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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this research was to determine whether an autonomous chamber 

music project would have a positive effect on band students’ creativity.  Two primary 

research questions guided the study: (1) does engagement in autonomous chamber music 

increase the creativity of students’ performances of pre-composed music (creative 

products), and (2) does engagement in autonomous chamber music enhance the manner 

in which students navigate the creative processes of problem finding, ideation, and 

evaluation when preparing pre-composed music for performance?  It was hypothesized 

that autonomous chamber music would cause an increase in both creative production and 

processes. 

Participants (N = 60) were all enrolled in a band class at one of three participating 

high schools.  Using an experimental randomized block design, participants were evenly 

divided between an experimental and a control condition.  Participants in the 

experimental condition engaged in an autonomous chamber music project, in which they 

self-selected into duos, selected a piece of repertoire, analyzed their chosen repertoire, 

conducted four rehearsals of the repertoire, and recorded a performance of the repertoire.  

The control group participants did not engage in autonomous music making.  All 

participants continued to engage in all regularly scheduled band class activities during the 

treatment phase of the study.   

Creativity was measured twice—in a pretest and posttest—using the Measure of 

Creativity in Ensemble Collaboration (MCEC), which was designed for the study.  The 

MCEC examines 10 indicators of creative thinking: problem finding fluency, flexibility, 

elaboration, and collaboration; ideational fluency, flexibility, and collaboration; and 
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evaluation fluency, elaboration, and collaboration.  The MCEC also makes use of the 

Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT) to evaluate the creativity of musical 

performances.  Experimental and control group scores on all 10 indicators of creative 

thinking and on the CAT were compared to determine the extent to which the 

autonomous chamber music project increased creativity. 

No significant differences were found between the experimental and control 

groups for any of the 10 indicators of creative thinking, indicating that the autonomous 

chamber music project had no noticeable effect on participants’ creative process.  This 

finding prompted the investigation of potential boundary conditions which may have 

inhibited participants’ creative abilities.  No substantive relationships were found 

between creativity and either technical proficiency or enjoyment that suggested either 

limited participants’ ability to be creative.  Additionally, the CAT dimensions (creativity, 

technical correctness, and aesthetic appeal) failed to achieve discriminant validity, 

making it impossible to draw meaningful conclusions on the effect of the autonomous 

chamber music project on participants’ creative production. 

The failure of the autonomous chamber music project to enhance participants’ 

creativity is likely a function of a number of potentially confounding variables.  Task 

enjoyment, absolute learning, procedural knowledge, and technical proficiency each have 

the potential to have inhibited participants’ creativity.  Though no concrete evidence 

explicitly implicates any of those variables in the observed lack of creative growth, the 

results suggest that each might have acted, in some fashion, to inhibit creativity.  Each 

should be thoroughly investigated to provide further information regarding the 

relationship between autonomous music making and creativity. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Creativity is inextricably linked to artistic music making.  The ability to think 

creatively enables musicians to compose masterworks, improvise melodies, devise new 

analysis techniques, invent new instruments, and give moving performances.  Moreover, 

creativity is responsible for the evolution of the musical art form, allowing musicians to 

break from convention, innovate, and produce original ideas.  Creativity allows music to 

be an expression of the self; a representation of thoughts, feelings, and emotions; and a 

tool for the communication of ideas. 

 The strong relationship between music and creativity has become a rallying cry 

for some school band advocates, who argue that band participation inherently develops 

creative thinking and expression (Lautzenheiser, 2010; National Association for Music 

Education, 2016; Ray, n.d.; Shuler, Norgaard, & Blakeslee, 2014).  Bolden (2014), 

however, notes a flaw in that advocacy position: while school bands certainly have the 

potential to foster creativity, a vast majority do not actually do so.  In fact, many music 

teachers and scholars lament the absence of creativity development from school band 

curricula (Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Bolden, 2014; Gilbert, 2016; Quinton, 2012; West, 

2015).  They argue that school band experience teaches deference to the conductor and 

the ability to follow instructions rather than how to think and act creatively through 

music.   

The emphasis on conformity over creativity in school bands is not a new 

phenomenon; it extends back to the beginning of school bands in America.  In the early 

days of school bands, from the late 1800s through the early- to mid-1900s, musicians 
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widely believed that creativity was a trait bestowed by God to only a select few (Clappé, 

1888, 1911; Gehrkens, 1919; Giddings & Baker, 1922; Goldman, E. F., 1916; Peterson, 

1923; Woods, 1920).  Thus, a distinction was made between conductors and players.  

Conductors, having the creative gift, were solely responsible for everything creative, 

artistic, and musical in an ensemble.  The students who played under their batons, on the 

other hand, were regarded as unqualified to make artistic decisions (Clappé, 1911).  Their 

only responsibility when it came to creativity and artistic expression was to follow, 

without question, the will of the conductor (Clappé, 1888; Giddings & Baker, 1922; 

Goldman E. F., 1916, 1934; Peterson, 1923; Sousa, 1900; Woods, 1920).  Some went so 

far as to describe the school band and its student participants as an instrument upon 

which the conductor performed (Goldman E. F., 1934; Peterson, 1923).    

Conductor-centric practices suited the mission of early school bands: to efficiently 

and effectively prepare repertoire for performance (Goldman R. F., 1946).  This product-

focused mission did not require instruction in creativity.  After all, it was the 

performance, and not the student, that was being developed in rehearsal.  In the name of 

efficiency, having the conductor be the sole source of creative ideas was a streamlined 

path to performing the repertoire (Giddings & Baker, 1922; Goldman E. F., 1934). 

The Progressive Education movement of the late 19th and early 20th centuries 

developed almost concurrently with, and yet was diametrically opposed to, early school 

band pedagogy (Holsberg, 2010).  Unlike the teacher-driven instruction occurring in 

school bands, proponents of Progressive Education championed student-centered 

philosophies (Holsberg, 2010; Krahenbuhl, 2016; Masek & Yamin, 2010; P21, n.d.; 

Scott, S., 2011; Weimer, 2013).  Student-centered learning was grounded in the idea that, 
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for meaningful learning to occur, students must actively construct knowledge for 

themselves rather than be passive recipients of information.  The personal construction of 

knowledge and understanding were believed to occur through the processes of 

exploration, discovery, social interaction, collaboration, and problem solving (Bruner, 

1961; Dewey, 1897, 1916; Freire, 1970; Jacobs, Renandya, & Power, 2016; Montessori, 

1917).  Also crucial to student-centered learning is affording students a degree of 

autonomy, which allows creativity to flourish (Andrews, 2010; Montessori, 1917).  The 

role of the teacher, then, became the facilitator of original and creative thinking, not 

merely the purveyor of facts.  In the words of Allison King (1993), effective teachers 

should transition “from sage on the stage to guide on the side” (p. 30). 

Like many of the student-centered learning philosophies that developed in general 

education through the 20th and into the 21st centuries, the music education community at 

large began developing initiatives that would foster student-generated ideas and 

creativity.  These initiatives focused on students creating original works of music and 

acting in the capacity of real-world creative musicians.  Some notable initiatives are 

described below. 

 One of the first music education initiatives to promote student creativity was the 

Contemporary Music Project (CMP).  Begun in 1963, the CMP was designed to promote 

the “interrelationship between living composers, school music teachers, and 

contemporary music” (Contemporary Music Project, 1973, p. 34).  Among the goals of 

the CMP were “to increase the emphasis on the creative aspect of music in the public 

schools… [and] to discover, when possible, creative talent among the students in 

schools” (Contemporary Music Project, 1973, p. 36).  The CMP emphasized creativity by 
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encouraging young musicians to improvise and compose (Contemporary Music Project, 

1973).   

Shortly after the initiation of the CMP, a consortium of music performers, music 

educators, and general educators began work on the Manhattanville Music Curriculum 

Program (MMCP).  Begun in 1966, the MMCP resulted from the surge in American 

education reform that followed the 1957 launch of Russia’s Sputnik I satellite.  The 

MMCP was a composition-based music curriculum framework grounded in the work of 

Jerome Bruner and themes that reflected the tenets of John Dewey.  Collaborators 

working on the MMCP believed that children learn music best when they act as creative 

musicians (Moon & Humphreys, 2010).  To accomplish that, the MMCP advises that 

teachers act “as a guide, a creator of problems for teaching, a resource person, and 

stimulator for creative thinking” (Moon & Humphreys, 2010, p. 81).    

The Tanglewood Symposium was the next major initiative that made creativity 

education a priority in music learning.  Convened in 1967 by the Music Educators 

National Conference (MENC), the Tanglewood Symposium addressed challenges that 

had arisen for the music profession as a result of the social, economic, and cultural 

developments of the time.  The symposium comprised 50 leaders representing 

professional musicians, sociologists, the labor sector, educators, corporations, 

foundations, and the government.  During the course of the event, they discussed how a 

changing America affected music as an art, and any implications that might have on 

school music education.  The Tanglewood Declaration, written at the end of the 

symposium, asserts in its opening statement that the nurture of creativity should be one of 

the most important outcomes of education (Choate, Fowler, Brown, & Wersen, 1967).   
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The third Ann Arbor Symposium, held in 1982, was an event dedicated entirely to 

motivation and creativity.  Convened by MENC and the University of Michigan School 

of Music in Ann Arbor, the event, titled National Symposium on Motivation and 

Creativity, featured leading creativity scholars who offered practical applications of 

creativity research for music education.  Scholars proposed that creativity is the result of 

the interrelationship of all the senses, that differentiating instruction would allow for both 

adaptive and innovative creative problem solving, that creativity is stifled when students 

are taught through standardized procedures and assessments, and that creativity can be 

taught by those who are knowledgeable about creativity, who can handle divergent 

thinking activities, and who have good classroom management skills (Cox, 1983; Music 

Educators National Conference, 1983). 

In 1994, MENC published the National Standards for Arts Education (Music 

Educators National Conference, 1994a).  These standards professed the organization’s 

emphasis on student-centered rather than product- or ensemble-centered music learning 

(Music Educators National Conference, 1994b; Straub, 1993).  These standards were 

created, in part, because of a belief that creativity—defined in the standards as 

composition and improvisation—should be a compulsory part of every student’s music 

education.  This initiative was meant to correct the lack of emphasis on, or complete 

absence of, creativity instruction in many music classrooms up to that point.  In addition 

to composition and improvisation, the standards were driven by the desire to include 

problem-solving opportunities for every music student.  It was believed that a focus on 

creativity and problem solving would foster and develop independent musicianship 

(Music Educators National Conference, 1994b).   
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In 2014, twenty years after MENC published the National Standards for Arts 

Education (Music Educators National Conference, 1994a), the National Coalition for 

Creative Arts Standards (NCCAS) published a new set of national standards.  Dubbed the 

National Core Arts Standards, the new standards very clearly made creativity a focus of 

music instruction.  The national standards emphasize the music-making process over the 

product that results from it, highlighting the goal of enabling students to be independent, 

creative musicians (Shuler, Norgaard, & Blakeslee, 2014).  In order to help students think 

and act creatively, the national standards pose several essential questions designed to 

foster student creativity through music learning.  They include topics such as the 

generation, development, refinement, and presentation of creative musical work 

(SEADAE, 2014). 

While the broader music education community has made great strides since the 

1960s toward making student-generated ideas and creativity development important 

components of school music learning, school bands have remained fairly intransigent, 

clinging to the teacher-dominated methods of the School Band Movement (Allsup & 

Benedict, 2008; Holsberg, 2010; Jones, 2008).  Mantie (2012) believes the large-scale 

adherence to traditional conductor-centric practices in school bands to be the result of a 

widely held “bands-as-music-education” (p. 65) philosophy.  The bands-as-music-

education position holds that band participation provides, by its very nature, a quality 

music education.  Proponents of this position advocate “the value of the experience of 

performing conductor-chosen and rehearsed art music literature to exacting standards” 

(Mantie, 2012, p. 67).  Essentially, this philosophy posits that playing quality wind band 

repertoire is inherently educational and beneficial for the player. 
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The bands-as-music-education philosophy is a product-focused approach to 

teaching school bands.  Since it is the properly performed repertoire that yields benefits 

to the student, it is counterproductive for students to influence the performance of the 

repertoire with their own creative ideas.  As Allsup and Benedict (2008) point out, the 

proper way to perform wind band repertoire in this tradition is determined by 

institutionally accepted performance practice.  Therefore, there is little to no space for 

students to express original ideas or explore their creativity.  The band director, whose 

expertise is informed by advanced education and a wealth of experience in the band 

tradition, makes all the creative decisions, controlling music selection, interpretation, 

rehearsal, and performance.  With the band director securely in command, there is little 

tolerance for discussion, collaboration, disagreement, or questioning.  Though students 

are physically active while playing their instruments, they are actually passive learners in 

this paradigm, obediently following directions from their conductor and not having the 

autonomy to be active, creative contributors to the music they play. 

 “A focus on creativity, critical thinking, communication and collaboration is 

essential to prepare students for the future” (The Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 

2015).  Failing to meet such contemporary educational outcomes could render school 

bands irrelevant in 21st Century education (Revelli, 1937).  Therefore, if band pedagogy 

continues to rely upon conductor-driven music making, school bands may fade from the 

contemporary educational landscape.   

The National Core Arts Standards (SEADAE, 2014) represents an effort by the 

music education community to keep music education—including that in school bands—

relevant within the framework of 21st Century Learning (National Coalition for Core Arts 



8 

Standards, n.d.).  Student autonomy in artistic production underscores the National Core 

Arts Standards, which argues that arts classes teach artists, not art.  This means that, in 

band classes, the production of well-prepared and impressive performances should be 

secondary to teaching students how to produce well-prepared and impressive 

performances.  Of tantamount importance, then, is teaching students how to express and 

communicate their own ideas through artistic production, and giving them the autonomy 

to do so.  Only through complete and authentic immersion in the creative musical process 

can this be achieved (National Coalition for Core Arts Standards, n.d.; Shuler, Norgaard, 

& Blakeslee, 2014).   

The National Core Arts Standards (SEADAE, 2014) identifies five creative 

processes in which students should engage when preparing musical performances in band 

class: selecting repertoire, analyzing structural and contextual elements of musical works, 

interpreting notation, developing and refining performance to improve its quality, and 

connecting with an audience through meaning imparted into musical performance.  

Though traditionally the responsibility of the teacher-conductor, the National Core Arts 

Standards propose that these creative processes can be performed in a collaborative 

fashion by a “decentralized and egalitarian group” (National Coalition for Core Arts 

Standards, n.d., p. 22).  The position continues that each student in an ensemble should 

actively and meaningfully contribute to the authentic musical decision making that drives 

each of the five processes.  In this way, artistic production in band classes should be an 

open-ended effort, not determined by the teacher-conductor, in which students imagine, 

investigate, construct, and reflect as they create music driven by their own creative ideas.  

The National Core Arts Standards propose that this method of music making engages and 
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develops students’ creative abilities (National Coalition for Core Arts Standards, n.d.; 

Shuler, Norgaard, & Blakeslee, 2014). 

 It is an attractive proposal that creativity can be taught and developed through 

active, collaborative, and autonomous engagement in the creative processes leading to 

artistic performance.  Indeed, some strategies have been proposed for the inclusion of 

student-generated ideas in school-band music making.  These practices include allowing 

students to independently apply acquired knowledge and skills to novel music-making 

contexts; abandoning formulaic lessons in favor of student-directed learning, in which 

student-driven discussions predominate; incorporating student-led musical problem 

solving; prompting students to be cognitively active learners; including ample 

opportunities for discovery learning; and allowing students the space to construct their 

own meaning rather than assimilating the teacher’s (Barron, 2007; Holsberg, 2010; Scott, 

S., 2011; Scruggs, 2009; Weidner, 2015; Williams, 2011).  The effects of such strategies 

on creativity in band-class learning are still fairly hypothetical and require substantial 

empirical investigation.   

 The study, preparation, and performance of pre-composed music1 dominates 

school band curricula (McCallum, 2007; Reynolds H. R., 2000; Wasiak, 2010).   The 

National Core Arts Standards proposes that student autonomy in the preparation of such 

music for performance can have a positive impact on students’ creativity (National 

Coalition for Core Arts Standards, n.d.; Shuler, Norgaard, & Blakeslee, 2014).  However, 

                                                           
1 In pre-composed music, the compositional process occurs prior to and is distinct 

from the processes involved in the performance of the music.   
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no empirical investigations were found which substantiate that claim.  Given the 

importance of pre-composed music in school bands, this is a topic that should be 

investigated.   

 Large band classes, often in excess of 100 students (Mid States Band Association, 

2017), can pose challenges for studying the effects of autonomy on the creative 

preparation and performance of pre-composed music.  In creative endeavors requiring 

collaboration, “compulsory passivity is increased with the number of participants” 

(Sonnenburg, 2004, pp. 256-257), suggesting that not all students in a large band class 

would take an active role in creative collaboration.  Additionally, the weight of each 

collaborator’s opinion decreases with group size.  Students may feel marginalized if they 

do not agree with the majority in large group collaboration, leading to an erosion of the 

sense of community and trust within the group (Mitra, 2009). 

While large ensembles may pose challenges to effective creative collaboration, 

chamber ensembles2—which are significantly smaller by comparison—are widely 

viewed as democratic and collaborative, with each ensemble member actively 

participating in the creative responsibilities (Bolden, 2014; Grant, 2007; Griffing, 2004; 

Reynolds J. , 2005; Villarubia, 2000; Whitener, 2016).  Autonomy and independence, 

therefore, are more easily gained in chamber ensembles than in large bands (Berg, 1997; 

Bononi, 2000; Gausline, 2010; Haberman, 2012).  Additionally, the absence of a 

conductor in chamber ensembles (Chamber music, 2018) creates a space in which 

                                                           
2 Chamber ensembles are groups of musicians which are formed to play chamber 

music, compositions for small groups of instruments, often with only one player per part 

(Chamber music, 2018) 
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students can make authentic and meaningful decisions in each of the creative 

performance processes outlined by the National Core Arts Standards (SEADAE, 2014).  

Because chamber music is already considered by many to be an integral component of 

school band programs (Neidlinger, 2011), it presents a natural opportunity to study 

creativity in autonomous music making in school band classes. 

Purpose 

 With the importance of creativity in 21st Century learning, it is vital for band 

teachers to be able to both engage students in creative thinking and use curricular 

activities to develop students’ creative abilities and production.  Chamber music, being 

often devoid of a conductor, may allow students to assume creative roles and 

autonomously engage in creative processes which have traditionally been the teacher-

conductor’s domain: selecting repertoire, analyzing and interpreting notation, planning 

and conducting rehearsals, and deciding on the meaning to convey through musical 

performance.  The purpose of this study, therefore, was to examine whether autonomous 

music making in chamber ensembles has an effect on band students’ creativity: both in 

the production of creative musical performances and the navigation of the creative 

process. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 Given the paucity of research examining the interactions between musical 

autonomy, chamber music, and creativity, a variety of research fields and topics were 

explored to gather background and supporting information for the current study.  In 

addition to music education research, scholarly work from the fields of psychology, 

philosophy, business, educational psychology, general education, and a variety of non-

music educational disciplines were examined.  Specifically, the review of literature 

covered the nature of creativity, cooperative creativity, creativity assessment and 

measurement, creativity training, autonomous learning, and autonomous chamber 

ensembles. 

The Nature of Creativity 

Scholars have long struggled to agree upon the nature of human creativity 

(Hickey, 2012; Running, 2008; Sovansky, Wieth, Francis, & McIlhagga, 2016).  

Definitions of creativity vary widely among academic fields, groups of researchers, and 

individual scholars, resulting in a vast number of definitions that have gained wide 

acceptance (Meusburger, 2009).  Rhodes (1961) suggested that there are four 

perspectives, or strands, from which scholars conceptualize creativity: person, process, 

press, and products.  Person-focused strands examine differences in creativity between 

individual people.  These efforts examine individuals’ “personality, intellect, 

temperament, physique, traits, habits, attitudes, self-concept, value systems, defense 

mechanisms, and behavior” (Rhodes, 1961, p. 307).  Process-focused strands examine the 

causes and nature of creative thinking.  These efforts examine “motivation, perception, 
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learning, thinking, and communication” (Rhodes, 1961, p. 308).  Press-focused strands 

examine the influence of environment on creativity.  These efforts strive to put creativity 

in context, recognizing that creativity does not occur in a vacuum, and that it is affected 

by both internal and external stimuli.  Product-focused strands examine ideas that have 

become “embodied into tangible form” (Rhodes, 1961, p. 309).  These efforts view 

creative products as the communication of an idea from its originator to an audience.  The 

current study focuses primarily on creative products and processes, both of which will be 

explored in greater detail in this chapter. 

The Creative Product 

 Creative products may take countless forms, including written and spoken word, 

dance, schematics, physical and virtual objects, and music (O'Quin & Besemer, 2011).  It 

is generally agreed that, to be creative, a product must be both novel (also referred to as 

original or unique) and valuable (also referred to as effective, useful, fitting, or 

appropriate).  These dual criteria have become so ubiquitous that they have come to be 

known as the Standard Definition of Creativity (Runco & Jaeger, 2012). 

 The Standard Definition of Creativity originates in the writings of Morris Stein 

(Runco & Jaeger, 2012), who defined the creative product as “a novel work that is 

accepted as tenable or useful or satisfying by a group in some point in time” (Stein, 1953, 

p. 311).  Novelty, here, means that the product did not previously exist in its current 

form.  It can be derived from existing knowledge, but its novelty must result from the 

manipulation and transformation of that knowledge.  The magnitude of a creative 

product’s novelty is determined by how far removed it is from the traditional or the status 

quo.  Novelty depends on the problem addressed, the nature of the extant knowledge, 
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characteristics of the individual, and characteristics of other people who interact with the 

product.   

According to Stein (1953), novelty is not enough to warrant designation as 

creative; to be creative, a product must also be useful to a group of people.  To Stein, 

considering one’s own ideas as creative, without verification, is akin to psychosis.  

Consensual verification3 by a larger population, on the other hand, validates the creativity 

of an idea.  Stein also acknowledged the role of context in creativity by describing it as 

time sensitive.  Many, who are considered creative by modern standards, were not 

considered creative in their own time.  Conversely, many historical ideas that were 

considered creative at the time of their inception are not considered creative in modern 

contexts and must be viewed historically to have creative merit. 

 Though widely used, the Standard Definition contains a large degree of 

ambiguity.  It fails to identify the perspectives from which a creative product must be 

considered novel and valuable.  This ambiguity has led to what has been called the 

criterion problem: a disagreement upon what constitutes novelty and originality 

(Hennessey & Amabile, 2010; Paek & Runco, 2017).  Certainly, what one person 

considers novel, another might consider mundane, and what one person considers 

valuable, another might consider worthless.  A number of efforts have been made to solve 

the Standard Definition’s criterion problem through greater specificity and additional 

criteria. 

