world of toys and objects. The macrospheric stage
occurred during the pre-school years. The child learned to play socidly and dso learned
the appropriate times to play by himsdlf. Each previous stage was bdlieved to be
incorporated into the subsequent stage—i.e. macrospheric play contained € ements of

both autocosmic and microspheric play. Erikson acknowledged the importance and
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uniqueness of play—bdieving it was the immeature form of the species’ ability to achieve
medtery of its environmen.

The cognitive-developmentd theory of play was given its sart by Piaget, and was
at the center of histheory of inteligence (Piaget, 1962). Piaget theorized the dua
processes of assmilation and accommodetion built intelligence. Assmilation can be
defined as the process of adapting experiences and learnings to fit menta schemas
dready in place—to make new learnings “fit” in with old ones. Accommodation can be
defined as the process of adapting existing mental schemas to “fit” with new experiences.
He blieved play was the functiond equivaent of assmilation, and imitation was the
functionda equivaent of accommodation.

Piaget dso theorized overlapping stages of play thet corresponded, roughly, with
his proposed stages of development: 1) practice play, which corresponded with the
sensori-motor stage; 2) symbolic play, which corresponded with the pre-operational stage
and contained the process of assamilation; and 3) play with rules, which corresponded
with the concrete operationa stage. Infants are believed to indulge in practice play for the
joy of mastery and to show off to themsdves. Symboalic play, or imaginary play, is
proposed by Piaget to begin at about age three and to be dominant during the pre-school
and early elementary school years. Piaget dso believed that the last stage, play with rules,
began at about age seven and predominated play behavior until the age of eeven.

Other theorists and researchers have disputed Piaget’ s theory of play. Lieberman
(1977) and Suttor+ Smith (1971) questioned Piaget’ s assertion that symbolic play is

replaced by realism in middle childhood. Van der Kooij and Meyjes (1986) studied 408
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children aged four to nine, and found repetition, symbolic play and congruction play
remained high throughout al ages sudied. Smith, Takhvar, and Gore (1985), after
reviewing the literature, aso agreed that the theory that symbolic play decreasesin
middle childhood was not supported by the research.

Vygotsky (1978) aso disputed Piaget and contended that rules are inherent in
symboalic play, and imagination isinherent in “games with rules” He believed every
imaginary Situation contains rules in a conceded form—just as every game with rules
contains an imaginary Situation in a concedled form. He proposed a zone of proximal
development (ZPD), which was defined as “the distance between the actua
developmenta level as determined by independent problem solving and the leve of
potentia development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in
collaboration with more capable peers’ (p. 86). Vygotsky asserted play isinvented by the
child at the point unreslizable tendencies gppear in the child’'s development and that play
expands the ZPD to alow the child to progress to more mature levels of knowledge and
understanding (Vygotsky, 1966). He placed play on equa footing with ingtruction,
daing: “The play-development relationship can be compared to the ingtruction
development relationship, but play provides a background for changesin needsand in
consciousness of amuch wider nature. Play is the source of development and creates the
zone of proxima development” (Vygotsky, 1966, p. 16). He further asserted that
imaginative play does not die away at school age, but is able to permeate the child's
atitude towards redity. Imaginative play is hot as visble outwardly in the school age

child, but is il very much present—becoming interndlized as part of the cregtive
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thinking process. Vygotsky (1978) aso believed play isa part of life throughout the life
gpan, reveding itsdf in different forms at different junctures of life.

The presence of play beyond the childhood years was supported by
Cakszentmihayi (1979) who believed play isvisblein the child or adult when he or she
becomes totaly absorbed in an activity, experiencing what Cskszentmihdyi caled
“flow.” Flow was defined as a positive psychologica state that produces continued
behavior in the absence of other reinforcers. According to Cakszentmihadyi, flow was a
motivating factor in life. He asserted that flow isthe god of play, but only successful play
reultsin flow.

Jerome Bruner has also contributed to the theory of educationa play. Bruner
recognized the developmenta importance of practice play by which the child isable to
learn the components of a skill. He believed that the components of a skill are gradualy
mastered through practice play, dlowing minimd atention to them when the skill is
performed. Larger and larger components of a skill are capable of being mastered through
practice play, which dlows the child to respond to problem solving using these skillsina
more efficient way (Bruner, 1972). Bruner believed practice play, as opposed to just
practice, isimportant because children can explore, discover and practice new behaviors
while playing in an environment that is non-threatening—i.e. means oriented instead of
ends oriented. He believed play in generd alowed the child to expand beyond the
congtraints imposed by the demands of “redlity” and cregte new problem solving

drategies and explore novel combinations (Bruner, Jolly, & Sylva, 1976).

16



Defining Play

Research on play began without a consensus on the definition of play (Smith,
Takhvar & Gore, 1985). The theories thet propelled educationa research on play dedt
with the philosophica understanding of the motivations behind play and the purpose of
play in the life of humankind. However, these theories did not provide a consensus of
definition of play for the purpose of research measurement.

Smilansky (1968) proposed four classfications of play that were hdpful in
classfying what children do when they play: functiond play, condructive play, dramatic
play, and games with rules. Also, Parten (1932) developed a classfication system for the
describing the socia aspects of what children do when they play: unoccupied behavior,
onlooker behavior, solitary play, pardle play, associative play and cooperative play.
Unoccupied behavior described the child who was totdly uninvolved in the play
experience. Onlooker behavior described the child who watched others, but did not
overtly participate. Solitary play described the child who played independently without
reference to other children. Parallel play described a child who played adone, but with
activities or toys like those around him or her. Associative play described children
playing together, but with no organization. Cooperative play described children who were
organized for a specific purpose. In describing children’s play, the categories of
Smilansky and Parten have been used to provide classfication of play during research
gtuations (Rubin & Krasnor, 1980). Although these classifications have proven helpful in
the research stuation, they did not provide a digtinction between activitiesthat are play

and activities that are non-play.
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In 1983 Rubin, Fein, and Vandenberg did a comprehensive review of educationd
play literature and developed the following list as descriptors that distinguish play from
non-play:

1. Play isintringcadly motivated.

2. Play isrdativey free of externdly imposed rules.

3. Playiscaried out asif the activity were redl.

4. Play focuses on the process rather than any product.

5. Play isdominated by the players.

6. Play requiresthe active involvement of the player.

Thislist was not meant to provide one definition of play, rather it was meant to
provide overlapping criteria—the more of these indicators that were present, the more

certain an observer could be in regarding the behavior as play.

Pay and Cognitive Development

The theories of Freud, Erikson, Piaget, Vygotsky, Cskszentmihalyi, and Bruner
that asserted that educational benefits were inherent in play gave impetus to researchers
to conduct sudies to determine if play does indeed have an effect on the educationa
development of children.

Severa studies have addressed the effect of play on divergent problem solving in
children. Lieberman (1965) explored the relationship between playfulness traits and
divergent thinking—thét is the ability to generate multiple solutions for a given problem.
Lieberman, following the same rationde as Vygotsky (1966), maintained that play is not

merdly behavior, but is more of a predigposition that she caled playfulness. She proposed
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playfulness to be composed of fivetraits: 1) physica spontaneity, 2) socid spontaneity,
3) cognitive spontaneity, 4) manifest joy, and 5) sense of humor. Subjects were 93
kindergarten children and were assessed by two raters on a Likert scale on the quantity
and qudity of the designated five playfulnesstraits. Also, for some reason that remains
unclear, the children were rated with two questions on the raters  perception of the
subjects' inteligence and physica attractiveness. Interrater reliability ranged from .66 to
.83. The children were then given three tasks—two of which were adaptations of the
Guilford and Torrance tests of crestive thinking, and another divergent thinking task
cdled the Monroe Language Classfication Test. Idestiond fluency scores were obtained
from al three tasks. Two tasks yielded spontaneous flexibility scores, and another task
yielded two originality scores. awelghted score and a cleverness score. Rdliability
estimates for the different measures ranged from .56 to .87. The author found significant
correlations between dl five playfulnesstraits and the three divergent thinking tasks,
except for a correlation between physica spontaneity and origindity. These findings
provided impetus for further research on the link between play and children’s
development.

Dansky and Silverman (1973) chose to look at play’ s effect on associative
fluency—a component of divergent thinking. The subjects were 90 preschool children of
mixed gender and race. Random assignments were made to each of three conditions:
play, imitation and control. Each child met with the experimenter individudly in two
meetings. The firgt was a five-minute rapport- building time with the experimerter. The

second mesting lasted 10 minutes, took place aweek later, and conssted of the treatment.
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The subjects assigned to the play treatment were alowed to play fredy with simulus
materials: paper towds, a screwdriver, awooden board with 5 screwsin it, paper clips,
3x5 cards, empty kitchen sized matchboxes, and atray containing wet plastic cups. The
subjects assigned to the imitation treatment watched an experimenter manipulate the
same materids in various ways, and were then asked to imitate the experimenter. The
control subjects were given four sketches and a box of crayons, and permitted to color as
they wished. Immediatdly following the trestment, each subject was asked to name as
many uses as possible for each of four of the experimenta objects: the paper towe,
screwdriver, paper clip, and match box. Answers were scored as to whether they were
standard or nonstandard responses by two independent judges. Interrater agreement was
99% on the 1,549 answers. An andysis of variance showed the three treatments did not
differ sgnificantly on the number of standard responses for the four objects. However, an
andysdis of variance on the number of nonstandard responses showed the play condition
having sgnificantly more responses than the imitation or control conditions. There was

no sgnificant difference between imitation or control trestments. The authors stated:

“The finding that exposure to the objects in the imitative context did not increase
associative fluency above the base-line leve of the cortrol subjects appearsto indicate
thet even active involvement with various stimuli does not insure an enrichment of
associations to those stimuli” (p. 43). The authors, dthough demondtrating that free play
facilitates associative fluency, were cautious about claming any enduring effects of play

on children’ s ahilities.
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A study by Li (1978) followed the study of Dansky and Silverman (1973),
integrating it with the playful mindset theory of Lieberman (1965). The design was
gmilar to that of the Dansky and Silverman study, except, along with the free play,
imitation, and control trestment conditions, another trestment condition was added—a
make-bdieve condition. 120 children were randomly assigned to one of four trestment
groups. make-believe, free play, imitation, and control. During the make-bdlieve
trestment, the children were told a five- sentence make-believe story. They were then
presented with the stimulus materials and told “Let’s make believe or imagine that an
object could become anything you would likeit to be. Play with dl of these things. Do
whatever you would like to do with them” (p. 33). The children were then dlowed afree-
play time with the objects. The other treatment conditions followed the design of the
Dansky and Silverman study. Immediately after the treatment, the children were asked to
give as many uses for three of the objects to which they had previoudy been exposed,
and for one object to which they had not been exposed. Standard and non-standard
responses were measured separately. No sgnificant difference was found between
treatment groups for the stlandard responses for al four objects. However, significant
differences were found in favor of both of the play groups on non-standard responses for
one of the familiar objects, and in favor of the make-believe group on non-standard
responses for the novel object. Non-standard responses for two of the familiar objects
yielded non-sgnificant results. The authors suggested the “introduction of make-believe

eements in the ingtructiorns seems to have greater fadilitating effect than just asking
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subjects to play with the objects. One might infer a possible transfer effect of amake-
believe or imaginative playfulness’ (p. 35).

In 1975, Dansky and Silverman expanded their sudy. Thistime, they changed the
control group to an “intellectud” group, giving clues about the physica properties and
uses of the objects, requiring the subject to guess which object the experimenter was
talking about. They aso used a different set of objects for the associative fluency test
than had been used for the trestment conditions. Subjects were 36 preschool children,
randomly assigned to each of the three trestments: free play, imitation, or intdlectud. In
this study, the play trestment produced significantly more responses for both standard
and non-standard uses than did ether the imitation or intellectua groups. There was no
sgnificant difference between the imitation and intellectud groups. These findings
supported their previous work and also suggested that “playful activity can provide
children with an opportunity to organize their experiences and exercise their cognitive
abilitiesin amanner that is likely to facilitate imaginative adaptations to future
gtuations’ (p.104).

Pepler and Ross (1981) investigated the role of convergent and divergent play on
divergent thinking with a series of two studies. Thefirs study used 64 three- and four-
year-old children, equdly divided by sex and age. The children were randomly assgned
one of four treatment conditions: (a) play with convergent materids, (b) play with
divergent materids, (c) observe convergent activity, and (d) observe divergent activity.
The children were seen individudly for three 10-minute sessions and then given a battery

of problem-solving tasks gpproximeately four hours after the last play session. Their
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individua play sessions were andyzed from videotape for Six categories of behavior.
Interrater reliability estimates ranged from .70 to .87. The play behaviors of the children
in the convergent task group tended to focus on the implied task inherent in the materids.
The children in the divergent play group displayed awider variety of behaviors.
investigation, grouping, and symbolic play. The eva uation tasks conssted of two
divergent and three convergent problem-solving tasks. Interobserver rdiagbility estimates
ranged from 83.3 to 100. The data from the divergent evaluation tasks revedled the
children with divergent play and observing experiences scored higher on fluency—with
the divergent play group scoring higher dso on the origindity measures. For the
convergent evaluation tasks, the data showed no differences between play and observe or
convergent and divergent treatments.

Pepler and Ross questioned the validity of the convergent evaluation measures, as
they did not closely match the convergent play experience. Another study was
undertaken. This study was areplication of the first sudy, with some changes. The
changes implemented were:

1. Thegroup of students who just observed was replaced with anon-play control

group.

2. The order of two divergent and four convergent tasks were counterba anced
and administered by an experimenter who was unaware of the treatment group
in which the child belonged.

3. The convergent tasks were redesigned to more closdly utilize skillsinherent in

the convergent play materids.
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An andysis of the play behaviors supported the findings of the origina studly.
Also, the divergent play group gave more unique responses than either the convergent
play group or the control group. The analyss of data for the convergent eval uation tasks
reveaed the convergent play group used more strategiesin their problem solving. The
convergent group aso tended to persist with strategies that appeared reasonable, but
would not work. The divergent group tended to use more trid and error type Strategies,
and would not tend to stay with a strategy that was not working.

In conclusion, the researchers stated: “ The comparison of the effects of play with
convergent and divergent materias suggested thet the effects of convergent play
experiences were very specific, whereas the divergent play experiences transferred more
generaly” (p. 1210).

Vandenberg (1981) wasinterested in the impact of play on problem solving as it
related to the child’s age. In this study, subjects were 90 children—30 aged 4-5, 30 aged
6-7, and 30 aged 8-10. To control for perceptual motor abilities, the children were given
the Block Design Subtest from ether the WPPSI or WISC, depending on their age. The
children were ranked and, in a randomized block procedure, assigned to either the
experimenta or control group. The children were seen individualy for the study. Both
experimenta and control groups were dlowed a 10 minute period of play with Legos.
The play group was then dlowed to play with the experimental materials—eight notched
gicks and six pipe cleaners—for 10 minutes, and the control group was shown the
experimenta materials and asked questions about them for 10 minutes. The play group

was scored for the number of congtructions, the number of purposeful manua acts, and
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how often the child performed acts specific to the experimenta tasks. These scores were
combined to provide a*“richness of play” score for each child in the play condition. After
the play or question session, the children were given two tasks, which required them to
use the experimenta materias astools. The tasks were scored based on the number and
level of hints the child needed to complete the task, and the number of god oriented acts
performed. The researchers found the play to be most beneficia for the 6 to 7 year-old
group. They did not find any correlation between richness of play and task performance.
The authors concluded play is most beneficid for performance of tasks commensurate
with the child' s abilities. They hypothesized play, rather than providing specific kill
practice, provides a generd schema, or abackground of experience, that isusedina
specific task.

A series of studies looked at the effect play hes on convergent problem solving.
Convergent problem solving involves solving a problem where there is one correct
solution. Smith and severad colleagues did these sudiesinvolving alure-retrieva
paradigm (Smon & Smith, 1985; Smith & Dutton, 1979; Smith & Simon, 1983; Smith,
Simon, & Emborton, 1985). The lure-retrieva paradigm generaly required subjects to
receive some trestment—play, training in problem solving, or no treetment—then figure
out how to retrieve a vaued object by constructing atool ou of avallable materids.

Smith and Dutton (1979) used 108 four-year-olds randomly assgned to three
groups. play, training, and a control group. All subjects met with experimenters
individualy. The play condition subjects were shown the experimental materias: three 9-

inch, three 6-inch and three 3-inch gticks, and five blocks. The children were shown that
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the sticks were of different lengths and fit into holesin the blocks which could link them
together. They were then alowed to play fredy with the objects for atotal of 10 minutes.
The children then immediatdy attempted two problem-solving tasks.

The training group aso received information about the objects and had a two-
minute period for exploratory manipulation of the sticks and the blocks. The training
subjects then watched the experimenter join the sticks together, and repeated the
experimenter’ s actions. The training subjects were dso asked to join the sticks together in
order of length and given hdlp by the experimenter by such questions as. “Which isthe
longest?” “Which isthe next longest?’. The training procedure lasted for atota of 10
minutes including the introduction, exploratory time, and training period. The child then
immediately attempted the two problemsolving tasks.

The control group was divided into two sections of 18 children each. Control
group one attempted task 1 and task 2, control group two attempted task 2 only. Task 1
required the children to link two of the longest sticks together to retrieve alure—a
procedure that was a part of the training treatment. Task 2 required innovative problem
solving—Ilinking three of the longest sticks together to retrieve the lure. This procedure
was not addressed in the training trestment. Standardized hints were given if the child
ignored the problem for 1 minute. The fifth and find hint virtualy solved the problem for
the child. If achild was able to perform the task without hints, it was caled a
spontaneous solution.

Groups were compared with an analysis of variance for solution time, number of

hints needed, and the number of spontaneous solutions, motivated solvers, and
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unmotivated solvers. The data showed no sgnificant difference on task 1 between play
and training groups, and a significant difference between the trestment groups and the
control group with the trestment groups scoring better than the control groups. However,
on task 2, which required more innovative problem solving, the play group required
ggnificantly lesstime and sgnificantly fewer hints then the other two groups. Also, the
play group contained significantly more spontaneous solvers, sgnificantly more

motivated solvers, and sgnificantly fewer unmotivated solvers. This data suggested play
is more beneficid than training or no play on innovative problem solving and enhanced
moativation for problem solving.

Cheyne (1982) criticized this research design. Cheyne held the previous
experiment was tainted by researcher bias. Smith and Simon (1983) replicated the 1979
Smith and Dutton study, but incorporated stricter controls over experimenter bias. This
revised study supported the findings that play and training experiences were equivaent,
but failed to support the theory that play is superior to training in more innovative tasks.

In 1985, Smith, Simon, and Emborton attempted to replicate this series of studies
invalving lure-retrieva. This study aso supported the findings that play and training
experiences were equivaent, but failed to support the theory that play is superior for
more innovative tasks. The authors concluded their report by questioning the efficacy of
“udng asingle short experimenta sesson to demondrate learning or innovetive effects
of play experience’ (p. 106). This questioning led to a more complete review of the

research paradigm involved in testing the effect of play on convergent problem solving.
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In 1985, Simon and Smith looked systematically at the design of research studies
investigating play and problem solving. In areview of literature, they found 11 published
sudies that related to play experience. After andyssof dl 11 studies, they pronounced
the general research designs flawed. In 5 studies, scoring bias was possible; in 9 sudies,
testing bias was possible; and in 10 studies, trestment bias was possible. The study they
subsequently undertook attempted to control for these flaws. A more exact procedura
design was implemented, researcher bias was controlled, and four groups were studied:
play, training, passve experience of materids, and dternative materids (drawing). The
data showed no significant differences between any of the groups. The lack of sgnificant
difference for even the training group prompted the researchers to question this research
paradigm as avalid measurement of the effect of play or training on problem solving.
They explored severd possibilities for the failure of the research. The most plausible
reason, in their eyes, was the possibility that 10 minutes, once, is not enough time for
“play” to redly happen and they suggested longer periods of time to fully appreciate the
benefits of play.

