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Abstract

Children increasingly encounter music through recordings, short-form video and
platforms that make editing and remixing ordinary parts of listening. Primary mu-
sic curricula, by contrast, still give most space to singing, instrumental work,
movement, listening and notation. This article asks what might be gained by treat-
ing production as part of general primary music rather than as an optional technol-
ogy activity. The discussion draws on work in composition, informal learning, stu-
dio pedagogy, elementary production, playful music teaching and teacher self-ef-
ficacy. Production is used here for the work that takes place when musical ideas
are recorded and shaped. It includes compositional decisions, but also editing, ar-
ranging, mixing and the handling of a finished recording. The aim is not to displace
performance. It is to make room for forms of musical participation that are often
less visible in a live lesson. A developmental pathway is proposed in which close
listening leads into recording, manipulation, mixing and classroom sharing. The
article also considers the practical limits of this work, particularly teacher prepa-
ration, access to equipment, assessment and the need to keep production connected
to embodied music making.

Keywords
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1. Problem Statement and the Mediated Musical Childhood

For many children, music already arrives in mediated form: as a loop in a short video, an edited vocal, a remixed
excerpt, or a track heard repeatedly through headphones. This changes the kinds of questions that can enter a primary
classroom. A pupil may be less concerned with whether a melody can be sung accurately than with why the same
voice sounds different on a recording, why a beat seems heavier after mixing, or why one version of a song feels
more spacious than another. Touchette’s title, with the childlike exclamation “Well DAW! That’s Why I Don’t
Sound Like the Recording” (Touchette, 2025, p. 1), captures that curiosity well. The gap between a live classroom
sound and its recorded version is already a musical problem worth examining. Touchette also describes teachers
and pupils embarking on a music production journey that includes recording, manipulating sounds with a digital
audio workstation, and sharing music with others (2025, p. 2). Other work similarly suggests that production can
alter how pupils connect with and understand music (Touchette, 2025, pp. 1-2; Bell, 2016; Tobias, 2013; Kuhn &
Hein, 2021; Pendergast, 2021).
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An argument for production in primary music has to sit alongside the established place of singing rather than set
itself against it. The voice requires no specialist equipment and gives children direct experience of pitch, phrasing,
breath and musical interaction. In the YouthSing Ireland study, singing is presented as vital to musical development,
with the voice providing a key means of access (Mulvey, Fahey, & Phelan, 2026, p. 385). Swedish teachers make a
related point when they describe singing as embodied, multimodal and woven through the school day (Bojner et al.,
2024, pp. 212, 216-220). Production can begin from these familiar practices. A phrase that has already been sung
can be recorded, heard again, and compared with another take. Changing its level or adding reverb then becomes a
further musical decision. The material has not changed; the classroom has simply gained another way of attending
to it after the live moment has passed.

Teacher preparation is a more immediate constraint. The Finnish curriculum expects teachers to work across
singing, playing, movement, composition and listening, yet the time available for music in generalist teacher edu-
cation can be limited. Suomi, Hietanen, and Ruisméki (2022, p. 327) report that only 4% of the students fully agreed
that primary school teacher education had given them good musical skills to teach music. Romanian classroom
teachers also describe workload and lack of skill as practical difficulties, and they caution against treating technol-
ogy as a substitute for musical or pedagogical preparation (Milencovici et al., 2026, pp. 1-3). Russell-Bowie’s earlier
five-country study points to the same broader problem: teachers may be asked to teach more music than their training
has prepared them to handle confidently (Russell-Bowie, 2009, pp. 23-36). These findings are better read as a mis-
match between curricular breadth and preparation than as a simple deficit in teachers. That mismatch matters here
because production adds another area of musical work to an already crowded remit.