                                                           
3 Consensual verification is the independent agreement, among a group of people, 

that something is creative. 
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 Bruner (1962) suggested that a creative product must go beyond mere novelty and 

usefulness; it must produce “effective surprise” (p. 18) by bringing to light a new 

perspective.  He proposed six conditions that support the creation of such a product.  The 

first, detachment and commitment, is the creator’s ability to not be constrained by the 

obvious.  The second, passion and decorum, is the creator’s ability to find balance 

between being impulsive and organizing ideas in a rational way.  The third, freedom to be 

dominated by the object, is the creator’s total immersion in the creative act.  The fourth, 

deferral and immediacy, is the creator’s ability to resist the urge to complete the product 

too soon, allowing time for revision before it takes its final form.  The fifth, the internal 

drama, is the creator’s ability to weigh and consider multiple, valid and plausible 

possibilities.  The final condition, the dilemma of abilities, is an acknowledgement that, 

to some degree, technical ability is essential for creativity.  Though Bruner’s writing 

focuses on the product as the marker of creativity, he conceded that there is likely a 

creative process that leads to its creation.  However, since no method had yet been 

devised to identify and examine the creative process, it was the creative product that 

demanded his study. 

 Jackson and Messick (1965) offered four criteria for creative products: 

unusualness, appropriateness, transformation, and condensation.  Unusualness—a 

clarification of the Standard Definition’s novelty criterion—is determined by comparing 

a product to a pool of related, similar, or identical products.  Unusualness is, therefore, 

context dependent.  The same product may be highly unusual in the context of one 

population, yet commonplace in another.  Unusualness elicits surprise from an observer. 
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 To be appropriate, a product must “‘make sense’ in light of the demands of the 

situation and the desires of the producer” (Jackson & Messick, 1965, p. 313).  

Additionally, each of the product’s components must make sense in combination with 

one another.  The appropriateness criterion weeds out products that are highly unusual, 

yet absurd.  The appropriateness of a product becomes more difficult to judge as products 

become more complex and the level of creative production becomes more sophisticated.  

Appropriateness elicits satisfaction from an observer (Jackson & Messick, 1965). 

 Transformation is an assessment of a product’s degree of creativity within a pool 

of creative products.  Creative products with high transformation power “force us to see 

reality in a new way” (Jackson & Messick, 1965, p. 315).  They defy tradition, overcome 

conventional constrains, and yield new perspectives.  Transformation elicits stimulation 

from an observer (Jackson & Messick, 1965). 

 Condensation refers to the enduring quality of creative products.  Products with 

high condensation require constant reexamination.  They continue to have relevance long 

after their initial presentation, and yield new insights and meaning with each 

examination.  Condensation calls an observer to savor the product (Jackson & Messick, 

1965). 

 Briskman (1980) agreed with the Standard Definition: that creative products must 

be both novel and valuable.  However, he argued that there are no such things as absolute 

novelty and value; novelty and value require contextual information upon which they can 

be judged.  Briskman offered two additional criteria: creative products must conflict with 

the traditions from which they come, so as to necessitate a modification of the tradition, 

moving forward; and they must be deemed creative by an external reviewer.  The 
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reviewer must make judgements in relation to a set of standards and values, and in 

relation to extant products.  Briskman viewed creativity, therefore, as a function of 

evaluation, not of generation.   

 The Creative Product Analysis Matrix (CPAM) (Besemer & Treffinger, 1981) 

was an attempt to solve some of the semantic problems in the definition of creative 

products.  The CPAM resulted from an analysis and synthesis of 90 sources, offering a 

total of 125 criteria for creative products.  These criteria were organized into 14 

categories, which were further organized into three general dimensions.  The CPAM was 

designed to be applicable to any discipline, including those in academics and in the arts. 

 The first general dimension of the CPAM, novelty, comprises three criteria.  

Novel products must be germinal, determined by their potential to affect future creative 

products; original, determined by “the degree of deviance from the normal incidence of 

occurrence of similar products in the population at hand” (Besemer & Treffinger, 1981, 

p. 163); and transformational, determined by their power to force a paradigm shift.  The 

second general dimension, resolution, comprises five criteria.  To satisfy resolution, 

products must be logical, defined as how well a product fits the rules which govern its 

discipline; adequate, defined as how well a product fits the situation which prompted its 

creation; appropriate, defined as whether a product makes sense, given the situation 

which prompted its creation; useful; and valuable.  The third general dimension, 

elaboration and synthesis, comprises six criteria.  To satisfy elaboration and synthesis, 

products must be expressive, determined by how well they communicate the ideas of 

their creators; complex, determined by the density of their content; well-crafted, 

determined by how much effort and care were expended in their creation; attractive, 
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determined by how well they capture the attention of an observer; organic, determined by 

how comprehensive or complete they are; and elegant, determined by the ease with which 

they fit the situation that prompted their creation.  All creative products will exhibit 

elements of each of the 14 criteria, but they need not excel at each one (Besemer & 

Treffinger, 1981). 

The Theory of Personal Creativity (Runco, 2003) addresses the ambiguity of 

perspective in the Standard Definition.  The theory contends that comparing the work of 

children to socially accepted creative norms, which include the work of adults and 

experts, makes it virtually impossible for their work to be considered creative.  Creativity, 

therefore, should be considered an inherently personal construction, completely separate 

from the expression, performance, or presentation of an idea to others.  It is also distinct 

from the social recognition of the idea.  Specifically, this means that “any thinking or 

problem solving that involves the construction of new meaning is creative” (Runco, 2003, 

p. 318).  Personal construction of new meaning is a process by which a person gains 

understanding through the transformation and manipulation of gathered information.  It is 

a natural human ability, meaning that most people, not just those who produce revered 

masterworks, possess creative abilities.  Runco acknowledged that some would consider 

this theory at odds with the Standard Definition.  However, he argued that, through the 

personal construction of meaning, people generate ideas that are original and valuable to 

themselves.   

 The Four C Model of Creativity (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009) also addresses the 

issue of perspective in the Standard Definition.  The model describes four different 

perspectives from which a product may be considered original and valuable.  The first 
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type of creativity, Big-C creativity, recognizes eminent creative products.  These works 

are globally accepted as creative and stand the test of time.  From the Big-C perspective, 

something is creative if it is considered original and valuable by everyone.  Examples of 

this type of creativity are Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony and Michelangelo’s David.   

The second type of creativity, little-c creativity, recognizes everyday innovation.  

The little-c perspective acknowledges that, to be creative, something need not be as 

monolithic as Big-C creative works.  Further, it recognizes that creativity is widely 

distributed within the human population and that people regularly use creativity to solve 

problems and navigate novel situations.  From the little-c perspective, something is 

creative if it is considered original and valuable from a local experience.  Examples 

include figuring out a traffic-free route home from work, and improvising a dinner entrée 

using whatever ingredients are on hand (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009).   

The third type of creativity, mini-c creativity, was influenced by the Theory of 

Personal Creativity (Runco, 2003) and recognizes the human capacity for transformative 

learning, defined as the ability to restructure, reorganize, and extend incoming 

information to form original ideas.  It was conceived as “the novel and personally 

meaningful interpretation of experiences, actions, and events” (Beghetto & Kaufman, 

2007, p. 73).  From the mini-c perspective, something is creative if it is considered 

original and valuable to an individual.  This perspective is exemplified by a student’s 

ability to have personally meaningful insights based upon information learned in class 

(Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009).  

Finally, Pro-c creativity, recognizes professional expertise.  Pro-c creativity goes 

beyond everyday creativity, but hasn’t yet reached eminent status.  Someone who 
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operates at the Pro-c creative level can earn a decent living as a creative professional.  

From the Pro-c perspective, something is creative if it is considered original and valuable 

by a broader community.  Examples of this type of creativity are an innovative menu 

prepared by a professional chef, and the music of a popular, regional rock band (Kaufman 

& Beghetto, 2009). 

The Consensual Definition of Creativity (Amabile, 1982), uses consensual 

verification as its sole criterion for the creativity of generated products.  Consensual 

verification is determined by the degree to which “appropriate observers independently 

agree [a product] is creative.  Appropriate observers are those familiar with the domain in 

which the product was created” (Amabile, 1982, p. 1001).  Those who judge creative 

work are not given a creativity definition from which to assess creative products.  They 

make their judgements based upon their own conceptions of creativity because, “although 

creativity in a product may be difficult to characterize in terms of specific features, it is 

something people can recognize when they see it” (Amabile, 1982, p. 1001).   

The Consensual Definition of Creativity (Amabile, 1982) treats the creative 

product and process as one and the same.  Like Bruner (1962), Amabile (1982) defended 

this position by stating that, at the time her work was published, there was no clear model 

of creative thinking that allowed the creative process to be properly observed and 

assessed.  Amabile reasoned that, because any creative product results from a creative 

process, it is justifiable to judge the magnitude of someone’s creativity based solely upon 

the creativity of that person’s work.   
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The Creative Process 

Since the publication of the Consensual Definition of Creativity (Amabile, 1982), 

researchers have constructed valid models of the creative process, allowing for the study 

of creative products and processes as distinct from one another.  The distinction is 

important because, though creative products often result from creative processes, some 

creative products result from coincidental circumstances, and some creative thinking 

yields no creative product (Runco, 2003).  Models of the creative process chart the 

manner in which the human mind attempts to generate creative ideas. 

 Wallas (1926) was one of the first to describe the creative thinking process.  He 

suggested a linear model of creative problem solving with four distinct stages: 

preparation, incubation, illumination, and verification.  In the preparation stage, a 

problem is scrutinized from every possible angle.  In this stage, the thinker makes 

associations between prior learning and a novel situation.  The preparation stage results in 

the distillation of a clear question or problem to be solved. 

 Incubation is a passive stage in which the thinker refrains from active 

consideration of the problem, allowing for subconscious processing.  Turning away from 

the problem can be accomplished in one of two ways: attention can be actively given to 

another line of thinking, or one can abstain from all creative thought.  Either way it is 

accomplished, time away from the problem is essential to solving it (Wallas, 1926). 

 Illumination is the moment when a solution to the problem presents itself.  This 

moment of insight is the result of the unconscious processing of the incubation stage and 

of the “fringe consciousness” (Wallas, 1926, p. 95) processing that follows it.  The arrival 
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at illumination is described as a flash, which results in difficulty remembering exactly 

what associations were made to reach the conclusion (Wallas, 1926). 

 In the verification stage, the idea that resulted from illumination is examined and 

tested to determine its validity and viability.  Once validated, the idea is refined and 

focused until it perfectly solves the problem.  The cognitive processing of the verification 

stage closely mirrors that of the preparation stage (Wallas, 1926).  Wallas’ work laid the 

foundation for others who would model the creative thinking process.  Elements of his 

four stages are evident in many creativity models that followed his work (Sadler-Smith, 

2015). 

The Investment Theory of Creativity (Sternberg & Lubart, 1992) uses financial 

investing as a metaphor for the creative process.  The theory draws a parallel between 

creative thinkers and financial investors, who “buy low and sell high” (p. 2).  Buying low 

on a creative idea means that someone is willing to invest time and energy into 

developing an idea that is unpopular and challenges accepted norms, but that has the 

potential to be accepted by the general public.  The idea is nurtured and developed until 

its value has risen to the point of general acceptance, at which time it is sold high by 

being offered to the general population.   

According to the Investment Model of Creativity, the process by which creative 

individuals nurture and develop ideas is influenced by six creativity-fostering resources: 

intelligence, knowledge, thinking styles, personality, motivation, and environment.  

Intelligence is defined as a metacognitive process.  Creative thinkers are able to think 

about their own creativity, redefining and reconceptualizing the problem under 

consideration as they work on it (Sternberg & Lubart, 1992).  
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Knowledge allows creative operation within a domain.  Sternberg and Lubart 

(1992) suggested that the relationship between knowledge and creativity is bell-shaped 

rather than linear.  Both extremely high and extremely low levels of knowledge can be 

inhibitive of creative thinking.  Novices do not have enough operational knowledge to be 

creative within a domain, and experts have so much knowledge that it can force them to 

be inflexible, inducing a phenomenon known as functional fixedness.  In the middle of 

the knowledge continuum, there exists a point of optimal creativity, at which someone 

has enough knowledge to operate in a domain and, yet, not so much knowledge as to 

hinder flexibility.   

Certain thinking styles are beneficial to creative thinking in the Investment 

Model.  Such styles include coping with novelty, seeing problems in new ways, 

undertaking new challenges, and structuring things in personal ways.  Creativity-fostering 

thinking styles prompt individuals to “choose problems that are consequential and 

important in their fields of endeavor” (Sternberg & Lubart, 1992, p. 3). 

There are five essential personality traits in the Investment Model of Creativity.  

Tolerance of ambiguity allows creative thinkers to stay with a problem long enough to 

arrive at the most creative solution.  It prevents one from feeling pressured to define a 

problem too early or to arrive at a solution too quickly.  A willingness to overcome 

obstacles is needed to overcome the many struggles involved in unconventional thinking.  

A willingness to grow fosters continued questioning, which extends creative ideas.  A 

willingness to fail promotes risk taking, which is important because the lessons learned 

from failure are essential to creativity.  Finally, a belief in oneself insures the conviction 
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to see a project through to completion, despite any difficulties that may arise (Sternberg 

& Lubart, 1992). 

Motivation and environment are the final two resources needed in the Investment 

Model of Creativity.  To have a positive influence on creativity, motivation must be 

intrinsic and task- rather than goal-oriented.  The environment acts as a support structure 

for creative thinking.  It provides inspiration for creativity and a context in which to test 

the creativity of generated ideas (Sternberg & Lubart, 1992). 

Because the interaction between the six resources is non-linear, the role each 

plays in creative thinking varies depending on the creative endeavor.  Some endeavors 

may use only some of the resources.  It is argued that, because of the complexity of the 

creative process outlined in the Investment Model of Creativity, true creativity is less 

common than most would like to believe (Sternberg & Lubart, 1992). 

Runco and Chand (1995) offered a two-tier model of creative thinking.  The 

model defines creativity with five components, divided between two tiers.  The primary 

tier consists of problem finding, ideation, and evaluation.  The secondary tier consists of 

knowledge and motivation.   

Problem finding is the process by which someone identifies and defines a problem 

to be solved.  Problem finding is a preparatory component, setting the stage for the 

problem-solving processes that follow it.  During ideation, ideas that could potentially 

solve identified problems are generated.  Both associative and divergent thinking are used 



25 

as strategies for such idea generation.4  Ideation involves cognitive fluency (productivity 

in idea generation), originality (novelty in idea generation), and flexibility (variety in idea 

generation).  During evaluation, the value of generated ideas, within the context of the 

problem, is determined.  Evaluation includes both critical and appreciative examinations 

of generated ideas to determine the extent to which they are the best creative solution to 

the problem (Runco & Chand, 1995). 

In the two-tier model of creative thinking (Runco & Chand, 1995), knowledge 

and motivation support the processes in the primary tier.  Two types of knowledge are 

described in relation to the creative process: declarative and procedural.  Declarative 

knowledge is factual information, which is needed to find problems, make associations 

that will result in new ideas, and provide criteria by which ideas can be evaluated.  

Procedural knowledge is defined as “know-how” (p. 246), and provides strategies for 

navigating each of the three creative components.  Whereas knowledge provides a 

foundation for creative thinking, motivation provides the drive needed to carry out 

creative work.  Without being motivated, people are less likely to exert the effort required 

for truly creative thinking, and might be more likely to settle for less-creative ideas. 

The two-tier model of creative thinking (Runco & Chand, 1995) is non-linear and 

multi-directional.  Each of the five components exerts influence upon one another.  

Runco and Chand argued that creative thinkers do not move from one component to the 

next in a logical fashion, as in Wallas’ (1926) model.  Rather, they travel from 

                                                           
4 Associative thinking is the process of drawing relationships between distinct 

ideas, and divergent thinking is generating multiple ideas for a singular stimulus.  
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component to component in a completely unpredictable path, dictated by the 

circumstances of the creative effort. 

Amabile (2013) offered a different componential model of creativity.  Her model 

has five major components: “analyzing and articulating the exact nature of the problem to 

be solved, preparing to solve the problem by gathering information and improving any 

required skills, generating ideas for solving the problem, testing or validating the chosen 

solution, and communicating that solution to others” (pp. 136-137).  Like Runco and 

Chand’s (1995) model, this model is non-linear; the components may occur in any order 

and may be repeated multiple times throughout the creative process (Amabile, 2013).   

In Amabile’s (2013) model, the creative process is influenced by four factors: 

domain-relevant skills, creativity-relevant processes, task motivation, and the social 

environment.  “Domain-relevant skills include knowledge, expertise, technical skills, 

intelligence, and talent in the particular domain where the problem solver is working” 

(Amabile, 2013, p. 135).  These skills provide the foundation upon which creative 

thinking occurs.  Creativity-relevant processes are those which allow independence, risk 

taking, and the ability to break from accepted norms.  They result in thinking that is 

flexible, not bound to established procedures, and open to ambiguity.  Task motivation 

refers to intrinsic motivation, characterized by “the interest, enjoyment, satisfaction, and 

challenge of the task itself” (Amabile, 2013, p. 136).  The final influencing factor, the 

social environment, refers to the external influences which the environment exerts on the 

creative process.  These influences can either stifle creativity or enhance it, depending on 

the nature of the influence.  Examples of negative influences are criticisms of new ideas, 

political problems within an organization, an emphasis on the status quo, an affinity for 
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low-risk and conservative behavior, and time pressure.  Examples of positive 

environmental influences on creativity, on the other hand, are being positively 

challenged, working collaboratively with colleagues who have a wide range of abilities, 

autonomy, supervisors who appreciate new ideas and innovation, policies which 

explicitly declare support for creative work, and institutional mechanisms for developing 

and sharing new ideas. 

Each of the above models assumes a domain-general creative process.  While it is 

plausible that there is an underlying cognitive system that supports creative production in 

any field, the Systems Model of Creativity (Csikszentmihalyi, 2014) proposes that 

creativity cannot exist without a “domain of action in which innovation is possible” (p. 

48).  A domain gives context to creative thinking, including culture, customary practices, 

language, and a notation system.  Creative ideas are an extension of the total accumulated 

knowledge within a domain.   

In a series of experiments, Baer (1991, 1994) tested the domain specificity of 

creative thinking.  Participants in the studies generated creative products across a variety 

of creative domains.  There were no significant correlations between the creativity of the 

products, indicating that creative ability in one domain does not predict creative ability in 

any other.  Additionally, there were no significant correlations between tasks within the 

same domain, such as writing poetry and writing short stories, indicating that creativity is 

not only domain specific, but task specific as well.  Subsequent studies have supported 

the domain specificity (e.g., Eboccia, Epiccardi, Epalermo, Enori, & Epalmiero, 2015; 

Julmi & Scherm, 2015; Mohamed, Maker, & Lubart, 2012; Palmiero, Nakatani, Raver, 
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Belardinelli, & Van Leeuwen, 2010) and task specificity (e.g., Diakidoy & Constantinou, 

2001; Storme, et al., 2017) of creative thinking. 

Music Education Perspectives on Creativity 

Given the evidence for domain-specific creativity, it follows that music 

researchers would study music-specific creative abilities.  Though many agree that there 

are music-specific creative abilities, there is disagreement upon what constitutes those 

abilities.  Hickey (2012) describes creative musical thinking as “the ability to think 

imaginatively (creatively) in music and to manipulate and create new and interesting 

musical ideas” (p. 8).  Koutsoupidou and Hargreaves (2009) define musical creativity as 

“a natural response of children to music, which can be observed from their infancy and 

can differ according to their age, their musical experience, and various socio-

psychological factors that can affect their development” (p. 252).  Webster (1990) defines 

creative thinking in music as “a dynamic mental process that alternates between divergent 

(imaginative) and convergent (factual) thinking, moving in stages over time.  It is enabled 

by internal musical skills and outside conditions and results in a final musical product 

which is new for the creator” (p. 28).   

Many music education scholars believe composition and improvisation to be the 

best, or only, expressions of musical creativity (Hickey, 2012; Humphreys, 2006a; 

Koutsoupidou & Hargreaves, 2009; Madsen & Madsen, 1997).  Composition and 

improvisation are, therefore, the most studied forms of creative work in music education 

research (Stefanic & Randles, 2015).  It is possible that the focus on composition and 

improvisation in creativity research stems from a belief that musical performers are re-

creators, not creators: that they follow instructions for the performance of someone else’s 



29 

ideas, rather than generate their own, creative ideas (Tan, 2016).  This belief can be 

traced to the early days of music philosophy.  It is represented in the works of Plato, 

Aristotle, Boethius, and Guido d’ Arezzo, each of whom professed a hierarchy of musical 

activities, with composition and theoretical understanding occupying a higher position 

than skilled performance (Humphreys, 2006b).  Current music curricula, including those 

in America, England, and Singapore, perpetuate the belief, making a clear distinction 

between creative activities—defined as composition and improvisation—and the 

performance of pre-composed music (Tan, 2016).   

Despite the emphasis placed on composition and improvisation with regard to 

musical creativity, there are those that acknowledge creative potential in the performance 

of pre-composed music (Hargreaves, 1999; Humphreys, 2006a, 2006b; Hickey, 2012; 

Koutsoupidou & Hargreaves, 2009; Tan, 2016; Tarratus, 1964; Shuler, Norgaard, & 

Blakeslee, 2014; Webster, n.d., 2002).  Pre-composed scores, though usually quite 

detailed, do not dictate absolute precision in how the music is to be performed.  The 

inherent imprecision in music notation allows for a “range of acoustic possibilities” 

(Cohen, 2005, p. 74).  This possible variance results in performances of the same piece of 

music that are never exactly the same (Chaffin, Lemieux, & Chen, 2007) and gives 

musicians the freedom to act within the constraints of the notation to generate original 

and valuable—and, therefore, creative—musical ideas (Seddon & Biasutti, 2009).   

A sizeable portion of the creative freedom in the performance of pre-composed 

music comes through expressive musical performance.  Expression can be seen as “a 

transformation of, or departure from, some kind of norm” (Clarke, 2012, p. 19).  The 

GERMS model (Juslin, 2003) identifies five types of musical expression: generative 
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rules, emotional expression, random expression, motion principles, and stylistic 

unexpectedness.  Generative rules refers to the use of variable musical aspects—such as 

volume, articulation, and tempo—to define and accentuate structural elements of a piece.  

Expressive gestures of this type are contextually dependent, as musical structure varies 

across genres and styles, and importance in structure is subject to cultural and personal 

interpretation.  Emotional expression refers to the use of variable musical elements—such 

as tempo, volume, tone, timbre, articulation, note length, and vibrato—to convey an 

emotional message through music.  Random expression refers to unintended variation 

that occurs in performance.  This type of expressive variation results from human 

physical limitations that render absolute precision impossible.  Though unintentional, 

these variations contribute to the unique expression of each performance.  Motion 

principles refers to the use of variable musical elements to make the music mimic human 

biological motion, giving music a living quality.  Stylistic unexpectedness refers to the 

use of variable musical elements to break musical rules and accepted performance 

practice.  The violation of these norms imbues performance with tension and intrigue.  

Though the GERMS model identifies a range of expressive qualities in musical 

performance, not all expressive performance is creative.  Expression that comes from 

unconscious or automatic adherence to performance practice is not creative; expression 

that comes from deliberate interpretive choices is creative (Clarke, 2012).   

The Model of Creative Thinking Process in Music (Webster, 2002) considers the 

performance of pre-composed music a potentially creative musical activity.  In this 

model, each of five product intentions (compose, perform the music of others, listen 

repeatedly, listen once, and improvise) can be transformed into a creative product 
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(composed music scores or recordings, recorded performances, written analysis, mental 

representation of the music heard, and recorded improvisations). 