A study by Curran (1993) provided more support for the use of longer play
periods in researching the role of play in cognitive development. Curran stated young
children use mentd representations in play they are not yet able to verbdize. She
hypothesized children would score better on cognitive tasksiif the tasks were gpproached
within a pretend protocol—also that children that had alot of experience with pretend
play would benefit more from the opportunity to dea with problems under a pretend

condition. Subjects were 123 children who were rated by their teachers as to frequency of
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pretend play, and then randomly assigned to two conditions: a pretend condition where
tasks were presented within a pretend state, and a control condition where tasks were
presented without reference to pretend states. The assessment tasks were a pretend-redity
task, an appearance-redity task, afluency task, tasksinvolving conservation of number,
liquid and volume, and two subtests of the Stanford-Binet: bead memory and copying
tasks. The pretend condition produced a significant overall superior effect. When tasks
were looked at individudly, the pretend condition did not, however, assig childrenin
solving conservation tasks. Frequency of pretend play, asindicated by teacher rating, was
an indicator of superior performance on al tasks, whether or not the subject was a part of
the pretend condition or of the control group. This research supported the use of regular,
longitudind play experiences over isolated play experiences.

Asdiscussed in the rationd e, Fisher undertook a systematic meta-andysis of play
research in 1992. A thorough search yielded 1,171 studies on some aspect of play
conducted since 1974. Fisher grouped these into these subgroups.

1. Play as dependent variable—how other factors influenced play (796 studies).

2. Psychologicd play therapy (295 studies).

3. The€ffect of play on the development of children (81 studies).

Of the 81 studies on the effect of play on the development of children, 46 were
included in Fisher’ s detidicd meta-andysis. Nineteen of the articles not used were
discarded because they were purely theoretical or discursve reviews, lacking any usable
datigtic. Sixteen of the articles not used were discarded because they were untrandated

foreign language articles, unobtainable dissartations, or “smply impractica to locate by
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any reasonable means’ (p. 162). Half of the 46 studies were focused on the effects of play
on cognitive development, which Fisher delineated as crestivity and problem solving.
The other haf focused on the effect of play on linguigtic or socid development.

Fisher’s coding procedures in the area of methodologica features included (a)
sample size, (b) subject characterigtics, (c) treatment conditions, especialy how subjects
were selected and assigned, and (d) research design and vaidity weighting. The coding
procedures in the area of substantive features included (a) type of play condition, (b)
dimulus materids used, () setting, (d) duration of treatment, (€) measurement
technology, (f) dependent varigble, (g) Satistical test employed with degrees of freedom,
(h) dphaleves, and (i) an effect Sze outcome.

Through systematic andlysis, Fisher found support for the claims of theindividua
sudiesthat play postively influences cognitive, linguistic and socid development in
children. The magnitude of effect obtained was r=.347, which fdls between the
categories of modest and note-worthy in Cohen's generd guiddines for datitic usein
the behaviora sciences (Cohen, 1977).

Although Fisher’s meta-analysis (1992) of the literature declares play to
positively affect cognitive development, he ates the lack of consistency and agreed
upon research paradigms in the experimenta studies have made the effects less than
robugt. In another less formal review of these types of studies, Smith (1995) dates.

...the experimenta stuations employed were just not ecologicaly very vadid

ways of trying to demongrate any functions of play. The experiments were

usudly short—about ten or fifteen minutes—whereas any benefits of play might
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be dow and cumulative; the experiments involved “asking” or “requiring”

children to play, when supposedly we were interested in benefits of free play.

The experiments were clearly susceptible to experimenter effects, so any

gpparent findings were not robust (p. 14).

Many research findings on the effects of play have been tentative because of the
brevity of the play treatments. There have been, however, afew studies done that were
ableto look at the long-term benefits of play. A longitudina study was conducted in
Viennafrom 1983-1987 (Hartmann & Rallett, 1994) to examine the long-term effects
of aprogram of study entitled the “Viennese Play Curriculum.” Twelve experimentd
classes were matched by age, gender, 1Q, and socioeconomic status with twelve control
classes. The control classes received “regular” ingtruction. The experimenta classes
received the Viennese Play Curriculum during the students 1% through 4" grade
educationd process. Experimenta teachers were trained in the pedagogy of play,
experimental classrooms were equipped with gppropriate materials and surroundings,
and teachers were counsdled to schedule approximately four hours per week for free
play as wdl as incorporating nonspecific amounts of didactic, teacher-guided play into
the curriculum. After the 4 year project, children were tested with divergent thinking
measures, as well as measures for emotiond attitude towards school, socia behavior,
achievement motivation, and scholagtic achievement. Teachers were aso messured for
their emotiond attitude towards school. The experimental group, as hypothesized,
scored significantly higher than the control group on measures of divergent thinking at

the end of trestment. They aso scored Sgnificantly higher on most measures of
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emotiona attitude towards school, socid behavior, and achievement motivation.
Teachersin the experimenta group aso scored sgnificantly higher in measures of
emotiond attitude towards school. There was no difference between the experimental
groups and the control groups on scholagtic achievement. This finding was positive,
because some had feared losing at least four hours per week of ingtruction time over a
period of four years might negatively impact achievement. This fear was not supported.
The authors highly recommend incluson of play in the dally curriculum gating:
...dl of these benefits for the play-enriched classes were obtained without any
forfeitsin scholastic achievement. Students who could devote themsdlvesto play
activities showed a more pogtive attitude toward learning and a greater intrinsic
moativation than the controls. Children of the play group found more divergent
ways to solve problems and produced more cregtive ideas (Hartmann & Rollett,
1994, p.202).
Anather longitudina study of play oriented curriculum was implemented in
Y ugodaviafrom 1985-1990 (Sefer, 1995). It looked at the influence of play on students
ability to produce crestive products, motivation to learn, and expressive behaviors. It
conssted of a six-week experimenta program administered to 99 children aged 7 to 11,
implemented each year for a5 year period. The program was revised annudly through
consultation with implementing teachers. The program used an interdisciplinary
approach—combining science, math, drama, history, music and art—and included games,
improvisations, smal group play, individua free play, and specid research. Although the

teacher structured much of the activity a priori, there was alowance for student choice of

32



method and content, and teachers strove to remain open to student initiated method. The
children were randomly divided into a control and experimenta group. The control group
received “regular” ingruction, and the experimenta group participated in the
experimental 6-week program each year. Assessments were made severa times each
year. For assessment, teachers were interviewed based on a standardized set of questions
about implementation and effectiveness of the program, and the children were given
multiple problem solving tasks including individua, smal group and large group tasks.
The tasks ranged from visua art to writing assgnments to group drama. The task
evauations were done quditatively and quantitatively on a series of previoudy defined
protocols reflecting the assessment media evaluated. The evauators were various
professionas outside the research system:

Outside observers and evauators included two professiona writers, two

professona artists, five experts for taped group activities, seven experts for taped

class activities and trained university sudents for in-class and in-group
observations. Outside evauators did not know if the class observed was

experimenta or cortrol (Sefer, 1995, p. 9).

The data gleaned from the experiments was andyzed through Statistical
techniques and content andlysis was used for the essay materids gathered throughout the
study. The experimenta class showed significant superiority in art production for the first
three grades, and in story writing in the third and fourth grades. The other measures
showed congtant significant superiority of the experimental group in the variables of

credtivity, fluency, and origindity. On non-parametric messures, al observers agreed the
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process of work in the experimental classes was superior to that of the control classes.
The experimenta classes were superior in developing fluent, origina, complex idess;
product effectiveness, and emotiona expression. The authors highly supported this type
of ingruction in the e ementary grades, and have been tracking both the control and
experimenta sudents progress in subsequent years. Preliminary data from this post
experimentd tracking pointed to the long-term effects of this curriculum being even more

dramatic than the short-term effects.

Pay and Musc
The studies of play and its effect on musica development reviewed in this section
can be divided into two subsections: those studies focusng mainly on the theoretica
understanding of the role of play in musicd development, and those studies seeking to
provide quantification of the role of play in musical development.

Play and Music: Theoreticd Condderations

A few music theorists have explored the smilarities between play and music and
proposed paradigms of music teaching gppropriate to their theories. This section
discusses musical play theories as developed by Addison (1991), Endey (1987), and
Swanwick (1988).

Addison (1991), after experiencing the berefits of aplay oriented curriculumin
his own teaching, and assuming the reader’ s acknowledgment of the benefits of play,
delinested the characterigtics of play and music and found them to be smilar. The
characteristics he proposed as being in common are:

1. Both are pleasurable.



2. Both are sdf-contained—they are of vaue in and of themsdves.

3. Both are voluntary activities.

4. Both invite tota asorption and a sugpension of redlity during performance.

5. Both are symboalic.

6. Both requireimmense effort and a*“seriousness’ of purpose.

7. Both are voluntary—the beginning, progress and end are in control of the
players.

In order to understand children’s unique perspective on play, Addison contrasted

children’sand adults play, coming up with four contrasts he believed were important:

1. Children'splay isactive, while adults play tendsto be passve.

2. Adults are more competitive, while children will often play just for the joy of
playing.

3. Child splay operates with fluidity, moving from make-bdlieve to construction
of objects, to rough and tumble with ease. Adult’s play tendsto be fixed in
routine.

4. For children, play islife. It isavery important part of daily routine and
necessary for hedlthy development. It is, for many adults, a decoration on
life—pleasurable, but not indispensable.

Addison usad these differences to make suggestions for utilizing the benefits of

play during music indruction. He suggested:

1. Theactivity leve—movement, dancing—must remain high.

2. The means should be vaued over the end.
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3.

4.

The structure should be guided by the child—moving fluidly between
activities without pressure for completion.

The exploring and handling of musica objectsis of utmost importance.

Addison’swork was highly anecdotal and minimaly grounded in research, but

had the advantage of being based on extensive persond experience in play oriented

methodology. Other published articles by Addison added descriptive data to support his

theories (Addison 1972, 1975, 1985).

At adeeper theoreticd level, Endey (1987) reviewed Johan Huizinga s book,

Homo Ludens A Study of the Play Element in Culture and applied Huizinga s writings

to the field of music. Huizinga, a historian, established a commondlity between law, war,

poetry, and art based on their inclusion in what he called a* play-sphere’ (Huizinga,

1950). Huizinga believed play was the essence of civilization, and defined the nature and

function of play. Endey (1987) corrdated music to these descriptors of play, stating the

following dementd attributes were common to both music and play:

1

2.

Both were outside the reasonableness of practicd life.

Both were intringcaly motivated.

Both were determined by vaues that transcend logicdl idess, vishility, and
tangibility.

Both required a specid set of designations to expresstheir values.

Both functioned in society as contest and representation.

Both were defined and limited by the cultura context in which they occur.

Both had roots in sacred ritud.
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After corrdating the descriptors of both play and music, Endey then explored the
vaue of play in education. Her reasoning followed that of Bruner, seeing play as
developing the ability to trandfer learning—providing the player with the flexibility to use
behavior experimented with in play in new Stuations.

Endey made a case for the presence of play motivations and behaviors during the
musica behaviors of compostion, performance and listening. She also suggested that the
times of growth in the development of music in the Western world were driven by novel
ideas introduced by performers and compasers embodying a playful paradigm. Endey
submitted the presence of play in music and the importance of play in civilization and
education and called for a shift in philosophy to stress playfulnessin the musica
education process.

Endey drew these conclusions.

Recognition of aplay dement in music, rather than merdy emphasizing

credtivity, makes credtivity arequired objective of music ingtruction. Play,

necessary for the expression and production of culture, is essentidly cregtivein

nature. The playful and imaginaive manipulation of musicd idess will yidd
creativity, which is the mode of culture production. Thus music ingruction should
provide opportunities for students to assume active roles in the playful
meanipulation of musicd ideas in order that creativity might emerge. ..
Recognition of the functions of play in music can serve to eucidate the

arrangement of learning sequence, the evauation of musicd learning, the securing
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of ahigh leve of motivation, and the creation of afavorable socid climaein the
classroom. (p. 43)
Perhaps the most complete trestise on the relationship between music and play

can befound in abook by Keith Swanwick: Music, Mind and Education, published in

1988. In his book, Swanwick discussed the role of the artsin society. The paradigm he
embraced is that of the arts as play. He drew on the theories of Piaget and offered three
play impulses: 8 magtery, b) imitation, and ¢) imaginative play. The magtery impulseis
analogous to practice play—repetition for the joy of accomplishment. Swanwick defined
the other two impulses thudy: “In imaginative play, the world around us is transformed
to our standards; in imitation, we are transformed, we become like something else”
(p. 42). The play impulses outlined by Swanwick were found, by him, to be impulses
driving music dso. The magtery impulse can be found in the development of technica
ills—physica technique, notationd reading, and sound manipulation. This mastery
impulse can dso be found in the gppreciation of the virtuosty of others. The imitation
impulse can be seen, musically, as the recregting of music from score, in performing or
compaosing programmatic pieces, or in developing the emotiona impact of the piece.
Theimpulse of imaginative play can be seen in music as the crestion of structure
transformations—the “nove re-congtitution of musica posshilities’ (p. 57).

Swanwick eaborated further, citing Piaget’ s theory of intelligence that placed a
baance of imitation and imagination a the source of intellectua growth. Swanwick
postul ated the same baance of imitation and imagination—plus mastery—is at the source

of musica growth. Swanwick aso proposed another leve, which he calls meta- cognition.
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He proposed that if meta-cognition occurs, it only occurs in musicians beyond the age of
15 and consigts of “sdlf-awareness of the processes of thought and fegling in avaue-
response to music” (p. 74). Thislevd of development has the cgpability of subsuming al
previous levels of development.

To further support his theory, Swanwick gathered 745 compositions of 48
children aged 3 to 11, over aperiod of 4 years. Swanwick defined composition thudy:

Composition takes place when there is some freedom to choose the ordering of

music, with or without notationd or other forms of detailed performance

indruction. Others may prefer a times to use the termsimprovisation, invention
or ‘cregtive musc . All of these fdl within this very broad definition of

‘composition’, the act of assembling music (p. 60).

From an analys's of these compositions, Swanwick proposed eight developmental
modes that act and interact with each other in aspiral fashion. The eight modes he
proposed were the sensory, manipulative, persond, vernacular, speculative, idiomatic,
symbolic and systematic modes. These modes are used in combination with the concepts
of magtery, imitation, imagindive play, and meta- cognition to produce the musica
developmenta whole.

The sensory mode is the mode primarily used by children up to age 3. They are
concerned with the sensuousness of sound, particularly timbre. It is characterized by the
disorganization of musical eements and experimentation with sound sources,

The manipulative mode begins gppearing about age 4 and 5. Regular pulseis

organized and interest in technique arises. Techniqueis explored in relationship to the
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physica gtructure of the instrument (i.e. glissandi on keyboard instruments), and the
music tends to be repetitive,

The persona expressveness mode becomes visible in compositions of children
aged 4 to 6. Changesin loudness and tempo are explored, and there are hints of musica
phrases beginning to develop. Thereislittle fed for structure, however, and the music
sounds as if it is being performed intuitively without pre-planning.

The vernacular mode begins to appear around age 5, and is more solidly
established by age 7 or 8. It is characterized by shorter compositions that contain
elements of structura organization. Phrases are evident, as are meter, odtinati, and
syncopation. Compaositionsin this mode tend to be predictable and imitative.

Although sometimes found earlier, the speculative mode is most pparent in
children between the ages of 9 and 11. Novelty is vaued, surprises are planned, and
children seem absorbed in making their piece “just right.” Experimentation with
sructura idessis aso gpparent.

The idiomatic mode is most often recognized in children of 13-14. The child
seemsto try to emulate accepted popular performers and their pieces often strongly
resemble popular music. Musica authenticity to style isimportant. The speculative mode
from which the child has just come becomes overwhemed by the need to imitate.

The symbolic mode is rarely seen before age 15, and in some peopleis not seen at
al. Themusic takes on a strong persona significance and students operating in this mode
have a high commitment to music that appedsto persond fedings. The music takeson a

function of symbolism for the saif and the sdf’ s value system.
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The systematic mode is only experienced by the sophidticated, highly developed
music maker. He or sheis adleto think about music in ahighly organized way. Music
may be gpproached from a historical, musicologica, psychologica or philosophica
paradigm. Compositions coming from this mode may be influenced by novel gpproaches,
or research into various functions of music or compositiond styles. Swanwick aso
dated: “In the systematic mode, the universe of musica discourseis expanded, reflected
upon, discussed and celebrated with others’ (p. 80).

Although speculative in presentation, the theory developed by Swanwick offered
an dternative mode of thinking about the musical development of children and adults
basad on play theory.

Quantification of the Relationship Between Play and Music

Merrill-Mirsky (1988) looked at elementary school children’s musica play
behavior over aperiod of 5 yearsin Los Angeles. She documented 342 variations of 117
handclapping and ring games, jumprope chants, and cheers. The music was discussed as
ora tradition, and was andyzed with reference to the development of gender roles, and
musica variation between and within ethnic groups. Although the study did not focus on
the educational benefits of thismusicd tradition, it did provide a documentation of the
rich and varied music outside of the regular school music tradition.

Riddell (1990) aso did a descriptive sudy of childrenin Los Angeles. Like
Maerrill-Mirsky, she was interested in documenting the music and movement of the
children, but Ridddll was aso interested in the learning and teaching process involved in

trangmisson of thistradition. She sudied 16 singing games of fifth-grade children, and
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then interviewed the children in an open interview format. She aso supplemented this
datawith interview of two other children and two adults that had grown up in the
neighborhood and were familiar with the tradition. She found even though music on the
playground is complex with highly idiomatic performance requirements, children were
able to function as teachers and learners of this music without adult intervention. Riddell
found severd discrepancies between this playground teaching and learning and classroom
music education. She found children were actively involved in playground music in the
role of critic even when they are not actively performing. She a'so stated children do not
break the whole into components when teaching and learning, preferring to Start over a
the beginning if amistake is made. Riddd| proposed that music teeching and learning
outside the classroom operates in a holigtic fashion, while that of the music dasssoom is
gpproached from a reductionistic standpoint. Riddd |l called for music educators to
incorporate more of this holigtic naturd learning mode for children into their

methodol ogy.

Kartomi (1991) gave adescriptive analysis of several case studies she undertook
in Australia between 1969 and 1980. She compared her compilation of children’s song to
the Western concept of improvisation and compaosition. She concluded that much music
meaking is done within the playground setting and is andogous to the adult concept of
improvisation. Thisimprovisatory musica play process was undertaken both individualy
and collectively on the playground. The style of the improvisations resembled that of the
structured songs the children learn from adults or each other, but the improvisations were

quite often performed as if “thinking doud.” Meody, tempo, dynamics, meter, and
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rhythm were dl open to variaion within the improvisations. The author stressed the
importance of children’simprovised song as avalid musical crestion that expressed the
experience and purposes of the creating child, and encouraged the education community
to embrace this improvisatory mode in the classroom stting.