The argument developed here therefore treats music technology as a curriculum issue. Whether a school owns a
particular device is secondary to what pupils are expected to understand about recorded sound. Recordings, loops,
edits and mixes are already part of ordinary musical experience, so there is a case for making some of their processes
available for study in school (Green, 2008; Tobias, 2015; Bell, 2016; Hodgson, 2019). This is not a claim that
production is new to music education. Composition, informal learning and studio-based pedagogy provide clear
precedents. The narrower proposal is to bring parts of those traditions into a developmental pathway that a primary
generalist classroom can realistically use, while keeping questions of embodiment, teacher support, equity, assess-
ment and ethics in view. Production may also give pupils and teachers an entry into musical creation that does not
begin with notation, advanced piano playing or specialist ensemble skills (Touchette, 2025, pp. 5-11; Sepp, Kangas,
Hietanen, & Ruismiki, 2023, pp. 36-48). Performance remains part of the picture, but it need not be the only visible
sign of competence. The term sonic authorship is used here for children’s capacity to shape recorded sound through
musical choices. Recording, arranging, remixing and curating belong here alongside performing. The point is to let
children notice that a recording is made through choices, and that those choices can carry feeling, identity and social
meaning (Freire, 1970; Giroux, 2006; Green, 2008; Smith, Dines, & Parkinson, 2017; Touchette, 2025).

2. From Singing-centred Performance to Sound-Making as a Curricular Object

Primary music is distinctive partly because so much of its work happens in real time. A sung phrase exists in the
moment of singing; a class ensemble depends on people attending to one another while the music is happening.
That immediacy is educationally valuable. Swedish teachers describe singing as involving “all parts of the body and
mind” (Bojner et al., 2024, p. 210), while Byrne, Murphy, Ward, and McCabe (2024, pp. 1485-1488) show how
play, movement and music making can support learning through shared activity. These studies are a useful reminder
that primary music is not simply a set of musical outcomes. It is also a bodily and social practice. Any place given
to production should preserve that dimension rather than move the lesson wholesale to the screen.

The problem appears when live performance becomes the chief evidence by which musical ability is recognised.
A hesitant singer can quickly come to seem “less musical,” even if the same pupil has a sharp ear for balance, beat
design, arranging, or sound editing. A teacher who is uneasy about accompanying may also scale back what the
class attempts. The Finnish case makes this mismatch especially clear. Teachers are expected to provide “versatile
music activities,” including singing, playing, moving, composing, and listening (Suomi et al., 2022, p. 328), yet
their preparation may devote relatively little time to singing, listening, composing, or music technology. The average
provision reported is five ECTS, with considerable attention given to school or band instruments (Suomi et al., 2022,
pp- 328-329). In other words, breadth is expected in practice even when preparation remains compressed and shaped
by older hierarchies of skill.
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Production offers a way of widening that picture without asking performance to disappear. I use the term here for
musical work concerned with what happens to an idea when it is recorded and shaped: takes are chosen, material is
arranged, sounds are edited, balances are changed, and a recording is prepared to be heard by others. Composition
and production clearly meet, but their centres of gravity are not the same. Composition deals primarily with the
organisation of musical material—pitch, rhythm, harmony, form, and their relationships. Production deals with how
that material is realised and mediated in sound. A production decision may also be a compositional one, but micro-
phone choice, editing, mixing, spatial placement, and other engineering decisions cannot simply be collapsed into
composition. In this sense, production adds a further field of musical judgement rather than replacing compositional
work.

Once this distinction is made, an ordinary song can be heard differently in the classroom. Melody, rthythm, text,
and formal structure still matter, but so do the conditions under which those materials reach the listener. A vocal
line changes with microphone distance; a room changes the sense of space; EQ, pan, compression, and reverb alter
what comes forward and what recedes. Even a decision to keep a rough take or repeat a small fragment can affect
the character of the result. Touchette’s study offers a useful classroom example. Pupils listened to favourite record-
ings, separated performance features from production features, and then worked with original songs, covers, or
arrangements. They recorded physical and digital instruments, mixed them, rendered files, and shared the results
through classroom platforms (Touchette, 2025, pp. 6-10). In that curriculum, tracking was connected with timbre,
rhythm, pitch, and tempo, while mixing was linked with volume, pan, EQ, compression, reverb, and delay
(Touchette, 2025, p. 10). The point is not simply to add technical vocabulary. Familiar musical ideas remain in play,
but they are heard through a recorded process: timbre can be selected and reshaped, rhythmic parts can be aligned,
dynamics can be performed or mixed, and form can emerge through entries, cuts, loops, and contrasts in density.