At the core of this creative process are four elements: preparation, time away, 

working through, and verification.  A musician’s ability to navigate these four elements 

relies on both divergent and convergent thinking.5  A musicians’ divergent and 

convergent thinking are fueled by both enabling skills and enabling conditions.  Enabling 

skills include aptitudes, conceptual understanding, craftsmanship, and aesthetic 

sensitivity.  Enabling conditions exist in two domains: personal and social/cultural.  

Personal enabling conditions include subconscious imagery, motivation, and personality.  

Social/cultural enabling conditions include context, task, peer influence, and past 

experience.  Like many models of creative thinking, the Model of Creative Thinking 

Process in Music is non-linear, with each component exerting influence on many others 

(Webster, 2002). 

The Transcultural Theory of Creativity (Tan, 2016) is based upon Confucius’ 

writings about situational creativity, and was developed expressly to define the creativity 

at work when preparing and performing pre-composed music in traditional instrumental 

ensembles.  The theory consists of three facets.  The first facet, situation and sincerity, 

proposes that creativity “is the creation of meaning from things that are already present 

rather than the creation of being” (Tan, 2016, p. 95).  In music, this meaning is both 

imparted into and derived from performance.  In this facet, a distinction is made between 

                                                           
5 Convergent thinking is thinking in which there is only one possible idea which 

can be derived from a stimulus. 
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compositional creativity, in which a product can be refined and revised until the creator is 

satisfied with it, and performance creativity, in which the creative act happens in the 

moment and is not subject to revision.  Creative performances must be a sincere and 

authentic expression of the performer.  Performances perceived as fake do not carry the 

creative qualities as do those that are sincere.   

The second facet, tradition and training, proposes that creativity is necessarily 

rooted in tradition.  It is the reshaping and transformation of that which came before that 

results in creativity.  Pre-composed music provides a traditional context, which 

performers reimagine and interpret through their performance.  That the musical notation 

imposes constraints upon performance does not diminish a performer’s ability to generate 

creative ideas within it.  This facet also makes a point of the importance of technical skill 

to creative performance.  Training to mastery results in the ability to use learned 

technique in creative and innovative ways (Tan, 2016). 

The third facet, circumspection and collaboration, proposes that the boundaries 

imposed by notation create space within which to be creative.  Rather than being 

instructive, pre-composed notation is a communication tool that allows performance to be 

a co-creative endeavor between composer and performer.  Performing pre-composed 

music is also a collaboration between individual musicians within an ensemble.  Each 

member of the ensemble, including the conductor, has a specific role to play in the 

performance of pre-composed music.  There is room for creativity in each role without 

requiring performers to take on someone else’s role.  It is when each musician creatively 

carries out his own role that collaborative musical creativity occurs.  Because each 

member is acting creatively, all members can observe and respond creatively to one 
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another.  In this way, ensemble performance is not a process of conforming to the 

demands of composer and conductor; it is a “reciprocal process of shaping and being 

shaped by others” (Tan, 2016, p. 100) 

Collaborative Creativity 

Though much of the creativity research has focused on creativity as an individual 

skill or trait, there is evidence that creativity can be collaborative as well (e.g., Alibhe, 

2014; Dhillon & Gupta, 2015; Rojas-Drummand, Albarrán, & Littleton, 2008; Sullivan, 

2011; Taggar, 2002; Vass, 2007).  Music has been a prime example of collaborative 

creativity, given the well-established collaborative nature of many types of music making 

(Brandler & Peynircioglu, 2015; Di Natale & Russell, 1995; Ford & Davidson, 2003; 

Ginsborg & King, 2012; Lim, 2014; Malhotra, 1981; Murnighan & Conlon, 1991; Young 

& Coleman, 1979).  Communication is the sole unifying factor of all types and domains 

of creative collaboration (Sonnenburg, 2004).  Therefore, the conditions that enable 

creativity-fostering communication and the types of communication that contribute to 

collaborative creativity have been primary foci of collaborative creativity research in 

music and music education.  

In a series of four studies, Morgan (1998) examined communicative interaction in 

groups of school children composing collaboratively.  The composition activities were to 

compose a piece that is representative of a previously written story (Studies 1 and 2); to 

compose a piece that has a beginning, middle, and end (Study 3); and to compose a piece 

that elicits a happy feeling (Study 4).  Participants were arranged into groups of four, and 

each composition task was allotted a 20-minute work period.  In the first study, four types 

of interactions were examined: total talk (total time spent talking), task directed talk (time 
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spent verbally sharing ideas for the composition), read (time spent reading the story 

aloud), and play (time spent playing instruments).  No significant correlations were found 

between the creativity of the compositions and time spent on any of the interaction types, 

indicating that creativity could not be predicted by participants’ interaction-type 

propensities.  No significant difference was found between the amounts of time spent 

talking and spent playing instruments, indicating that participants engaged in roughly the 

same amount of talk and play.  In examining gender differences in time spent in each of 

the interaction types, the only significant difference was that girls had higher total talk 

than boys.  Large standard deviations suggest that both collaborative groups and 

individuals, regardless of gender, vary greatly in the types of interactions they use in 

collaborative creativity. 

 Based upon the findings of the first study, Morgan (1998) determined that her 

definitions of collaborative interaction types were too broad.  For the remaining studies, 

six interaction types were examined: task directed talk (time spent directly contributing to 

the composition activity), read (time spent reading the story aloud), off task talk (time 

spent talking, not directly contributing to the composition activity), interaction with the 

researcher (time spent taking with the researcher for any reason), task directed play (time 

spent playing the instruments, directly contributing to the composition activity), and 

exploratory play (time spent playing the instruments, not directly contributing to the 

composition activity).  The third and fourth studies did not examine time spent reading 

the story, because there was no story used in those composition activities.  For each of the 

three remaining studies, participants were grouped into either all-boy, all-girl, or mixed-

gender groups, each with four members. 
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 In the second study, correlations between the interaction types and the creativity 

of the compositions were only significant for task directed talk and task directed play, 

indicating that those interaction types were used more often in groups that generated 

more-creative compositions.   In the third and fourth studies, the same correlations were 

only significant for task directed play, indicating that it was the only interaction type used 

more often by groups that generated more-creative compositions.  In all three studies, 

groups spent significantly more time talking than playing.  In the second and fourth 

studies, no significant difference was found in the amount of each interaction type used, 

based upon group gender composition.  However, the third study found a significant 

difference in both task directed play and exploratory play, with all-boy groups engaging 

in them the most, followed by mixed-gender groups, followed by all-girl groups.  The 

second and third studies found no significant difference in the creativity of the 

compositions, based upon gender.  The fourth study, however, found gender differences, 

with all-boy groups having the highest creativity scores, followed by all-girl groups, and 

followed by mixed-gender groups.  Again, large standard deviations suggest that there is 

a wide variance in group and individual preference for interaction type (Morgan, 1998).  

The variance in interaction-type propensities may indicate that different types of 

interactions function differently in a variety of contexts.  It could be useful to know, not 

just what types of interactions students use in the generation of creative work, but how 

each functions in the creative process that leads to creative production. 

 Hopkins (2015) also examined collaborative interaction during group 

composition.  In the study, high school orchestra students composed original music in 

collaborative groups of four or five members.  The composition project was completed 
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without the direct influence of the participants’ orchestra teacher.  Student interaction 

was classified into four types: task-directed talk (talk that contributed to the composition 

project), off-task talk (talk that did not contribute to the composition project), task-

directed playing (instrumental playing that contributed to the composition project) and 

off-task playing (instrumental playing that did not contribute to the composition project).  

The total number of contributions to the composition project given by each group 

member was examined in order to determine the balance of contribution within each 

group. 

 Results of the study show that all groups spent more time engaged in task-

dependent playing than task-dependent talk, indicating a preference for musical over 

verbal communication.  There were no significant differences, based upon participant 

gender, in the amount of contributions offered during the composition activity, however, 

mixed-gender groups had higher levels of collaboration than single-gender groups.  A 

significant negative correlation was found between collaborative balance and number of 

contributions, suggesting that better collaboration occurs in groups whose members offer 

more ideas.  A significant correlation was found between collaborative balance and 

composition quality, suggesting that better compositions are produced by groups who 

collaborate better.  Finally, half of the groups spent a substantial amount of time off task, 

suggesting that students may have difficulty with self-directed creative activities 

(Hopkins, 2015).  

 Sawyer (2005) examined communication in collaborative ensemble creativity.  He 

defined a creative ensemble as “a complex dynamical system, with a high degree of 

sensitivity to initial conditions and rapidly expanding combinatorial possibilities from 
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moment to moment” (Sawyer, 2005, p. 49).  In collaborative ensemble creativity, no 

single musician controls the music making; each musician involved offers ideas, responds 

to the ideas of others, and modifies proposed ideas.  Sawyer identified four components 

of creative communication in musical ensembles: process, unpredictability, collaboration, 

and emergence.  Process describes the “interactional dynamics” (p. 48) between each 

ensemble member.  Creative communication must have a back-and-forth, not a one-way, 

structure.  Unpredictability describes the infinite number of next steps that exist for each 

moment of music making.  The path that creative music making takes cannot be 

predicted; it is determined by the interaction of the musicians, from moment to moment.  

Collaboration describes the co-creational nature of creative ensemble music making.  It is 

not the intention of an idea’s originator, but the ways the other musicians respond to it, 

that give the idea meaning.  Emergence describes an ensemble’s performance as being 

greater than the sum of its parts.  Creative ensemble music-making happens when the 

individual creative gifts and ideas of the musicians coalesce and compound to form a 

truly collaborative ensemble performance.  Sawyer explored these components of 

creative ensemble collaboration primarily through the lens of jazz improvisation, but 

acknowledged that the same kind of communication is also necessary for the creative 

preparation and performance of pre-composed music. 

 Littleton and Mercer (2012) investigated collaborative creativity in the rehearsals 

of three popular music ensembles: a rock band, a theatre accompaniment ensemble, and a 

country/roots band.  The researchers took a sociocultural perspective, which is grounded 

in the notion that knowledge is communal and that communication is a tool used to foster 

“the construction of understanding and negotiation of meaning” (p. 232).  Both language 
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and musical performance were examined as forms of communication, with musicians 

offering their ideas both in spoken word and in musical modeling.  The researchers found 

that collaborative ensemble music-making involved continual evaluation of the 

ensemble’s performance; improving, modifying, and changing the performance with each 

rehearsal iteration; ensemble members building upon each other’s ideas; exploring 

alternatives and variations in how to perform the music; and resolving differences of 

opinion.  Creative collaborative ensembles employ this process as they constantly repeat, 

replay, and rework the music, striving to reach a version that is collectively agreed upon 

by all members.  Though these findings provide insight into the functionality of 

collaborative interaction in musical creativity, the very small sample makes it hard to 

generalize these findings to a larger population. 

 Seddon and Biasutti (2009) examined both a jazz sextet and a string quartet to 

determine the specific types of communication used in collaborative ensembles.  Six 

modes of communication were discovered: instruction (verbal and non-verbal), 

cooperation (verbal and non-verbal), and collaboration (verbal and non-verbal).  

Instruction consists of procedural information being relayed from one ensemble member 

to another.  In the case of verbal instruction, communication may include when to start 

playing, note verification, and instructions on how to play a passage.  In the case of non-

verbal instruction, communication may include written notation and musical modeling.  

Cooperation consists of “activities facilitating cohesive performance of the music” (p. 

403).  In the case of verbal cooperation, musicians discuss the performance of the piece, 

addressing cohesion in sound and technical issues.  In the case of non-verbal cooperation, 

musicians demonstrate their sympathetic attunement to one another through body 
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language, facial expression, eye contact, musical cues, and physical gestures.  

Collaboration consists of “activities facilitating creative developments in the 

interpretation of the music” (p. 403).  In the case of verbal collaboration, musicians 

evaluate their performance and discuss ways to refine and develop their interpretation and 

style.  In the case of non-verbal collaboration, musicians try new musical ideas in the 

moment of performance.  Each musician is empathetically attuned to one another such 

that they respond to each other’s spontaneous variations and promote creative 

performance.  The researchers call this kind of creativity in performance empathetic 

creativity.  Evidence for all six modes of communication and of empathetic creativity was 

found in both the jazz group, who performed a largely improvised piece of music, and the 

string quartet, who played a pre-composed piece of music.  As in Littleton and Mercer 

(2012), this study’s small sample of only two ensembles provides a local, rather than 

global perspective on the function of interaction in collaborative creativity. 

Creativity Assessment and Measurement 

 As scholars developed their theories of creativity, psychometric measures were 

required to test them.  Just as there is great variety in theories and conceptions of 

creativity, there is great variety in creativity measurement instruments.  In a series of 

articles published in The Journal of Creative Behavior (Davis, 1971; Kaltsounis, 1971a, 

1971b; Kaltsounis & Honeywell, 1980), 186 distinct creativity tests are identified.  To 

discover the optimal creativity measure for the current study, a number of established and 

contemporary creativity tests, both within music education and without, were reviewed.  

Each was scrutinized to determine its applicability to the study of musical creativity 

manifested through the interpretation of musical notation. 
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Remote Associates Test 

 The Remote Associates Test (RAT) (Mednick & Mednick, 1967) was designed to 

assess the creativity of college students and is based upon the notion that creativity is the 

process of combining distant or unassociated elements “into new combinations which are 

useful and meet specified as well as unforeseen criteria” (Mednick, 1968, p. 213).  The 

RAT presents test takers with sets of three, loosely-related words.  For each set, test 

takers must furnish one word that “serves as an associative link between these disparate 

words” (Mednick, 1962, p. 227).  For example, the words out, dog, and cat can all be 

associated with the word house, resulting in the terms outhouse, dog house, and housecat.  

Each set has only one, correct answer.  Test takers receive 40 minutes to complete the 

test, which comprises 30 associative word problems.  The test was meant to be a measure 

of ability in “all fields of creative endeavor” (Mednick, 1962, p. 227). 

 Mednick (1962) offered some reliability and validity information for the RAT.  In 

a study of university architecture students, a significant correlation was found between 

professors’ ratings of their students’ creativity and the students’ scores on the RAT.  

Given the professors’ intimate knowledge of their students’ creative work, this suggests 

that the RAT is successful at identifying creative people.  Spearman-Brown reliability 

coefficients were calculated in two separate early tests of the RAT.  In both cases, the 

RAT was found to be highly reliable.  Lee, Huggins, and Therriault (2014) provide 

additional support for the RAT in their findings of high internal validity and confirmed 

unidimensionality of the test. 

 Critics of the RAT have argued that it does not display acceptable internal validity 

(Dailey, 1978), and convergent validity when compared to domain-expert ratings of 
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individuals’ creativity (Datta, 1964a, 1964b).  Evidence has also shown that the RAT 

significantly and moderately correlates with tests of general intelligence, analytical 

thinking tasks, and tests of working memory, while non-significantly and weakly 

correlating with tests of divergent thinking.  This indicates that the RAT is a measure of 

convergent thinking, a process involved in creativity, but not of creativity as a whole 

(Lee, Huggins, & Therriault, 2014; Lee & Therriault, 2013).  There has also been a 

significant cultural and language bias discovered in the RAT, which disadvantages people 

who are not native English speakers (Arvidson, 1968; Datta, 1964a), a point which 

Mednick (1962) acknowledged as a potential issue with the test.     

Wallach and Kogan Creativity Battery 

Wallach and Kogan (1965) developed a battery of creativity tests to demonstrate 

that creativity is distinct from general intelligence.  The battery consists of five 

procedures, three of which are verbal and two of which are figural.  In the first procedure, 

test takers name as many things as they can that are defined by a single descriptor, such 

as things that will make a noise.  In the second procedure, test takers list as many uses as 

they can for a single item, such as a newspaper.  In the third procedure, test takers list as 

many similarities as they can for two items, such as a potato and a carrot.  In the fourth 

and fifth procedures, test takers look at an illustration and come up with as many things 

as they can that might be represented by the illustration.  The illustrations in the fourth 

procedure contain multiple elements, and the illustrations in the fifth procedure consist of 

a single line.   

Each procedure is scored using two variables: uniqueness and number.  

Uniqueness points are given for each response that is given by only one member of a 
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sample, and number points are given for each response a participant gives to a prompt.  

Each of the procedures was found to have high split-half reliability.  High reliability was 

also found using item-sum correlations for each of the prompts across all five procedures.  

The battery demonstrated that creativity and general intelligence are independent 

cognitive functions (Wallach & Kogan, 1965).  The Wallach and Kogan Creative Battery 

was unique among early creativity tests because the procedures were presented as games 

rather than assessments, and unlimited time was allowed for participants to answer each 

prompt.  These innovations resulted in the Wallach and Kogan Creative Battery still 

being considered an important work in the study of creativity (Silvia, 2015). 

Support for the Wallach and Kogan Creative Battery has come from studies that 

confirm its internal consistency (Cropley, 1968; Cropley & Maslany, 1969), discriminant 

validity (Crockenberg, 1972; Cropley, 1968; Cropley & Maslany, 1969; McKinney & 

Forman, 1977), and convergent validity (Milgram & Rivka, 1981).  There has also been 

support for Wallach and Kogan’s (1965) claim that the battery measures a 

unidimensional creative ability (Silvia, 2008).  The battery has faced criticism as well.  

Some have questioned the validity of the battery due to data showing that the ability it 

measures is not distinct from general intelligence (Cronbach, 1968; Silvia, 2008).  Others 

have challenged its validity on the grounds that it lacks a metric for quality of response 

(Crockenberg, 1972; Cronbach, 1968).  They argued that the battery addresses only the 

originality criterion of creativity rather than assessing the entire phenomenon and, 

therefore, that it can be considered a test of creative production processes only, not a test 

of general creativity.  Milgram and Rivka (1981) challenged the face validity of the 

battery, arguing that it does not conform to the stringent standards upon which real-world 
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creative behavior is judged, and therefore might not be the best predictor of real-world 

creativity.  In addition to challenging the battery’s validity, researchers have challenged 

the unidimensionality of the creative ability it measures.  Some researchers argue that the 

battery measures a multidimensional ability with two distinct factors (Cropley & 

Maslany, 1969; McKinney & Forman, 1977).  Other researchers have found that the 

battery assesses a creative ability comprised of four distinct factors (Fee, 1968; Ward, 

1967). 

Guilford’s Measures of Divergent Thinking 

Guilford (1967) developed a creativity measure in conjunction with the Structure 

of Intellect Model, which was an attempt to map the processes and abilities that comprise 

human intelligence.  The Structure of Intellect Model includes over 120 cognitive 

abilities, 24 of which are classified as divergent production abilities, generally described 

as the ability to produce multiple responses to a single stimulus.  Guilford believed 

divergent production skills to be a significant predictor of creative abilities.  His 

creativity measure, therefore, focused on divergent thinking. 

 Guilford (1967) believed that different modes of perception require the brain to 

engage in different types of divergent thinking.  His measure, therefore, included figural, 

symbolic, semantic, and behavioral tasks, each designed to stimulate a specific type of 

divergent production.  Interestingly, Guilford noted that his divergent production tasks 

would likely be a poor predictor of musical creativity since none of them require sonic 

processing.  He did indicate that there are likely some correlations between figural and 

aural stimuli, but that a set of tests using musical stimuli would likely have to be 

developed to test musical creativity potential. 
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 Guilford’s (1967) measure is a battery of tests that includes the following task 

types: creating original drawings, modifying existing images, combining multiple 

existing images, generating word lists, generating answers to a simple prompt, grouping 

items by physical characteristics, solving math problems, solving ambiguous analogies, 

and modifying matchstick formations.  Each task is designed to be sufficiently open 

ended to allow numerous valid solutions.  Four indicators are used to evaluate divergent 

production task responses: fluency (the quantity of ideas produced), flexibility (the ability 

to change direction or the number of categories into which produced ideas can be 

grouped), originality (the uniqueness of the ideas produced), and elaboration (the ability 

to expand upon and develop an idea).  Each task does not engage all four indicators, but 

all four are assessed over the course of the entire battery. 

 Of the numerous divergent production tasks Guilford (1967) designed, one still 

survives in active use: the Alternate Uses Test (Guilford, Christensen, Merrifield, & 

Wilson, 1978).  In the Alternative Uses Test, test takers furnish uses for common items, 

such as a brick.  It is scored using all four indicators: fluency, flexibility, originality, and 

elaboration. 

 There seem to be only a small number of studies that have investigated the 

validity and reliability of Guilford’s (1967) divergent thinking battery.  Hocevar (1980) 

found no correlation between scores on three of Guilford’s tests (Alternate Uses, 

Consequences, and Plot Titles) and tests of general intelligence, establishing discriminant 

validity for the measures.  However, in the same study, the Guilford tests were shown to 

be no better at predicting creative activity than were tests of general intelligence, calling 

into question their predictive validity.  Hocevar and Michael (1979) found that, when 
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scoring the Alternate Uses, Consequences, and Plot Titles tests for fluency and 

originality, the two metrics failed to achieve discriminant validity from one another.  

Hocevar (1979) found that fluency was a confounding factor to the convergent validity of 

the Alternate Uses, Consequences, and Plot Titles tests.  When the effects of fluency 

were removed, originality failed to correlate across the three tests.  Though Hocevar used 

this data to challenge the reliability and validity of the tests, they actually support 

Guilford’s original intention that each test measure a distinct cognitive ability.  Dippo 

(2013) specifically examined the Alternate Uses Test, and challenged the validity of the 

test’s limit of only six responses per prompt.  She discovered that very original ideas are 

not generated until the tenth response.  Limiting respondents to only six responses, as the 

Alternate Uses Test does, may not be a valid assessment of originality because it stops 

test takers too soon in the creative process. 

Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking 

Possibly the most widely-used creativity test is the Torrance Tests of Creative 

Thinking (TTCT) (Baer, 1993; Clapham, 2004; Torrance, 2008).  Based upon the work of 

J. P. Guilford, the TTCT is a test of divergent thinking that is used to predict creative 

potential (Barbot, Bensacon, & Lubart, 2011).  The TTCT is a modular battery of tests, 

which can be rearranged and customized based upon the testing purposes.  The TTCT is 

based upon a set of cognitive abilities determined to be integral to the creative process.  

Unlike Guilford, who made a clear distinction between divergent production and 

creativity, the TTCT treats the two as closer to a single concept (Torrance, 1962). 

While the Guilford battery (1967) isolates very specific cognitive abilities, the 

TTCT engages multiple types of thinking in each task in order to mimic real-life 
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creativity.  From the complex tasks, TTCT scorers are able to extrapolate test takers’ 

ability levels with regard to specific creative processes.  Care was taken in the design of 

the TTCT to ensure tasks were short enough to preclude testing fatigue (Torrance, 1962).   

There are both verbal and figural versions of the TTCT, each of which has two 

different forms.  The verbal version can be administered to a wide range of ages, from 

first grade through adulthood.  It takes 40 minutes to administer and includes five types 

of activities: ask and guess, product improvement, unusual uses, unusual questions, and 

just suppose.  Responses on the verbal version are scored using Guilford’s (1950) 

indicators of fluency, flexibility, and originality (Dumont, Willis, Veizel, & Zibulsky, 

2013; Kim, K. H., Cramond, & Bandalos, 2006).   

The figural version can be administered to test takers from kindergarten through 

adulthood.  It takes 30 minutes to administer and includes three activities: picture 

construction, picture completion, and repeated figures of lines and circles.  Responses on 

the figural version are scored using Guilford’s (1950) indicators of fluency, originality, 

and elaboration as well as two new metrics: abstractness of titles, and resistance to 

premature closure (Dumont, Willis, Veizel, & Zibulsky, 2013).  The tests were originally 

designed to be scored using norm-referenced indicators; however, Torrance (1981a) 

designed a set of criterion-referenced indicators that better predicted adult creative 

accomplishment. 