Marsh (1995) dso did a descriptive study of children’s playground singing games
to gather information on improvisation and compaosition and children’s meta- cognition of
these processes. The subjects were multiethnic children between the ages of 5 and 12.
They provided her with 448 examples of playground singing games and concurrent
interviews. She found children were very capable of extensve improvisation and
composition within this tradition. The compositiona processes were generdly
collaborative between members of the play groups. Marsh suggested this arrangement
facilitates the ability of children of varying levels of musical maturity to work together—
alowing the less mature to have their knowledge and skills expanded. The interviews
also suggested children have an understanding of their own compositiona processes, and
are able to discern form and mel odic/rhythmic problems and work on solving them
within amusica Stuation. Marsh called for more collaborative work in the classroom, as
wedl as for giving children the opportunity to improvise upon classoom musica materid.

Collectively, these studies support the theory of the existence of amuscdly vadid
and separate stream of music that children are capable of experiencing without formal
adult ingruction. Through experimentation and peer ingtruction, children were able to

learn music in aplay setting.

43



Veldhuis (1992) was interested in the differences between spontaneous play song
and adult initiated song. In order to compare these two types of Snging he sudied the
gpontaneous Singing of 29 four-year-old children and compared |language maturity and
pitch range to that found during dicited Snging in the presence of an adult researcher. It
was found that the language in the spontaneous Snging was less mature than that of the
elicited singing, and the spontaneous singing was performed a a sgnificantly higher
pitch than that of the eicited Snging. Veldhuis offered support for the theory in which
two separate streams of development in childhood are hypothesized—thet of playful
spontaneous music making and that geared towards adult expectations. This study
implied the natural stream of spontaneous improvisation of young children could be
accessed to assgt in their musical education experience.

The spontaneous improvisation of young children and the musical growth
naturaly evolving as aresult of it was the focus of the Rillsbury Study, which was
undertaken over aperiod of 11 years—from 1937 to 1948 (Moorhead & Pond, 1978). A
school was established in 1937 for children ranging in age from 18 monthsto 82 years,
with mogt of the children aged 3 to 6. Enrollment was generdly between 10 and 20
sudents. The students were given free access to awide range of musical instruments,
recordings, art materiads, books, pictures, and play props. Forma music periods were not
held, and dthough the students were supervised by teachers, there was a minimum
amount of structure and children were |€ft to their own devices for musical or non-
musica ativities, either indoors or out. Teachers recorded observations of the children

on 5 x 8 index cards each day. Although the teachers sought to nurture the children’s



exploration and improvisation , they tried to not impose their ideas and plans upon the
children (Pond, 1981). The teachers participated with the children in the following
modes:

1. Paticipation in rhythmic dialogue—teacher played a pattern and the student
answered back, or the student played a pattern and the teacher echoed or
provided a variation.

2. Taking with the child about what he or she was doing, making the child
conscioudy aware of what was being done spontaneoudy.

3. Paying and improvising with the child whenever asked.

4. Providing the children with technical skills and information whenever help
was required.

5. By obsarving children’s discussions and joining in when the teecher’s
presence was requested.

The findings were published in four volumes intermittently from 1941 to 1951.

Volumel, Chat; Volumell, Generd Obsarvations; Volume lll, Muscd Notation; and

Volume IV, Free Use of Ingtruments for Musical Growth. In 1978, dl four volumes were

combined and reprinted as Music of Y oung Children (Wilson, 1981). Most of the

reported work centered on improvisation and composition—both vocaly and
ingrumentally—and gave ingght through anecdotd reports into the compositiona
practices of this stage of life. From becoming a part of the children’s everyday musical
life and from anayzing the data collected, the researchers concluded young children have

an innate sense of musicdlity, are capable of musica growth and development through
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free play activities, and exhibit compostiond and improvisationa behaviors worth
nurturing (Moorehead & Pond, 1978).

Also in the area of young children’ sinnate musicdity, Shelley (1981) reported on
aresearch project that took place at the University of Maryland's Center for Y oung
Children during a 10 week period in 1978. The author stated:

“The gods of the study were:
1. to show that natural musicaity was expressed in the Center for Y oung
Children’s stting;

2. to confirm observations made in the Fillsbury Foundation School, 1937-1948;

3. todevelop and refine observationa techniques, and

4. to collect and analyze raw data about spontaneous musical behavior observed

inyoung children” (Shelley, 1981, p. 28).

Subjects were two intact classes—one containing 13 three- and four-year-olds,
and the other containing 17 four- and five-year-olds. A musical specidist ingtructed the
children during 30-minute sessions once aweek. During this group musc time, the
children were introduced to percussive and meodic musicd insruments as well as
improvisational musical experiences with the voice and body. Observations were made
twice weekly during the regular daily one-hour free play time. An observationd tool was
developed specificdly for this project. The following behaviors were observed 20 times
or more between the two classes, or at least 10 times in one of the classes:

1. Goesto music center by choice

2. Observes but does not participate
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3. Examines and manipulates ingruments

4. Sdectsrecord and plays it on the phonograph

5. Accompanies record with instruments

6. Moveswith accompaniment

7. Sings without accompaniment

8. Combinesmusic and visud ads.

Of perhaps equd interest are the behaviors thet were not observed frequently:

1. Isguided to music center by teacher

2. Sings, or chants with accompaniment

3. Chants or moves without accompaniment

4. Exhibits socid frustration

5. BExhibitsmusicd frudration

6. Invitesothersto join

7. Demondrates il repetition

8. Evduates own performance

9. Evauates and refines performance.

The researchers found children do explore music in an environment conducive to
experimentation, and the data also gave support for these findings of the Rillsoury
Foundation Study in relaion to the characterigtics of children’s spontaneous music
making:

1. Itisan embryonic type of polyphony and islinear in Sructure.
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2. It resembles music of primitive peoplesin choice of interva and freedom of

rhythm.

3. Itisexpressed through chant. (Shelley, 1981, p. 52)

Although some of the findings of the Pillsbury Foundation Study were supported,
it is clear that much of the socid and performance behaviors that were a significant part
of the Pillsbury School did not take place during this study. It is possible the ecologica
circumstances, or individua cultura differences of the children were respongible for this
discrepancy.

Shelley dso cited problems in funding technologica aspects, found much of the
recording of the children’s music making chaotic, and suggested in-depth analysis of
technologica method to enhance further sudies.

Miller (1983) implemented a study with anaturaistic design that conssted of
observation of 95 children aged 3-, 4-, and 5-years old during two 30- minute periods.
Children were observed in alarge areawith musicd materias reedily available. They
were ableto play fredy, either alone or with others, or to ask the teacher to play any
record they desired. During the first observation time, behaviors were categorized
according to previous researchers lists of behaviors. The observed behaviors were
andyzed and formatted into a document called the Musical Behavior Observation Matrix
which included dl previoudy observed behaviors and provided meansto correlate the
behaviors to age, sex, and race. The second observation was videotaped and andyzed by
two observers. Inter-observer rdiability was .92. From this study, severa conclusions

were drawn:;
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1. Young children are capable of making music fredy and spontaneoudy in their

natura settings by:

a

b.

k.

participating condgtently within a designated time period.
examining and manipulating indruments.

requesting records to be played.

identifying preferences for ligening.

ligening atentively.

accompanying recordings while playing ingruments or sSnging.
singing, chanting, or moving body parts with recorded music.
cresting songs with random pitch sequences, creating
extemporaneous pitches on melodic instruments or creating
rhythms on non-melodic insruments or creating rhythms on
non-melodic instruments.

imitating gpontaneous rhythms and movements of peers.
responding to the basic beat of recorded music.
demondtrating increased responses to music with fast tempi.

experimenting with combinations of sound.

2. Young children are cgpable of responding musicdly without teacher

intervention.

3. Young children possess socid behaviors that lend themsalvesto

interacting appropriately.
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4. Imitation increased socid interaction in the form of taking, laughing,
and additiond imitation.
5. Three-year-odsimitate their peerslessthan 4 and 5 year olds.
6. Three-year-olds engage in solitary and pardld play morethan 4 and 5
year olds. (Miller, 1983, p. 110-111)
These findings support behaviors observed by Shelley (1981) and Moorehead and
Pond (1978). However, just asin the study by Shelley, extensive compositiona behaviors
as reported in the Pillsbury Foundation Study were not reported. Again, it is possible
these behaviors were not observed because of ecological considerations or individud
differences in the children.
Littleton (1991) did an observationd study of preschool children, analyzing their

cognitive and socid play behaviorsin a house play setting, and their voca, movement,
and ingrumenta play behaviorsin afree play music setting. A videotgpe of the children
at play was made and data collected at one-minute intervas. The researcher dso provided
anecdota descriptions of some of the play sessons for amplification of the quantitative
data. More functiona and congructive play was exhibited in the music setting, and more
dramatic play was exhibited in the house setting. The music setting also promoted twice
as much solitary play as did the house setting. The data was further andyzed according to
gender. In the music area, both boys and girls showed preference for insrumenta play.
When the children demonstrated music behaviors in the house ares, girls were found to
participate in movement more often, boys were more often found to be involved in voca

and ingrumenta behaviors.
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The sudies cited above show evidence of a separate stream of music in child's
play that contains arich and varied repertoire, performance practice and peer
transmission of that repertoire and performance practice. The observation of pre-school
children’s play practicesin the area of music aso support the ability of children to be
involved in music meking at their own initigtive. In the Rillsbury Study, that netura
music making was shown to evolve into more sophigticated forms when alowed to take
place over alonger period of time. Follow-up studies of pre-school children’sfree play
musica behavior has supported the Rillsbury Study’ s findings that children are dble to
develop musicd activities in which to participate if left to their own devices. The Sudies
have not, however, substantiated the findings of the Fillsbury Study in relation to socid

and improvisationa behavior.

I ssues of Measurement

Amabile (1983) proposed a method called the consensud assessment technique
by which to measure the quality of creetive products. She argued that expert judges from
aparticular domain, when providing subjective judgment, impart construct vaidity to the
judgment. She further asserted that the supposedly objective nature of criterion based
assessment is not truly objective, as the test designer relies on subjective opinion asto
what condtitutes the ultimate criteria. Amabile beieved an honestly subjective ingrument
isamore vaid indicator of quality of a creative product than a subjective measure veiled

in objectivity.
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Consensud A ssessment

Amabile tested her theory of assessment on aseries of 21 visud art and cregtive

writing tasks. She used avariety of different types of judges, ranging from practitioners,

to teachers, to laymen. She adso used a variety of subjects from early childhood to adult.

Interjudge rdliability for the different tasks ranged from .72 to .93, stisfactorily religble

in Amabil€ s judgment.

Amabile stated that for proper utilization of the consensua assessment technique,

the assessment task must resullt in aclearly observable product, it must be open-ended

enough to permit flexibility and novety, and the task should not depend on specid

technical skills that would be perhaps more highly developed in some subjectsthan in

others. Requirements ddineated for the judging process were:

1.

Judges should dl have experience within the domain in question. The
experience does not have to be the same, but they should have had enough
experience to have developed implicit criteriafor creativity within the

domain.

Judges should judge independently of one ancther.

Judges should not be trained or given a set of criteria by which to judge.

To keep credtive quality separate from other aspects of the pieces, judges
should be required to make judgments on other aspects besides crestivity, and
ingructed to keep these dimensions separate in their mind.

The products should be rated relative to each other, and not against a set

gandard within the domain.
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6. Eachjudge should view the products in a different random order, and assess
each dimension required in a different random order. (Amabile, 1983,
pp. 38-39)

Consensud Assessment Applied To Musical Assessment

This consensud assessment paradigm was gpplied successfully to musica
assessment by Bangs (1992), Brinkman, (1994), Hickey (1995), and Webster and Hickey
(1995). Bangs (1992) adapted Amabile' s (1983) consensua assessment paradigm for use
in evaluating 3¢ grade students' compositions for a pre and post test. He developed 19
five-point Likert itemsfor usein the judges rating modeed after Amabile s Dimension

of Judgments for Artigt-Judges (1982). Nine items related to the credtivity of the

compositions, and 10 items related to other musical aspects of the composition. Each
composition was given amean credivity rating derived from the judge sratings. The
interjudge reiability among the three judges used was .76 for the pre-test and .82 for the
post test, indicating areliable test.

Brinkman (1994) aso used the consensuad assessment paradigm for rating two
compostions from each of 32 high school students. Using a 7-point Likert scale, each of
three judges was asked to rate each melody on origindlity, craftsmanship, and aesthetic
vaue. Judges were not given explicit definitions of these terms, and were expected to use
their own implicit understanding of these three descriptors. Interjudge reliability ranged
from .77 to .96, indicating ardiable test.

Hickey (1995) used a consensua assessment rating tool to rate compositions of 21

fourth and fifth grade children for purpose of comparing high crestivity process and low

53



creativity process. A 7-point Likert scale was used on three items asking for globa
ratings of credtivity, craftsmanship, and aesthetic appeal. EStimates of interjudge
reliability between the three judges on the upper third and lower third of the group were
acceptable, ranging from .62 to .93. If al twenty-one subjects were included in the
reliability estimates, however, the estimates dropped to between .18 and .80. Hickey
reasoned the greatest lack of agreement was between judges in the mid-section of the
grouping. Because of this, Hickey used the upper 1/3 and the bottom 1/3 of the subjects
scores for the purpose of comparing crestive process differences. Hickey found the use of
the consensud assessment technique to be areliable method for rating children’'s
compositions. In andyzing the three items on the rating instrument, dl three dimensons
correlated highly with each other. The correations were: aesthetic gpped and crestivity,
.87; aesthetic appedl and craftsmanship, .92; and crestivity and craftsmanship, .81.
Webster and Hickey (1995) were interested in the appropriateness of different
types of rating scales for the assessment of children’s compositions. The researchers, in
reviewing the literature that assessed children’s musica compositions, found eight rating
scaes that assessed the quality of compositions. In presentation of the rating scales used,
two approaches to style and two approaches to content were found. The two approaches
to style were termed explicit and implicit. Explicit style contained extensve descriptions
of what was to be rated. Implicit style was vague to alow the evaluator to decide on
criteria. The two gpproaches to content were specific and globa. The specific rating
scales contained items on musica characterigtics such as rhythm or harmony; while the

globd rating scales contained items that rated such broader concepts such as originaity



or gpped. Webster and Hickey developed two pardld formsincorporating differing
combinations of implicit/explicit style with specific/globd content. These rating scales
were used by four expert judges to rate one set of ten children’s compositions. Statistical
andysis of the judges scoring reveaed both forms were reliable. However, the
implicit/globa reting scale was the most reliable in assessing the more global dimensions
of creativity and aesthetic value. Webster and Hickey (1995) stated “It might be
reasoned by some researchers that explicitly designed rating scales have greater
reliability because the judge is given a dear sense of the item’s meaning. Results of this
study using four judges’ ratings of ten children’s compositions suggest otherwise.” (.

36).
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CHAPTER I
METHODOLOGY

Introduction
Research methods involving human subjects and red life are dwaysless than
ided. The experiment is aways a compromise between stringent control and the redlity
of the diversties of life (Myers, 1972). The god of measuring children’s behavior in as
natural a setting as possble must be balanced with the god of controlling for as many
undesirable confounding variables as possble. The design of this study was developed to

control for as many of these variables as possible.

Design of the Study
The design of the study was guided by the following research questions:

1. Isthere asgnificant difference in the quality of musica improvisation of 1%,
2" and 3" grade children receiving free play experiences during music
instruction and the quality of musical improvisation of 1%, 2", and 3% grade
children not recaiving free play experiences during musc ingruction?

2. Isthere aninteraction between grade level and the effects of free play on the

quality of musical improvisation of 1%, 2", and 3" grade children?
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A pretest posttest control group design was chosen for this study. All sudents
were tested at the beginning of the semester by being asked to make up music to go with
the folk story “ Goldilocks and the Three Bears.” Their improvisations were videotaped
for later review. For the next 14 weeks of the semester, half of the students received some
time during their regular music indruction for free play with the classroom music
ingruments in the music dassroom, while the other half of the sudents did not receive
free play time during their music ingtruction. At the end of the semester, al sudents were
tested by again making up music to go with “Goldilocks and the Three Bears” These
improvisations were aso videotaped. All taped improvisations were submitted to three
judgesfor rating on the dimension of qudity on a5-point Likert scale. Judges were
unaware of whether the improvisations were from the pretest or post test, in which grade
the student was enrolled, or whether or not the student had participated in the free play
experience. These ratings were then subjected to an analysis of variance (a =.05) to seeiif
the free play experiences had an effect on the measured qudity of the improvisaions.

Threats To Research Design

Campbd| and Stanley (1963) cite history, maturation, testing, instrumentation,
datistica regression, experimental mortality, and the reactive effects of experimenta
arrangements as possible threats to research design. Although they emphasized that “from
the standpoint of the find interpretation of an experiment and the attempt to fit it into the
developing science, every experiment isimperfect” (p. 34), they stressed the importance

of recognizing possible threets to the integrity of research and addressing those insofar as
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is possible. These possible threats were consdered when developing this study’s
protocol.
History

The threet of history centers on the events occurring between the first
measurement and the second measurement. In this case, the ratings of the musical
improvisations of “Goldilocks and the Three Bears’ at the beginning of the semester and
the musica improvisations of “ Goldilocks and the Three Bears™ at the end of the
semester condtitute the first and second measuremert. This threat was addressed by
randomly assigning children to each group, therefore any events affecting specific
children would be randomly dispersed among the groups.
Maturation

Maturation poses a thregt in that the students' change in performance between the
pre and post test might be influenced by merdly the passage of time rather than the free
play experiences. This threat was addressed by including a control group in the design.
Teding

The effects of taking a pretest upon the scores of apost test could prove to be a
threet to the research, as could the possibility that taking a pretest might increase or
decrease the responsiveness to the treatment—in this case, the free play experience. The
firdt possible testing threst, that the experience of the pretest could possibly affect the
scores on the post test was addressed by having both groups—free play and control—take
both tests. The second possible testing threat—that the pretest could make the students

more aware of improvisation during the intervening time between pre and post testing—
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was a possibility that might need to be taken into account in interpreting data. To lessen
the impact of theimprovisation task, it was designed to be close to other classroom
experiences with which the children were aready familiar. Although the students had not
meade individua improvisationsin music class during the previous semester, the music
teacher had included large group and smdl group activities that required the students to
make up music to go with folk stories. Also, to avoid having the students pre-plan their
post test improvisations during free play or music class, students were not told they
would be doing another individua improvisation task at the end of the semedter.
| nstrumentation

Instrumentation threst can occur when changes are made in the measuring
ingtrument, or when changes occur in the judges. This possible threat was addressed in
severa ways. The same testing insrument was administered to al students for both the
pre and post tests. The same five administrators gave both sets of tests. The
adminigtrators were trained as a group in generd testing procedure. The roomsin which
the students were tested were empty classrooms of Smilar shape and Szein awing that
was awaiting renovation All testing rooms were set up in the same configuration and had
the same insruments available for use by the students. The students were randomly
assigned to adminigtrators. Students were brought out in random order from music class
for testing. Those not currently testing carried on the same activity—group singing of
songs dready known by the children—to provide Ssmilarity of activity from which the

student would be leaving.
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Possible instrumentation threat from changes in judges was addressed in severd
ways. All judgesrated al improvisations. Judges were not aware of which improvisations
were from the pretest and which were from the post test. Judges were aso unaware of
which children recelved free play experiences, and which did not receive free play
experiences, or the grade leve of the child. Each judge received the improvisations
compiled in a unique random order, and viewed and rated the improvisations on one day.
Although judge fatigue might have affected the reting of the improvisations, the
presentation of the improvisations in unique random order to each judge helped address
this threet.