Recording also changes who can make some of the musical decisions. In a live ensemble lesson, the teacher often
sets the tempo, stops the group, corrects an error, and decides when the result is satisfactory. Informal learning
research offers a precedent for distributing some of that authority. Musical Futures, for example, gives greater
weight to learning by ear, peer interaction and teacher facilitation; Gubbins (2024, p. 806) summarises its principles
as “playing first... explaining later,” “sound comes before symbol,” and “show don’t tell.” Playback makes a similar
shift possible in production work. Pupils can hear the same passage more than once, compare versions and give
reasons for keeping or changing a choice. Listening then becomes more than the recognition of musical features. It
may move from noticing an audible difference to identifying how it was produced, considering its expressive effect
and, where appropriate, discussing the social meanings attached to it (Corey, 2012; Hodgson, 2019; Izhaki, 2023;
Touchette, 2025, pp. 3, 6).

One consequence concerns participation. Live classroom music makes some abilities immediately visible: confi-
dence in singing, quick instrumental responses and secure performance are hard to miss. Other strengths can be less
obvious. A pupil who rarely volunteers to perform may nevertheless hear a balance problem quickly or make a
thoughtful editing decision. Production gives such contributions a musical purpose rather than treating them as
support work around the “real” music. Muci¢ (2025, pp. 1-13) reports higher motivation among pupils involved in
additional musical activities and also links everyday listening with pupils’ perceptions of general music lessons.
That finding does not by itself establish a case for production, but it supports a closer connection between classroom
work and the listening practices pupils already bring with them. Familiar recordings can become material for anal-
ysis, adaptation and discussion without becoming the whole curriculum.

Not every effect of such learning will show up in an immediate test. Matsunobu (2021, p. 15) notes the pressure
on music education to justify itself through outcomes that can be readily tested and quantified, even though the
significance of primary music may surface much later through memory, identity, or continued participation
(Matsunobu, 2021, pp. 14-27). Production may leave traces of the same kind. A pupil who has taken a recording
apart and rebuilt it may later listen with more attention, feel less hesitant about making something, recognise the
labour behind recorded music, or remember that a personal musical idea was once taken seriously by others.

For these reasons, the movement from singing-centred performance toward sound-making is better understood
as an enlargement of musical literacy than as a change of allegiance. Singing gives the child a bodily way into sound.
Production follows the sound beyond the moment of performance and asks what happens when it becomes a re-
cording. That difference matters because it makes the recorded track visible as a human-made artefact rather than a
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finished commodity that simply arrives. Table 1 sets the familiar performance-centred emphasis beside this addi-
tional production-oriented perspective.

Table 1. Conceptual movement from performance-centred music learning to production-oriented music learning

Dimension Performance-centred emphasis Production-oriented extension

Curricular ob- Music made through songs, voices, instruments, The recorded result itself: tracks, layers, timbre, balance, space,

ject movement, notation, and shared repertoire. editing, and circulation.
Learner iden- The most visible roles are usually singer, player, Additional roles include recording, arranging, beat-making, edit-
tity mover, performer, and listener. ing, mixing, and reflective listening.
Listening Attention is directed mainly to pitch, thythm,  Attention also turns to mediation: texture, placement, balance, ef-
practice form, style, and expressive quality. fects, and the choices behind the recording.

The teacher commonly demonstrates, accompa- The teacher sets up inquiry, listens with pupils, curates resources,

Teacher role . . . . L
nies, conducts, organises, and evaluates. questions choices, and handles ethical issues.