A number of studies have provided support for the reliability and validity of the 

TTCT.  The battery has been found to have high interrater reliability (Rosenthal, DeMers, 

Stilwell, Graybeal, & Zins, 1983), internal reliability (Clapham, 2004), and predictive 

validity (Bentley J. C., 1966; Crammond, Matthews-Morgan, Bandalos, & Zuo, 2005; 
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Cropley, 1971; MacDonald & Raths, 1964; Runco, Millar, Acar, & Cramond, 2010; 

Strom & Larimore, 1970; Torrance, 1963, 1969, 1972b, 1980; Torrance & Hansen, 1965; 

Torrance, Tan, & Allman, 1970; Weisberg & Springer, 1961; Witt, 1971; Yamada & 

Tam, 1996; Yamamoto, 1963).  Researchers have also been highly critical of the TTCT.  

Studies have shown that there is limited convergent validity between the verbal and 

figural forms of the test, even though they were meant to be parallel (Clapham, 2004).  

The validity of the TTCT has been called into question due to data that show significant 

differences between gifted and non-gifted children (Rosenthal, DeMers, Stilwell, 

Graybeal, & Zins, 1983).  A lack of current norms may also erode the validity of the tests 

(Mouchiroud & Lubart, 2001).  Finally, a lack of discriminant validity has been found 

between the TTCT’s many indicators (Heausler & Thompson, 1988; Hocevar & Michael, 

1979; Kim, K. H., Cramond, & Bandalos, 2006), especially between fluency and 

originality (Mouchiroud & Lubart, 2001). 

Consensual Assessment Technique 

 The Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT) (Amabile, 1982) assesses the 

creativity of generated products, and was designed to take a more holistic approach to 

measuring creativity than the divergent production tests which preceded it.  Amabile was 

highly critical of divergent production tests due to their focus on discrete components of 

creativity but not the larger process of creativity itself.  Rather than consisting of a 

number of atomistic creativity tasks, used to generate a single creativity score, the CAT 

results in a broad conception of a product’s degree of creativity, which can then be 

broken down into contributing factors. 
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 In the CAT, participants engage in a task designed to allow for the generation of 

creative products.  Tasks should be sufficiently open ended to allow flexibility and 

novelty in generated products.  However, the task should be specific enough that it results 

in a clear product or response which is able to be observed and judged.  The task should 

also be age and skill level appropriate, such that technical proficiency poses no barrier to 

creative production (Amabile, 1982). 

A panel of domain-expert judges independently rates the products.  Judges need 

not have produced highly creative products themselves; they must, however, have enough 

expertise to recognize creativity in the work of others.  Judges first review all the 

products to be rated without formally evaluating any of them.  This step gives judges 

context for their ratings.  The judges then review the products a second time, in the same 

order as the first time, rating each on its creativity and small number of other factors.  

Specific additional factors are not mandated, but technical goodness and aesthetic appeal 

are suggested as useful.  Additional factors mitigate the effects of any confounding 

variables on judges’ creativity ratings.  The CAT considers creativity to be subjective; 

therefore, judges are not provided with a priori criteria for creativity.  Each judge is 

expected to operate under individually held conceptions of what makes a product creative 

or not.  It is assumed that judges will find the same products creative, despite operating 

from potentially different conceptions of creativity.  The degree to which the judges 

independently agree upon a product’s creativity is the degree to which the product can be 

considered creative.  A reliability coefficient of .70 is the minimum standard to consider 

the judges in agreement (Amabile, 1982). 
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 Amabile (1982) tested the validity of the CAT in a series of eight studies.  

Participants in the studies ranged in age from early elementary school to undergraduate 

college students.  Also, across the studies, a variety of judges were used, including 

university professors; undergraduate college students, both in the major that 

corresponded to the creative domain and in other majors; professional practitioners in the 

creative domain; and graduate students, both in the concentration that corresponded to the 

creative domain and in other concentrations.  Each study resulted in acceptable levels of 

interrater reliability.  This supported the feasibility of subjectively measuring creativity 

and confirmed that a judge’s level of experience is inconsequential, as long as the judge 

has a working knowledge of the domain. 

Amabile (1982) identified some limitations of the CAT.  First, as the number of 

products to be rated goes up, the interrater reliability goes down, likely due to rater 

fatigue.  Second, the process can be time consuming, which would also contribute to rater 

fatigue.  Third, the CAT will not do well in identifying extreme creativity, since those 

ideas are likely too innovative to have gained widespread acceptance.  Despite the 

limitations, the CAT was shown to be an effective measure of creativity, and can be used 

to evaluate both artistic and non-artistic creative products. 

Since the CAT derives its validity from the expertise of the judges (Kaufman, 

Baer, Cole, & Sexton, 2008), the type and level of expertise of judges used in the CAT 

have come under scrutiny.  Kaufman, Baer, Cole, and Sexton found that, though both 

expert and non-expert judges reached acceptable levels of interrater reliability, there were 

significant differences between them, with non-experts consistently giving higher 

creativity ratings than their expert counterparts.  This led to the conclusion that either 
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expert or non-expert judges can be used, but that researchers should be aware that judges 

may rate creativity based upon different metrics, depending upon their level of domain 

expertise.  Freeman, Son, and McRoberts (2015) went a step further to recommend that, 

though non-expert judges can be used, they should be used to augment expert judges, not 

replace them.  Stefanic and Randles (2015) offered additional critique, citing low 

absolute agreement reliability, mixed test-retest reliability results, invalid scores on 

collaborative activities, and low discriminant validity between scores on creativity and a 

small number of additional factors. 

Music-Specific Measures of Creativity 

 Just as music and music education researchers developed music-specific theories 

of creativity, music education research has seen the development of music-specific 

creativity tests.  These tests are often adapted from tests of general creativity, but feature 

tasks germane to creative musical production.  Six noteworthy musical creativity tests 

have been developed and employed in empirical research (Ryan & Brown, 2013).  Each 

is described in detail below. 

Musical Creativity Test 

The Musical Creativity Test (MCT) (Vaughan, 1971) was the first music-specific 

creativity test (Baltzer, 1988; Webster, n.d.).  It was designed to measure creativity in 

authentic music-making scenarios.  The MCT consists of six musical prompts, most of 

which require improvisation.  In the first prompt, participants play a steady beat on a 

tom-tom while the test administrator plays a more intricate rhythm on a pair of claves.  

This is a warm up exercise to acclimate participants to the test.  In the second prompt, 

participants improvise rhythms on tom-toms while the test administrator plays a steady 
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beat on claves.  This prompt assesses participants’ musical divergent production and the 

extent to which participants play common, as opposed to uncommon, rhythms.  In the 

third and fourth prompts, participants respond musically to stimuli played by the test 

administrator.  Participants are instructed not to copy what the administrator played, but 

rather to come up with something original that fits what they hear.  These prompts 

measure participants’ sense of musical relevance.  Having two call and response prompts 

increases the likelihood that participants will generate more-creative responses.  In the 

fifth prompt, participants improvise a melody, using only the black keys on a bell set, 

over an ostinato played by the test administrator.  This assesses the extent to which 

participants explore tonal and rhythmic possibilities.  It also acts as a warm up for the 

more exposed improvisation of the final prompt.  In the sixth prompt, participants 

improvise a song that captures the feeling of being in a thunderstorm.  Participant may 

use any or all of the following instruments: a tom-tom, a pair of claves, and a bell set or 

xylophone.  This assesses participants’ power of invention (Vaughan, 1971). 

 Responses on the MCT are scored using three criteria: fluency, rhythmic security, 

and ideation.  Fluency is defined as “the ease with which the child enters into the task, 

and whether this ease continues for any length of time.  Rhythmic security is defined as 

the ability to maintain the pulse as initially established.  Ideation is defined as the quality 

of variety and suitability within the given framework” (Vaughan, 1971, p. 65).  Each of 

the three criteria is rated on a scale of zero to four for each prompt.   

 Vaughan (1971) reported mixed validity results for the MCT.  Convergent 

validity was demonstrated through significant correlations between the MCT and the 

TTCT (Torrance, 1966).  However, factor analysis demonstrated that the two tests 
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measure different abilities.  Divergent validity was demonstrated through significant 

correlations between the MCT and the Measures of Musical Abilities (Bentley, A., 1966), 

a test of musical intelligence.  However, factor analysis revealed that the tests actually 

measured the same construct.  Additionally, though no interrater reliability was reported, 

Vaughan acknowledged a high degree of disagreement between judges, calling into 

question the reliability of the MCT.  Without being reliable, it cannot be considered valid 

(Salkind, 2014).   

Measures of Musical Divergent Production 

 The Measures of Musical Divergent Production (MMDP) (Gorder, 1976) is 

grounded in Guilford’s (1967) divergent production tests and the TTCT (Torrance, 1962).  

In the MMDP, test takers improvise musical phrases, bound by certain sets of parameters.  

The tasks can be completed using any instrument with which test takers are comfortable, 

including the voice and whistling.  Before beginning a task, test takers are instructed to 

work quickly, yet creatively, and to vary their responses as much as possible.  Test takers 

are also reminded of all the musical elements that can be altered to vary their 

improvisations.  To mitigate the pressure of the testing environment, test takers are 

assured that there are no right or wrong answers, and that they can let their imaginations 

roam freely. 

 The MMDP consists of three tasks: givens, contours, and holes.  Each task is 

based upon a written stimulus.  In the givens task, test takers are shown a set of 12 

pitches.  Test takers improvise phrases using the given notes in the order they appear.  In 

the contours task, test takers are shown four notes, followed by a curved line, followed by 

a single note.  Test takers improvise phrases, starting with the given notes, following the 
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contour of the curved line, and ending on the final given note.  In the holes task, test 

takers are shown three notes, followed by a large blank area on the staff, followed by a 

single note.  Test takers improvise a phrase, beginning with the first given note and 

ending on the final given note.  The phrase may take any shape a test taker desires 

(Gorder, 1976).   

 The tasks are scored using Guilford’s (1967) four indicators of divergent 

production: fluency, flexibility, elaboration, and originality, each altered slightly for 

musical divergent production.  Fluency points are awarded for “each musical idea 

different in any way from others” (Gorder, 1976, p. 304).  Differences need only be slight 

to count toward fluency.  Flexibility points are awarded for “each response showing some 

type of shift in character” (Gorder, 1976, p. 304).  Elaboration points represent “the 

number of categories for which a shift occurred, for each response” (Gorder, 1976, p. 

304).  A list of categories of musical variation was constructed a priori for use with the 

MMDP.  Originality points represent “the degree of statistical rarity in the population of 

responses, determined by the rarity of a specific code set and awarded a weighting value 

based on this rarity” (Gorder, 1976, p. 304).  The MMDP includes a fifth evaluation 

criterion, musical quality, which was considered a positive response to criticisms of 

general creativity tests, which gave credit for novel, but trivial responses (Baltzer, 1988).  

Musical quality scores are “a judgement by the scorer on the basis of the appeal of the 

musical ideas presented” (Gorder, 1976, p. 304).  Each task results in a score for each of 

the five metrics.   

The stability of the MMDP was established through high test-retest reliability 

coefficients.  High internal reliability was found, using split-halves analysis, for four of 



54 

the indicators, with one having substantially lower internal reliability.  Scoring 

consistency was established through high correlations between two scorings of the same 

set of tests.  Interrater reliability was less consistent than the other reliability measures.  

Content validity was established by comparing the testing tasks with expert creative 

musicians’ conceptions of musical creativity.  “Positive but less than compelling” (p. 

167) evidence was reported for criterion-referenced validity of the MMDP, when 

compared with teacher assessments of participants’ creativity.  There was substantial 

support for the construct validity of the MMPD, when compared with tests of general 

intelligence, music aptitude, and general creativity (Gorder, 1976). 

Measures of Creativity in Sound and Music 

 The Measures of Creativity in Sound and Music (MCSM) (Wang, 1985) assesses 

the musical divergent production of lower-grade elementary school students, aged four 

through eight.  It is modeled after Thinking Creatively in Action and Movement 

(Torrance, 1981b) and prompts test takers to express themselves using both improvised 

sound and movement.  It was designed to be used by both teachers and researchers 

(Wang, 1985).   

 The MCSM includes four activities.  In the first activity, test takers play steady 

beats using as many different sounds as they can produce using two differently shaped 

plastic containers.  In the second activity, test takers imitate, using their choice of a 

variety of provided instruments, the sound of a thunderstorm with lightening, a giant 

walking, a horse, popcorn popping, a small river flowing, and someone using a 

typewriter.  In the third activity, test takers improvise ostinati using two bars, spaced a 

perfect fifth apart, on a bass xylophone.  In the fourth activity, test takers move in 
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accordance with the mood they perceive in a series of recorded musical excerpts.  The 

first and third activities are scored for fluency, defined as the total number of ideas 

generated.  The second and fourth activities are scored for imagination, which seems to 

be the quality of the ideas generated (Wang, 1985). 

 High inter-judge reliability was reported for each of the four activities, for total 

fluency scores, and for total imagination scores.  High inter-item consistency was found 

for each of the four activities, and moderate inter-item consistencies were found when 

activities one and three were combined, and when activities two and four were combined.  

There is some support for the construct validity of the MCSM, derived from correlations 

between fluency and imagination scores, correlations between the two fluency activities, 

and correlations between the two imagination activities (Baltzer, 1988). 

Measure of Musical Problem Solving 

 The Measure of Musical Problem Solving (MMPS) (Vold, 1986) was designed 

for use with kindergarten children.  It consists of three tasks, testing musical divergent 

thinking, the ability to relate sounds to feeling-states, and musical convergent thinking, 

respectively.  In the first task, test takers make as many sounds as possible using six 

provided instruments: hand drum, sand blocks, triangle, rhythm sticks, cymbal, and 

microphone.  The task is scored for both musical fluency (the number of different ways 

test takers produce sound on each instrument) and musical flexibility (the number of 

variations in timbre, duration, and intensity reflected in the sounds test takers produce).  

In the second task, test takers create sounds that depict various feeling-states, such as how 

it feels to be at a birthday party, how it feels to be home alone and see someone lurking 

outside the house, how it feels to wake up to a snowy morning, how it feels when your 
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best friend leaves forever, and how it feels to be kicked by someone who is just being 

mean.  The section is scored for sensitivity to expressive import.  No attempt to make a 

sound earns zero points, a produced sound that has no connection to the prompt’s feeling 

earns one point, and a produced sound that is connected to the prompt’s feeling earns two 

points.  In the third task, test takers create as many ostinati as they can, using a pentatonic 

set of song bells.  The section results in a convergence score, based upon the number of 

pitches, even rhythms, and uneven rhythms used in test takers’ ostinati.  The four scores 

are combined to arrive at a total score.  The sensitivity to expressive import score is 

weighted times five, and the convergence score is weighted times two.   

 Vold (1986) reported high interrater reliabilities for fluency and flexibility.  The 

second task, however, had low interrater reliability, though there was fairly high 

consistency for each judge.  The convergence score correlated poorly with the other 

scores, indicating that it may measure something different than the other three.  

Convergent validity was suggested by high correlations between the MMPS and 

Thinking Creatively in Action and Movement (Torrance, 1981b). 

Measure of Creative Thinking in Music 

 The Measure of Creative Thinking in Music (MCTM) (Webster, 1977) uses 

exploration, improvisation, and composition tasks to assess musical creativity.  It was 

designed for use with children ages six through 10.  The MCTM has been revised three 

times since its initial publication: in 1979, again in 1983, and again—into its current 

form—in 1994 (Ryan & Brown, 2013). 

The test begins with a warm up activity, during which test takers freely explore 

sound production on each of the provided instruments: a round sponge ball paired with a 
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piano, a microphone plugged into an amplifier, and a set of five wood or temple blocks.  

There are “10 scored tasks, divided into three parts: exploration, application, and 

synthesis” (Webster, 1994, p. 2).  Exploration consists of three tasks during which test 

takers experiment with the instruments and musical concepts, such as high–low and fast–

slow.  The tasks are imitating a rain storm using the temple blocks, using the sponge ball 

on the piano to imitate the gradual change in timbre of the human voice as it ascends 

from “low and gruff” to “high and squeaky” (Webster, 1994, p. 8), and imitating the 

sound of an approaching truck using the microphone and amplifier.  Application consists 

of four tasks that use single instruments.  The tasks are using the microphone to create a 

song a robot might sing in the shower, two call-and-response activities using the temple 

blocks, and using the sponge ball on the piano to imitate a frog jumping.  Synthesis 

consists of three tasks using multiple instruments.  Test takers create sounds to 

accompany a picture of outer space creatures, a picture of stars in space, and a picture of 

a space battle.  The MCTM is scored using four factors: musical extensiveness, musical 

flexibility, musical originality, and musical syntax.  Musical extensiveness is the amount 

of time taken to complete a task, musical flexibility is the “extent to which the musical 

parameters… are manipulated” (Webster, 1994, p. 4), musical originality is the 

uniqueness of a response, and musical syntax is the degree to which a response makes 

sense (Webster, 1994). 

 Across a number of applications of the MCTM, interrater reliabilities, internal 

reliability, and test-retest reliability have ranged from moderate to moderately high.  

Content validity was established through a review of the measure by a panel of music 

educators, composers, and psychologists.  Construct validity was established through a 
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factor analysis that revealed two factors, representing convergent and divergent thinking 

(Webster, 1994).    

Musical Expression Test 

The Musical Expression Test (MET) (Barbot & Lubart, 2012) was designed for 

use with “children, adolescents, and adults, with or without prior musical training” 

(Barbot & Lubart, 2012, p. 233).  Test takers interact with 12 musical instruments, 

consisting of melodic, rhythmic, sound effect, and non-traditional instruments.  It 

measures both divergent and convergent thinking in music through four sequential 

activities.  In the first activity, free exploration, participants have three minutes to freely 

explore the instruments without rules or restrictions.  In the second activity, participants 

identify recorded instruments and, then, come up with alternate ways of sound production 

on those instruments.  In the third activity, participants have 30 minutes to compose a 30-

second piece using the 12 instruments provided.  Participants use a sequencing program 

to record and layer tracks for their composition.  In the fourth activity, participants record 

a one-minute free improvisation. 

 The MET employs two separate assessment techniques.  First, the CAT (Amabile, 

1982) is used to assess the composition and improvisation activity using technical 

quality, creativity, and expressivity as indicators.  Second, the exploration and alternative 

uses activities are assessed using a behavior-based assessment, which evaluates each of a 

participant’s actions based upon its orientation (the instrument used), structure (the type 

of action used to sound the instrument), and function (whether the produced sound is 

melodic, rhythmic, or a sound effect).  Those three dimensions are used to code each 
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behavior as an exploration unit, which is then analyzed based upon fluency, flexibility, 

and originality (Barbot & Lubart, 2012). 

 Barbot and Lubart (2012) reported high intraclass correlation coefficients for the 

fluency, flexibility, and originality scores for each of the four activities, suggesting a high 

degree of reliability for the MET.  Acceptable CAT interrater reliability was reached for 

technical quality and creativity, but not for expressivity.  Barbot and Lubart established 

face validity for the MET, however, they stress the need for future research to establish 

the internal and external validity of the test. 

Creativity as a Learnable Skill 

 Creativity tests gave researchers the ability to study whether creativity is a static 

trait or a skill that can be learned and developed.  A number of studies have shown that 

purposefully designed training programs can enhance creativity.  Specifically, training 

programs have been shown to increase the divergent thinking, problem solving, 

performance, attitudes, and behavior involved in creativity (Ma, 2006; Rose & Lin, 1984; 

Scope, 1998; Scott, G., Leritz, & Mumford, 2004a, 2004b; Torrance., 1972a).   

Enhancing Creativity through the Arts 

Though generally considered to be creative, the arts do not feature heavily in 

creativity training programs, which tend to focus on mastering idea generation strategies 

like SCAMPER (substitute, combine, adapt, modify/magnify/minimize, put to other uses, 

eliminate, and reverse/rearrange) and brainstorming (Ma, 2006; Rose & Lin, 1984).  

There is some evidence, though, that engagement in creative arts can have creativity-

fostering effects.  For the purposes of this inquiry, creative arts activities are considered 
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those in which participants direct the course of their artistic production through the 

generation of their own original ideas. 

Theatrical improvisation, across a number of studies, has been shown to enhance 

divergent production, a key component of creative thinking.  In one such study (Schmidt, 

Goforth, & Drew, 1975), participants took part in eight weeks of theatrical improvisation 

that included general pantomime, pantomime of specific activities, improvisation based 

upon poems and situations, and dramatizations of well-known stories.  Participants who 

engaged in the improvisation training earned significantly higher scores on divergent 

thinking tests than did participants in a control condition, who engaged in no 

improvisation.  This study, however, was set up as a posttest-only design, making it 

difficult to attribute the difference solely to the theatrical improvisation. 

Karakelle (2009) added rigor to the investigation of creativity enhancement 

through theatrical improvisation by employing a considerably more robust pretest and 

posttest design.  In the study, an experimental group and a control group were populated 

with postgraduate university science and math students.  The experimental group 

participated in a 10-week creative drama class, which met for three hours, once per week.  

The control group participants enrolled in another class of their own choosing, but which 

did not include theatrical improvisation.  In each creative drama class session, 

participants devised and planned a skit, rehearsed it with improvised dialogue, evaluated 

their work, and participated in group reflection.  The activities tended more toward 

structured drama for the first three sessions, and then transitioned into improvised drama 

for the remainder of the course.  Activities were designed to promote self-awareness, 

awareness of others, group trust, group cohesion, self-expression, and spontaneity.  
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Experimental group participants made significant gains in their fluency and flexibility 

divergent thinking test scores, while control group participants did not.  The robustness 

added by the pretest-posttest design allowed attribution of the gains specifically to 

theatrical improvisation. 

In contrast to the previous two studies, in which theatrical improvisation training 

took place over extended periods of time, Sowden, Clements, Redlich, and Lewis (2015) 

demonstrated that brief theatrical improvisation training can also positively influence 

divergent production.  The study compared the effects of a 10-minute improvisatory 

activity, which consisted of three brief acting games, with those of an activity consisting 

of non-improvisatory versions of the same games.  The improvisation games caused 

significantly better gains in originality and elaboration scores on a divergent thinking test 

than did the non-improvisatory games.  Moreover, because Sowden et al. used a figural 

divergent thinking test, they demonstrated that divergent production gains, induced by 

theatrical improvisation, were not domain-specific. 

Domain-general divergent production gains, induced by theatrical improvisation, 

were found to be evident in dance as well.  Sowden et al. (2015) replicated the previous 

study, replacing theatrical improvisation with improvisatory dance.  The researchers 

compared a 10-minute dance improvisation activity with a non-improvisatory activity, in 

which participants engaged in a 10-minute command-style dance task (learning a routine 

of pre-choreographed moves).  Improvisatory dance resulted in significantly higher 

divergent thinking test scores in originality and overall creativity.  As in the previous 

study, the divergent thinking tests were not domain-specific to dance, suggesting domain-

general gains from dance improvisation. 
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 J. Kim (1998) provides evidence corroborating the positive effects of creative 

dance training on divergent thinking.  In the study, participants were divided between a 

traditional dance class, which included modern, ballet, and traditional Korean dance, and 

a creative dance class, which was designed to engage participants in problem solving, 

critical thinking, and creative thinking.  Both classes met for 15, 45-minute sessions over 

the course of eight weeks.  The study demonstrated that creative dance caused a 

significant increase in divergent thinking, whereas the traditional dance class did not. 