The improvisations were videotaped (which provided audio as well) as opposed to
merely audiotaped. This procedure may have alowed the judges to be influenced by the
gppearance of the child during performance. However, use of the video was able to
provide a more complete observation of the improvisation, a benefit that was believed to
outweigh any possible biases.

Satigtica Regresson

The threat of datistica regression is possible when groups have been sdlected on
the basis of their extreme scores. To address this possible threet, al studentsin the 1%,
2" and 3" grades in the school were invited to be in the study. The school did not have
entrance requirements. Of the total student body, 92% of the first graders, 100% of the

second graders, and 100% of the third graders took part in the study.
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Expearimenta mortdity

Experimenta mortaity may thresten the sudy when thereisloss of subjects from
agroup. This proved to be problematic for this study, as two 1% grade children moved
away during the semester. These students' pretest ratings were dropped from the data s,
and the appropriate Satistica adjustments were made to accommodate unequal sample
Szes.

Sdection Bias

Sdlection bias may threaten the study when students perform differently because
they fed specid for having been chosen to be apart of one group or another. This threat
was addressed in several ways. It was not possible for students to not know that their
group was doing something different in music class than the other group. However, al
classes were taught by the same person in the same classroom, and the same curriculum
was followed except for the free play experiences received by some of the children. The
children not receiving free play experiences received experiences that enriched the
regular music curriculum during the corresponding time. The experiences were designed
to be ones the students found enjoyable, but the experiences did not focus on composition
or improvisation.

Reactive effects of experimenta arrangements

Reactive effects of experimenta arrangements may occur when the experimenta
gtuation is not one found in red life Stuations. This possible threat was addressed by
keeping the music schedule as normd as possible, by using an improvisation task for

testing purposes that was not abnormal to an dementary music classroom, by using the
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regular music teacher to implement the free play experiences, and by not specidly
designing a supporting curriculum to facilitate the improvisatory experience.

Satisticd Condgderations—Sample Sze

The research questions contained two areas of inquiry: differences between
groups in the measured qudity of children’simprovisations due to experiences recelved
during ingtruction, and the interaction of grade with any differences. The sample sizein
each group—play and non-play—began with 55 children. Because of experimenta
mortdity, the play group finished the study with only 53 students, with both missing
students from the 1% grade. According to Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs (1988), the unequal
sample sizes could have an effect on the findings if the variances differ between groups.

If the larger group has alarger variance, the test will be too conservative. If the larger
group has asmaller variance, the test will betoo liberd. If the variances between the two
groups are the same, the differing sample Szes effect isminimd. To understand the
effects of differing sample sze in this study, variances between groups were compared.

The sample size for this study was large enough to detect an effect size of .75
with the power of the test being .90 a an a of .05 for comparison between the tota play
and non-play groups. However, to compare the interaction of grade on any differences
between groups, the sample size recommended in each of 6 groups (2 treatments X 3
grade levels) a the same level would be 52. Thiswould result in atotd sample size of
312 students. This study contained 108 students. The negetive aspect of usng asmall

sample sze used will be consdered when data is discussed.
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Research Setting

Because the research questions addressed the use of free play as part of the
ingtructiona process, the ided setting for the study was an dementary school that would
dlow free play to be integrated into its regular music curriculum with dl the Sudentsin
1%, 2" and 3" grades available for random selection. Thisimplied amusic curriculum
dready in place. Further, the school’s music program would idedly be taught by amusic
specididg, be well-equipped with instruments appropriate for musica free play, have
adequate space to accommodate free play, and have adequate ingtruction time in music to
dlow some time for free play activities. Severa schools were approached for hogting the
study. The school chosen to host the research met these requirements and was aso able to
accommodate block random sampling of students by grade level without disruption of the
norma scheduling, which dlowed amore natura setting in which to implement the
trestment. The school chosen was asmdl town dementary school in the southwestern
United States. Approva from the Indtitutiona Review Board for Human Subjects
Research was recaived as wdll as permisson from school officids. Information |etters, as
well as forms requesting permission from parents were sent home with each child (see

Appendix A for consent documents).

Subjects
The school had 37 students in the 1% grade, 36 students in the 2" grade, and 40
studentsin the 39 grade. All 1%, 2™ and 3 grade students were invited to be a part of the
study. The consent percentage for each grade level was as follows. firgt grade-92%,

second grade-100%, and third grade-100%. Students were assigned through block
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randomization by grade leve to either the contral or trestment group. All students' names
for grade level one were placed on separate pieces of paper in acontainer. Separate
pieces of paper on which the numbers one through ninety- nine were written were placed
in another container. A name was drawn from the first container, and a number was
drawn from the second container and assigned to that name. Thiswas done for al names
in the firgt grade. Using the random number generator contained in the SPSS computer
based dtatistical package (1998), the first 17 numbers corresponding to student assigned
numbers were assigned to the class receiving free play experiences (hdf of the tota
group), and the rest were assigned to the class not receiving the free play experiences.
The same procedure was then repeated for grades two and three, assigning half of the
students to the class receiving free play experiences and hdf to the class not receiving the

free play experiences. Group sizes were asfollows:

Tablel
Group Sizes

Control Free play
1% grade 17 15
2" grade 18 18
3" grade 20 20

The inequality between the group Sizes of the 1% grade free play and control groups was
caused by 2 children moving away from the school digtrict during the semester in which

the study took place. These students were dropped from the study.
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Method

All students were tested with a researcher-designed instrument to dlicit
improvisations at the beginning of the study (see Appendix B). Thistest required the
students to “ make up” music to accompany the story of “Goldilocks and the Three
Bears’. Music was requested of the student for four specific points during the story: when
the bears go for awak, when Goldilocks fals adeep, when Little Bear is very angry, and
when Goldilocks runs away. To prepare for the improvisation task, the administrator of
the task picked up the student from the music class and took him or her to a separate
room containing classroom music indruments. The student was given ingructions, then
left done to work on the music for aslong as he or she wanted. When the student
signaled he or she was ready, the adminigtrator rejoined the student and read the story
while the student provided improvisations at the gppropriate time. Each
reading/improvisation was videotaped for later rating by three independent judges.

Over the next 14 weeks, dl students recelved regular music ingruction. This
indruction was an edectic mix of Snging, movement, insrument playing, music reading,
listening, and performance preparation (for a more complete description of the regular
music ingruction and the physical aspects of the music room, see Appendix C). Fourteen
weeks comprised most of the spring semester, dlowing for pre and post testing and
gpecid days and events at the school. All music classes met during the mornings. During
each two-week interval, sudents were scheduled for 120 minutes of music ingtruction.
The students experiencing the free play sessons used 20 minutes of the 120 dlotted

minutes of indruction for free play, resulting in seven 20-minute free play sessons.
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Those students not experiencing the free play sessons did enrichment activities during
the corresponding time that followed the regular curriculum. These enrichment activities
were designed to be enjoyable for the children, but did not focus on improvisation or
compasition.

The existing schedule of the music classes at the school helped maintain a
somewhat norma music routine while alowing helf the children to have free play
experiences. In this school, generd music dass and library ingtruction were dternated
while the homeroom teacher had a preparation period. For example, while onefirst grade
classwasin generd music, the other first grade classwas at the library. The following
day, the groups would switch, dlowing equa time for dl students in both the library and
generd music class. To dlow for block random sampling by grade leve for purposes of
this study, the students were grouped for library and music classes during this semester
by free play and non-free play instead of by homeroom teacher.

At the end of the 14 weeks, al students were tested in the same manner as they
were before trestment using the same researcher-designed instrument to dlicit

improvisations. This testing was aso videotaped.

Development of the Improvisation Task
In order to measure the qudity of a child’simprovisation, atask needed to be
designed that would provide avalid example of the child’swork. According to Amabile
(1983), to provide avaid example of an origind product—in thiscase an
improvisation—a task must result in a clearly observable product, must be open-ended

enough to permit flexibility and novelty, and should not depend on specid technicd skills
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that would be perhaps more highly developed in some students than in others. Amabile
as0 stressed that the procedure to elicit an origina product needs to avoid giving the
student the expectation of evauation or of being watched during the crestive process. The
choice in how to do the activity should aso carry asfew redtrictions as possible (Amabile
& Gitomer, 1984; Hennessey, 1989).

Improvisation Task

A protocol to dicit improvisation was devel oped according to these guiddines.
The task resulted in a clearly observable product—a videotaped improvisation. Four
points during the story were ddlineated as needing music, but the student was not told
which ingruments to use, or how the music should sound or how long it should be to
dlow for flexibility and novety. All of the insruments available to the child for
performance were easily playable, and not of the type on which some students would be
taking ingruction that would give them atechnicd advantage. The physicd stuation was
designed so that the student could be adone while he or she worked on the improvisation.
The students were not given time limits or expectations, they were merely told to let the
testing adminigtrator know when they were done. To avoid having the student fed asif
he or she was being evauated, the administrator joined in the performance of the
improvisation by providing a dramatic reading. The children were not told that their
improvisations would be rated. If the children asked why they were being videotaped,
they were told that the administrator was collecting children’s music in something like a

scrapbook to see what children could do.
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Fidd Test |

Thefirg fidd test was given to 7 children not involved in the fina Sudy—three
first graders, two second graders, and two third graders. Each child was scheduled to
arrive separately at 1-hour intervas. The children were received into aroom that
contained al the instruments that were to be found during the free play experiences of the
fina study, and were dlowed to explore the full range of dlassroom insruments aslong
as they desired before being tested. The exploration time ranged from 20 to 45 minutes.
After exploration, each child was taken individudly by the researcher to a separate room
that contained each type of insrument that was to be available for use during the main
Sudy’simprovisation task. The instruments required minimal skill level to manipulate
musicaly and were of the norma classroom variety. The researcher asked the child if he
or she knew the story of “Goldilocks and the Three Bears’. All students were familiar
with the story. The child was then asked to compose music to go with the story. Different
points in the story of “Goldilocks and the Three Bears” were used to focus the
compositions while dill providing the freedom of an open-ended task. Four scenesin the
story were ddlinested as those scenes needing music (see Appendix B for specifics on the
music requested of the children). The child was then told that the researcher would leave
50 that the child could work on the music aslong as he or she wanted to. After the child
sgnaed the improvisation was ready, the researcher and the child participated together in
a performance of “Goldilocks and the Three Bears’ that was videotaped.

The field testing procedure followed the basic protocol devel oped, except when

children seemed unclear on ingructions, and then further ingtructions were given. These
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modified ingtructions were noted for revision. The procedure was videotaped for later
review. During the review, these problems were noted:

1. Some of the wording of ingructions seemed confusing.

2. The placement of the video camera accommodated the visud requirements of

the test, but did not fully facilitate the audio requirements.

3. Some students forgot for which part of the story they were supposed to

COMpOose music.

4. Students needed some sort of cues during performance to know when to play

their compositions.

After revisons were made to the improvisation protocol, the improvisation task
was then tested on five more occasions using atota of 51 first, second, and third grade
children that would not be involved in the main study. The problems observed during the
fira fidd test were rectified in the following ways

1. Some of the wording of instructions was confusing. Some examples of

problemsincluded the administrator’ s request to “compose music”’, which was
changed to “make-up music”. Also the children wanted to know which
instruments they were to use, so the script was revised to specificdly sate that
al ingruments could be used. These revisons were made, dong with others,
which resulted in less confusion being expressed by the children.

2. The placement of the video camera accommodated the visual requirements of

the test, but did not facilitate the audio requirements. The video camerawas

placed closer to the child. During the first series of improvisations, the
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researcher believed the camera would be distracting if placed too close to the
child, and so the camera was placed unobtrusively 10 feet away from the
student. The camera did not appear to be distracting for any of the sudents at
this distance, but the audio reception was inadequate. For the subsequent
seriesof tests, the camerawas placed on atripod 6 feet from the student. The
camera caught the profile of the student. This revised camera placement did
not seem to be digtracting to the student, and both the visua and audio
recording was adequate for scoring purposes.

3. Some students forgot for which part of the story they were supposed to
compose music. Some pictures were made for the scenes that needed music
and |eft with the student during the composition process. After this adjustment
was made, al children remembered the four scenes requiring musc.

4. Sudents needed some sort of cues during performance to know when to play
their improvisations. During performance, the appropriate pictures were
pointed out to cue the students as to when to play their music. This seemed to
dleviate the confusion as dl students were able to play their music on cue.

Therevised script for the improvisationd task is contained in Appendix B.

Development of the Free Play Protocol
The free play experience was designed to fit within the definition of play as given
by Rubin, Fein, and Vandenberg (1983). These guidelines are listed below, with their

operationa implications for this sudy delinested.
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1. Playisintrinsically motivated. Thiswas operationdized by providing the
opportunity and encouragement to play, but not requiring individua children
to play.

2. Playisréeatively free of externally imposed rules. The children were given no
ingtruction on the “ correct” way to play, sng, move, or interact beyond that
which was necessary for the safety of the children and the instruments, and the
facilitation of socia harmony.

3. Playiscarried out asif the activity werereal. Thisindicator of play is
contained mainly within the mind of the player. Its presence or lack thereof is
not discernible by the teacher and was not the focus of any intervention.

4. Play focuses on the process rather than any product. Students were not asked
to produce anything during their free play time.

5. Play isdominated by the players. Students were alowed to control the content
and process of play within safe and socially harmonic boundaries.

6. Play requires the active involvement of the player. Although participation was
not required, students were encouraged to become involved in the play
activities.

Fidd Tes ||—Free Play Protocol

To seeif 1%, 2" and 3¢ graders would participate in free play in amusic
classroom over an extended time, free play experiences were provided once aweek for a
semester (18 weeks) at a school smilar to the one a which the main study would be. It

was aso asmal town eementary school in the southwestern United States, and had a
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total population of 186 children in the 1%, 2"9, and 3" grades. The students were randomly
divided in haf, as they would be during the main study. However, because of scheduling
difficulties, the students not participating in the free play sesson during Feld Test 11
participated in organized folk dancing and group singing instead of regular music class.
Alsoin Fidd Test 11, the researcher administered the free play sessonsinstead of the
regular music teacher. The students were alowed a full 45-minute class period for play,
once awesek, for afull semester. During the firgt play sesson, children were given
guidelines for classroom procedures and then alowed to play for the rest of the period.
Children were told that they had free access to any and al materiasin the classroom with
which to play asthey wished, and that the teacher would be available for help, if desired.
Five minutes before the end of the class period, students were directed in clean-up
activities and organized for dismis.

The free play sessions were videotaped and reviewed by an independent reviewer
to verify that children had participated in free play over the semester. The reviewer
verified that the sx indicators of play given by Rubin, Fein, and Vandenberg (1983) were
operationaized as planned. She dso verified that children participated in free play
activities and that for most students, interest in play seemed high for the entire semedter.
Activities in which the students engaged included instrument and sound exploration,
figuring out songs by ear, snging, moving, and making up music done and in groups.
Some students spent time pretending to teach each other in amusic dlass, taking turns
being the teacher. Some students dressed up wearing as many instruments as they could

and then danced to make music. The students also organized concert bands, marching
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bands, and rock bands with the appropriate conductors, baton twirlers, or lead singers.
Severd children linked together the headsets and microphones for the 3 portable pianos
available to them and pretended to be airplane pilots making a variety of sound effects
with the pianos and their voices. A mgjor preoccupation that happened every free play
sesson was drumming together in groups ranging in size from two to eight.

During the firdt three free play sessions, four students showed distress over the
high noise leve in the classroom by putting their hands over their ears. Two other
students complained to the researcher about the noise level. The children complaining
were agreed with by the researcher that the noise level was quite high. They weretold
that lots of noise sometimes happens when children are playing. The students were then
guided to an area of the room that was not quite as noisy, and told that if it was ill too
uncomfortable for them after afew minutes that we would try and figure out something
to do about the noise. The students who had complained joined back in the play and did
not express any more distress about the high noise leve. After the third sesson, there
were no students that indicated that they were uncomfortable with the noise level in the
classroom.

Not dl of the sudents time was spent on playing with the insruments to “make
music’. Some children practiced cheerleading, others used jingle sticks as cars and had
races. Intervention by the researcher was needed intermittently to hat activities that were
possibly unsafe for the children or the instruments. Examples of these activitiesincluded
mock “sword fights’ with rhythm gticks, playing chase in the dassroom, playing the

maracas on other children’s heads, standing on each other’ s backs and constructing
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human pyramids, and experimenting with the sound produced by hitting the acougtic
piano with various objects. Participation was very high, with only 9 children showing
intermittent non-participation throughout the semester. These non-participation episodes
al took place during the last haf of the 45-minute period, and the children stated they
were bored, or just didn’t want to do anything. Non-participating children were
approached by the researcher who attempted to direct them to other activities—
sometimes successfully, sometimes unsuccessfully.

All dassficaions of play outlined by Parten (1932)—onlooker behavior, solitary
play, pardld play, associative play, and cooperative play—were observed during each
play period. There was dso functiond play in the exploration of sound and the waving
around of gticks and other instruments, and congtruction play in the planning out of group
compositions, disassembling and assembling of instruments, and the building of make-
shift race tracks for the jingle stick cars. Dramatic play infused many of the play
Stuations. Organized games with rules were not evident. Perhgpsif musica “board
games’ were available for play, children would have been observed participating in these
organized games with rules.

Main Study—Free Play Protocol

For the main study, the regular music teacher was given ingtruction on the
operationalization of the 6 play indicators. She was ingructed to not “teach” but merely
to facilitate socid harmony and safety of both the students and the instruments. The free
play sessions were videotaped with an unmanned, unobtrusively placed video cameraand

reviewed by the researcher to ensure the music teacher implemented the free play
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experience according to the guiddines ddineated. All guidelines for free play were
operationdized in the main study as ddlineated, and the play activities were smilar to the
activities engaged in by the sudentsin Field Test I1.

In the main study, the free play sessions took place during regularly scheduled
music class periods in the regular music classroom. During the first play sesson, children
were given guiddines for classroom procedures and then alowed to play for the rest of
the period. Children were told that they had free access to any and al materiasin the
classroom with which to play asthey wished, and that the teacher would be available for
help, if desired (for a description of the classroom environment and materids available to
the children, see Appendix C). A few minutes before the end of the play period children
were organized for dismissal. Each subsequent trestment period consisted of 20 minutes

of free play with ashort time for organized dismissa at the end.

Refining the Testing Procedure
Before undertaking the testing of studentsin the main study, certain questions
needed to be answered:
1. How long would testing of so many students take considering the trave time
between the classroom and the testing Sites?
2. Arethere unforeseen problems with testing in a public school environment?
3. Arethere any technicd problems that might occur running so many different
videocameras?
4. Would testing adminigtrators not familiar with the improvisation task have

trouble adminigtering the tet?
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Fidd Test ||—Testing Procedure

To be sure that the testing procedure would run smoothly in the main study,
sudents that were taking part in the field test exploring the adminigiration of free play
were aso given the improvisation task. The task was administered to al 1%, 2" and 3
grade students—both the play and the non-play—at the end of the semester.