Evidence comes from the process: revision, collaboration, rea-
sons for sonic choices, and the relation between result and inten-
tion.

Assessment Accuracy, participation, ensemble discipline,
focus and completion of repertoire are prominent.

Visible confidence in performance can become  Technical display can displace music, while unequal equipment

Risk : . - . ;
an overly narrow sign of musical ability. and too much screen time can weaken access and embodiment.

3. A Production Education Framework for Primary Music in the Digital-intelligent Age

Listening is the most sensible place to begin. Without it, a DAW lesson can collapse into finding the right button.
For this framework, I distinguish four kinds of attention, although they overlap in practice. Discriminative listening
is the most basic: pupils notice differences in pitch, rhythm, timbre, texture, or dynamics. Technical listening asks
what in the recording process may have produced those differences - microphone distance, balance, pan, EQ, com-
pression, reverb, and so on. Aesthetic listening moves from identification to judgement: does the choice serve the
musical intention? Critical listening widens the question again by asking what a recorded sound communicates
socially, culturally, or ethically. The “technical ear” sits between noticing and judging; reflective listening is not a
fifth category, but the habit of returning to a sound, giving reasons, and changing one’s mind when necessary. None
of this requires a studio. A class can compare a live voice with a phone recording and a commercial track. Younger
pupils may begin with words such as near, far, crowded, empty, smooth, heavy, or echoing; older pupils can grad-
ually add track, take, layer, loop, pan, EQ, reverb, delay, volume, and export. Touchette shows that elementary
pupils can work at this level: they analysed favourite music, made original songs, covers, and arrangements, rec-
orded physical and digital instruments, edited and mixed them, rendered MP3s, and shared work through classroom
platforms (Touchette, 2025, pp. 6-10). One teacher moved from scepticism to asking, “If students were doing this
from grade three or four on and they were interested in this, what kind of producers would you have by the time
they get older?” (Touchette, 2025, p. 11). The question suggests that production need not wait until secondary school
or vocational training.

Recording matters pedagogically because it changes the temporal conditions of judgement. The class can return
to the same take instead of relying on memory of a moment that has already passed. A rhythm can be checked
against another track, and an unsuccessful take can be discussed without turning the mistake into a public endpoint.
This slower form of comparison may also have implications for self-efficacy. Sepp et al. (2023, pp. 38-45) studied
student teachers rather than primary pupils, so their findings cannot simply be transferred to children. Even so, their
account of mastery experiences and supportive feedback is relevant to the design of classroom tasks. When pupils
can hear an earlier recording beside a later one, improvement becomes available for inspection rather than remaining
a general comment from the teacher.

Editing introduces a different relationship to musical material. Once a sound has been recorded, pupils can work
on something that already exists rather than having to produce a new performance each time. A phrase can be
shortened, repeated or placed against another sound; a classroom recording can become part of a simple soundscape.
This is close to the iterative quality identified in Byrne et al.’s account of playful music learning (2024, pp. 1482-
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1488). The connection should not be overstated, since editing software does not make an activity playful by itself.
Its value is more modest: a pupil can test an idea, hear the consequence and revise it without treating the first version
as final. That makes experimentation easier to sustain in an ordinary lesson.

Mixing is often described in technical terms, but its classroom significance lies mainly in attention. A change in
level can make one contribution easier to hear and another less prominent. Pupils therefore encounter balance as
something audible rather than as a diagram or definition. There is an ethical dimension to this, although it should
not be romanticised: moving a fader is not, by itself, an exercise in democracy. It can, however, give a class a
concrete way to discuss whose contribution is being heard and why. This sits comfortably with the inclusive con-
cerns found in work on playful music, Musical Futures and primary singing (Byrne et al., 2024; Gubbins, 2024;
Bojner Horwitz et al., 2024). The Catalan study of teacher competencies is also relevant. Classroom management,
collaboration, adaptability and inclusion were valued more highly than technology-related competencies in that
setting (Fernandez-Barros & Casals, 2025, pp. 9-14). Production teaching therefore depends less on technical vir-
tuosity than on the teacher’s ability to organise musical attention and discussion.