Researchers have also demonstrated the effects of verbal improvisation on 

divergent thinking.  In one such experiment (Lewis & Lovatt, 2013), a 20-minute session 

of verbal improvisation tasks was compared with a 20-minute session of parallel tasks, 

which required convergent verbal responses.  Verbal improvisation was found to have 

caused significant increases in fluency, flexibility, and originality scores on tests of 

divergent thinking, when compared to the convergent tasks. 

The results of the previous study are congruent with those of a parallel experiment 

(Lewis & Lovatt, 2013), which demonstrated the positive effects of musical 

improvisation on divergent thinking.  In the experiment, a 20-minute musical 

improvisation activity was compared with 20 minutes of practicing pre-composed music.  

The results of this study mirrored those of the previous study: improvisation tasks caused 

significant increases in fluency, flexibility, and originality scores on tests of divergent 

thinking, when compared to non-improvisatory tasks. 

Taken together, the seven studies above indicate how creative thinking, as 

demonstrated by tests of divergent production, can be bolstered through creative arts 

activities.  Moreover, as the divergent production tests were not germane to the artistic 
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domain of the creativity training, the studies indicate that engagement in creative arts 

may increase domain-general creative thinking skills (Sowden, Clements, Redlich, & 

Lewis, 2015).  Researchers concluded, therefore, that improvisation opens people up to 

be able to consider a more diverse array of possibilities, alters cognitive schemas that 

allow people to “break away from set patterns of thinking” (Lewis & Lovatt, 2013, p. 

52), and encourages “learning to ‘think outside the box’” (Minton, 2003, p. 47). 

These selected studies explored the effects of creative arts on divergent thinking, 

which may be an indicator of creativity, but does not encapsulate the entirety of the 

creative thinking process (Hocevar, 1980).  Modern technology has enabled a more 

exacting examination of creative acts by humans. For example, Lopata, Nowicki, and 

Joanisse (2017) explored the effects of creative arts through a different indicator using an 

electroencephalogram (EEG) to examine differences in brain activity (specifically, right 

frontal upper alpha synchronization) in adult musicians, some with and some without 

formal improvisation training.  Brain activity during three conditions were examined: 

listening to a jazz melody, playing the jazz melody, and improvising an original melody.  

Musicians with improvisation training had significantly higher activity in the area of the 

brain thought to control creative processing than did musicians without improvisation 

training.  The researchers corroborated the findings of the divergent production studies: 

that “spontaneous processing is an ability or skill that can be developed through 

intentional instruction in creative process” (p. 255). 

Enhancing Creativity through Autonomy 

 In school bands, artistic production is often carried out with the active 

participation of the teacher–conductor (e.g., Corporon, 1997; Lautzenheiser, 1997; 
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Turner, 2013).  However, musical creativity may best be developed through autonomous 

music making (Kanellopoulos, 2012).  Theories on the value of autonomous learning 

corroborate this position, suggesting that valuable learning takes place when learners take 

“ownership of many processes which have traditionally belonged to the teacher” 

(Littlewood, 1999, p. 71).  Though there has been some minimal research of autonomous 

learning in school bands, such inquiries have been restricted to describing autonomous 

learning paradigms in band classes (Bazan, 2011; Weidner, 2015) and demonstrating the 

positive effects of autonomous learning on band students’ rhythmic proficiency (Johnson, 

2011), sight-reading ability, and mastery of music theory concepts (Johnson, 2017).  No 

research was found exploring the effects of such practices on band students’ creativity.  A 

small number of studies in autonomous learning in other contexts, however, suggests that 

creative thinking abilities can be enhanced when teachers take a more hands-off approach 

(Gallagher, 2015).   

Autonomy has been shown to have a positive effect on creative production.  

Weinstein, Hodgins, and Ryan (2010) demonstrated the benefits of autonomous behavior 

on performance on the RAT and in a charades activity.  Participants, working in dyads, 

were either primed to act autonomously or non-autonomously.  Priming was conducted 

through a word scramble containing sentences suggesting autonomous or non-

autonomous abilities.  Autonomy was found to foster interpersonal closeness, empathy, 

well-being, task engagement, encouragement, and cognitive and emotional attunement.  

Non-autonomy was found to hinder the same attributes.  Additionally, autonomy 

increased creative performance, while non-autonomy decreased it.   
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Autonomy has also been shown to have a positive effect on creative planning in 

collaborative groups of students.  In a study of first and second grade children (Baker-

Sennett, Matusov, & Rogoff, 2008), creative planning in peer-led collaborative groups 

was compared to that in adult-led groups.  Four types of creative planning were 

investigated in collaborative playcrafting sessions: thematic planning (development of 

plot action), planning details of themes (adding supporting elements to already created 

action, dialogue, and characters), mindstorming (free improvisation of ideas with limited 

or no connection to established ideas), and procedural planning (setting up rules and 

guidelines for the playcrafting process).  There was a significant difference in the amount 

of planning between child- and adult-led groups, with 91.9% of playcrafting time being 

used for collaborative planning in child-led groups and only 34.6% of time being used for 

collaborative planning in adult-led groups.  Rather than engaging in planning, children in 

adult-led groups spent considerable time on activities such as rehearsing lines and prop 

creation.  Child-led groups engaged in significantly more thematic planning, planning 

details of themes, and mindstorming than adult-led groups, though there was no 

significant difference in the amount of time spent on procedural planning.  Child leaders 

engaged in significantly more thematic planning, planning details of themes, and 

mindstorming than their adult leader counterparts; and children in child-led groups 

engaged in significantly more thematic planning, planning details of themes, and 

mindstorming than children in adult-led groups. 

  The researchers noted that adults are apt to view child-led creative activity as 

chaotic and, therefore, not beneficial.  Indeed, child-led groups in the study often engaged 

in multiple types of planning at the same time, whereas adult-led groups almost always 
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stuck to one at a time.  The perception of child-led creativity as chaotic may have caused 

the adult leaders to dominate creative planning, often conducting it outside of activity 

sessions.  Despite negative perceptions of child-led creativity, the child-led groups in the 

study were engaged in meaningful creative activity, developing lines, characters, props, 

movement, costumes, dialogue, and larger themes.  The findings indicate that not only 

are children are more likely to engage in collaborative creativity when not under the 

direct supervision or leadership of an adult, but that they learn some valuable lessons 

from the process as well.  Children in child-led creative groups learn how to manage 

creative group collaboration and how to plan the production of a creative product.  

Moreover, when child-planned products are low in quality, children learn how to better 

plan for the next product (Baker-Sennett, Matusov, & Rogoff, 2008). 

Problem-based learning is an autonomous learning practice in which students 

“engage a problem without preparatory study and with knowledge insufficient to solve 

the problem, requiring that they extend existing knowledge and understanding and apply 

this enhanced understanding to generating a solution” (Wirkala & Kuhn, 2011, p. 1157).  

Problems addressed in this type of learning are loosely defined, and can be solved in a 

number of valid ways (Gallagher, Stepien, & Rosenthal, 1992; Wirkala & Kuhn, 2011).  

Gallagher, Stepien, and Rosenthal demonstrated the ability of problem-based learning 

curricula to develop students’ problem-finding skills.  Their curriculum posed real-world 

problems, for which students were asked to “(a) determine if a problem existed, (b) create 

an exact statement of the problem, (c) identify information needed to understand the 

problem, (d) identify resources to be used to gather information, (e) generate possible 

solutions, (f) analyze the solutions using benefic/cost analysis and ripple-effect diagrams, 
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[and] (g) write a policy statement supporting a preferred solution” (p. 197).  Students 

received no direct instruction in problem solving techniques.   

The pretest and posttest examined participants’ use of specific problem-solving 

strategies: fact finding, problem finding, brainstorming, solution finding, implementing, 

and evaluation.  The results of the study showed a significant increase in the use of 

problem finding for participants in the problem-based course, while a comparison group 

of students who were not enrolled in the course showed no such increase.  The 

comparison group did, however, have a significant increase in the use of implementation, 

a change not evident in the problem-based learning group.  These results indicate that 

problem-based learning can increase problem finding strategies, which are integral to the 

creative process, while a lack of problem-based learning can cause students to rush to 

idea implementation, bypassing the creative processes of “systematic analysis of the 

problem or possible solutions” (Gallagher, Stepien, & Rosenthal, 1992, p. 199). 

 Wirkala and Kuhn (2011) also demonstrated the positive effects of problem-based 

learning in K-12 education.  Their study employed a series of problem-based lessons, 

delivered in sixth-grade social studies classes.  There were four total hours of lessons, 

spaced out over the course of six class periods.  In the study, three conditions were 

compared: teacher-led lecture and discussion, individual problem-based learning, and 

group problem-based learning.  The group problem-based learning condition had three 

members per group.  The researchers assessed differences between the conditions in 

resulting concept comprehension (how well participants were able to define the concepts 

covered in the lessons) and concept application (how well participants were able to use 

the learned concepts to solve novel problems).  Both comprehension and application were 
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significantly higher in the problem-based learning groups than in the teacher-directed 

group, indicating that problem-based learning promotes both knowledge acquisition and 

transfer.  No significant difference was found between the two problem-based learning 

conditions, indicating that the positive effects of problem-based learning exist regardless 

of whether students work alone or in groups. 

 Though the studies discussed above demonstrate the potential for autonomy to 

cause increases in students’ creative thinking, such effects are not universal.  Prior task 

experience has been shown to be a boundary condition that must be satisfied in order for 

autonomy to have a positive effect on creativity.  Huang, Chang and Choi (2012) 

administered the TTCT-Figural twice to 150 university students.  Half of the participants 

took the test in an autonomous condition, followed by a non-autonomous condition, and 

the other half took the test in a non-autonomous condition, followed by an autonomous 

condition.  In the autonomous condition, participants were told only the length of time for 

the entire test, giving them freedom to move between the three activities as they pleased.  

In the non-autonomous condition, a fixed amount of time was mandated for each of the 

three activities and participants were not allowed to proceed to a new activity early or 

revisit completed activities.  The study found autonomy positively affected creative 

performance only when the autonomous condition followed the non-autonomous 

condition.  No effects on creativity were discovered when the autonomous condition 

occurred first.  These results indicate that prior, structured task experience is required for 

autonomy to have a positive effect on creative performance. 
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Chamber Music 

 Given the potential for autonomy to increase students’ creative thinking, it is 

crucial that autonomous modes of music making be explored in music education 

research.  Chamber music is one such mode; because of the lack of a conductor, chamber 

music presents students with opportunities to autonomously engage in creative musical 

processes (Berg, 1997; Bononi, 2000).  Despite the great potential for student creativity 

in chamber ensembles, a large portion of the research on the effects of chamber music in 

school music curricula has focused on performance achievement, motivation, and 

attitudes toward music (Cangro, 2015).  However, two studies were discovered that 

explored student creativity in chamber ensembles. 

 Berg (1997) examined high school students’ interpretive processes in semi-

independent chamber ensembles.  Semi-independent indicates that the ensembles 

rehearsed both with and without a teacher-coach.  Eight types of musical topics were 

examined in the ensembles’ independent rehearsals: tempo, intonation, rhythm, 

dynamics, articulation, ensemble, phrasing, and tone quality.  The three receiving the 

most attention were tempo, intonation, and tone quality for both chamber ensembles.  

Conversely, in both chamber ensembles, articulation, phrasing, and tone quality were less 

likely to be discussed.  When working on these musical topics, participants typically 

engaged in an activity loop, consisting of an initiating activity (problem finding), 

performance, and an orienting activity (evaluation).  The specific ways in which 

participants engaged in the activity loop was dissimilar between the two chamber 

ensembles.  Differences were noted in the types of participation structures used, the 

amounts of time dedicated to talk and to playing, and the amounts of time dedicated to 
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individual and ensemble playing.  Most notably, it was found that student chamber 

ensembles tended to mimic the priorities, both in the musical topics addressed and the 

rehearsal strategies used, demonstrated by their coaches during coached rehearsals.   

 Bononi (2000) also studied semi-autonomous chamber music, examining a high 

school saxophone quartet over the course of 17 rehearsals and two performances.  Many 

of the findings of Berg’s (1997) inquiry resonate in the findings of Bononi’s study.  In 

reference to this study, semi-autonomy is used to denote the researcher’s active role in 

guiding and coaching the ensemble through each of its rehearsals.  Bononi justified his 

active involvement with the participants because, without coaching, students were more 

apt to just play through the music instead of rehearsing specific elements.  Bononi sought 

to determine the nature of students’ musical thought processes, the level of knowledge 

transfer from band class to chamber ensemble work, and how prompting can increase that 

transfer.   

 Bononi (2000) discovered a number of conditions that describe the autonomous 

operation of student chamber ensembles.  In the chamber ensemble, verbal participation 

was unequal among the participants, with certain members contributing considerably 

more ideas than others.  The ideas that were offered tended to be directed at ensemble, 

rather than musical, issues and more often took the form of comments than questions.  

The reliance upon comments resulted in largely convergent problem solving in the 

ensemble.  When participants did address musical issues, their primary focus was on 

rhythm and tempo, followed by notes and articulations.  Participants tended to discuss 

more lower-level musical concepts and avoided more-abstract aspects of the music-

making process.  The participants did engage in a large degree of transfer, using concepts 
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learned in band class.  Though a portion of the transfer had to be elicited through 

researcher prompting, unprompted transfer resulted in deeply musical discussions and 

rehearsal activities.  Similar to Berg’s (1997) findings, the participants in this study 

tended to have varying priorities, though the overall work of the group greatly reflected 

the rehearsal priorities demonstrated by their teacher in band class.   

 The two studies detailed above paint a picture of student chamber ensembles in 

which students were able to work with some degree of creative autonomy, using 

transferrable knowledge from their band classes to guide their work.  The autonomy 

enjoyed by the participants did not manifest equally across all music preparation skills; 

participants tended to work on lower level musical concepts, staying away from those 

requiring higher order thinking.  Across both studies, the musical concepts which the 

participants did address and the rehearsal procedures and strategies they used were 

greatly influenced by the priorities and rehearsal propensities of their band teachers, 

indicating that teachers hold a high degree of influence over their students’ future musical 

activity.  Though informative, these studies were both qualitative and used a very small 

sample, making it difficult to generalize their results to larger populations of students 

engaging in chamber music. 

Synthesis 

 Although composition and improvisation have largely been the focus of creativity 

discourse in music education (Hickey, 2012; Humphreys, 2006a; Koutsoupidou & 

Hargreaves, 2009; Madsen & Madsen, 1997; Stefanic & Randles, 2015), other musical 

activities—such as analysis, listening, and performing pre-composed music—also offer 

musicians opportunities for creative thinking and production (Hargreaves, 1999; 
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Humphreys, 2006a, 2006b; Hickey, 2012; Koutsoupidou & Hargreaves, 2009; Tan, 2016; 

Tarratus, 1964; Webster, n.d., 2002).  That is not to say that composition and 

improvisation should be supplanted in music education curricula by other activities; 

composition and improvisation are vital components to a well-rounded music curriculum 

in all musical disciplines, band included.  However, a broad conception of musical 

creativity, which encompasses a range of musical activities, may allow music educators 

to foster creativity throughout the curriculum.  Indeed, in light of research demonstrating 

the task-specificity of creativity (Baer, 1991, 1994; Diakidoy & Constantinou, 2001; 

Storme, et al., 2017), engaging students in creative thinking and production across a 

range of musical activities may promote the use and development of a variety of types of 

musical creativities. 

 Given the prominence of pre-composed music in school-band curricula 

(McCallum, 2007; Reynolds H. R., 2000; Wasiak, 2010), it would be useful to know how 

to activate and enhance student creativity through its study.  Certainly, research on 

autonomous learning (Baker-Sennett, Matusov, & Rogoff, 2008; Gallagher, 2015; 

Gallagher, Stepien, & Rosenthal, 1992; Wirkala & Kuhn, 2011) suggests that higher 

levels of student creativity would be elicited if the teacher-conductor was removed from 

pre-composed music activities.  Additionally, because research suggests that creativity is 

enhanced when students generate their own original artistic ideas (Karakelle, 2009; Kim, 

J. , 1998; Lewis & Lovatt, 2013; Lopata, Nowicki, & Joanisse, 2017; Schmidt, Goforth, 

& Drew, 1975; Sowden, Clements, Redlich, & Lewis, 2015), student creativity could be 

developed by allowing students to make the creative decisions which are typically the 

domain of the teacher-conductor: selecting repertoire, analyzing scores, interpreting 
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notation, planning and conducting rehearsals, and deciding on the meaning to be 

conveyed through performance (Shuler, Norgaard, & Blakeslee, 2014).  

 Chamber music, therefore, presents an attractive vehicle for the enhancement of 

musical creativity, related to the interpretation, preparation, and performance of pre-

composed music.  Because chamber ensembles are often devoid of a conductor (Chamber 

music, 2018), the study and practice of chamber music inherently allows degrees of 

autonomy (Berg, 1997; Bononi, 2000).  Chamber music is widely considered to be 

collaborative (Bolden, 2014; Grant, 2007; Griffing, 2004; Reynolds J. , 2005; Villarubia, 

2000; Whitener, 2016), a paradigm that can support creativity (Alibhe, 2014; Dhillon & 

Gupta, 2015; Rojas-Drummand, Albarrán, & Littleton, 2008; Sullivan, 2011; Taggar, 

2002; Vass, 2007).  Finally, the relatively small size of chamber ensembles allows greater 

levels of active participation in collaborative communication (Bolden, 2014; Sonnenburg, 

2004), a factor vital to creative processing and production in groups (Hopkins, 2015; 

Littleton & Mercer, 2012; Sawyer, 2005; Seddon & Biasutti, 2009; Morgan, 1998).  The 

autonomy and collaboration offered by chamber music creates a music-making 

environment in which students can be actively involved in both crafting a creative 

product and generating the creative ideas that lead to its production (Berg, 1997).   

Research Questions 

 With the demonstrated ability of creative arts activities to enhance students’ 

creative abilities (Karakelle, 2009; Kim, J. , 1998; Lewis & Lovatt, 2013; Lopata, 

Nowicki, & Joanisse, 2017; Schmidt, Goforth, & Drew, 1975; Sowden, Clements, 

Redlich, & Lewis, 2015), it seems natural to inquire whether chamber music has the same 

creativity-enhancing properties as other creative arts activities.  As no research was found 
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investigating this topic, the current study is meant to provide information within this 

research gap.  Specifically, the current study is driven by the following two research 

questions: 

1. Does engagement in autonomous chamber music increase the creativity of 

students’ performances of pre-composed music (creative products)? 

2. Does engagement in autonomous chamber music enhance the manner in which 

students navigate the creative processes of problem finding, ideation, and 

evaluation when preparing pre-composed music for performance? 

Definition of Terms 

 Not all chamber music activities present the autonomy and collaboration under 

investigation in the current study.  It is certainly plausible that a band teacher could 

engage students in chamber music, while acting either in the capacity of conductor or 

coach.  In those roles, the teacher would maintain control over musical creative 

processing and production (Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Berg, 2008).  Therefore, the term 

autonomous chamber music is used in the current study to denote chamber music 

activities carried out without the direct influence of students’ teachers.  In autonomous 

chamber music, students operate in a collaborative ensemble, as described by Sawyer 

(2005): collaborative music making is a co-creative endeavor in which all ensemble 

members actively contribute to crafting a musical product that is greater than the sum of 

each members’ individual efforts. 

According to Rhodes (1961), if one crafts a creative product based upon someone 

else’s ideas, that person is to be considered a technician, not a creative contributor; to be 

creative, one must generate ideas.  It was important, therefore, to define creativity for the 



75 

current study in terms of both the creative product and the creative process.  As expressed 

by Runco (2003), the creative product and creative process are considered related yet 

distinct components of creativity.   

After reviewing the literature, the Consensual Definition of Creativity (Amabile, 

1982) was determined to be the best framework for determining the creativity of 

generated products in the current study.  Though different, each of the reviewed 

definitions and sets of criteria for creative products has merits upon which products can 

be validly judged, making it nearly impossible to choose one of the others.  The 

Consensual Definition of Creativity celebrates the variety of extant valid conceptions of 

creativity, professing that each person may consider creativity in different ways, but that 

everyone tends to know creativity when they see it, regardless of the criteria they use. 

To define the creative process, Runco and Chand’s (1995) two-tier model of 

creative thinking was selected as the most appropriate of those reviewed.  The 

components included in the model (knowledge, motivation, problem finding, ideation, 

and evaluation) appear, in some form, in each of the reviewed models of the creative 

process.  While the other models add specificity by further dividing those components 

into more specific processes, sub-processes, and elements, Runco and Chand’s model 

maintains a more broad and general perspective.  This broader perspective allows for a 

cleaner initial examination of creativity in the preparation of pre-composed music.  

However, should the results of the current study be overly simplistic and lack specificity 

with regard to the studied phenomenon, future research might be based upon a more 

delineated model of the creative process. 
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Hypotheses 

 It was hypothesized that engagement in autonomous chamber music would have a 

positive effect on both participants’ creative products and creative process.  Therefore, 

the following null hypotheses were proposed based upon the above research questions: 

H01:  Engagement in autonomous chamber music will not cause an increase in the 

creativity of participants’ performances of pre-composed music, as determined 

through consensual verification using the Consensual Assessment Technique 

(Amabile, 1982). 

H02:  Engagement in autonomous chamber music will not enhance participants’ 

problem finding (Runco & Chand, 1995) when preparing pre-composed music 

for performance. 

H03:  Engagement in autonomous chamber music will not enhance participants’ 

ideation (Runco & Chand, 1995) when preparing pre-composed music for 

performance. 

H04:  Engagement in autonomous chamber music will not enhance participants’ 

evaluation (Runco & Chand, 1995) when preparing pre-composed music for 

performance. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

Measure of Creativity in Ensemble Collaboration 

 Despite the number of creativity assessments that have been developed, both 

within the field of music education and without, it was determined that no extant measure 

would adequately measure the type of creativity—preparing and performing pre-

composed music—under scrutiny in the current study.  The lack of this type of creativity 

test was confirmed by a leading researcher of creativity in music education (P. R. 

Webster, personal communication, November 22, 2016).  Therefore, a new creativity 

measure was required. 

 The measure created for this study is entitled the Measure of Creativity in 

Ensemble Collaboration (MCEC).  It was designed for use with high school students, and 

assesses the collaborative creativity involved in interpreting and preparing artistic 

performances of pre-composed notation, as well as the creativity of the performances that 

result from such collaboration.  It is an adaptation of Guilford’s (1950) Frustration Test, 

in which “no task instruction is given: only items, and the very general instruction ‘do 

something with each item; whatever you think should be done’” (Guilford, 1950, p. 452).  

The title, Frustration Test, comes from the frustration many test takers feel when 

confronted with such an open-ended task.   