The adminigtrators were assembled 1 hour prior to beginning of the testing. They
were 6 femae volunteers that ranged in age from 23 to 42. The adminidtrators hed little
music experience, but al had experience working with young children. They were given
packets that contained ingtructions, the script for “ Goldilocks and the Three Bears’,
pictures for cueing the children as to when to play their improvisations, and a checklist of
students that had been pre-assigned to them from each class being tested. The assgnment
of student to administrator as well as the order in which the children would be tested had
been predetermined through block randomization by class via arandomly generated
number chart. The administrators were taken through the procedure, and given timeto
ask questions. They then watched the researcher administer the test with one of the
adminigrators role-playing the part of the student. When al questions had been
answered, the administrators went to their own testing area, which had been previoudy
set up with the appropriate equipment. The researcher then checked with each
adminigrator individually to make sure she knew how to operate the video camera and
understood the procedure. The students were then tested over the next 5 days.

The tegting of the students revealed that each administrator could be expected to

test 2 to 3 students in a 45-minute class period. The public school environment did yield
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some difficulties. Some of the videotape equipment owned by the school that was
scheduled to be used was not actudly available. Also one of the planned testing Siteswas
not available for the entire time. Student absences also needed to be accounted for when
scheduling testing. The video cameras did not pose any specid problems, except for
autometic shut-off mechanisms that needed to be monitored. The testing adminigtrators
demonstrated no problems, and seemed to be comfortable with the testing procedure.

Main Study—Testing Procedure

For the main study, a different set of administrators was used because the main
study was located 280 miles from the Fidld Test |1 Site and travel was not possible for the
first set of adminigtrators. The main study’ s administrators were 5 female volunteers aged
22-56. They, dso, had little experience in music, but had extensive experience working
with young children. Training was undertaken in the same manner in which it was done
during Feld Test 11, with additiond information included on the automatic shut-off
mechanism that was a part of 2 of the video cameras. Other steps were aso taken to
dleviate some of the problems encountered in Field Test 1. Videotape equipment was
utilized that did not belong to the host schoal to ensure its availability. The testing Sites
were checked and double-checked to make sure they were not expected to be available
for someone ese during this time. To accommodate student absences, two days per class
were dlotted for testing. If a student was absent when he or she was scheduled, the
originaly planned administrator tested the student at alater dete. As there were only
absences that interfered with scheduling on the first testing day, those absences were

meade up during the next time the students were in music class. The pretest was
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administered over aperiod of four consecutive days at the beginning of the semester and
the post test was administered over a period of four consecutive days a the end of the

semedter.

Rating of Improvisations

Each student produced two separate video clips. an improvisation from the
beginning of the semester and an improvisation from the end of the semester. Each
sudent’ simprovisationa rendition of the four scenes during the performance of
“Goldilocks and the Three Bears’ was considered for rating as one composition. The
spoken performance by the test administrator was edited from all tapesto limit judge
fatigue. Also, any other improvisations the child chose to make outside of the four target
improvisations were edited out of the tapes.

Each video clip was assigned a number, and then placed in order onto videotape
viathe order of numbers found on arandomly generated table. Each of three judges
received the videotaped improvisations in a unique randomized order. The improvisations
were rated for quality on a5-point Likert scae. The change in quality ratings between the
beginning of the semester and the end of the semester for the two groups were then
subjected to an andysis of variance to determine whether the free play experienceshad a
ggnificant impact on the qudity of the Sudents improvisaions.

Consensud Assessment Technique

The rating system used in this study was modeled on the consensual assessment
technique developed by Amabile (1983). In the consensud assessment method of rating,

the rating of qudlity is performed by a group of independent expert judges who rate each
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product viaa Likert-scae on a pecified dimenson. The find rating of the product isthe
mean of the expert judges individud ratings. Expert judges from a particular domain,
when providing subjective judgment, impart congtruct vaidity to the judgment. The
consensua assessment technique was developed specificaly to measure credtivity
through the rating of creative products. This study, however, chose to rate the product
without inferring the presence or lack thereof of an underlying construct caled credivity.
The guiddines, therefore, were dtered dightly to accommodate the rating of the quality
of the product instead of the crestivity of the product.

The improvisation task was developed dong the guideines delinesated for this
type of assessmert as discussed previoudy. For this type of assessment, criteriawas also
established for the judges and judging protocol. Requirements delineated for the judging
process as given by Amabile (1983) were:

1. Judges should dl have experience within the domain in question. The
experience does not have to be the same, but they should have had enough
experience to develop implicit criteriafor the measured dimenson within the
domain.

2. Judges should judge independently of one another.

3. Judges should not be trained or given a set of criteria by which to judge.

4. Judges should be required to make judgments on other aspects besides the
targeted dimension, and ingtructed to keep these dimensions separate in their

mind.
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5. The products should be rated relative to each other, and not againgt a set
gandard within the domain.

6. Eachjudge should view the products in a different random order, and assess
each dimension required in a different random order.

Each delinested requirement was addressed in the following ways.

1. Judges should all have experience within the domain in question. The
experience does not have to be the same, but they should have had enough
experience to develop implicit criteria for the measured dimension within the
domain. Three judges were used. They were dl music educators, and dl had
experience working musically with childrenin 1%, 2", and 3" grades. Two
had earned doctoratesin music, and the other one was currently enrolled in a
doctord program in music education. One judge specidized in theory and
compogtion, one judge specidized in vocd music, and one judge specidized
ininstrumental music. The experience of the judges indicated the presence of
implicit criteria needed to rate the quaity of children’simprovisations.

2. Judges should judge independently of one another. All judges viewed the
improvisations and gave ratings without conferring with each other.

3. Judges should not be trained or given a set of criteria by which to judge. The
interpretation of the term quaity was l€ft to the discretion of each judge. The
ingtructions to the judges can be found in Appendix D.

4. Judges should be required to make judgments on other aspects besides the

targeted dimension, and instructed to keep these dimensions separate in their
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mind. Thiswas the one ingruction for implementation of the rating scheme
that was discarded for this study for several reasons. In further reading of
Amabile' s (1983) work, she stated that providing ratings on other aspects
would allow the researcher to seeif these aspects were a part of what is
deemed credtivity, or separate dimensonsin and of themsdaves. Thiswould
add to the body of research on the congtructs of crestivity. In astudy that rated
children’ simprovisations, Hickey (1995) found that the 3 musica dimensions
rated were highly correlated. The corrdations were: creetivity and
craftsmanship, .78; credtivity and aesthetic agpped, .87; and craftsmanship and
aesthetic gpped, .92. This present study was concerned with reting children’s
improvisations on the holitic aspect of “quality”. It was quite probable that
ratings on other dimengions of the improvisations would be highly

correlationd with the holigtic dimengon of quality. There was no intention in
this study to research the underlying congtructs of qudity, so the addition of
another rating variable would only serve to help focus the judges mindson
“quality” as opposed to another dimension of the improvisations.

Each dimension rated would require another complete viewing of the
taped improvisations. The videotapes of the sudents' improvisations were
quite lengthy, requiring approximately 4 %2 hours to view. Amabile (1983)
Sudied the effect of task length on the rdiability of judge s ratings and found
that requiring longer concentration from judges resulted in lower interjudge

reliability. For this sudy, the cost in judge fatigue was weighed againg the
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addition of another rating varigble, and it was decided to only have the judges
rate the improvisations on the dimension of qudlity.

5. The products should be rated relative to each other, and not against a set
standard within the domain. To provide aframework for scoring, each judge
viewed a preliminary tape of 15 randomly selected improvisations before
viewing the tapes to be scored to gain an understanding of the breadth of
quality presentin 1%, 2" and 3% grade children’ s improvisations.

6. Each judge should view the productsin a different random order, and assess
each dimension required in a different random order. A separate set of tapes
was made for each judge that presented the improvisationsin a unique random
order. Because only one dimension was rated, the judges only assessed the
improvisations once.

In summary, three independent judges were asked to rate each student’s

improvisations viaa 5-point Likert scale on the aspect of quadity. The interpretation of

the term quality was lft to the discretion of each judge. To provide thejudgesa
framework for scoring as recommended by Amabile (1983), each judge viewed a
preliminary tape of randomly sdected improvisations before viewing the tapes to be
scored. This tape contained 15 improvisations randomly selected via arandomly
generated table. After viewing the preliminary tape, the judges then viewed the
improvisations to be rated, which were presented in a unique random order to each judge,
and gave each arating on quality on a 5-point Likert scae. The judges were asked to use

the entire Likert scae to provide differentiation between improvisations (see Appendix D
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for acopy of the Ingtructions to Judges and Rating Scale). To provide amore complete
understanding of the judges' ratings, descriptive information on examples of
improvisations recaiving each judge' s highest and lowest scores can be found in
Appendix E.

Reliability Edtimates

Therdiability estimates as determined by a Pearson product-moment correlation
between judges were from .66 to .68 for the pre-test and from .58 to .64 for the post-test.
Table 2

Rdiability Edimates for Judges Pretest Ratings

Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3
Judge 1 1.00 .66 .66
Judge 2 1.00 .68
Judge 3 1.00

Table3

Rdiahility Edimates for Judges Pos test Ratings

Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3
Judge 1 1.00 59 64
Judge 2 1.00 .58
Judge 3 1.00

The rdidbility estimates were lower than desired, but showed some

agreement between judges. Thisandyssimplies that each judge was rating differently—
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using adiffering paradigm by which to rate the improvisations. The average of the
judges ratings were used to analyze the differences between control and trestment
groups. However, to fully understand the ratings of the judges because of the low
reliability estimates, the ratings were dso andyzed for sgnificance by looking at each
judge sindividud ratings, aswell as by looking at the mean ratings (see Appendix F for
individua student’ s ratings). The change in improvisationa qudity as evidenced by the
difference in students’ ratings between pre and post test was subjected to an andysis of
variance for the main effects of group (free play and non-free play) and grade to
determine if there was a sgnificant difference in improvisationa qudity between the free
play and non-free play groups, or between grade levels for each of four data sets: mean
ratings, and each of the three individud judge sratings. A two-taled test with a

sgnificance level of .05 was used.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This study sought to discover the effect of musicd free play experiences on the
improvisationa qudlity of first, second, and third grade children. Specificdly, the
guestions were:

1. Isthereasignificant differencein the quality of musical improvisation of 1%,

2" and 3" grade children receiving free play experiences during music
instruction and the quality of musical improvisation of 1%, 29, and 3% grade
children not receiving free play experiences during music indruction?

2. Isthere aninteraction between grade level and the effects of free play on the

quality of musical improvisation of 1%, 2", and 3" grade children?

The study began with 110 students. Students were randomly divided into
treatment and control groups. The final data was computed on 108 students because 2
students moved away from the school digtrict during the study. Other than the treatment
sessions, al other music ingruction remained the same. The treatment took place over a
period of 14 weeks. Both groups were tested with a researcher-designed instrument to
eicit improvisations before and after trestment (see Appendix B). The improvisations
were taped and rated by 3 independent judges on qudity viaa 5-point Likert scale. The

judges were unaware of the grade leve of the student, whether the improvisations were
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from the control or treatment group, or whether the improvisations were dicited during
the pretest or the post test. The determination of what comprised qudity was |eft to each

expert judge’ s discretion (see Appendix D for Ingtructions to Judges and Rating Forms).

Descriptive Data
Each improvisation received arating from each of the three judges, and from
these ratings a mean rating was caculated for each improvisation (see Appendix F for
individua subject’ s ratings). From these individua mean scores the group mean, standard
deviation, and minimum and maximum of the Sudents' ratings were computed.
Table4

Group Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum, and Maximum of Students Mean Ratings

Pretest Post test
Meen SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max

Firg grade
Control 243 71 150 4.50 2.67 .90 1.33 4.33
Trestment 2.22 .69 83 3.17 2.34 .66 1.00 3.33
Totd 2.33 .70 .83 450 2.52 .80 1.00 4.33
Second grade
Control 250 68 133 4.00 2.74 75 1.17 4.00
Treatment 2.61 8l 117 417 2.66 49 183 3.83
Tota 255 J4 117 417 2.70 63 117 4.00

(table continues)
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Pretest Post test
Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max

Third grade
Control 2.73 56 150 3.83 2.68 49 167 3.50
Treatment 2.67 64 117 3.67 2.67 63 133 3.83
Totd 2.70 60 117 383 2.68 56 133 350
Control Total 2.56 65 133 450 2.70 A1 117 4.33

Treatment Total 2.52 73 83 417 2.58 60 1.00 3.83

Total 2.54 .69 83 450 2.64 66  1.00 4.33

The judges mean ratings ranged from .83 to 4.5, indicating that they had made
use of the entire 5-point Likert scale in rating the improvisations as requested. Thefirgt
grade contained the lowest and the highest ratings for both the pretest (.83, 4.50) and the
post test (1.00, 4.33). Third grade showed the smallest range of ratings with a minimum
of 1.17 and amaximum of 3.83. The minimum rating for the second grade was 1.17 and
the maximum rating was 4.17. Thefirst grade, when viewed as atota group, also showed
the grestest variability between scoreswith a standard deviation of .70 for the pretest and
.80 for the post test when compared to the other grade levels. The third grade group
exhibited the smdlest variability between scores with standard deviations of .60 for the
pretest and .56 for the post test. Standard deviations for the second grade group were .74
for the pretest and .63 for the post test. When the groups were further divided into control
and trestment subsets, the first grade again exhibited the greatest variance with a standard

deviation of .90 exhibited in the post test ratings of the control group. The smdlest

87



standard deviation of .49 was shared by the post test ratings of both the second grade
treatment group and the third grade control group.

When dl three grades were considered together, the means for the pretest for both
the control and treatment groups were remarkably close together. The mean of the control
group was dightly higher (2.56) than that of the treatment group (2.52). The means for
the post test were further apart with the control group (2.70) ill being higher than the
treatment group (2.52). The control group exhibited higher minimums and maximums
(1.33, 4.50) than did the treatment group (.83, 4.17). The standard deviations for both
groups were smilar. The control group displayed standard deviations of .65 and .71 for
the pretest and the post test respectively. The standard deviations for the treatment group
were .73 and .60 for the pretest and the post test respectively. The standard deviations
were smdl, indicating that even though the judges made use of the entire Likert scaein
rating the improvisations, there was not alarge variance in the sudents performance as
displayed by the ratings.

The means for the control groups in both the first and second grades showed the
largest growth between pretest and post test with achange in ratings of .24. The first
grade treatment group showed a change in ratings between pretest and post test of .12.
The second grade treatment group showed a change in ratings between pretest and post
test of only .05. Thethird grade ratings showed a non-changing mean raing of 2.67
between pre and post test for the treatment group and a negative change in raings

between pre and post test (-.15) for the control group.
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This descriptive data shows that the greater variability between scores, and the
subsequent greater change in scores was seen in the younger students. The third grade
showed less varigbility in scores, and a static state or negative measured growth between
the pretest and the post test ratings. There was asmall change in the meen ratings
between grade levels visble in the pretest ratings, with each grade leve getting
progressively higher ratings (firgt grade, 2.33; second grade, 2.55; and third grade,2.70).
The post test ratings, however, showed a growth in the mean retings for the first and
second grades, and a dight dedinein the mean rating for the third grade (first grade,
2.52; second grade, 2.70; and third grade, 2.68).

Pretest and Post Test Histograms

To further understand the distribution of scores, histograms were constructed
representing pretest and post test ratings for each grade level, aswell asfor the total
group. A normd curve has been superimposed onto each histogram.

The histograms show digtributions that are somewhat normaly distributed, with
smdl standard deviationsin evidence. All distributions have large concentrations of
scores around the mid-range (2.0-3.0). Thefirst grade pretest (Figure 1) shows alarge
grouping of sudentsin the middle and lower hdf of the rating scale. The first grade post
test (Figure 2) shows amild drop in the lowest ratings, and adight gain in the higher
ratings, but with the mgority of the ratings il at or below the mid-range. The second
grade dso shows alarge grouping in the mid-range (Figures 3 and 4). The pretest also
shows a shape gpproximating anorma curve. The post test shows a few more sudents

scoring in the upper hdf, but still a preponderance of ratings in the mid-range. The third
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grade digtributions show a shift of concentration of students, while retaining the same
mean score of 2.7. The mode changes from 3.0 in the pretest to 2.5 in the post test
(Figures 5 and 6). When groups were considered as awhole (Figures 7 and 8), they
exhibited smilar patterns for both pretest and post test ratings. Both the overall pretest
and overall post test ratings were very close to anorma curve, with larger groupings
around the mid-range. The histograms show a normd digtribution of ratings over the total

group, with some abnormdities seen within smdler sub-groupings.

Determination of Statistica Significance
To determine whether the differences between groups were sgnificant, an
andyss of variance (ANOVA) was utilized. However, before an ANOVA was
undertaken, the ratings for the control and trestment groups were compared for
homogeneity of variance.

Homogeneity of Variance

One of the assumptions underlying ANOVA isthat of homogeneity of variance
(Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs, 1988). Groups being compared must exhibit variances
between scores that are smilar enough to be representative of the same populationto
produce robust findings. According to Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs (1988), if the sample
Szesare equd, unequa variances have minimal impact on the resulting ANOVA
datigtic. If, however, the sample szes are unequd, the issue of homogeneity of variance
becomes more important. If the larger sample Sze exhibits alarger variance, the F test

will betoo consarvative. In other words, if thea leve is .05 the actud levd of

ggnificance will belessthan .05. If the larger sample Sze exhibits asmadler variance, the
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F test will be too liberal. This study experienced unequa sample sizes because two 1%
grade students moved away during the study. This left 55 students in the total control
group, and 53 studentsin the tota treatment group. Because of unequa sample Szesin
the first grade in this research project, an F-test for homogeneity of variance was
computed for both the total group and for the first grade.

Table5

F-test for Homogenety of Variance

Variance Variance Observed F Fev
Control Group ~ Treatment Group (a=.05)
First Grade 2.445
Pretest 0.500 0.475 1.053
Post test 0.806 0.432 1.865
Totd Group 1.580
Pretest 0.421 0.531 1261
Post test 0.503 0.361 1.3%4

The observed F datistics for the first grade were 1.053 for the pretest and 1.865
for the post test, which were below the critical vaue of 2.445. The observed F gatistics
for the total group were 1.261 for the pretest and 1.394 for the post test, which were
below the critica value of 1.580. Because observed F Stetistics were below the
corresponding critical values, variances were determined to be homogeneous between

groups & an dphaleve of .05. Therefore, with homogeneity of variance established for
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total group and the first grade subgroup, an analysis of variance could then be computed
even though the study contained unequa sample Sizes.

Andyss of Vaiance

The research questions asked whether free play experiences had a Sgnificant
effect on the improvisationa quality of the students, and whether grade level was afactor
in any effect of free play on improvisationa qudity. To determinethis, an analyss of
variance was performed (a =.05) on the difference in ratings between the pretest and post
test for the main effects of group (control and treatment) and grade level.

The rdiability estimates between judges were from .66 to .68 for the pre-test and
from .58 to .64 for the post-test. These estimates could indicate that the judges were usng
differing criteriafor qudity by which to rate the improvisations, and thus could provide
differing vaues of measured change in improvisationd qudity. Therefore, an ANOVA
was computed for each of four data sets—mean ratings and each of the three judges
ratings—to determineif each individud judge' s ratings showed the same findings as the
pooled ratings.