For classroom purposes, the sequence ends with sharing and valuation. A finished file can be played to peers,
discussed, and revised, but the point is not to imitate the publicity culture of online platforms. Sharing is useful
because it gives musical choices an audience and therefore consequences. Questions that might otherwise seem
remote - who owns a recording, when a sample may be used, who should be credited, whether a classmate consented
to being recorded, or where a file may be posted - become concrete. Teachers also need to think about the emotional
risk of replaying a child’s voice in front of others. Keeping most sharing inside the classroom allows pupils to
encounter circulation and responsibility without turning school music into public self-promotion.

Taken together, listening, capture, manipulation, mixing, and sharing form a workable progression rather than a
professional studio workflow in miniature. At each point, something has to hold the technology in check. Table 2
translates that progression into classroom tasks and pairs each one with a practical safeguard.

Table 2. A primary music production pathway with safeguards

Stage Guiding question Classroom task Musical learning Safeguard

Listening foun-

What changed be-
tween the live sound

Start with a live voice, make
a simple classroom recording,

Pupils notice timbre, balance,
texture, distance, and simple

Let children describe what
they hear in ordinary lan-

dations . and compare both with one effects before naming tech-  guage before introducing
and the recording? . . .
commercial track. nical processes. specialist terms.
Record voices, body percus-  Attention shifts to tone, tim- ~ Agree on consent in ad-
What becomes pos- . o . . .
. sion, familiar objects, or ing, rhythm, the choice be- vance and do not use re-
Capture sible once a sound .
. classroom instruments and tween takes, and feedback play to expose or embar-
can be heard again? .
compare more than one take. from peers. rass a pupil.
Manipulation ~ What happens when  Cut a phrase, layer a loop, Pupils work with form, repe- Keep smging, movement,
A . . o physical sound, and other
and Arrange-  recorded material is  build a short section, or as- tition, contrast, rhythm, tex- .
. . off-screen activity inside
ment moved or repeated?  semble a small soundscape. ture, and deliberate choice. the task
Which sounds need Change volume, pan, reverb,  The class hears dynamics, Ask pupils to explain a
Mixin space, and which  or EQ, using simple visual or space, balance, and the effect change; do not reward
& ones are getting tactile comparisons where of one contribution on an- polish simply because it
lost? useful. other. sounds professional.
What changes when  Play the class track, explain ~ Pupils connect intention with . o
. . . o . Keep early sharing within
Sharing and  other people are go-  one or two choices, listen to critique, authorship, lan- .
. . . . the class before consider-
Valuation ing to hear there-  comments, and make a final ~ guage, and basic ethical re-

cording?

revision.

sponsibility.

ing any public platform.

One safeguard is bodily. Production should not leave children sitting at a screen for the whole lesson; it should
keep returning them to voice, breath, gesture, movement, and classroom instruments. Swedish research on singing
shows teachers using symbols, images, tactile cues, call and response, gaze, lips, text, props, and bodily cues to
support participation (Bojner Horwitz et al., 2024, pp. 212-219). Production can work with the same multimodality.
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A class might record footsteps, sing a short phrase, move to a loop, sketch the shape of a sound, or lay out a mix on
paper before anyone opens the software.