 Though reportedly frustrating to some, the open-ended nature of the Frustration 

Test (Guilford, 1950) is quite similar to the process by which musicians prepare pre-

composed music.  Sheet music rarely comes with explicit instructions.  Rather, it presents 

a set of melodic and rhythmic notation, expressive markings, and instructive text with 
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which musicians must do something.  Sometimes, program and performance notes will 

provide some detailed instructions and suggestions for the musician, but they are far from 

exhaustive.  Though the instructions contained in the sheet music do provide guidance to 

the performer, many are inherently variable, requiring critical consideration and creative 

decision making in order to be performed.  In the absence of explicit instructions, 

musicians have the freedom to interpret the notation as they see fit.  As with the 

Frustration Test, the only imperative driving the musician’s behavior is the need to “do 

something” (Guilford, 1950, p. 452) with the notation.  The MCEC, therefore, presents an 

authentic music-making scenario, with minimal instructions, requiring participants to 

creatively interpret and perform a set of loosely defined musical notation.  

 The MCEC assesses both the creative process and the creative products that result 

from it.  For the purposes of the MCEC, the creative process is defined as having three 

creative components: problem finding, ideation, and evaluation (Runco & Chand, 1995).  

Since the creative process consists of cognitive functioning, which is not externally 

observable (Morgan, 1998), the MCEC instead examines creative behavior—defined as 

actions taken in the attempted generation of a creative product—and considers it an 

externally observable manifestation of the creative process.  This approach is congruent 

with researchers who have shown that “certain types of [creative] behavior indicate 

creative thinking” (Hargreaves, MacDonald, & Miell, 2012, p. 3). 

 When preparing pre-composed music as a solo venture, a musician need not 

identify the types of behavior in which he engages.  There is no need to do so since the 

musician is the only person that must know the reasons for doing something.  An outside 

observer may, therefore, have trouble determining the purpose of observed behaviors.  
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Creative ensemble collaboration, on the other hand, requires communication (Littleton & 

Mercer, 2012; Sawyer, 2005; Seddon & Biasutti, 2009; Sonnenburg, 2004).  Highly 

specific communication allows musicians to work collaboratively, cooperatively, and 

collectively in the preparation of well-crafted, artistic performances.  Therefore, the 

MCEC is taken in pairs, using the ensemble music-making paradigm to elicit interactions, 

which can be used to identify creative behavior.  Such interaction may be in the form of 

either spoken language or musical performance (Littleton & Mercer, 2012; Morgan, 

1998; Sawyer, 2005; Seddon & Biasutti, 2009; Veloso, 2017). 

 Many musicians play pre-composed music with the intention of crafting artistic 

renditions of the chosen repertoire, be it performed on stage for an audience, in an 

intimate gathering of friends, or for the sole enjoyment of the musician, with no audience 

present at all.  Artistic renditions of pre-composed music are creative products, resulting 

from the creative processes at work in the rehearsals that precede them.  Because of their 

natural place in the music-making process, the MCEC examines the creativity of 

participants’ performances in addition to the creative behavior that led to their creation.  

For the purposes of the MCEC, products are considered creative when domain-specific 

experts independently agree that they are (Amabile, 1982).  

 Because children have been shown to do better on creativity measures that are not 

presented as tests (Wallach & Kogan, 1965), the MCEC is presented to test takers as a 

music-making activity rather than a test.  In the current study, which features a pretest 

and a posttest that both use the MCEC, the pretest was referred to as the opening activity 

and the posttest was referred to as the closing activity when addressing participants.  This 

was done to eliminate the word “test” from the MCEC administration in the hopes that 
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doing so would lower the degree to which participants might see the MCEC as a stressful, 

test-like environment.  Future users of the MCEC are encouraged to use activity names 

that are appropriate for their research.  For the remainder of this report, however, 

appropriate research terms, such as assessment, test, pretest, and posttest, will be used in 

reference to the MCEC administration, with the reader’s understanding that every effort 

was made not to use those terms when addressing participants. 

Materials 

 The MCEC employs two pieces of pre-composed music: the Practice Duet 

(Appendix A) and the Stimulus Duet (Appendix B), both adapted from Shepherd’s Hey 

(Snell, 1986, p. 3).  Shepherd’s Hey was chosen because (1) it was written to be 

minimally challenging for a beginning instrumental music student (Snell, 1986), making 

it quite technically accessible for an average high school band student; (2) the short 

phrases and AABB structure of the piece provide ample, natural opportunities for style 

changes, including changes in dynamics, tempo, and articulation; (3) it features a pleasant 

melody and comfortable harmonies that were believed would make the experience of 

preparing and performing the piece an enjoyable one; and (4) it is relatively short, 

consisting of only 16 measures in four-four time, making the evaluation of a large 

number of performances of the piece a more manageable task.  The Practice Duet 

presents only the piece’s notes, rhythms, and structural elements; all other markings 

contained in the original were removed.  The Stimulus Duet includes the elements in the 

Practice Duet, the expressive and informative markings of the original source material, as 

well as additional expressive markings added by the researcher.  Additional expressive 

markings were added to provide ample opportunities for creative interpretation.  To allow 
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for maximum divergent thinking, additional expressive markings did not include concrete 

parameters.  For example, tempo markings were presented as expressive text, not in beats 

per minute. 

 In addition to the sheet music, administration of the MCEC requires a high 

definition video camera with an audio input, and a compatible high-quality microphone.  

A digital countdown timer helps test takers’ time management.  Digital is preferred over 

analog because the noise emitted by many analog timepieces may be distracting.  Finally, 

three chairs and three music stands are needed. 

Preparation 

One week prior to the test administration, participants are given the Practice Duet 

and instructed to practice both parts of the duet in preparation for the assessment.  This is 

to give participants the opportunity to become comfortable with the piece’s technique 

prior to taking the MCEC.  This is crucial to ensuring that technique poses no barrier to 

creativity (Amabile, 1982), and is consistent with supporting role of knowledge in the 

creative process (Runco & Chand, 1995).  The integrity of the MCEC is not 

compromised by the advance distribution of the Practice Duet because (1) it does not 

contain any of the interpretive elements that will be under scrutiny during the test, (2) test 

takers are not told in advance which part of the duet they will be playing, and (3) test 

takers are not told who their testing partners are until the administration of the test.   

Set Up 

The physical set up for the test administration is as follows and is shown in Figure 

3.1.  Two chairs are placed facing each other at a 45-degree angle.  The corners of the 

chairs closest to one another are approximately 18 inches from one another.  A music 



82 

stand is placed in front of each chair.  A third music stand, with a digital timer that is set 

to count down from 10 minutes, is placed in a position that allows participants to see the 

timer during test administration.  The video camera and microphone are placed 12 feet 

(or as close to that distance as space allows) from the front of the chairs, facing the front 

of both chairs.  A chair is placed to the side of the other two chairs for the test 

administrator.  This chair should be far enough away from the other chairs so that the 

administrator’s presence is not obtrusive, but close enough so that the administrator can 

monitor the test progress.  Having the administrator’s chair to the side discourages 

participants from looking to the administrator for feedback (Webster, 1994).  In the case 

that the testing space does not allow for the administrator’s chair to be off to the side, the 

administrator must make every effort to refrain from giving feedback, either verbal or 

gestural, during the test administration.  Participant chairs and music stands may be 

eliminated from the set-up as needed.  For example, a percussionist may not need to sit in 

a chair and a vocalist may not need to use a music stand. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Figure 3.1.  Set-up example for the administration of the MCEC 
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Administration 

 To begin the MCEC administration, a testing pair is invited into the testing area 

and instructed to sit in the two chairs with music stands in front of them.  The test 

administrator reads from the test script (Appendix C), which guides participants through 

the following test steps.  Participants are given a copy of the Stimulus Duet and allowed 

approximately 30 seconds to determine which member of the pair will play the top part 

and which will play the bottom part of the duet.  Participants are then told that they will 

have 10 minutes to prepare the most musical performance of the piece that they can,6 and 

that they will give a final, run-through performance of the piece at the end of the 10 

minutes.  Participants are asked if they have any questions, either about the instructions 

or the piece’s notation.  The test administrator may define any words or symbols printed 

in the music, but may not give any guidance with regard to how the notation could be 

played.  This is to ensure that lack of knowledge of musical terms and symbols does not 

impede participants’ ability to be creative.  The administrator starts the countdown clock 

and the participants have 10 minutes to prepare an artistic performance of the piece.  

During the rehearsal, the administrator may define any words or symbols in the music, if 

asked, but may not give any guidance with regard to how the notation could be played.  

The test administrator announces the end of the rehearsal when the countdown clock 

reaches zero.  Finally, the participants perform the piece in its entirety.  If the participants 

have to stop during the performance, they may begin again from the measure at which 

                                                           
6 Precedent for 10-minute work periods was derived from past studies of 

creativity in music education (Kratus, 1989, 1994; Stefanic & Randles, 2015). 
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they stopped.  The total time to administer the MCEC is approximately 12 minutes per 

pair. 

Assessment 

Creative Behavior Assessment  

No previously developed assessment technique of the creative interpretation and 

preparation of pre-composed music, based upon the two-tier model of creative thinking 

(Runco & Chand, 1995), was discovered.  Therefore, an original assessment was 

developed.  It uses the model’s creative tier components—problem finding, ideation, and 

evaluation—as domains for the assessment of creative behavior.   

The creative behavior assessment examines participants’ interactions.  

Interactions are defined as verbal or musical expressions between participants.  Only 

interactions during the rehearsal portion of the MCEC are assessed.  First, participant 

interactions are coded, identifying which are an expression of creativity and which 

components of creativity they represent.  Coding is done using the Measure of Creativity 

in Ensemble Collaboration Coding Form (Appendix D), and following the procedures 

outlined in the Measure of Creativity in Ensemble Collaboration Codebook (Appendix 

E).  Both transcripts of the verbal interactions in, and the video recording of, the MCEC 

rehearsal are used when coding participant interactions.  Once the coding is complete, 

creative ability is assessed using a number of metrics in each of the creative domains. 

 Problem finding is assessed using four metrics: fluency, collaboration, flexibility, 

and elaboration.  Problem finding fluency is a measure of the total number of creative 

musical elements identified during rehearsal.  Musical elements can include specific 

notated elements, such as a dynamic marking or tempo change; broader stylistic concepts, 
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such as the phrasing or the articulation style of a passage in the music; or ensemble skills, 

such as balance, blend, and intonation.  Technical and structural elements (e.g., notes, 

rhythms, key, time, sound production, fingerings) are not counted for this domain.  These 

elements are considered supporting knowledge that enables interpretation and artistic 

performance.  As such, they exist in the knowledge, not the problem finding, component 

of the creative process (Runco & Chand, 1995).  Participants are given access to all 

technical and structural elements, prior to the MCEC administration, through the Practice 

Duet. 

Problem finding flexibility is a measure of the number of types of musical 

elements identified during rehearsal.  Each of the elements identified during rehearsal is 

generalized into one of the following categories: dynamics (volume), articulations (how 

to start or stop a note), tempo (speed), phrasing (starting, stopping, or shaping a phrase), 

ensemble skills (balance, blend, and intonation), tone (tone color, not sound production), 

style (conveying musical style through performance), and artistic intent (conveying extra-

musical meaning through performance).  A final category, other, is provided in case 

musical elements do not fit within the given categories.  Problem finding flexibility is 

expressed as the number of categories addressed by the testing pair. 

Problem finding elaboration is a measure of the specificity of the musical 

elements identified during rehearsal.  Elements are either considered general or specific.  

General elements are those that are mentioned in terms of the overarching category name 

only, without reference to either a specific element or place in the music where the 

element occurs.  Specific elements are those that reference a single element and include 

reference to the place in the music where it occurs.  For example, if a participant says, 
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“This time let’s focus on dynamics,” that would be a general element; if a participant 

says, “Let’s focus on the mezzo forte in measure 2,” that would be a specific element.  

Problem finding elaboration is expressed as the percentage of identified elements that are 

specific. 

Problem finding collaboration is a metric of how a testing pair shares the task of 

identifying elements for rehearsal.  If a musical element is identified by both members of 

the testing pair, only the member who identified it first is given credit for it.  First, each 

participants’ problem finding contribution is calculated by dividing each participant’s 

number of problems found by the problem finding fluency score, resulting in a 

percentage.  Problem finding collaboration is, then, expressed as the number of 

percentage points separating those percentages from 50%.  A score of 0 indicates 

completely balanced problem finding; a score of 50 indicates completely one-sided 

problem finding. 

 Ideation is assessed using three metrics: fluency, flexibility, and collaboration.  

Ideational fluency is the total number of ideas offered by the testing pair for the rehearsal, 

refinement, and development of their musical performance.  Ideas can be verbally or 

musically expressed. 

Ideational flexibility is a measure of how many ideas are generated in the 

rehearsal of each identified musical element.  Ideational flexibility is expressed through 

three sub-scores: mean, mode, and upper limit.  The mean is the average number of ideas 

generated for each identified element.  The mode is the most frequent number of ideas 

generated for an identified element.  The upper limit is the number of ideas generated for 

the element with the most ideas.   
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Ideational collaboration is a measure of how a testing pair shares the task of idea 

generation in rehearsal.  Each ensemble member gets credit for each idea he or she 

expresses.  First, each participant’s ideation contribution is calculated by dividing each 

participant’s number of generated ideas by the ideational fluency score, resulting in a 

percentage.  Ideational collaboration is, then, expressed as the number of percentage 

points separating those percentages from 50%.  A score of 0 indicates completely 

balanced ideation; a score of 50 indicates completely one-sided ideation. 

Evaluation is measured using three metrics: fluency, elaboration, and distribution.  

Evaluation fluency is a measure of how often participants evaluate their ideas.  It is 

expressed as the total number of evaluative interactions generated in rehearsal.  Multiple 

evaluations of a single idea are counted for this metric.  

Evaluation elaboration is a measure of whether the evaluative interactions are 

either general or specific.  General evaluative interactions merely issue a judgement; 

specific evaluative interactions refer to identified aspects of an idea or a musical 

performance.  An example of general evaluation is, “I liked that,” whereas specific 

evaluation might be expressed as, “I thought we did a nice job on the staccatos.”  

Evaluation elaboration is expressed as the percentage of evaluative interactions that are 

specific. 

Evaluation collaboration is a metric of how a testing pair shares the task of 

evaluation.  Each ensemble member gets credit for each of his or her evaluative 

interactions.  First, each participants’ evaluative contribution is calculated by dividing 

each participant’s number of offered evaluations by the evaluation fluency score, 

resulting in a percentage.  Evaluation collaboration is, then, expressed as the number of 
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percentage points separating those percentages from 50%.  A score of 0 indicates 

completely balanced evaluation; a score of 50 indicates completely one-sided evaluation. 

Consensual Assessment Technique   

Using an existing assessment carries with it the benefit of “known degrees of 

validity and reliability” (Babbie, 2015, p. 359).  It follows that an existing, tested and 

verified assessment should be used if one can be found that is applicable to the research 

at hand.  The Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT) (Amabile, 1982), described in 

Chapter 2, is just that.  It has an established record of both reliable and valid assessment 

of creative products (Hennessey, Amabile, & Mueller, 2011), has been successfully used 

for the evaluation of musical products (Eisenberg & Thompson, 2003; Hickey, 2001), 

and offers a creative product assessment that is applicable to the MCEC.  Therefore, the 

MCEC uses the CAT as its creative product assessment. 

Validity 

 The validity of the MCEC was established through a review, conducted by a 

music education doctoral student and a high school band director, of its content and 

procedures.  First, the reviewers were asked to assess the MCEC’s face validity by 

determining whether it is a “reasonable measure” (Babbie, 2015, p. 149) of creativity.  

The reviewers agreed that the music-making scenario posed by the MCEC conforms to 

the paradigm in which musicians creatively prepare pre-composed music.  They 

acknowledged the 10-minute rehearsal length, the choice of Shepherd’s Hey (Snell, 1986) 

as the stimulus, the testing of participants in pairs, and the examination of both creative 

processes and creative products as wholly appropriate for the measure.   
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 Second, the reviewers were asked to assess the MCEC’s content validity by 

determining the “degree to which [it] covers the range of meanings included within” 

(Babbie, 2015, p. 150) the concept of creativity.  Specifically, the reviewers were asked 

to compare the creative behavior assessment to the two-tier model of creative thinking 

(Runco & Chand, 1995), which was used as the operational definition of the creative 

process for the MCEC.  The reviewers agreed that the creative behavior assessment 

adequately assesses the breadth of the creative process as manifested in the preparation of 

pre-composed music for performance. 

 Finally, the reviewers considered the validity of using the CAT to assess the 

performances created during the MCEC.  The reviewers determined that the CAT, being 

an established test of creative products, was appropriate for use with the MCEC.  As 

discussed in Chapter 2, the construct validity of the CAT is derived from the domain 

expertise of the judges.    

Pilot Study 

 A pilot study was conducted prior to the current study at a single, Philadelphia-

area, comprehensive high school.  Participants (n = 24; 13 female and 11 male) were 

recruited from three band classes at the school.  Assent and consent forms were obtained 

for all participants under the age of 18.  Only consent forms were obtained for 

participants who were 18 years old by the start of the study.  The participants’ 

instrumentation is displayed in Table 3.1.   

Design 

The pilot study was intended to have a pretest-posttest control-group experimental 

design (Campbell & Stanley, 1963).  Due to lower than expected participation and an 
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insufficient amount of time to add a second research site, there were not enough 

participants to populate both an experimental group and a control group.  Therefore, the 

research design was changed to a one-group pretest-posttest design (Campbell & Stanley, 

1963), with all participants undergoing the treatment.  It was acknowledged, upon 

changing the research design, that doing so could introduce confounding variables such 

as history and maturation, and eliminate the ability to ascribe any observed change solely 

to the treatment.  Even with the reduced validity, this design still had the potential to 

yield information helpful to the design of the current study.   

Table 3.1 

Pilot Study Participant Instrumentation 

Instrument Number of participants 

Flute 5 

Clarinet 5 

Bass Clarinet 1 

Tenor Saxophone 1 

Trumpet 1 

Horn 1 

Trombone 5 

Baritone/ Euphonium 1 

Percussion 2 

 

Procedure 

 Within each band class at the participating school, participants were assigned 

testing partners for the pretest and posttest.  Class-specific pairings were required because 

tests were administered during regularly scheduled band classes.  Testing pairs were 

assembled in like-instrument groupings, when possible.  When like-instrument groupings 
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were not possible, pairs were assembled based upon instrument similarities, such as the 

clef in which music for the instrument is typically written and the key in which the 

instrument is pitched.  It was believed that such commonalities would facilitate 

participants’ ability to rehearse together.   

  The pretest used a previous version of the MCEC, which allowed only 15 

minutes for participants to practice the Practice Duet, instead of the week-long practice 

window allowed by the current version.  The scoring procedures for the creative behavior 

assessment were also different in the previous version.  All other aspects of the previous 

version were consistent with the current version. 

The treatment phase, during which all participants engaged in an autonomous 

chamber music project, immediately followed the pretest.  The project required 

participants to form their own chamber ensembles, select a piece of repertoire for the 

ensemble to prepare, analyze their chosen repertoire and compose a brief program note 

about it, rehearse themselves over the course of a minimum of six rehearsals, and perform 

the piece for one another.  Participants’ chamber ensembles were allowed to be as small 

as a duet or as large as a quintet.  The researcher provided guidelines for each rehearsal 

and suggestions for individual work between each rehearsal.  The researcher also 

provided a brief statement on the creative preparation of pre-composed music.  

Participants were encouraged to seek out their own ensemble music; however, the 

researcher provided the Duets for All (Stoutamire & Henderson, 1973) series for 

participants to use, free of charge.  Participants were instructed to schedule their 

rehearsals, which were prescribed to last between 30 and 60 minutes, on their own time.  

A six-week treatment window was allotted for the rehearsals.  The window included two 
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days, during which the band teacher at the participating school was at professional 

development meetings, that participants were allowed to use for rehearsal time.  

Immediately following the close of the treatment window, the posttest, using the same 

early version of the MCEC as the pretest, was administered to the participants.  

Participants filled out a brief exit survey following the posttest. 

Results 

The pilot study was intended to test the procedures for the current study as well as 

the viability of the MCEC as a creativity assessment.  Due to unexpected circumstances, 

neither of those objectives were fully met.  The pilot study experienced an extremely high 

attrition rate of 41.7%, which caused the sample to drop from n = 24 to n = 14 by the 

posttest.  Some participants reported feeling uncomfortable being video recorded as a 

reason for withdrawing.  Others cited the difficulty of the Stimulus Duet.  Some attrition 

can also be attributed to scheduling.  The study was conducted at the end of the school 

year, and a number of unexpected events were added to the school calendar, pushing the 

posttest date beyond Seniors’ last day of school.  While some Seniors returned to school 

to take their posttest, many did not.  Also due to the research schedule being elongated, 

there was not enough time left in the school year for the final performance.  Additionally, 

participants were asked to report whether their chamber ensemble completed the chamber 

music project requirements.  Of the 14 participants who completed the study, 0% 

reported completing all six rehearsals, and no chamber ensemble submitted either an 

analysis or program note for their piece. 

Given the high attrition rate and the participants’ failure to complete the 

treatment, any results derived from the study would be ostensibly invalid.  Therefore, the 
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pilot study pretest and posttest artifacts were not scored and analyzed.  Despite the 

challenges encountered during the pilot study, the exercise provided valuable information 

that helped shape the current study.   

Time of year was a factor in scheduling study components.  The end of the school 

year is filled with school events, concerts, advanced placement testing, final exams, and 

early release for Seniors.  Such schedule irregularities proved detrimental to the pilot 

study.  Therefore, the current study began treatment as early in the school year as 

possible, allowing for any delays in scheduling that might arise from unforeseen factors.   

Scheduling the final performance, during which participants could share their 

work with one another, was a challenge in the pilot study.  Therefore, an online 

presentation of participant work seemed a better option for the current study.  Presenting 

work online does not impact the instructional schedule of participating schools and 

eliminates some of the anxiety connected with public performance (Perdomo-Guevara, 

2014).  Online presentations also do not require advance reservation of performance 

spaces or allotment of school time. 

In the pilot study, participants reported finding the Stimulus Duet difficult to play.  

This was corroborated by the researcher’s observations of participants during the MCEC 

administration.  Since technical difficulty can block one’s ability to be creative (Amabile, 

1982), two options were considered to correct this problem.  The first was to use simpler 

music for the MCEC stimulus.  Given the relative simplicity of Shepherd’s Hey (Snell, 

1986), this was an unattractive option.  Finding music easier than Shepherd’s Hey that 

also provided ample opportunities for musical creativity seemed a virtual impossibility.  

The second option, which was the one chosen, was to provide participants with a longer 
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practice window prior to testing.  After consulting with a number of music educators, I 

selected one week as an optimal practice window time span.   

The chamber music project was reviewed after the pilot study since it is possible 

that the scope of the project deterred participants from completing it.  To make the 

project more manageable, the number of rehearsals was lowered from six to four, and the 

rehearsals were shortened from 60 minutes to 30 minutes.  The analysis and program note 

components were eliminated.  The neglect of these components during the pilot study 

may have been a result of their perception as unnecessary or un-meaningful.  It also may 

be an indicator that the participants did not know how to do either of the tasks.  I 

determined that the components were not critical to the project and did not engage 

participants in a meaningful way.  In the pilot study, all participants elected to complete 

the project as duets.  Given this propensity toward duet pairings and the benefits of 

standardized research parameters, participants in the current study were required to 

complete the chamber music project in duets.  Finally, the creativity hints, rehearsal 

suggestions, and practice suggestions were removed from the chamber music project 

materials.  These elements were deemed potentially leading and could detract from the 

validity of the study. 