Anayss of Mean Raings

An andysis of variance was computed on the mean ratings of the three judgesto
determineif datistica differences existed in the change in ratings between the pretest and

post test for the main effects of group (control and trestment) and grade leve.
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Table 6

Mean Ratings—Andyss of Variance (Difference by Group, Grade)

Sum of Mean Sg.
Squares df Square F a=.05
Main Effects  Group 151 1 151 359 550
Grade 923 2 462 1101 337
2-way Group and 324 2 162 .386 .681
Interactions ~ Grade
Model 1.394 5 279 .665 .651
Resdud 42.779 102 419
Tota 44.173 107

In Table 9 the two groups were control and treatment. There were 55 studentsin
the control group and 53 students in the treatment group. The andlysis of variance table
shows that thereis not a Satidicdly sgnificant difference a an dphalevd of .05 inthe
change in pretest and post test ratings between control and treatment groups (observed F
.359, p-vaue = .550). The table dso shows thet there is not aSatisticaly significant
difference a an aphaleve of .05 in the change in pretest and post test ratings for grade
levels (observed F = 1.101, p-value = .337). Thereis dso not adaidicaly sgnificant
interaction at an dphalevel of .05 demonstrated between the variables of group and
grade (observed F = .386, p-vaue = .651). The andysis of the mean ratings data set
reveds no sgnificant difference in change of ratings between control and treatment

groups for the group as awhole, or for any particular grade leve within the tota group.
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Anayss of Individud Judge’ s Ratings

Each individud judge’s ratings was subjected to an analysis of variance to
determineif the judges, each usang his or her sdf-defined criteriafor qudity, produced
findings that supported those shown in the andys's of the mean ratings.

Table7

Judoe On€e' s Ratings—Anayss of Variance (Difference by Group, Grade)

Sum of Mean Sg.
Squares df Square F a=.05
Main Effects  Group 412 1 412 914 341
Grade 1134 2 567 1.257 .289
2-way Group and 163 2 8171E-02 .181 .835
Interactions ~ Grade
Model 1.687 5 337 .748 .589
Resdud 45.995 102 451
Totd 47.682 107

The ANOVA table for Judge One shows that there is not a Satistically significant
difference at an dphaleve of .05 in the change in pretest and post test ratings between
control and treatment groups (observed F .914, p-value = .341). The table dso shows that
thereis not adaidicdly sgnificant difference & an dphalevd of .05 in the changein
pretest and post test ratings for grade levels (observed F = 1.257, p-vadue = .289). There
isadso not adatidicdly sgnificant interaction at an dphalevd of .05 demonsrated
between the variables of group and grade (observed F = .181, p-vaue =.835). An

andysis of Judge On€ sratings reveds no sgnificant difference in change of ratings
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between control and trestment groups for the group as awhole, or for any particular
grade level within the total group. This supports the findings of the mean ratings data set
that established no significance between control and treatment groups for the group as a
whole, or for any particular grade level within the tota group.

Table8

Judoe Two' s Ratings—Analysis of Variance (Difference by Group, Grade)

Sum of Mean Sg.
Squares df Square F a=.0
Man Effects  Group 501 1 501 .559 456
Grade 1.840 2 .920 1027 .362
2-way Group and .280 2 140 156 .856
Interactions ~ Grade
Model 2.675 5 535 597 702
Residua 91.351 102 .896
Totd 94.025 107

The ANOVA table for Judge Two shows thet there is not a gtatisticaly sgnificant
difference at an dphaleve of .05 in the change in pretest and post test ratings between
control and treatment groups (observed F .559, p-value = .456). The table also shows that
there is not a datisticaly sgnificant difference a an dphaleve of .05 in the changein
pretest and post test ratings for grade levels (observed F = 1.027, p-vaue = .362). There
isadso not adatidicdly sgnificant interaction at an dphalevd of .05 demonsrated
between the variables of group and grade (observed F = .156, p-vaue = .856). An

andyss of Judge Two'sratings reveds no sgnificant difference in change of ratings
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between control and trestment groups for the group as awhole, or for any particular
grade level within the totd group. This supports the findings of the mean ratings data set
that established no significance between control and trestment groups for the group asa
whole, or for any particular grade level within the tota group.

Table9

Judge Three s Ratings—Analyss of Variance (Difference by Group, Grade)

Sum of Mean Sg.
Squares df Square F a=.0

Main Effects  Group 3455E-02 1  3.455E-02 .048 .828

Grade 1.963 2 .982 1352 .263
2-way Group and 1.235 2 .617 .850 430
Interactions ~ Grade
Model 3.230 5 .646 .890 491
Resdud 74.038 102 7126
Totd 77.269 107

The ANOVA table for Judge Three shows thet thereis not agatistically
sgnificant difference & an dphaleve of .05 in the change in pretest and post test ratings
between control and treatment groups (observed F .048, p-value = .828). The table also
shows that there is not a atisticaly sgnificant difference at an dphaleve of .05 inthe
change in pretest and post test ratings for grade levels (observed F = 1.352, p-vdue =
.263). Thereisdso not adatigticadly sgnificant interaction a an dphalevd of .05
demongtrated between the variables of group and grade (observed F = .850, p-vaue =

430). An andyss of Judge Three sratings reveas no sgnificant difference in change of
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ratings between control and treatment groups for the group as awhole, or for any
particular grade level within the total group. This supports the findings of the mean
ratings data set that established no significance between control and trestment groups for
the group asawhole, or for any particular grade level within the tota group.

No sgnificart difference was found by any individud judge, or by the judgesasa
whole, in the change in ratings between control and treatment groups for the group asa

whole, or for any particular grade leve within the tota group.
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CHAPTERV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR FURTHER STUDY

Summary

This study sought to discover the effect of musicd free play experiences on the
improvisationa quality of first, second, and third grade children. Specificdly, the
guestions were:

1. Isthereasignificant difference in the quaity of musica improvisation of 1%,

2" and 3" grade children receiving free play experiences during music
ingtruction and the quality of musical improvisation of 1%, 29, and 3% grade
children not recaiving free play experiences during music indruction?

2. Isthere aninteraction between grade level and the effects of free play on the

quality of musical improvisation of 1%, 24, and 3" grade children?

A pretest post test control group design was chosen for this study. There were 55
students in the control group and 53 studentsin the treatment group. All subjects were
tested with a researcher-designed instrument to dicit improvisatory behavior (see
Appendix B). After testing, the free play treatment was administered in seven different
treatment sessions to the treatment group over a period of 14 weeks. During the same

time period, the control group received regular music ingruction. Trestment and
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control groups dso participated in normaly scheduled music classes during these 14
weeks. At the end of the 14 weeks, al subjects were again tested using the same
researcher designed instrument to elicit improvisatory behavior. The taped improvisations
were then submitted to three independent judges. The judges were unaware of the grade
level of the student, whether the improvisations were from the control or trestment group,
or whether the improvisations were dicited during the pretest or the post test. The
determination of what comprised quaity was |eft to each expert judge' s discretion. The
improvisations were rated on the agpect of qudity on a5-point Likert scae.

The change in ratings between the pretest and post test for the two groups was
then subjected to an andysis of variance to determine whether the free play experiences
had a sgnificant impact on the qudity of the subjects improvisaions. The andysis of
variance on the mean ratings showed no significant difference between control and
treatment groups for the group as awhole, or for any of the grade leve groupings.
Because of lower than desired interjudge reliability estimates, which ranged from .58 to
68, an andysis of variance was computed for each individua set of ratings from the
three judges. The separate andysis of variance computed for each of the three judges
supported the findings of the analysis of the mean ratings—no significant differences
were found between any groups.

Findings
In response to research question one, there is no significant difference in the

quality of musica improvisation of 1%, 2", and 3" grade children receiving free play
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experiences during music ingtruction and the quality of musical improvisation of 1%, 29,
and 3% grade children not receiving free play experiences during music instruction.

In response to research question two, there is no interaction between grade level
and the effects of free play on the quality of musical improvisation of 1%, 2" and 3

grade children.

Research Design and Subsequent Findings
In developing the design of this study, decisions were made concerning research
design that affect the interpretation of the findings presented. The aspects of sample Size,
amdl variability in the measurement instrument, interjudge reigbility, and length of
study will be discussed in relaionship to the findings presented.

Sample Sze and Vaiahility of the Measurement Insrument

The sample size for this study was large enough to detect an effect size of .75
with the power of thetest being .90 at an a of .05 for comparison between the totd play
and non-play groups. However, to compare the interaction of grade on any differences
between groups, the sample size recommended in each of 6 groups (2 treatments X 3
grade levels) at the same level would be 52. This would have resulted in atota sample
gze of 312 students. In developing the design of this study, the sample Size was kept
relativdy smal (n=108) to limit judge faigue and to dlow implementation of the
trestment at one school setting to avoid introducing extraneous varigblesinto the
research. According to Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs (1988), asmaller sample Size may
prevent smal differences between groups from being perceptible—which may have been

the case when looking at the differences between grade levels. In addition, therating
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scale was kept to a 5-point limit to help reduce variability between judges. The 5-point
limit required alarger difference between groups before any significant difference could
be determined. These aspectsin the design of this study make it vulnerable to a Type ||
error. However, the descriptive data showed that in the first and second grades, the
growth in improvisationa quality between the pretest and the post test, even though not
a aleve of sgnificance, was greater in the control group than in the treetment group. At
the third grade level, the mean of the trestment group remained constant, while that of the
control group fell—but only dightly. When the group was considered as awhole, the
growth inimprovisationa qudity between the pretest and the post test, even though not
a alevd of ggnificance, was again grester in the control group than in the treatment
group. Congidering the actua mean ratings of the sudents' improvisaions, it is unlikely
that the samdler sample sze or amd| variability in the Likert scae caused true differences
between groups to remain hidden. Thus, the findings of no positive effect of play
experiences on the qudity of children’simprovisation appears to be judtifiable.

Interjudoe Rdiahility

The measurement protocol was modeled after Amabil€e’ s consensual assessment
technique (Amabile, 1983). Asa part of this technique, expert judges do not undergo any
gpecid training in the rating of the target variable, but use their own criteria developed
from experience in the domain in question. This produces arating thet is smilar to “red
world” ratings of subjective concepts such as quaity (Amabile, 1983). However, this
measurement technique produced interjudge reliability estimates that ranged from .58 to

.68—Iower than desired to produce robust findingsin aresearch project. Further andysis
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of the judges’ ratings, however, showed that each judge varied consigtently with the other
judges. Thisfinding supported the use of the means of the judges' ratingsfor thefind
andysds, as recommended by Amabile (1983). To further substantiate the findings, an
andysis of variance was caculated for each of the individud judge sraings. The
andysis of the ratings from each judge supported the andysis of the meen ratings—there
was no sgnificant difference between groups. This suggests that the finding of no
ggnificant difference between groups as to the variable of qudity is robust whether
qudity isviewed from each individua expert judge' s perspective, or from a perspective
that takes into account the combined measurement paradigms employed by the three
judges.
Length of Study

The length of time chosen for this study was 14 weeks. The literature relating to
play’s effect on children’s development was mixed as to the length of time required to
ascertain any benefit. Some studies reported a positive effect after one to three 10-minute
sessions (Dansky & Silverman, 1973, 1975; Li, 1978; Pepler & Ross, 1981; Smith &
Dutton, 1979; Smith & Simon, 1983; Smith, Simon & Emborton, 1985; Vandenberg,
1981) Other studies described benefits received from play that took place over a period of
severd years (Curran, 1993; Hartmann & Rollett, 1994; and Sefer, 1995). The current
study, which lasted 14 weeks, fell in-between the extremes asto itslongevity. The length
of 14 weeks was chosen because it was felt that this provided enough time to render
discernible results, while keeping the project within a semester’ slimit. It is possble that a

longer play trestment would have produced an effect that was not produced by this study.
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The possiblerole of length of play trestment in the research setting needs to be
investigated more extensvely. Another complicating factor may have been the
interaction of research length, adult intervention, and type of variable chosen for study.

Theseissueswill be explored more in-depth in the next section.

Conclusons
The main concluson drawn from this study is thet free play was not beneficid,
under the specific conditions of this study, for the improvement of children’s
improvisationd quaity. How does this finding fit in to the body of literature on which
this study was based? The discussion of this can be divided into three sections. studies on
play and its effect on cognitive development, studies on play and its effect on musical
development, and issues of measurement.

Play and Cognitive Deve opment

A comparison of this study with previous cognitive development studies reveds
both smilarities and differences in treatments and measurement tasks that may have
accounted for the contradictory findings. These smilarities and differences will be
explored before conclusons are drawn.

Treatment Condderations

The trestments of these various studies contained important differencesin the
length of the trestment, location of play treetment, and amount of adult intervention
present in the treatment. Nine studies reviewed ( Dansky & Silverman, 1973, 1975; Li,
1978; Pepler & Ross, 1981; Smith & Dutton, 1979; Smith & Simon, 1983, 1985; Smith,

Simon & Emborton, 1985; Vandenberg, 1981) confined their length of treatment to one

107



to three 10-minute sessions. Three sudies reviewed looked at the effect of play
distributed over years (Curran, 1993; Hartmann & Rollett, 1994; and Sefer, 1995).

Of the studies reviewed utilizing brief play treestments, only one (Smith & Simon,
1985) produced no significant effect resulting from the play trestment. All of the other
studies showed varying degrees of pogtive effect from participating in play. The study by
Smith and Simon (1985) showing no significant effect was, however, the study with the
most stringent research controls—implementing controls for testing bias, scoring bias,
and trestment bias that the researchers believed had plagued previous play research.
Research methods attempting to control for the biases highlighted by Smith and Simon
were implemented in this study. After designing the study to help control for these biases,
the results were the same.

The studies looking at longer play tresiments dl found significant postive effects
from the play trestment. The current study, which found no postive effects from the play
trestment, was 14 weeks long, much longer than those studies examining 10 minutes of
play, but much shorter than those studies that examined effects after years of play
experiences.

Of the brief studies, dl but one (Li, 1978) studied play without adult intervention.
Li (1978) used minima adult intervention in the attempt to provide a pretend mindset in
the child before play. All of the brief studies, with the exception of the 1985 Smith and
Simon study saw positive results for play—ather with minima or no adult intervention.
The studies that looked at longer periods of play (Curran, 1993; Hartmann & Rollett,

1994; and Sefer, 1995) used amixture of adult intervention and free play. The amount of
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adult intervention in the play activities was not a specified part of the treetment, nor was
it measured, however—which was problematic because it wasimpossible to partition off
which part of the measured gain was due to play and which part was due to specific adult
intervention. The current study sought to minimize adult intervention, to explore the

effect of free play, as did the brief studies—but found no gainsin improvisationd qudity
because of participation in the play experiences.

Task Condderations

The measurement tasks could be divided into two kinds: those thet relied on
objective measurement, and those thet relied on subjective measurement. The brief
sudies relied mostly on objective measurement of distinct behaviors. These
measurements included counting how many uses a child can name for a particular object,
the amount of time needed to solve a problem, the number and level of hints needed to
solve aproblem, or how much time was spent on and off task. Some of these objective
studies categorized answers into standard and nonstandard uses for objects, which
became somewnhat subjective, but interrater agreement was quite high as to what
congtituted standard and non-standard uses. At no time did the brief sudies atempt to
measure a holistic agpect such as quality.

The study by Curran (1993) looked at children’s play habits and used a subjective
measure to divide the children into categories as to their play habits. The effects of these
play habits, however were measured with severa objective measures. The two

longitudina studies that exposed children to play trestments (Hartmann & Rollett, 1994;
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Sefer, 1995) used subjective measures of holigtic behavior to provide a basis by which to
compare groups of students.

The current sudy utilized a subjective measure to measure holigtic behavior by
which to compare groups, as did the Hartmann and Rollett (1994) and Sefer (1995)
gudies. The measurement technique utilized was Smilar to these two longitudina
studies—it compared the qudity of task completion between groups by means of expert
judges after one group has received a series of play experiences. However, this study was
implemented with a 14-week trestment period, while the longitudind studies looked at
play taking place over aperiod of 4 to 5 years. It is possible that any benefitsto holistic
aspects of children’s cognitive growth that are derived from play can only be seen after
experiencing play over alonger period.
Conclusons

The findings of this study contradict the findings of the mgority of Sudies
reviewed in the area of play and cognitive development. Reasons for this might be that
participating in shorter play trestments may produce sgnificant differencesin discrete
behaviorsin the short term, whereas any discernible differences in the totd qudity of
work may not be visble in anything less than long-term studies. The conclusion of the
Simon and Smith (1985) who undertook the study that dso produced no positive effects
after play trestment, was that one 10-minute session is not enough time for benefits of
play to be redized. They suggested longer periods of time to fully appreciate the benefits

of play. This study, consisting of seven 20-minute play sessions over aperiod of 14
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weeks, may not have been long enough to produce results in haligtic behaviors. The
question of how long islong enough is till unanswered.

Play experiences may dso need to have adult intervention to produce the holigtic
changes that were discernible in the Hartmann and Rollett (1994) and Sefer (1995)
dudies. The current study was designed to remove adult intervention as avariable, which
may have contributed to the lack of discernible change. It is dso possible that the
interaction of length of play and amount of adult intervention could have produced the
contradictory findings seen when the literature is viewed as awhole.

This study has provided a point of incongruity with the body of literature in the
area of play’s effect on cognitive development. The sdient points that could have caused
this incongruity seem to be length of study, type of dependent variable, adult
intervention, or an interaction of these variables.

Play and Music

The writings that provided support for the premise that play would enhance
improvisation in children (Addison, 1991; Endey, 1987; and Swanwick, 1988) compared
the process of improvising or composing music to the process of play, and found them
gmilar. These writers built a strong argument for the indusion of play in music
ingtruction. Studies carried out in the field by researchers (Kartomi, 1991; Marsh, 1995;
Merrill-Mirsky, 1988; and Riddell, 1990) documented children participating in musica
activities on the playground. The conclusons drawn from these researchers were that the
play aspect of playground music performance and the subsequent peer teaching evolving

from this play should be incorporated into the music classroom. Other studies reviewed
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(Littleton, 1991; Miller, 1983; Moorhead & Pond, 1978; Shelley, 1981; and Veldhuis,
1992) documented behaviors during play in a classroom setting that pointed to the
educationa benefits of free play within the music curriculum. In the informd

observations of children during their free play experiences during this sudy, the children
were found to participate in the same behaviors observed in previous studies on musical
play. Activities in which the sudents engaged included instrument and sound

exploration, figuring out songs by ear, Snging, moving, and making up music aone and

in groups. Some students spent time pretending to teach each other in amusic class,
taking turns being the teacher. Some students dressed up wearing as many insruments as
they could and then danced to make music. The sudents aso organized concert bands,
marching bands, and rock bands with the appropriate conductors, baton twirlers, or lead
sgngers. Severd children linked together the headsets and microphones for the 3 portable
piancs available to them and pretended to be arplane pilots making a variety of sound
effects with the pianos and their voices. A mgor preoccupation that happened every free
play sesson was drumming together in groups ranging in Sze from two to eight. This
study, however, found that those same free play behaviors, carried out over a semester’s
time, did not Sgnificantly enhance the qudity of children’simprovisaions.