A second safeguard concerns the teacher. Generalist teachers work within crowded curricula, and their prepara-
tion for music is uneven; “readiness” therefore makes little sense as a single score. In practice, at least three areas
need to be separated. One is musical content knowledge—pitch, rhythm, form, timbre, and musical judgement.
Another is production knowledge, such as basic DAW use, microphones, recording, editing, and file handling. The
third is pedagogical design: how to set a task, organise groups, scaffold the work, assess it, and manage collaboration
among young children. A teacher can be strong in one area and uncertain in another. Someone uncomfortable with
singing may nevertheless be excellent at organising inquiry; a musically secure teacher may have almost no expe-
rience with recording software. Professional development should start from those different profiles rather than treat-
ing all hesitation as the same deficit. Romanian teachers identify workload, curricular barriers, and lack of skills,
while also pointing to training, mentoring, partnerships, consultation, and active learning as possible forms of sup-
port (Milencovici et al., 2026, pp. 1-8). YouthSing Ireland offers a related example through digital resources, mu-
sician-led workshops, school support, and continued collaboration (Mulvey et al., 2026, pp. 383-401). A production
initiative would need similar infrastructure. Lesson plans alone will not do it. Teachers need small projects that
work, simple DAW guidance, routines for managing the room, help when equipment fails, guidance on copyright
and privacy, usable assessment criteria, peer contact, and permission to learn alongside pupils. Pre-set templates
can remove some technical friction while teachers build confidence. Touchette likewise suggests that extensive
production experience is not a prerequisite when learner-centred resources and collaborative routines are available
(Touchette, 2025, p. 11).

Access complicates the argument further. Production can recognise forms of participation that a performance-
centred lesson misses, but the same curriculum can reproduce inequality if it quietly assumes personal devices, good
headphones, reliable bandwidth, paid software, specialist teachers, or help at home. A modest school set-up may
therefore be the fairer starting point. One shared device and one microphone can support a group task perfectly well,
and may produce more conversation than putting every pupil behind a separate screen. Low-technology work should
count too. Children can move sounds physically around the room, draw a listening map, use paper sliders to plan a
mix, or treat body percussion as a loop before they touch a DAW.

Assessment is another point at which inequality can return. A polished track may say as much about equipment
and previous experience as it does about what a pupil learned in class. For that reason, the more defensible evidence
lies in musical intention, attentive listening, revision, cooperation, and the reasons a pupil can give for a choice. A
child does not need a glossy final product to show that they heard a problem, tried a change, and could explain why
the second version worked better.

Repertoire needs similar caution. DAW activities can easily drift towards a narrow range of commercial styles
because loop libraries and software presets make those styles convenient to reproduce. That convenience should not
determine the curriculum. Gubbins (2024, pp. 817-822) found that pupils valued “real tunes” and links between
music at home and music at school, but familiar music can serve as a point of departure rather than a limit. A
production task might begin with a song pupils know and then place it beside a local song, a school soundscape or
material from another musical tradition. The question is not whether popular music belongs in the classroom; it is
how familiarity can be used without reducing the range of music pupils encounter.

There is also a question that is easy to miss when attention turns to equipment: what will a child remember from
the experience years later? Production tasks should not become isolated technical exercises. Matsunobu’s retrospec-
tive study suggests that the enduring traces of primary music may be difficult to identify (2021, p. 25), particularly
when classroom music includes everyone rather than only a selected musical group. The memorable moment may
be modest. It might be the first time classmates listened seriously to a beat a pupil had made, the first time a quiet
voice became part of a group recording, or the surprise of hearing a familiar song with the bass removed. Such
moments matter because they show children, in a concrete way, that music is made through decisions and that their
own decisions can be heard.

Production also offers a reason to slow down recorded music. Much everyday listening is brief and interrupted,
especially on platforms built around skipping and continuous recommendation. In class, a short passage can be
replayed until pupils begin to hear details that were easy to miss on first listening: a doubled vocal, a change in bass,
a sudden drop in texture. Production vocabulary then gives them a way to discuss how those effects were made.
Critical listening can grow from that close attention, but it need not begin with abstract media critique. It can begin
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with a concrete question about why a sound feels larger, closer or more authoritative, and then move towards ques-
tions about the meanings attached to such choices (Freire, 1970; Giroux, 2006; Touchette, 2025, pp. 2-4).