Design 

 The current study followed an experimental randomized block design (RBD) (van 

Belle & Kerr, 2012).  In RBD studies, participants are randomly assigned, within 

homogeneous sets (blocks), to the treatment conditions, with equal numbers of 

participants being assigned to each condition.  Grouping participants by blocks prior to 

randomization increases precision by evenly distributing the potential effects of a 
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concomitant variable7 between treatment conditions.  The increased precision is achieved 

by blocking participants based upon the concomitant variable.   

 For the current research, school was identified as a concomitant variable.  A lack 

of standardization in participating band directors’ teaching had the potential to skew the 

results of the study if unequal numbers of students from each participating school had 

been assigned to each treatment condition.  Participants were, therefore, organized into 

blocks based upon the school they attended.  Random assignment to the treatment 

conditions was conducted within blocks, rather than across the entire sample.  The 

experiment had two treatment conditions: experimental and control. 

Participants 

 Two main considerations were taken into account when determining the sample 

size for the current research.  First, the number of participants had to be large enough to 

provide power to the intended statistical tests.  It was determined that 60 participants 

would serve as an appropriate minimum sample size.  Second, because the data analysis 

required judges to scrutinize each creativity artifact produced in both the pretest and 

posttest, rater fatigue was considered.  It was determined that a sample size of 80 would 

be the maximum number of participants for the study; any sample larger than that would 

result in too many artifacts to judge without compromising the integrity of the judges’ 

ratings.   

                                                           
7 “A concomitant variable is any variable that is not the reason for doing the 

experiment but may be related to the outcome” (van Belle & Kerr, 2012, p. 73). 
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 Participants (N = 60) in this study were all enrolled in a band class at one of three 

mid-Atlantic high schools.  Two of the schools are public, coeducational, comprehensive 

high schools; the third is a private, catholic, all-girls high school.  Enrollment and 

participation data for the three participating schools is presented in Table 3.2.  Twenty-

six high schools were identified for potential participation and were sent requests to 

participate.  The three participating schools were the only ones of the 26 to volunteer to 

take part in the study.  Participants were recruited at each school on a volunteer basis 

following a presentation to all band students by the researcher.  Given that the MCEC is 

taken in pairs, even numbers of participants were required from each participating school.  

Approval from the Temple University Institutional Review Board (Appendix F) and 

participating schools’ administrations was secured.  Consent and assent forms (Appendix 

G) were collected for each participant.   

Table 3.2 

Participating School Descriptive Data 

School School Enrollment Band Enrollment Study Participants 

School A 551 56 20 

School B 1400 40 12 

School C 2278 75 28 

 

There were 17 male and 43 female participants, with a mean age of 15.43 (SD = 

1.10).  Participants all played standard wind-band instruments.  Percussionists were 

required to be able to read and perform melodic notation to be eligible to participate in 

the study.  Band teacher recommendations were used to establish percussionists’ melodic 

reading proficiency.  Within each school, participants were randomly assigned to the 
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control (n = 30; 5 males and 25 females) and experimental (n = 30; 12 males, 18 females) 

groups using an online random group generator (FlipQuiz, 2017).  Participant 

instrumentation data is displayed in Table 3.3.  28.33% of the participants were in ninth 

grade, 28.33% in tenth grade, 20% in eleventh grade, and 23.33% in twelfth grade.  Prior 

to the study, participants reported the number of years they had been studying their 

instruments, the number of years they had been participating in high school band, their 

chamber music experience level, and the frequency they engaged in music making 

outside of band class.  Means and standard deviations for each are displayed in Table 3.4.  

Participants were not compensated for their participation in the study, either financially 

or otherwise.  However, the participating band programs were given the researcher-

provided sheet music after the conclusion of the study as a thank you gift. 

Procedure 

Pretest 

 Using an online random group generator (FlipQuiz, 2017), participants were 

assigned to treatment-specific testing pairs.  The instrumentation of the testing pairs is 

displayed in Table 3.5.  The MCEC was administered to each testing pair by the 

researcher.  The Clock application included with the Android 7.0 (Version 2.18.651.2) 

mobile operating system on the HTC A-9 mobile phone was used as the countdown timer 

for the MCEC administration.  Video and audio recordings were made of each test 

administration for later analysis.  The video camera used was a Canon VIXIA HF R600 

with an SDA 10/128 gigabyte Kingston SD card.  The video camera was set to record in 

AVCHD/60P recording mode.  A Rode Stereo VideoMic Pro microphone was attached to 

the video camera using a Fancierstudio WS613 Hotshoe Camera Mount and plugged into  
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Table 3.3 

Participant Instrumentation 

 Treatment Group  

Instrument Control Experimental Total 

Flute 3 8 11 

Bassoon 2 1 3 

Clarinet 7 4 11 

Bass Clarinet 0 1 1 

Alto Saxophone 2 3 5 

Tenor Saxophone 2 0 2 

Baritone Saxophone 2 1 3 

Trumpet 6 3 9 

Horn 3 1 4 

Trombone 0 2 2 

Baritone/ 

Euphonium 
1 1 2 

Tuba 0 1 1 

Percussion 2 4 6 

 

Table 3.4 

Participant Descriptive Information Means 

Descriptor Experimental 

Group 

Control Group Total Sample 

Years studying instrument 5.42 (SD = 1.91) 5.02 (SD = 2.36) 5.22 (SD = 2.15) 

Years in HS band 2.33 (SD = 1.16) 2.28 (SD = 1.12) 2.31 (SD = 1.14) 

Chamber music experiencea 2.95 (SD = 1.07) 2.86 (SD = 1.12) 2.91 (SD = 1.10) 

Outside music makingb 3.23 (SD = 1.23) 3.20 (SD = 1.17) 3.22 (SD = 1.20) 

aChamber music experience was reported on a scale of one to five, with one being novice 

and five being expert. 
bOutside music making was reported on a scale of one to five, with one being never and 

five being very often. 
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Table 3.5 

Testing Pairs’ Instrumentation 

Instrumentation Control Group Pairs Exp. Group Pairs 

Flute and Flute 0 1 

Flute and Bassoon 0 1 

Flute and Clarinet 1 1 

Flute and Alto Saxophone 1 0 

Flute and Baritone Saxophone 1 0 

Flute and Trumpet 0 1 

Flute and Horn 0 1 

Flute and Trombone 0 2 

Bassoon and Horn 1 0 

Bassoon and Percussion 1 0 

Clarinet and Clarinet 1 0 

Clarinet and Tenor Saxophone 1 0 

Clarinet and Trumpet 2 1 

Clarinet and Percussion 1 2 

Bass Clarinet and Trumpet 0 1 

Alto Saxophone and Alto Saxophone 0 1 

Alto Saxophone and Trumpet 1 0 

Alto Saxophone and Percussion 0 1 

Tenor Saxophone and Horn 1 0 

Baritone Saxophone and Trumpet 1 0 

Baritone Saxophone and Tuba 0 1 

Trumpet and Horn 1 0 

Trumpet and Euphonium 1 0 

Euphonium and Percussion 0 1 

Note.  Exp. = Experimental 
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the video camera’s auxiliary audio port using the microphone’s integrated 3.5mm patch 

cable.  The video camera was secured to a stationary tripod.  Immediately following the 

MCEC administration, each participant completed the Entrance Survey (Appendix H). 

Treatment 

Following administration of the pretest to all participants, the experimental group 

participants engaged in an autonomous chamber music project, outlined in the Chamber 

Music Workbook (Appendix I).  The experimental group participants completed the 

autonomous chamber music project in addition to their regularly scheduled band class 

activities.  The control group participants engaged only in their regularly scheduled band 

class activities; they did not engage in the autonomous chamber music project.  The 

project called for participants to prepare a duet for performance.  Duets provided an 

optimal music-making paradigm for this study because they allow for collaborative music 

making while having a generous enough ratio of rehearsal time to number of musicians as 

to allow each participant the opportunity to contribute meaningfully to the project. 

Participants chose their own duet partners8 and repertoire with which to complete 

the chamber music project.  Choice was preferable to assigned conditions because of its 

positive effects on intrinsic motivation (Patall, Cooper, & Robinson, 2008), an integral 

supporting factor to the creative process (Runco & Chand, 1995).  Guidelines were given 

for repertoire choice to ensure decisions were congruous with the goals of the study: 

repertoire should be skill-level appropriate, pre-composed, and contain a modicum of 

                                                           
8 Two sets of pairs were employed in this study.  The testing pairs were randomly 

assigned by the researcher; the treatment pairs were self-selected by the participants. 
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unfamiliar musical elements.  Participants were given the option to either procure their 

own sheet music, use music already housed in their school’s music library, source public 

domain music from the internet, or use music furnished by the researcher.  The researcher 

provided the Duets for All (Stoutamire & Henderson, 1973) series to ensure all 

participants had access to quality music, regardless of the status of their school’s library, 

their financial situation, or their availability and motivation to seek out music on their 

own.  Duets for All was chosen because (1) the series includes pieces that “range in 

difficulty from grades I through IV” (Stoutamire & Henderson, 1973, p. 2),9 providing 

material that should be suitable for most high school band students, (2) the series is 

composed in such a way that any two students can play any of the included duets, 

regardless of the instruments they play, and (3) the included pieces support engaging and 

enjoyable music-making experiences.  All participants elected to select music from Duets 

for All. 

Once participants arranged themselves into duets and selected their repertoire, 

they engaged in four, 30-minute, autonomous rehearsals.  Neither the researcher nor the 

participants’ band teachers offered any guidance, support, or critique during rehearsals.  

A four-week window was allotted during which all four rehearsals had to be completed.  

Participants could schedule their rehearsals at their convenience during the window.  The 

only limitation put on rehearsal scheduling was that rehearsals had to be conducted 

outside of participants’ regularly scheduled band classes.  This was done to maintain the 

                                                           
9 Sheet music is typically graded on a scale of either 0–5 or 1–6.  The lower the 

grade, the easier the piece. 
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integrity of the control condition.  Each of the three participating schools had a study hall 

period during which participants could conduct their rehearsals.  Flexibility in rehearsal 

scheduling was necessary to accommodate the likelihood that participants would have 

busy schedules (Willis, 2011). 

At the end of the final rehearsal, participants recorded themselves performing 

their piece.  Recordings were uploaded to YouTube, set to private, and shared with the 

other participants.  Having a performance at the end of the chamber music project aided 

the authenticity of the activity, since performance is one of the essential musical 

processes (SEADAE, 2014).  Recordings were deleted from YouTube one week after 

being uploaded to protect the privacy of the participants.   

Posttest 

Following the experimental group’s completion of all four rehearsals, all 

participants took the posttest.  The MCEC was used for the posttest, and was 

administered by the researcher following exactly the same procedures and using the same 

materials as the pretest.  Participants took the MCEC in the same testing pairs as the 

pretest.  Participants were asked to sit in the same configuration as they did for the 

pretest.  The posttest was both video and audio recorded for future analysis.  Immediately 

following the posttest, all participants completed an Exit Survey (Appendix J).   

MCEC Assessment 

The recordings from the MCEC administration were used to create two types of 

creativity artifacts for analysis.  First, the 10-minute rehearsal portion of each test 

administration was transcribed by the researcher (Appendices K and L).  In all but one 

transcription, the participant sitting or standing at camera-left was labelled Participant A 
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and the participant sitting or standing at camera-right was labelled Participant B.  Group 

29 sat in opposite positions for the posttest, so the labels were reversed for that transcript.  

The instrument played by each participant was indicated at the beginning of each 

transcript.  In some cases, participants’ mumbling, combined with ambient noise picked 

up by the microphone, made it hard to hear what the participants were saying.  Equalizer 

APO (Thederling, 2017), a parametric/ graphic equalizer program, was used to minimize 

competing and ambient frequencies in the recordings in order to better hear participants’ 

conversation.  Second, the audio from the performance at the end of each test 

administration was isolated and saved as an .m4a file using Microsoft Windows Movie 

Maker (Version 2012, Build 16.4.3528.0331).   

I coded all rehearsal interactions; a second coder was used in order to acquire 

intercoder reliability data.  It is acceptable, when seeking to establish intercoder 

reliability, for a second person to code only a portion of the data (Baker-Sennett, 

Matusov, & Rogoff, 2008; Compton, Love, & Sell, 2012; Hopkins, 2015; Wirkala & 

Kuhn, 2011).  There is no set standard for what percentage of the total sample should be 

used as a reliability sub-sample (Neuendorf, 2002).  However, “rules of thumb range 

from 10% to about 20% of the full sample” (Neuendorf, 2009, p. 69).  Therefore, 20% of 

the rehearsals from the total sample (n = 12) were randomly selected for recoding by the 

second coder.  The second coder was a Junior music education major and was 

compensated $50.00 for his work. 

Five undergraduate music education majors judged the performance audio using 

the CAT procedures.  All judges were at least in their junior year of university study, 

were native wind or percussion players, and had a focus in instrumental music education.  
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Judges made their assessments based solely upon the audio recordings of the 

performances.  Judging forms were set up as Google Forms, with the audio integrated 

directly into the form.  Three sets of performance recordings were assessed: the pretest 

recordings were assessed twice as a measure of judging stability, and the posttest 

recordings were assessed once. 

The order of the recordings was randomized for each judge, as shown in 

Appendix N.  Also, the order of each dimension to be judged was randomized on the 

score sheet for each recording for each judge.  Judges were told that the recordings were 

of performances by high school musicians.  Judges first listened to all the recordings one 

time without formally evaluating them.  Then, the judges listened to them a second time, 

in the same order as before, and rated each on its creativity, technical correctness, and 

aesthetic appeal.  As per CAT procedures (Amabile, 1982), judges were given no 

definitions for the assessed dimensions.  Consensual Assessment Technique judges were 

compensated $50.00 each for their work. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 With this study, I sought to determine whether a multi-rehearsal autonomous 

chamber music project would increase participants’ creative behavior (problem finding, 

ideation, and evaluation) and the judged creativity of their musical performances.  I 

examined creative growth through 10 indicators of creative thinking, representing the 

three domains of the creative process, and in the judged creativity of participants’ musical 

performances.  A priori alpha levels of p < .05 were set for all statistical tests.  All data10 

were analyzed using IBM Statistics Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).   

Treatment Condition Equivalency 

Independent samples t tests confirmed that the experimental and control groups 

were largely equivalent at the start of the study.  No significant differences were found 

between the treatment conditions based upon age (t(58) = -.46, p = .65), years spent 

studying the current instrument (t(58) = -.69, p = .49), years of high school band 

participation (t(58) = -.17, p = .87), prior chamber music experience (t(56) = -.32, p = 

.75), and amount of music performance outside of band class (t(58) = -.11, p = .92).  

There was, however, a significant difference in the gender composition of the treatment 

groups (t(58) = 2.04, p < .05), with the control group being 83% female and the 

experimental group being 50% female.  Means and standard deviations for each variable 

are displayed in Table 4.1.  These findings indicate that, for the most part, both treatment 

condition sub-samples were representative of the same larger population. 

                                                           
10 Raw data is displayed in Appendices N–T. 
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Table 4.1 

Means and Standard Deviations for Descriptive Variables 

 Control Group (n = 30)  Experimental Group (n = 30) 

Variable Mean SD  Mean SD 

Age in years 15.37 1.13  15.5 1.11 

Years of study 5.03 2.40  5.42 1.94 

Years in HS band 2.28 1.14  2.33 1.18 

Chamber musica 2.86 1.15  2.95 1.09 

Outside musicb 3.20 1.87  3.23 1.25 

Genderc 1.83 .38  1.60 .50 

aPrior chamber music experience was rated on a scale from 1–5, 1 being beginner and 5 

being expert.   
bMusic making outside of band class was rated on a scale from 1–5, 1 being never  

and 5 being very often.   
cMale was coded as 1; female was coded as 2.  

 

Independent samples t tests also confirmed that the control and experimental 

groups demonstrated equivalent levels of creative behavior and production at the 

beginning of the study.  No significant differences (p < .05) in pretest scores were found 

between the treatment conditions for any of the dependent variables.  Results of the t tests 

are displayed in Table 4.2.  Based upon these findings, repeated measures analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was deemed the appropriate statistical test for all dependent 

variables. 

MCEC Reliability 

Creative Behavior Assessment 

 Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICC) were used to determine the intercoder 

reliability for the coding of the MCEC rehearsal interactions.  Twenty percent of the 

artifacts (n = 12) were randomly selected for recoding by a second coder.  Intraclass  
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Table 4.2 

t Test Results for Pretest Equivalency 

Variable t df p 

Control  

Mean (SD) 

Experimental  

Mean (SD) 

PF fluency .97 28 .34 9.07 (3.24) 7.87 (3.52) 

PF flexibility 1.00 28 .33 3.40 (1.18) 3.00 (1.00) 

PF elaboration -.70 28 .49 .88 (.25) .93 (.10) 

PF balance -.28 28 .78 .27 (.16) .29 (.15) 

PF weight 1.13 28 .27 .48 (.32) .35 (.30) 

I fluency .44 28 .66 9.40 (6.63) 8.40 (5.77) 

I flexibility mean .17 28 .86 1.14 (.71) 1.10 (.67) 

I flexibility mode -.20 28 .84 .40 (.74) .47 (1.06) 

I flexibility upper limit .80 28 .43 3.67 (2.85) 3.00 (1.56) 

I balance .47 28 .64 .32 (.17) .29 (.13) 

I weight .64 28 .53 .46 (.36) .38 (.30) 

E fluency .33 28 .74 10.13 (5.19) 9.40 (6.84) 

E elaboration -1.47 28 .15 .60 (.34) .75 (.19) 

E balance .96 28 .35 .21 (.14) .16 (.14) 

E weight .82 28 .42 .46 (.25) .40 (.18) 

CAT creativity -1.51 28 .14 2.97 (.65) 3.36 (.75) 

CAT technical correctness -1.39 28 .18 2.75 (1.00) 3.23 (.89) 

CAT aesthetic appeal -1.08 28 .29 2.89 (.92) 3.21 (.69) 

Note.  PF = problem finding; I = ideation; E = evaluation. 
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Correlation Coefficients were calculated for absolute agreement, a measure of how 

similarly both coders coded each rehearsal (Kim, H., 2013).  Results of a Single 

Measures Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC(2,2) = .82) demonstrates a high level of 

intercoder reliability in the coding of MCEC participant interactions.  Based upon this 

finding, the data distilled from the rehearsal portion of the MCEC should be considered 

reliable. 

Consensual Assessment Technique 

 Intraclass Correlation Coefficients were used to determine the interrater reliability 

for each of the three judged criteria (aesthetic appeal, creativity, and technical 

correctness) for each of the three CAT evaluations.  Intraclass Correlation Coefficients 

were calculated for consistency, a measure of whether judges rate each musical 

performance in a predictable way (Kim, H., 2013).  The minimum standard for CAT 

interrater reliability is .70 (Amabile, 1982). 

 All three criteria for the pretest CAT exceeded the interrater reliability minimum 

standard.  Pretest aesthetic appeal scores had a consistency of ICC(2,5) = .77, pretest 

creativity scores had a consistency of ICC(2,5) = .75, and pretest technical correctness 

scores had a consistency of ICC(2,5) = .91.  These interrater reliability scores indicate a 

reliable assessment of pretest musical performances. 

Similar to the pretest, all three criteria for the posttest CAT exceeded the interrater 

reliability minimum standard.  Posttest aesthetic appeal scores had a consistency of 

ICC(2,5) = .85, posttest creativity scores had a consistency of ICC(2,5) = .71, and 

posttest technical correctness scores had a consistency of ICC(2,5) = .93.  These interrater 

reliability scores indicate a reliable assessment of posttest musical performances.   
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The pretest musical performances were judged a second time as a measure of 

judging stability.  Aesthetic appeal and technical correctness exceeded the minimum 

interrater reliability in the second judging, though creativity did not.  In the second 

judging, aesthetic appeal had a consistency of ICC(2,5) = .90, creativity had a 

consistency of ICC(2,5) = .64, and technical correctness had a consistency of ICC(2,5) = 

.92.  These interrater reliability scores indicate a reliable assessment of aesthetic appeal 

and technical correctness, but a lessened degree of reliability in the assessment of 

creativity. 

To determine the stability of judges’ ratings over time, scores from the first and 

second evaluations of the pretest musical performances were compared using Pearson 

product-moment correlations.  Strong relationships were found between the aesthetic 

appeal scores (r = .88, p = .01), creativity scores (r = .85, p = .01), and technical 

correctness scores (r = .96, p = .01).  This suggests that judges evaluated the 

performances in largely the same way during both evaluations.  It is reasonable to 

assume, therefore, that judging stability carried over to the assessment of the posttest 

artifacts as well.  Given the lower reliability of creativity scores in the second evaluation 

of the pretest performances, the stability of those scores may be lower than indicated by 

correlation detailed above.   

Creative Behavior 

Problem Finding 

 A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant differences in 

problem finding fluency (quantity of musical elements identified in rehearsal).  Non-

significant main effects for treatment condition (F(1, 28) = .65, p = .43) and time (F(1, 
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28) = .82, p = .37), as well as a non-significant interaction effect (F(1, 28) = .21, p = .65), 

indicate that the experimental group engaged in the same amount of problem finding as 

the control group and that level remained consistent for both groups from the pretest to 

the posttest.  This suggests that the treatment (autonomous chamber music project) had 

no effect on the number of musical elements participants identified during rehearsal.  

Means and standard deviations for problem finding fluency are found in Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3 

Problem Finding Fluency Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n  Pretest Mean Posttest Mean 

Control Group 15  9.07 (SD = 3.24) 8.27 (SD = 3.20) 

Experimental Group 15  7.87 (SD = 3.52) 7.60 (SD = 4.22) 

 

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant differences in 

problem finding flexibility (quantity of types of musical elements identified in rehearsal).  

Non-significant main effects for treatment condition (F(1, 28) = 1.07, p = .31) and time 

(F(1, 28) = .08, p = .78), as well as a non-significant interaction effect (F(1, 28) = .00, p = 

1.00), indicate that the experimental and control groups identified musical elements that 

could be generalized into the same number of categories and that quantity remained 

consistent from the pretest to the posttest. 

Problem finding flexibility means and standard deviations (see Table 4.4) indicate 

that participants tended to address less than 43% of the eight types of musical elements 

(Articulations, Dynamics, Tempo, Phrasing, Tone, Style, Artistry, and Ensemble Skills) 

identified a priori for problem finding flexibility.  Two multiple analyses of variance 

(MANOVA) revealed no significant differences between the control and experimental 
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groups’ distribution of problem finding across the eight musical element types at either 

the pretest (F(8, 28) = 1.48, p = .22) or the posttest (F(7, 22) = .47, p = .86), indicating 

that both treatment groups tended to work within the same types of musical elements 

during rehearsal.  As shown in Table 4.5, the majority of participants’ work was on 

tempo, dynamics, and articulation.  These findings suggest that the treatment 

(autonomous chamber music project) had no effect on the types of musical elements that 

participants addressed. 