The findings of this sudy suggest that free play during a semester’ stime, in and
of itsdlf, does not produce the growth in improvisationd qudity that was presumed by
those observing musicd play. A variable that may have affected the findings of this study
asto effect of play on improvisationd qudity could be that of time. As discussed

previoudy, a semester’ sworth of play may not have been enough to effect any
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discernible changes in a holigtic aspect such as quality of improvisation. The question
then could be asked: “How much timeis enough?’ This study devoted 20 minutes out of
every 2 hours available for instruction during a semester to free play. Is the amount of
time needed a greater percentage of available time, or isthe play time more vauable if
experienced over afew years? This question isworthy of exploration. However, the
answer may lie dsawhere—namdy in the issue of adult intervention in play.

The play investigated in this study was a pure form of play—free play. The
research was designed to limit adult intervention as much as possble to look at play, in
and of itsdf. By removing adult intervention as much as possible, any measured results
could be reasonably assured to be from the play and not from the finesse of any particular
adult intervening in the play. This free play—without adult intervention—produced
behaviors that corresponded to the behaviors other researchers had found. These
behaviors such as sound exploration, group impromptu performance, pretend play
involving music making, dancing, arranging insruments in groupings (such as low to
high, or sameness of sound source), or making up songs would lead many educators to
think that much learning was happening. However, these behaviors, as ddightful asthey
may be, may not actudly lead to growth in the quality of children’simprovisations. It
may be that adult intervention in the play processis necessary for the observed play
behaviors to contribute to the growth of improvisationa quality. For growth in
improvisationa ability to occur, we may need to directly teach to that task. Merdly being
exposed to the improvisationd materids, and being dlowed to experiment with them

may not lead to an improvement in qudity of the child’ simprovisations.
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The findings of this study which contradict the writings of those teachers
experiencing success with amusic curriculum that includes play, underscores the need of
those looking at play in music education to dso explore the issue of adult intervention in
play. Atwhich point of adult intervention in children’s play doesthe “play” ceaseto be
play and become ingtruction? In supporting a music curriculum that includes play, are we
actually advocating play as children experience play, or are we advoceating another type
of teaching style? If we are able to clearly delineste these boundaries, we will be able to
integrate findings from observationd studies of free play into our teaching Strategies.

| ssues of Measurement

This study used Amabile' s consensud assessment technique (Amabile, 1983) to
rate the quaity of children’simprovisations. The consensud assessment technique, in
various modified forms, has been used to rate musical compositions in research Situations
by Bangs (1992), Brinkman (1994), Hickey (1995), and Webster and Hickey (1995). The
studies undertaken by Bangs (1992), Brinkman (1994), and Webster and Hickey (1995)
experienced interjudge religbility estimates at relaively high levels (.76 to .96). However,
Hickey (1995) experienced unsatisfactory interjudge reliability estimates (.18 to .80) and
choseto discard 1/3 of her data. The remaining data—which rated the highest and lowest
compositions—produced rdiability estimates ranging from .62 to .93, which she judged
satisfactory.

In this study, initid interjudge reliability estimates ranged from .58 to .68,
requiring further exploration before they could be used with confidence. When the

judges’ ratings were analyzed further, however, they were found to vary somewhat
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consstently with each other. This supported the use of the means of the judges' ratings
for ascertaining the change in improvisationa quality between the pretest and the post
test as cdlled for by Amabile (1983). To further examine the findings, each judge's
individua ratings were subjected to an analysis of variance to see if they agreed with the
main findings. The findings from the andys's of variance of each individua judge's
ratings supported the main finding of no significant difference between groups. Each
judge, working within his or her own paradigm, had produced findings that substantiated
the ratingsasawhole.

The ultimate confidence in the findings achieved in this study supports the use of
the consensud assessment technique. Use of the consensual assessment technique
provides researchers with a measurement tool that gpproximates real world assessment,
which is hdpful in designing research that will benefit educators. However, the origind
reliability estimates produced in this study were disconcerting. In Amabile swork, she
does caution againgt judge fatigue as it contributes to lower reliability estimates, which
may have been the case in this study as each judge rated 216 improvisations. However, to
be useful as aresearch tool, any rating technique utilized needs to be able to ded with
larger sample sizes necessary to produce statistically sgnificant results. The consensud
as=ssment technique is of vaue for the holitic rating of musicd composition and
improvisation. However, the problem of low interjudge reliability needs to be addressed
through modification of the technique to facilitate the use of thistool in research

gtuations.
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Recommendations for Further Study

One of the areas that appears to need more study isthat of reconciling the
differing views of just what congtitutes musical play. Observationd studies have focused
on free play, while those writers providing description of music ingtruction incorporating
musica play seem to incorporate varying amounts of adult intervention. Theoretical work
that explored the definition of play outside of music and then applied these definitions to
play taking place within music education would provide the researcher more precise
measurement tools with which to work, and alow research on play to be shared across
disciplines.

This study attempted to start from the bottom up—that isto look at a pure form of
play that contained aslittle adult intervention as possible and to discover its effect on one
aspect of music education—the qudity of improvisation. Another way to look at this
might be to work from the top down—that is to define and describe successful musica
play experiences, and document the adult intervention involved in the implementation of
them. Varying amounts of adult intervention in play could then be tested for
effectiveness.

It isaso possble that play contributes to other areas of musica growth. The
literature reviewed points to the ability of play to enhance pogitive attitudes towards
school, development of technica ability through repetition, and development of voca
abilities. Research could be carried out in each of these areas to determine the role of play

in their development.

116



This study looked at improvisationa quaity—a holigtic variable. Although there
were no significant differences in the measured quality between groups, it is possible that
the improvisations contained other differences. Specific aspects of children’s
improvisational work may be affected by their participation in play experiences. Research
designed to understand how play experiences affect musica characteristics such as
length, melodic repetition and development, use of rhythm and timbre, or the child's
ability to replicate the improvisation would be of use in understanding the devel opment
of improvistiond ability in children.

Children were observed participating in avariety of activities during their play
time. A study that compared the activities in which the child engaged while playing and
any subsequent changes in improvisationa process or product might provide more ingght
into the role of play in this area.of musica development. Information on which play
activities were of more educationd vaue would assist in designing adult intervention to
make the most use of children’s play.

There was no ggnificant growth in improvisationd qudity found for any of the
groups over the semegter. Thisin and of itsdf was an interesting finding. It is possble
that the eclectic curriculum pursued in this school is not conducive to growth in
improvisationd ability. In this sudy, no effort was made to modify the basic music
curriculum areedy in place in the schoal. It would be enlightening to spend concentrated
time teaching improvisation skills, with and without free play time alotted, to discern if
free play, as part of adedicated program in improvisation and composition, would

enhance the qudity of children’simprovisations.
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Personal Observations
Aswithmogt studies, this one provided periphera information that was not a part
of the origina research questions. Other researchers pursuing astudy of play and young
children may find the following observations helpful. The observations have been
divided into two sections: suggestions for the implementation of musical play and
persond observations on musicd play.

Suggedions for the Implementation of Musica Play

From implementing the treatment in two different schools, some procedura
meattersthat may be of help to the classroom teacher wishing to try some play sessons, or
the researcher wishing to look at play are offered here. These are divided into three
sections physical recommendations, procedural recommendations, and instrument
considerations.

Physca Reguirements

The room in which the play is experienced, needsto be as large as possible, with
as much sound absorbing materid in the carpets, wals, and ceilings as possible. Noise is
problematic. The play area should also be located in a part of the schoal building in
which it will not disturb otherstrying to have a“norma” classroom experience. Clocks
should be visible, as bellswon't be able to be heard. Also, the administration needs to be
aware that any bells rung for emergency drills probably won't be heard, and the

classroom would need to be natified of emergency drillsin another way.
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The children liked to arrange small areas for themsdves from tables, movesble
bulletin boards, or desks. It might be helpful to have some partitions available for them to
congtruct their own separate aress.

It is helpful to have instrument storage that is child-accessible. This dlowsthe
Sudents to be responsible for the care of the instruments, and aso, in having the children
put the room back in order, provides closure on the activity to be able to trangtion back
to anorma school environment.

Procedurd Recommendations

The children need to be secure in what is expected of them. Definite guideines
that are set from the beginning of the sesson asto the limits of the children’s behavior
prevents the supervising adult from continualy intervening in behavior for disciplinary
purposes. For mogt of the children, play in aclassroom is anew experience, and they are
very unsure of what to expect. The supervisng adult needs to have in mind where the
limits are before the play is begun.

From 20 to 30 minutes seemed to be the optimal time for musical play for groups
of firgt, second, and third grade children. Some children could have played much longer,
but others had trouble staying involved for much longer than that.

Instrument Consderations

The ingruments held up well during the play trestment. It was found during the
first semester of play trestment, however, that wooden maracas, guiros, and bongo drums
were susceptible to breskage. The other hand drums survived just fine. The xylophones,

metallophones, and glockenspiels with removable bars a so survived without breskage.
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Children a both schools had been trained by the regular teachers on the proper removal
of the bars, and were reminded about the procedure when they obvioudy were interested
in taking the instruments apart.

The keyboard instrument with headphones was awonderful part of the play
experience. Thisinsrument alowed children to have a spot of relative solitude during the
play time. It would be helpful to have severd of these, if possible.

The students were very interested in how instruments worked. They explored the
insde of the acoustic piano, and would have taken it completely apart, if they had been
dlowed to. It would have been helpful to have an older piano around for them to explore,
aswdl as any other acoustic instruments that would be available for dissection.

Personal Obsarvations on Musical Play

Firg, and foremost, musica play was a ddightful thing to behold—in my eyes. |
saw budding composition, curiogity, joy, humor, leadership, exploration of sound,
experimentation, and out and out fun. However, it was chaotic, it was loud, and | believe
it was the best when it verged on the edge of what many would cdl out of control. Indeed
for free play to happen, the children must perceive that they arein control of the
environment. While observing the musica play, 1 thought, as had many other observers
of musica play whose works | have reviewed, that the educationd benefits from dl this
uninhibited music making would be grest.

However, thislack of order was viewed differently by four other educators who
observed various segments of the first semester’ s implementation of the free play

treatment (Filot Study 11). There was concern that the children, once they had
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experienced such freedom in the classroom, would not tolerate “norma” music
ingtruction. There was also concern that the freedom alowed in the music classroom,
which was not the ordinary behavior dlowed in the school, would cause the regular
classroom teachers to have to devote more of their time to discipline. There was concern
for the safety of the costly musical instruments, and concerns that the children would
perceive the instruments as toys ingtead of as ingruments cagpable of making fine music.
There was concern that the children would learn wrong performance techniques during
ther play, and that fixing those bad habits would be quite time consuming. Each teacher
was surprised the children did not become bored and were willing to play the whole
period dlotted. Three of the teachers thought the play was quite awaste of time, while
the fourth saw some vauein it, but did not believe the negetives outweighed any possible
positive outcome. My belief, after watching a semester’ s worth of musica play, was that
the promise it held for musicd learning far outweighed any possible problemsin
discipline or instrument repair.

This dichotomy between my perception of the play experience and other
educators perception of the same experience was disturbing. It was particularly
disurbing after redizing the data from this sudy showed no positive effect of dl of this
play on the qudity of the Sudents improvisations.

This study was birthed out of my intuition about play after watching smal groups
of my students come into the music classroom during their lunch periods and after school
hours and ask to “play around” with the ingruments. | sllently observed their play. They

were sometime sdf-conscious, but most times forgot their inhibitions and just enjoyed
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their free time with insruments whose use was very much controlled during the regular
music classtime. They experimented with sound, figured out songs by ear, composed
songs, made up dances—things | did with them in music dass.

During the subsequent reading about children’s play that | pursued, | became
intrigued with the writings of Donald Pond about his experiences with the Rillsbury
Study (Pond, 1981). His description of the behaviors of the children at play rivaed that of
some of the behaviors | managed to maneuver my studentsinto during my most
wonderfully planned out lessond | began to wonder what they could do with time and
materids without my interference in their music making.

From thisintuition, informa observation, and Donald Pond’ s spark of
encouragement, aforma study was begun. | found that others had documented what
children do when they play with musica materids, but no one had actualy determined if
that “playing around” was able to propd the children forward in their musical education.
| reasoned that, if anything, improvisation was probably the aspect of musical education
most likely to benefit from musica play—and set about to seeif indeed that was true.
The result of that quest was this sudy.

This research has provided information to help answer the question of
whether play is beneficid for achild’s growth in improvisationd ability. In and of itsdf,
free play does not appear to produce effectsin tota improvisationd qudity over the
period of a semester. However, too many questions remain unanswered as to other facets
of itsrolein the musica education of children. These questions are worthy of our efforts

as researchers to provide guidance for the music educator.
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APPENDIX A

CONSENT DOCUMENTS

Dear Parents,

The firgt, second, and third grades a [Name of School] Elementary School have
been chosen to participate in aresearch project in the area of music during the spring
semester of thisyear. Ms. Tammie Burger is heading the project as part of her doctora
dudies a the Univergity of North Texas. The project islooking a how to best help
children learn to compose music. The children will be videotaped as they do their music
activities at various times during the semester. The individua children’s names will not
be used in the find report. The information gathered from this study will be used to help
teachers learn more about young children’s credtivity.

We are very excited to be able to participate in this project. The music activities
are both fun and educationa for the children. Y our permission is necessary for your child
to participate. Please fill out the permission dip below, indicating whether or not you
would like your child to participate and return it to your child’'s homeroom teacher. If you
have any questions about the project, please fed free to contact [names of principal,
musi ¢ teacher, and researcher with phone numbers given|.

Sincerdly,

[Principa’s Name]
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| do grant permission for my child, , to participate in the music

research project at [Name of School] Elementary School during the Spring Semester of
1999.

| do not grant permission for my child, , to participate in the

music research project at [Name of School] Elementary School during the Spring

Semester of 1999.

Signed Date

(Parent or Guardian’s signature)
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Ingtitutional Review Board for Human Subjects Research Consent L etter

8— 7-00; 1:38PM; ;940+565+4277 # 2/

University of North Texas
Sponsored Projects Administration

August 24, 1998

Tammie Burger
811 Quincy
Plainview, TX 79072

Re: Human Subjects Application No. 98-151
Dear Ms. Burger:

As permitted by federal law and regulations governing the use of human subjects in
research projects (45 CFR 46}, | have conducted an expedited review of your
proposed project titled "The Effect of Free Play on Certain Aspects of Music
Achievement.” The risks inherent in this research are minimal, and the potential
benefits to the subjects outweigh those risks. The submitted protocol and informed
consent form is hereby approved for use of human subjects on this project. '

The UNT IRB must re-review this project prior to any modifications you make in the
approved project. Please contact me if you wish to make such changes or need
additional information.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Sincerely,

Walter C
Chair, ln\ tiptitional Review Boa

WZ:sb

cc: IRB Members

P.0. Box 305250 » Denton, Texas 76203-5250
(940) 565-3940 » Fax (940) 565-4277 » TDD (300) 735-2989
e-mail: lane @abn.unt.edu
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APPENDIX B

TESTING PROTOCOL

Ingtructions for Testing
Thank you so much for heping with this project—I do appreciate your time!
Bdow isthelig of ingructions—if anything is unclear, please fed free to ask questions.
1. Makesurethetesting Steis pre-set for the student. The instruments should be
arranged to be accessible, and the video recorder should be set and focused. There
should be an “X” on the floor where the student will sit to perform. The student’s
number placard should be set on its own “X” S0 the number is visible on the video
camera.
2. Conault your list and get the student to be tested from the music classroom and bring
him or her to the testing Site.
3. Make sure the number placard is flipped to the correct number and verify the child's
name is the one assgned to that number.

4. A the sudent to St down on the “X”. Sit down on the floor with him or her and

begin the script.

Script
Do you know the story of “Goldilocks and the Three Bears’? Y ou are going to get

to compose music that will go with the story. We will need four different pieces of music.
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| have pictures here that will help us remember where the music goes (SHOW
PICTURES HERE)—one for the Bears when they are happy and going out into the
woods for amorning walk, one for Goldilocks when sheisfaling adeep in the Baby
Bear’ s Bed, another one for when Baby Bear finds Goldilocks has broken his chair and is
angry, and the last one for Goldilocks when sheis afraid and running away into the
forest. Your music may be aslong or as short asyou like. Y our music can have words, or
it doesn't have to have any words if you don’t want it to. We need four pieces of music:
(POINT TO APPROPRIATE PICTURE) happy bear waking music, going to deep
music, angry bear music, and afraid, running through the forest music. | am going to
leave you done for afew minutes so you can make up your music. Y ou may take aslong
asyou like to make up your music. I'll be outsde in the halway reading a book. When
you are ready, let me know and we will make a performance together! | will tell the story
and you can play your music a the appropriate times in the story. Let me know when you
are ready.
(WAIT FOR CHILD TO SIGNAL HE OR SHE ISREADY).

Now | am going to read the ory, and when the time comes for your music, I'll
point to the picture so you will know it istimeto play your music.

“Once upon atime there were three bears. A Papa bear, aMama bear and a Baby
bear. Mama bear had just put the porridge on the table when they decided to go for a
morning walk in the beautiful sunshine (POINT TO APPROPRIATE PICTURE AND
HAVE CHILD PLAY MUSIC). Very soon dfter they left, Goldilocks came to their house

and knocked on the door. When no one answered, she went on in. She was very hungry,
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s0 she sat down at the kitchen table to eat. She tasted Papa Bear’ s porridge. It was TOO
hot! She tasted Mama Bear’ s porridge. It was too cold. She tasted Baby bear’s porridge.
It was just right, so she aeit dl up!

“She went into the living room and looked for a place to St down. She sat on Papa
Bear'schair. It was too hard! She sat on Mama Bear’s chair. It was too soft. She sat on
Baby Bear’schair. It was just right! But then... it broke!

“She was sorry she broke the chair and went upstairs to take a nap. Shelay on
Papa Bear’ s bed. It was too hard. She lay on MamaBear’ s bed. It was too soft. Shelay on
Baby Bear’ s bed. It was just right. She closed her eyes, and before she knew it, she
drifted off to deep (POINT TO APPROPRIATE PICTURE AND HAVE CHILD PLAY
MUSIC).

“Just then, the Bears came home. Papa bear said “ Someone' s been eating my
porridge!” Mama Bear said “ Someone’ s been eating my porridgel” Baby Bear sad:
“Someone' s been eating my porridge, and they ateit dl up!”

“The Bears went into the living room. Papa Bear said “ Someone' s been Sitting in
my chair!” Mama Bear said “ Someone' s been stting in my chair!” Baby Bear said
“ Someone s been sitting in my chair and they’ ve broken it up!” Baby Bear was very
angry! (POINT TO APPROPRIATE PICTURE AND HAVE CHILD PLAY MUSIC).

The Bears went upstairs. Papa Bear said “ Someone' s been deeping in my bed!”
Mama Bear said “ Someone' s been deeping in my bed!” Baby Bear said “ Someone's

been degping in my bed, and here sheidl”
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Goldilocks opened her eyes and yawned after her nice ngp. When she saw the
bears, she was very afraid and jumped up and ran through the forest dl the way home!
(POINT TO APPROPRIATE PICTURE AND HAVE CHILD PLAY MUSIC).