Pupils’ home listening can enter the classroom in a fairly modest way. Musical Futures research reports that
pupils were motivated by music they heard outside school and by songs they recognised as “real tunes” (Gubbins,
2024, pp. 817-822). A production activity does not need to reproduce the surrounding celebrity culture in order to
make use of that familiarity. One option is to ask a pupil to identify a single feature in a short, appropriate recording
and then attempt a related effect with classroom sounds. The useful comparison is between the two results and the
decisions that produced them. Exact imitation is neither necessary nor especially educational.

Production may also alter the distribution of recognition in a class. Performance tends to make confidence and
prior instrumental experience visible very quickly. Production work can reveal a different kind of musical contri-
bution, such as noticing an imbalance or making a careful decision about where a sound belongs. This should not
be idealised. Technical roles can create new hierarchies if the same confident pupils always control the device. The
teacher still has to structure participation. Research on singing emphasises trust and safety when pupils take musical
risks (Bojner et al., 2024, pp. 219-220), and the Catalan study similarly identifies inclusion, collaboration and class-
room management as important aspects of teacher competence (Fernandez-Barros & Casals, 2025, pp. 9-14). In a
production lesson, those relational skills matter at least as much as familiarity with the software.

A primary classroom has little reason to reproduce professional studio practice in miniature. Small tasks are often
more revealing because the musical problem remains easy to hear. Two tracks are enough to work on balance. A
short soundscape can be built from only a few recorded sounds and still raise questions about texture and form. The
purpose of limiting the task is not to make production artificially easy for children. It is to keep the technical demand
proportionate to the musical idea being studied. This has implications for teachers as well. Sepp et al. (2023, pp. 38-
45) emphasise mastery experiences in the development of self-efficacy; a manageable first project is more likely to
provide such an experience than an attempt to learn a complete studio workflow at once.

Teacher learning would benefit from the same incremental approach. Professional development that begins with
an entire DAW can make the software, rather than the music, the object of attention. A more realistic first task might
involve recording and balancing two tracks, followed by discussion of what changed in the sound. Support also
needs to continue beyond a single workshop. YouthSing Ireland provides one example of sustained provision
through digital resources, professional input and school-level support (Mulvey et al., 2026, pp. 383-401). A produc-
tion initiative need not copy that model exactly, but it would require comparable continuity. Generalist teachers are
more likely to use production when they have access to workable examples, basic troubleshooting help, and col-
leagues or mentors to consult. Provision of that kind also reduces the extent to which digital music education de-
pends on the resources of individual schools.

The broader curricular consequence is a slightly wider account of musical literacy. It does not require a new
checklist of competencies. Rather, it asks that pupils learn to notice some of the work that lies between a musical
idea and the recording they finally hear. That may involve revising a recorded phrase, explaining why one version
works better than another, or recognising that a recording involves choices about authorship and ownership. Some
effects of this learning will remain difficult to measure. Matsunobu (2021, pp. 23-25) describes the lasting value of
primary music as partial and often visible only later in memory and continued participation. Production may leave
a similar trace: the recognition that recorded music is made, that its sound can be questioned, and that pupils them-
selves can take part in shaping it.

4. Conclusion

This article has argued for a limited extension of primary music rather than a replacement of its established practices.
Singing, movement, listening, play and collective performance remain central. Recorded sound nonetheless de-
serves curricular attention because it is already a major part of how children encounter music outside school. Pro-
duction gives pupils an opportunity to examine some of the decisions that sit behind that sound and, in small ways,
to make such decisions themselves. The proposal also has clear limits. Production can become little more than
software instruction, public sharing can create unnecessary exposure, and uneven access to equipment can reproduce
existing inequalities. The framework therefore keeps production close to listening, embodied music making, man-
ageable technology and teacher judgement. “From singing to producing” is best understood in this sense: as an
extension of musical authorship that draws on earlier work in composition, informal learning and studio pedagogy,
and is adapted to the practical conditions of the primary generalist classroom.
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