The end!
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APPENDIX C

SUMMARY OF LESSON PLANS AND PHY SICAL ASPECTS OF THE ROOM

Summary of Lesson Plans
The generd curriculum for the first through third gradesis an eclectic mix of
musica literacy, performance, and composition with Orff Instruments, support of the
generd classroom curriculum, and movement. The following table summarizesthe
content covered during the regular sessions attended by both treatment and contral.
Table C1

Summary of Lesson Plans

1¥ Grade 2" Grade 3% Grade

Week 1  Steady best, Movement, Repertoire,

movement, literacy same/different repertoire,  compaosition, ABA

preparation 16'™ notes, classroom form, aurd recognition
curriculum support of rhythm
Week 2 Review, rhythm, Rhythm, solfege, Orff Rhythm, solfege, Orff
versalrefrain, PTO odinao, ligening odinao, ligening,
program
table continues

133



1* Grade

2% Grade

39 Grade

Week 3  PTO program,
ligening, dramétic

movement

Week 4  PTO program

Week 5  PTO program

Week 6  PTO program

Week 7 PTO program

Improvisation and style,

Mendel ssohn, tempo,

rhythm notation.

Orff orchestration, class

curriculum support,
rhythm and solfege

notation

Vocd technique, rhythm

notation, listening

Solfegelletter name
notation, movement,

ligening

Movement, solfege,
rhythm notation,
ligening, indrumenta

ostinato
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Mendelssohn, musical
aphabet, aurd timbre
recognition, string
family

Note names,
movement, rondo
form, theme and
varidions,
composition

Vocd technique,
rhythm notation,
ligening

Ligening, vocd
technique, solfege,
letter names, rhythm
notation

Theme and variations,
ligening, Bach, notes

and rhythm drill

table continues



1% Grade 2" Grade 3% Grade
Week 8  PTO program Repertoire, movement, Listening, repertoire,
rhythm dictation note names.
Week 9  Repertoire, solfege, Sign language, solfege Vocd technique,
ligening drill, timbre repertoire
identification, rhythm
drill
Week 10  Repertoire, solfege, Vocd technique, Vocd technique,
rhythm ligening, Syle, solfege solfege drill, rhythm
drill, classroom
curriculum support
Week 11  Nature sounds, Voca technique, solfege, Ligtening, Solfege,
composition, ligening, music of repertoire
ligening different cultures
Week 12 Style, credtive Repertoire roundsinging ~ Vocd technique,
movement, with ingrument instrument ogtinato,
ingrument ogtinatos, Vocd note names, solfege,
accompaniment technique, solfege drill repertoire.
Week 13 Playing instruments, Instrument aurd Round snging with
rhythm band, identification, songswith instrument ostinatos.
conducting. movement.
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1% Grade 2% Grade 39 Grade

Week 14  Sounds around us, Repertoire, solfege and Vocd technique and
strong and weak rhythm drill, movement repertoire.
bests, Orff

ingrumentation of

Songs

Physica Aspects of The Music Room

The classroom was carpeted, brightly lit, and large, measuring 30 feet by 30 feet.
Other than the teacher’ s dek, file cabinets, and acoustic piano, the space was open.
Storage for instruments was in two large storage rooms off the main classroom. The
ingruments that were used for the play trestment were the same ones utilized during
regular music ingruction with dl groups. The instruments were placed around the room
during the play trestment sessons. Students were alowed to move the ingruments
wherever they chose, with the exception of the acoustic and eectronic pianos. The

ingdruments available during this sudy are listed in Table C2.
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Table C2

Inventory of Classroom Equipment
Acoudtic Fiano Drum-10inch (2) Slap stick
Alto Glockenspidl Drum-8inch (2) Soprano Glockenspiel

Alto Metdlophone
Alto Xylophone (3)
Bass Xylophone
Bongo Drums
Castanets (1)
Claves (3)
Cymbds

Diatonic resonator bdls

Drum—snare
Electronic Piano

Guiro tone blocks (3)
Jngle Sticks (10)
Mallets (various kinds)
Maracas (1 pair)
Rhythm sticks (15 pair)

Sand Blocks (8 pair)

Soprano Metallophone (2)

Soprano Xylophone (2)
Tambourines (3)

Tenor Metdlophone (2)
Tenor Xylophone (2)
Triangles (5)

Wood Blocks (2)

Wrig Jngles (6)
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APPENDIX D

INSTRUCTIONS FOR JUDGES AND RATING FORM

Judges Indructions

Thank you for your timein judging these children’s improvisations. | do
gppreciate and value your input!

Y ou should have 3 tapes (one preview tape, tape 1 and tape 2) and a notebook.
The notebook contains Judges Ingtructions, Adjudication Formsfor tape 1 and tape 2, a
reference copy of the script used to dicit the improvisationa responses, and amailing
label with which to return the tapes and adjudication sheets to me.

In explanation of the project, dl students were requested to improvise/compose

music to accompany four specific parts of the story of Goldilocks and the Three Bears at

different points during the previous semester. | have included a copy of the script used to
elicit the responses to clarify the task the children were asked to complete. Y our ratings
of the improvisations/'compositions will provide data used to eval uate teaching methods.
Y ou will berating dl theimprovisations on tapes 1 and 2 asto their quality by
placing an X on the gppropriate spot on a5-point Likert scale with 1 indicating poor and
5 indicating superior. Y our rating provides one number that is a holigtic evauation of the
quality of dl four segments. If you decide to rate avideo clip between numbers, it will be

interpreted at the mid-point—for example, an X placed between the numbersof 2 and 3
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will be interpreted as 2.5—unless you indicate otherwise (i.e. 2.2, or 2.8, etc.). Please use

the entire Likert scae to provide the best differentiation between

improvisations/compaogitions. The subjects will not be informed of their ratings.

Please rate dl video clips during one day. Y ou may take abreak between tapes,

but for reliability purposes, the tapes need to be evauated close in time to each other. The

preview tape requires 15-20 minutes and the other two tapes require 2 hours each.

Specific Judaing Directions

1.

~

View the preview tgpe. Thisisto give you a generd idea of the breadth of qudity of
the subjects improvisations/compositions. These do not need to be rated, but are
merely to orient you to the subjects abilities.

View tape 1 and mark ratings during the 10- second blackout times between video
clips. If you need to stop the tape and rewind for any reason, please fed freeto do so.
Y ou may view each clip as many times as you desire.

At this point you may take a break, if desired.

View tape 2 and mark ratings during blackout times between video clips. If you need
to stop the tape and rewind for any reason, please fed freeto do so. You may view
each clip as many times as you desire.

After finishing the evauations, please make a copy of them for backup in case the
post office misplaces your package.

Put dl materidsin the box in which they were sent, atach the mailing label, and put
it in the mail to me,

If you have any questions, please fed free to contact me.
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Judges Rating Form
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APPENDIX E

DESCRIPTIONS OF JUDGES HIGH AND LOW RATINGS

Introduction

To provide a more complete understanding of the judges ratings, descriptive
information on examples of improvisations receiving each judge s highest and lowest
scoresis given. Included in the information are the ratings given by the other judges on
the same improvisation and descriptive information about the music itsdf for each of the
four sections of the improvisation requested of the children.

Highest Ratings

Judge One

The highest rating given by Judge One was a4.0. The other two judges rated the
same improvisation 4.5 and a5.0. The Bear Waking improvisation lasted 20 seconds and
was played on the xylophone using two mdlets. It wasin three sections. Thefirst and
last sections were smilar in melody and rhythm in a 6/8 meter. The middle section
conssted of severd glissandi, both up and down the instrument. The piece ended with
both mdlets playing smultaneoudy. The second improvisation, Goldilocks Faling
Adeep, lasted 50 seconds and was played with two malets mainly on the glockenspid,
intermittently adding the metalophone for emphasis. A one-measure motive returned

repeatedly. The end dowly died avay. The third improvisation, Angry Little Bear, |asted
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for 35 seconds and was in 6/8 meter. It was played with two malets, one on the
xylophone and one on the glockenspiel. There were not recurring themes and the piece
ended with three loud chords. The last improvisation, Goldilocks Running Away, lasted
12 seconds. Firdt the child used the jingle taps as amallet to play the drum, then switched
to usng adavetdick to play the drum while playing the jingle taps with his other hand.
The beat was even with an accel erando and crescendo &t the end.
Judge Two

The highest rating given by Judge Two was a5.0. The other two judges rated the
same improvisation 3.5 and 4.0. The Bears Waking improvisation lasted 10 seconds and
was played on the xylophone and a maraca. It was in 4/4 meter and had a repeated
motive. The piece had atond center. The second improvisation, Goldilocks Faling
Adeep, lasted 5 seconds and was played with one mallet on the glockenspid. It consisted
of 2 two-measure phrases that were related melodically and rhythmically. Thefirst one
ended unresolved, and the second one ended on the tonal center. The third improvisation,
Angry Little Bear, lasted 7 seconds and was played with one hand on the drum. The piece
congsted of quick, steady drumbesats with accents that did not follow a metric pattern.
The last improvisation, Goldilocks Running Away, lasted 7 seconds and was played by a
maracaand a pair of sand blocks at the sametime. It conssted of loud, even, fast bests.
Judge Three

The highest rating given by Judge Three was a 5.0. The other two judges rated the
same improvisation 2.5 and 4.5. The Bears Waking improvisation lasted 55 seconds and

was played on the xylophone with two malets. The meter wasin 4/4, subdivided into
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triplets. The rhythm pattern repeated with a wandering melodic pattern. The
improvisation began and ended with atona center. The second improvisation, Goldilocks
Faling Adeep, lasted for 45 seconds and was played on the glockenspid with two
mallets. The tempo was dower and the dynamic level was softer. The rhythmic pattern
and melodic wandering sounded smilar to, but not exactly like, the Bear Walking
improvisation. The third improvisation, Angry Little Bear, lasted 12 seconds and was
played on the drum. The dynamics varied back and forth between loud and soft. Two
mallets were used. There was a definite sense of tempo and a marked accelerando at the
end. The last improvisation, Goldilocks Running Away, was played on the xylophone

and lasted 25 seconds. It had rhythmic and melodic patterns similar to the first two

improvisations. It was distinguished by a marked ritardando at the end.

Lowes Ratings

Judge One

The lowest rating given by Judge One was a0.5. The other two judgesrated the
same improvisation 1.0 and 1.0. The child picked up amallet but did not play an
ingrument for any of the improvisations. He was encouraged by the adminigtrator, but

just shook his head from side to side.

Judge Two

The lowest rating given by Judge Two was a 1.0. The other two judges also rated
thisimprovisation 1.0. When the time came to play the first improvisation, the child
dated that she didn’t have music for thisimprovisation, but had music for the other three.

On the second improvisation, the child scraped the rhythm sticks once. At the time for the
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third improvisation, the child stated she didn’t have music for this one ether. For the
fourth improvisation, the child picked up sand blocks, but then decided not to play.
Judge Three

The lowest rating given by Judge Three was a 1.0. The other two judges rated this
improvisation 1.0 and 1.5. The Bears Waking improvisation lasted 10 seconds and
conssted of 15 even beats played with amdlet on the drum. The second improvisation,
Goldilocks Faling Adeep, conssted of 1 beat played with amadlet on the drum. The
third improvisation, Angry Little Bear, lasted 13 seconds and consisted of even, quicker
beets on the drum. The last improvisation, Goldilocks Running Away, lasted 6 seconds
and conssted of besats on the drum that did not fal into a tempo and sped up somewhat at

the end.
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APPENDIX F

INDIVIDUAL SUBJECT'SRATINGS

TableF-1

First Grade—Control Group

Judgel Judgel Judge2 Judge2 Judge3 Judge3 Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest  Post test

1 15 15 15 2.0 25 3.0 1.83 2.17
2 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 2.67 3.00
3 15 10 20 15 3.0 15 217 1.33
4 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 3.33 3.83
5 1.0 1.0 20 2.5 25 3.0 1.83 2.17
6 2.0 35 20 35 4.0 4.5 2.67 3.83
7 2.0 1.0 2.0 15 35 2.0 2.50 1.50
8 15 15 25 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.00 2.17
9 15 15 20 2.5 35 3.0 2.33 2.33
10 15 15 25 2.5 2.0 2.0 2.00 2.00
11 15 25 20 4.5 35 4.0 2.33 3.67
12 2.0 35 2.0 4.5 25 3.0 2.17 3.67
13 2.0 25 35 3.0 30 3.0 2.83 2.83
table continues
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Judgel Judgel Judge?2 Judge2 Judge3d Judge3 Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest  Posttest

14 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.50 4.33
15 1.0 15 15 25 2.0 2.0 1.50 2.00
16 10 15 15 25 15 3.0 1.83 2.33
17 2.0 15 25 15 4.0 35 2.83 217
TableF-2
First Grade—Treatment

Judgel Judgel Judge? Judge2 Judge3 Judge3  Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

18 10 1.5 15 3.5 25 4.0 1.67 3.00
19 1.0 1.0 2.0 15 2.0 1.0 1.67 1.17
20 15 2.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 2.17 2.67
21 2.0 2.0 35 2.5 35 3.0 3.00 2.50
22 2.0 2.0 2.0 15 20 3.0 2.00 2.17
23 2.0 1.5 2.5 2.0 3.0 2.5 2.50 2.00
24 2.0 1.5 2.5 2.5 35 2.0 2.67 2.00
25 15 2.5 2.5 15 3.5 35 2.50 2.50
26 15 1.0 2.5 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.33 2.00
27 5 15 1.0 3.5 1.0 3.0 .83 2.67
28 2.0 2.0 2.5 2.5 3.0 35 2.50 2.67

table continues

149



Judgel Judgel Judge2 Judge2 Judge3 Judge3  Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

29 2.0 15 2.0 4.5 3.0 4.0 2.33 3.33
30 25 2.5 3.0 35 4.0 35 3.17 3.17
31 10 10 10 1.0 1.0 10 1.00 1.00
32 2.0 15 4.0 25 3.0 35 3.00 2.50
Table -3
Second Grade—Control

Judgel Judgel Judge2 Judge2 Judge3 Judge3  Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest  Posttest

33 2.0 2.0 25 3.0 20 25 2.33 2.67
34 1.0 15 2.0 25 20 3.0 1.67 2.33
35 15 2.0 2.0 20 25 3.0 2.00 2.33
36 15 2.0 35 2.0 3.0 35 2.67 2.50
37 15 35 3.0 35 30 5.0 2.50 4.00
38 10 15 15 25 15 3.0 1.33 2.33
39 1.0 15 2.0 15 25 3.0 1.83 2.00
40 2.0 35 3.0 35 3.0 3.0 2.67 3.33
41 25 35 4.5 35 5.0 5.0 4.00 4.00
42 25 3.0 35 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.33 3.67
43 2.0 2.5 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 2.67 3.50
44 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 4.0 30 3.00 2.83

table continues
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Judgel Judgel Judge2 Judge2 Judge3 Judge3 Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

45 2.0 2.5 2.0 25 25 35 2.17 2.83
46 1.0 10 15 2.0 20 25 1.50 1.83
47 3.0 2.0 3.0 25 35 4.0 3.17 2.83
48 30 25 25 25 35 35 3.00 2.83
49 2.0 10 25 15 3.0 1.0 2.50 1.17
50 2.0 2.0 25 25 35 25 2.67 2.33

Table F-4

Second Grade—Trestment

Judgel Judgel Judge2 Judge2 Judge3d Judge3 Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

51 2.0 2.5 3.0 2.5 4.0 3.0 3.00 2.67
52 15 2.0 2.5 2.5 4.0 2.5 2.67 2.33
53 10 2.0 15 3.5 1.5 3.0 1.33 2.83
54 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 2.50 2.33
55 10 15 15 2.0 1.0 3.0 117 217
56 1.25 15 2.5 2.0 2.5 2.0 2.08 1.83
57 2.0 2.5 2.0 2.5 2.5 3.0 2.17 2.67
58 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.67 2.67
59 3.0 3.0 4.5 3.5 4.5 5.0 4.00 3.83
60 2.0 2.5 2.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 2.50 3.00

table continues
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Judgel Judgel Judge2 Judge2 Judge3 Judge3  Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest  Posttest

61 25 20 25 25 3.0 35 2.67 2.67
62 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 25 3.0 1.83 2.33
63 3.0 25 35 30 30 15 3.17 2.33
64 4.0 25 3.0 35 35 35 2.50 3.17
65 15 20 20 25 35 35 2.33 2.67
66 35 3.0 5.0 25 4.0 4.5 4.17 3.33
67 2.0 15 35 2.0 4.0 25 3.17 2.00
68 15 25 1.5 30 30 35 2.00 3.00

Table F-5

Third Grade—Control

Judgel Judgel Judge2 Judge2 Judge3 Judge3  Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

69 2.0 2.5 35 2.5 4.0 3.5 3.17 2.83
70 15 3.0 2.5 4.0 2.0 3.5 2.00 3.50
71 25 1.5 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.50 2.50
72 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.5 3.5 4.0 3.17 3.50
73 25 2.0 3.0 2.0 35 35 3.00 250
74 2.5 15 3.0 2.5 3.5 4.0 3.00 2.67
75 2.0 15 2.0 2.5 3.5 3.0 2.50 2.33
76 3.0 2.5 3.5 2.5 5.0 4.0 3.83 3.00
77 1.0 1.5 1.5 15 2.0 2.0 1.50 1.67

table continues
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Judgel Judgel Judge2 Judge2 Judge3 Judge3  Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest  Posttest

78 2.0 25 3.0 25 35 35 2.83 2.83
79 2.0 25 25 35 4.0 4.0 2.83 3.33
80 20 25 20 2.0 25 25 2.17 2.33
81 20 25 25 20 4.0 3.0 2.83 2.50
82 3.0 25 4.0 4.0 4.0 25 3.67 3.00
83 2.0 20 25 25 35 3.0 2.67 2.50
84 3.0 25 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.67 2.50
85 15 15 20 25 25 25 2.00 217
86 15 15 20 20 4.5 2.0 2.67 1.83
87 15 25 25 25 35 4.0 2.50 3.00
88 25 20 3.0 35 4.0 35 3.17 3.00

Table F-6

Third Grade—Treatment

Judgel Judgel Judge2 Judge2 Judge3 Judge3  Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest  Posttest

89 3.0 20 35 35 4.0 4.0 3.50 3.17

90 35 30 25 4.0 4.0 35 3.33 3.50

9 25 20 25 25 35 35 2.83 2.67

92 20 20 15 3.0 25 3.0 2.00 2.67

93 1.0 15 20 2.0 3.0 4.0 2.00 2.50
table continues
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Judgel Judgel Judge2 Judge2 Judge3 Judge3  Mean Mean
Subject Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest  Posttest

94 1.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.17 2.33
95 2.5 2.5 3.5 2.5 3.5 3.0 3.17 2.67
96 5 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 117 1.33
97 2.5 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.5 4.0 3.00 3.00
98 15 2.0 2.5 15 35 2.5 2.50 2.00
99 1.5 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 1.83 2.67
100 2.0 1.0 4.0 2.0 3.5 2.0 3.17 1.67
101 25 3.0 3.5 3.0 5.0 4.0 3.67 3.33
102 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.5 3.0 4.0 2.33 2.83
103 3.0 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 35 2.83 2.83
104 35 2.5 3.5 3.5 35 3.0 2.50 3.00
105 2.5 3.5 2.5 3.0 3.5 3.5 2.83 3.33
106 15 1.5 2.5 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.33 217
107 20 3.5 2.5 3.5 3.5 4.5 2.67 3.83
108 20 2.0 2.5 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.50 2.00
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