Table 4.4 

Problem Finding Flexibility Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n  Pretest Mean Posttest Mean 

Control Group 15  3.40 (SD = 1.18) 3.33 (SD = 1.35) 

Experimental Group 15  3.00 (SD = 1.00) 2.93 (SD = 1.39) 

 

Table 4.5 

Percentage of Problem Finding Represented by Each Type of Musical Element 

 Pretest  Posttest 

Category Control Experimental  Control Experimental 

Tempo 31% 34%  27% 26% 

Dynamics 32% 39%  37% 37% 

Articulations 27% 21%  27% 23% 

Phrasing 7% 2%  6% 6% 

Style 0% 3%  2% 4% 

Ensemble 2% 1%  2% 3% 

Artistry 1% 0%  0% 0% 

Tone 1% 0%  0% 1% 
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A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant differences in 

problem finding elaboration (specificity of musical elements identified in rehearsal).  

Non-significant main effects for treatment condition (F(1, 28) = .59, p = .45) and time 

(F(1, 28) = .87, p = .36), as well as a non-significant interaction effect (F(1, 28) = .02, p = 

.90), indicate that there was no difference in the degree of problem finding specificity 

between the control and experimental groups, and that level of specificity remained 

consistent from the pretest to the posttest.  This suggests that the autonomous chamber 

music project had no effect on the specificity of participants’ problem finding.  Problem 

finding elaboration means and standard deviations (see Table 4.6) demonstrate that 

participants in both treatment conditions engaged in high levels of problem finding 

specificity, with the degree of specificity ranging from 86%–93%. 

Table 4.6 

Problem Finding Elaboration Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n  Pretest Mean Posttest Mean 

Control Group 15  .88 (SD = .25) .86 (SD = .25) 

Experimental Group 15  .93 (SD = .10) .91 (SD = .14) 

Note.  Means and standard deviations in this table are decimal expressions of the 

percentage of identified elements that were specific. 

 

 A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant differences in 

problem finding collaboration.  Non-significant main effects for treatment condition (F(1, 

28) = .43, p = .52) and time (F(1, 28) = .39, p = .54), as well as a non-significant 

interaction effect (F(1, 28) = .90, p = .35), indicate that there was no difference in how 

well the control and experimental group participants shared the problem finding, and that 

level of balance remained consistent from the pretest to the posttest.  These results 
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suggest that the autonomous chamber music project did not cause a change in how well 

the ensemble members shared the problem finding during rehearsal.  Large standard 

deviations (see Table 4.7) indicate a wide variance in the balance of both the control and 

experimental groups. 

Table 4.7 

Problem Finding Collaboration Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n Pretest Mean (SD) Posttest Mean (SD) 

Control Group 15 27 (16) 29 (17) 

Experimental Group 15 29 (15) 22 (19) 

Note.  Collaboration data are expressed as the number of percentage points separating 

participants’ problem finding contributions from 50%. 

 

Ideation 

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant differences in 

ideational fluency (quantity of rehearsal ideas).  Non-significant main effects for 

treatment condition (F(1, 28) = .05, p = .82) and time (F(1, 28) = 2.28, p = .14), as well 

as a non-significant interaction effect (F(1, 28) = .19, p = .66), indicate that there was no 

difference between the number of rehearsal ideas generated by each treatment group, and 

that amount remained consistent from the pretest to the posttest.  This suggests that the 

treatment had no effect on the number of ideas participants generated during rehearsal.  

As displayed in Table 4.8, ideational fluency means indicate a very low number of 

generated ideas across the sample, with between only 6 and 10 ideas being generated 

over the course of a 10-minute rehearsal.  Large standard deviations, however, indicate a 

large degree of variance in the amount of ideas generated by each ensemble. 
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Table 4.8 

Ideational Fluency Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n  Pretest Mean Posttest Mean 

Control Group 15  9.40 (SD = 6.63) 6.73 (SD = 4.89) 

Experimental Group 15  8.40 (SD = 5.77) 6.93 (SD = 6.76) 

 

A series of two-way repeated measures ANOVAs was used to examine ideational 

flexibility (distribution of generated ideas across identified musical elements).  Analysis 

of the average number of ideas generated for each element revealed a significant main 

effect (F(1, 28) = 4.41, p < .05) for time, indicating that scores, overall, dropped from the 

pretest (M = 1.12, SD = .68) to the posttest (M = .81, SD = .53).  This effect had a 

moderately large effect size (partial 2 = .14), indicating that the drop in scores was fairly 

substantial.  Neither the main effect for treatment condition (F(1, 28) = .16, p = .70) nor 

the interaction effect (F(1, 28) = .57, p = .46) were significant.  Though the scores 

dropped, they were consistent between the treatment groups.  Means and standard 

deviations for the average number of ideas generated for each element are displayed in 

Table 4.9. 

Table 4.9 

Ideational Flexibility Means and Standard Deviations 

 Average  Mode  Upper Limit 

Group 

Pretest  

M (SD) 

Posttest  

M (SD) 

 Pretest  

M (SD) 

Posttest  

M (SD) 

 Pretest  

M (SD) 

Posttest  

M (SD) 

Con.a 1.14 (.71) .72 (.45)  .40 (.74) .33 (.49)  3.67 (2.85) 2.27 (1.87) 

Exp.b 1.10 (.67) .90 (.60)  .47 (1.06) .53 (.64)  3.00 (1.56) 2.87 (2.13) 

Note. Con = Control; Exp = Experimental. 
aN = 15. 
bN = 15. 
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Analysis of the most common number of ideas generated for each element (mode) 

resulted in non-significant main effects for treatment condition (F(1, 28) = .52, p = .48) 

and time (F(1, 28) = .00, p = 1.00), as well as a non-significant interaction effect (F(1, 

28) = .10, p = .75).  These results indicate that there was no difference in the most 

common number of ideas generated for each element by control and experimental group 

participants, and that that number remained consistent through the pretest and posttest.  

Means, displayed in Table 4.9, demonstrate that the most common number of ideas 

generated for an element was considerably less than 1.  Furthermore, as shown in Table 

4.10, an overwhelming majority of testing pairs most commonly generated 0 ideas in the 

rehearsal of a musical element.  

Table 4.10 

Frequency of Most Common Numbers of Ideas Generated for a Musical Element 

Note.  Data presented in this table represents the quantity of groups generating each most 

common number of ideas in the rehearsal of an element. 

 

Analysis of the elements with the most generated ideas (upper limit) resulted in 

non-significant main effects for treatment condition (F(1, 28) = .00, p = .96) and time 

(F(1, 28) = 2.15, p = .15), as well as a non-significant interaction effect (F(1, 28) = 1.47, 

p = .24).  These results indicate that there was no difference in the highest number of 

ideas generated for a single element by control and experimental group participants, and 

 Pretest  Posttest  

Number of ideas Control Experimental  Control Experimental Total 

0 11 11  10 8 40 

1 2 3  5 6 16 

2 2 0  0 1 3 

4 0 1  0 0 1 
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that that number remained consistent through the pretest and posttest.  Means and 

standard deviations (see Table 4.9), demonstrate that participants tended to generate only 

between two and four ideas for their most-rehearsed element.  However, large standard 

deviations demonstrate considerable variance across participants.   

No significant differences between treatment conditions were found across the 

three components of ideational flexibility.  Though there was a significant effect for the 

average number of ideas generated per rehearsed element, it manifested the same for both 

treatment conditions.  These results, therefore, suggest that the autonomous chamber 

music project had no effect on participants’ ideational flexibility. 

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant differences in 

ideational collaboration.  Non-significant main effects for treatment condition (F(1, 28) = 

.20, p = .66) and time (F(1, 28) = .00, p = .99), as well as a non-significant interaction 

effect (F(1, 28) = .00, p = .95), indicate that there was no difference in how well the 

control and experimental group participants shared the idea generation, and that level of 

balance remained consistent from the pretest to the posttest.  These results suggest that 

the autonomous chamber music project did not affect how well ensemble members 

shared the ideation.  Though the means (see Table 4.11) are fairly consistent across the 

testing conditions, large standard deviations indicate a high degree of variance in 

participants’ ideational collaboration. 
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Table 4.11 

Ideation Collaboration Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n Pretest Mean (SD) Posttest Mean (SD) 

Control Group 15 32 (17) 31 (23) 

Experimental Group 15 29 (13) 29 (18) 

Note.  Collaboration data are expressed as the number of percentage points separating 

participants’ problem finding contributions from 50%.  The higher the number, the worse 

the collaboration. 

 

Evaluation 

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant differences in 

evaluation fluency (quantity of evaluative statements).  Neither the main effects for 

treatment condition (F(1, 28) = .20, p = .66) and time (F(1, 28) = .05, p = .83), nor the 

interaction effect (F(1, 28) = .02, p = .88), were significantly different.  This indicates 

that the experimental group generated the same amount of evaluative statements as the 

control group, and that amount remained consistent for both groups from the pretest to 

the posttest.  This suggests that the autonomous chamber music project had no effect on 

the quantity of evaluation offered during rehearsal.  Large standard deviations, displayed 

in Table 4.12, indicate considerable variance in the amount of evaluation across the 

sample. 

Table 4.12 

Evaluation Fluency Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n  Pretest Mean Posttest Mean 

Control Group 15  10.13 (SD = 5.19) 10.07 (SD = 5.52) 

Experimental Group 15  9.40 (SD = 6.84) 9.07 (SD = 6.76) 
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A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant differences in 

evaluation elaboration (specificity of evaluative statements).  Non-significant main 

effects for treatment condition (F(1, 28) = .27, p = .61) and time (F(1, 28) = 2.67, p = 

.11), as well as a non-significant interaction effect (F(1, 28) = 3.34, p = .08), indicate that 

there was no difference in the degree of evaluative specificity between the control and 

experimental groups, and that level of specificity remained consistent from the pretest to 

the posttest.  These results suggest that the autonomous chamber music project had no 

effect on participants’ evaluation elaboration. 

Evaluation elaboration means (Table 4.13) indicate that participants used specific 

evaluation more often than general evaluation.  However, general evaluation accounted 

for between 25% and 49% of the total evaluation.  Large standard deviations indicate 

considerable variance in the specificity of participants’ evaluation. 

Table 4.13 

Evaluation Elaboration Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n  Pretest Mean Posttest Mean 

Control Group 15  .60 (SD = .34) .61 (SD = .23) 

Experimental Group 15  .75 (SD = .19) .54 (SD = .31) 

Note.  Means and standard deviations in this table are decimal expressions of the 

percentage of identified elements that were specific. 

 

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant differences in 

evaluation collaboration (distribution in elaboration).  Non-significant main effects for 

treatment condition (F(1, 28) = .15, p = .71) and time (F(1, 28) = .51, p = .48), as well as 

a non-significant interaction effect (F(1, 28) = 1.02, p = .32), indicate that there was no 

difference in how well the control and experimental group participants shared the task of 
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evaluation, and that level of collaboration remained consistent from the pretest to the 

posttest.  These results suggest that the autonomous chamber music project did not affect 

how well the ensemble members shared the task of evaluation.  Large standard deviations 

(Table 4.14) indicate considerable variance in participants’ levels of collaboration. 

Table 4.14 

Evaluation Collaboration Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n Pretest Mean (SD) Posttest Mean (SD) 

Control Group 15 21 (14) 20 (16) 

Experimental Group 15 16 (14) 21 (17) 

Note.  Collaboration data are expressed as the number of percentage points separating 

participants’ problem finding contributions from 50%.  The higher the number, the worse 

the collaboration. 

 

Secondary Research Question 

With the autonomous chamber music project’s lack of effect on participants’ 

creative behavior, a secondary question was posed: were there factors which may have 

inhibited participants’ ability to be creative in the MCEC?  Depressed creative potential 

may have made the MCEC ineffective in eliciting creative behavior.  Amabile (1982) 

argued that a lack of technical proficiency inhibits people’s ability to be creative.  Indeed, 

skills and knowledge feature prominently in many models of creativity (e.g., Amabile, 

2013; Runco & Chand, 1995; Sternberg & Lubart, 1992; Webster, 2002).  Enjoyment, as 

a source for intrinsic motivation, also factors heavily in people’s ability to be creative 

(Amabile & Pratt, 2016).  Without a strong sense of motivation, people are less likely to 

put in the effort needed to reach truly creative ideas (Runco & Chand, 1995).  It was 

hypothesized that an inability to play the technical demands of the Stimulus Duet or a 
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lack of task enjoyment may have diminished participants’ potential to be creative in the 

MCEC.   

 Seven measures of technical proficiency were available from the data collected 

through the Entrance Survey and Exit Survey.  Group preparedness is a measure of 

whether the testing pair practiced the Practice Duet ahead of time.  If both members of a 

testing pair reported having practiced, the pair was awarded a score of 2; if only one 

member reported having practiced, the pair was awarded a score of 1; and if neither 

member reported having practiced, the pair was awarded a score of 0.   

Each participant reported, on a scale of 1–5, how difficult they found the Stimulus 

Duet.  A rating of 1 indicates that the participant felt the music was not difficult and a 

rating of 5 indicates that the participant felt the music was very difficult.  Three measures 

were derived from this data.  Low difficulty is the difficulty rating of the testing pair 

member who found the Stimulus Duet to be the least difficult, high difficulty is the 

difficulty rating of the testing pair member who found the Stimulus Duet to be the most 

difficult, and average difficulty is the mean of the two.   

Each participant also reported, on a scale of 1–5, how confident they were, prior 

to testing, in their ability to play the Stimulus Duet.  A rating of 1 indicates that the 

participant was not confident and a rating of 5 indicates that the participant was very 

confident.  Three measures were derived from this data.  Low confidence is the 

confidence rating of the testing pair member who was least confident, high confidence is 

the difficulty rating of the testing pair member who was most confident, and average 

confidence is the mean of the two.   
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 Additionally, participants reported whether or not they enjoyed the MCEC 

administration.  Enjoyment was expressed as either yes or no, rather than on a scale of 

varying degrees of enjoyment.  An eighth measure, enjoyment, was derived from these 

ratings.  If both members of a testing pair reported having enjoyed the MCEC 

administration, the pair was awarded a score of 2; if only one member reported enjoying 

it, the pair was awarded a score of 1; and if neither member reported enjoying it, the pair 

was awarded a score of 0.   

 Pearson product-moment correlations were used to determine the extent to which 

each of the eight measures was related to each of the indicators of creative thinking 

across all four testing conditions (experimental group pretest, control group pretest, 

experimental group posttest, and control group posttest).  Significant correlations would 

indicate a relationship with factors that could have acted as a barrier to creativity. 

 The results of the correlations are displayed in Tables 4.15–4.17.  Only three of 

the measures (low confidence, average confidence, and enjoyment) were significantly 

correlated with indicators of creative thinking.  Low confidence was negatively correlated 

with problem finding collaboration (r = -.38, p < .01), indicating that, as the less 

confident member of a testing pair gets more confident, the collaboration gets better in 

the ensemble.11  Low confidence was positively correlated with evaluation fluency (r = 

.35, p < .01), indicating that, as the less confident member of a testing pair gets more 

confident, the number of evaluative statements issued during rehearsal goes up.  Average 

                                                           
11 Lower collaboration scores indicate better collaboration.  Therefore, the 

negative correlation, in this instance, actually denotes a positive relationship. 
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confidence was also significantly correlated with problem finding collaboration (r = -.34, 

p < .01) and evaluation fluency (r = .26, p < .01).  Since the correlations for low 

confidence and average confidence were so similar, and high confidence was not 

correlated with either of the two indicators of creative thinking, the relationship between 

average confidence and creative thinking indicators is likely due primarily to the 

influence of the lower confident member of the testing pair. 

Table 4.15 

Correlation Matrix between Indicators of Problem Finding and Measures of Technical 

Proficiency and Enjoyment 
 

Factors PF Fluency PF Flexibility PF Elaboration PF Collaboration 

Group Preparedness -.07 .10 .01 .07 

Low Difficulty .10 .06 -.05 -.08 

High Difficulty .03 -.08 .11 -.14 

Average Difficulty .07 -.02 .04 -.14 

Low Confidence .24 .12 .02 -.38** 

High Confidence .09 .07 .18 -.16 

Average Confidence .24 .18 .10 -.34** 

Enjoyment -.18 .43** .34** .31* 

Note.  PF = problem finding. 

 *Significant at the p < .05 level.  **Significant at the p < .01 level. 
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Table 4.16 

Correlation Matrix between Indicators of Ideation and Measures of Technical 

Proficiency and Enjoyment 
 

 I Flexibility   

Factors Average Mode Upper Limit I Fluency I Collaboration 

Group Preparedness .15 .00 .10 .10 -.07 

Low Difficulty .01 .07 .14 .14 .14 

High Difficulty .07 .10 .03 .06 .01 

Average Difficulty .05 .11 .10 .12 .09 

Low Confidence .05 -.03 .04 .16 -.17 

High Confidence .11 .08 -.06 .10 -.07 

Average Confidence .09 .01 .00 .15 -.15 

Enjoyment .10 .01 .08 .22 -.21 

Note.  I = ideation.  All values are not significant. 

 

Table 4.17 

Correlation Matrix between Indicators of Evaluation and Measures of Technical 

Proficiency and Enjoyment 
 

Factors E Fluency E Collaboration E Elaboration 

Group Preparedness .03 -.07 .16 

Low Difficulty .11 -.10 -.18 

High Difficulty -.05 -.07 -.19 

Average Difficulty .03 -.10 -.23 

Low Confidence .35** -.01 .00 

High Confidence .05 .06 .16 

Average Confidence .26* .02 .07 

Enjoyment .40** .12 .47** 

Note.  E = evaluation. 

*Significant at the p < .05 level.  **Significant at the p < .01 level. 
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 Enjoyment significantly correlated with problem finding flexibility (r = .43, p < 

.01), problem finding elaboration (r = .34, p < .01), problem finding collaboration (r = 

.31, p < .05), evaluation fluency (r = .40, p < .01), and evaluation elaboration (r = .47, p < 

.01).  These results indicate that as the number of participants in a testing pair who 

enjoyed the MCEC administration goes up, the number of types of musical elements that 

are rehearsed, the degree of problem finding specificity, the number of evaluative 

statements issued in rehearsal, and the degree of specificity in evaluation all go up as 

well.  Additionally, as the number of participants who enjoyed the MCEC administration 

goes up, the balance of problem finding collaboration gets better.  However, as shown in 

Table 4.18, only a very small percentage of the sample (8%) reported not enjoying the 

MCEC administration, so the enjoyment correlations likely only describe the relationship 

between a small group of outliers to the majority of the sample and have little meaning in 

the big picture of the results of the study. 

Table 4.18 

Number of Participants Reporting Not Enjoying the MCEC Administration 

Group Pretest Posttest Total 

Control 1 0 1 

Experimental 2 2 4 

  Total: 5 

 

Very few significant correlations were found between the measures of technical 

proficiency and the indicators of creative thinking.  This provides little evidence that the 

level of technical proficiency of the participants had anything to do with how creative 

they were able to be on the MCEC.  Additionally, since the overwhelming majority of 
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participants reported enjoying the MCEC administration, enjoyment was also likely not a 

barrier to creativity on the MCEC.   

It was discovered, in the Exit Survey data, that not all of the experimental group 

participants completed all four of the rehearsals prescribed by the treatment.  57% of the 

participants completed all four rehearsals, 27% completed three of the rehearsals, and 

17% completed only two of the rehearsals.  Therefore, it was hypothesized that failure to 

complete the prescribed number of rehearsals may have inhibited the treatment’s 

effectiveness.  If that hypothesis was true, Pearson product-moment correlation analysis 

should have revealed numerous relationships between the number of rehearsals 

completed and the indicators of creative thinking.  However, only one significant 

correlation, with ideational fluency, was found.  The correlation (r = .39, p < .05), though 

significant, is small.  The result indicates a slight positive relationship in which 

participants, who conducted more rehearsals, were members of testing pairs that 

generated more ideas in the posttest MCEC rehearsal.  As shown in Table 4.19, no other 

significant correlations were found.  Based upon these results, the number of completed 

rehearsals was not found to be a contributing factor in creativity expressed through the 

MCEC. 

Musical Performance 

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant differences in 

CAT creativity scores.  Non-significant main effects for treatment condition (F(1, 28) = 

1.30, p = .26) and time (F(1, 28) = 1.48, p = .23), as well as a non-significant interaction 

effect (F(1, 28) = 1.48, p = .23), indicate that there was no difference in the magnitude of 

creativity displayed by the control and experimental groups’ musical performances, and 
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that level remained consistent for both groups from the pretest to the posttest.  This 

suggests that the autonomous chamber music project had no effect on the creativity of 

participants’ musical performances.   

Table 4.19 

Correlations between Rehearsals Completed and Creative Thinking Indicators 

Indicator Rehearsals Completed 

PF Fluency .24 

PF Flexibility .16 

PF Elaboration .06 

PF Collaboration .27 

I Fluency .39* 

I Flexibility (mean) .24 

I Flexibility (mode) .04 

I Flexibility (upper limit) .31 

I Collaboration -.22 

E Fluency .18 

E Elaboration .02 

E Evaluation -.26 

Note.  PF = problem finding; I = ideation; E = evaluation. 

*p < .05. 

 

Creativity was rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with higher levels of creativity being 

awarded numerically higher scores.  Mean creativity scores (Table 4.20), which hovered 

around 3, suggest moderate levels of creativity across the sample.  Small standard 

deviations suggest little variance in creativity scores.   
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Table 4.20 

CAT Creativity Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n  Pretest Mean Posttest Mean 

Control Group 15  2.97 (SD = .65) 2.97 (SD = .64) 

Experimental Group 15  3.36 (SD = .75) 3.16 (SD = .84) 

Note.  Creativity was rated on a scale from 1–5, with 1 being the lowest and 5 being the 

highest. 

 

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed a significant difference in CAT 

technical correctness scores.  Non-significant main effects for treatment condition (F(1, 

28) = 1.30, p = .26) and time (F(1, 28) = 1.48, p = .23), indicate that there was no 

difference in the degree of technical correctness displayed by the control and 

experimental groups’ musical performances, and that there was no difference between the 

groups in their technical correctness across both testing instances.  However, a significant 

interaction effect (F(1, 28) = 1.48, p = .23) indicates that there was a difference between 

the groups in how their technical correctness scores changed from pretest to posttest.  

Technical correctness means (Table 4.21) indicate that the control group’s technical 

correctness increased, while the experimental group’s technical correctness decreased, 

from the pretest to the posttest.  This effect had a moderately large effect size (partial 2 

= .16), suggesting that the difference was fairly substantial.  These results suggest that the 

treatment window had an effect on participants’ technical correctness.  Because both the 

treatment and control groups experienced a change in technical correctness, this 

interaction may be attributed, at least in part, to the autonomous chamber music project.  

However, other factors cannot be ruled out. 
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Table 4.21 

CAT Technical Correctness Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n  Pretest Mean Posttest Mean 

Control Group 15  2.75 (SD = 1.00) 2.91 (SD = 1.00) 

Experimental Group 15  3.23 (SD = .89) 3.12 (SD = 1.00) 

Note.  Technical correctness was rated on a scale from 1–5, with 1 being the lowest and 5 

being the highest. 

 

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed a significant difference in CAT 

aesthetic appeal scores.  A significant main effect for time (F(1, 28) = 7.08, p = .01) 

indicates that the overall aesthetic appeal of participants’ musical performances decreased 

from the pretest (M = 3.05, SD = .81) to the posttest (M = 2.86, SD = .86).  This decrease 

in aesthetic appeal had a large effect size (partial 2 = .20).  However, a non-significant 

main effect for treatment condition (F(1, 28) = 1.30, p = .26) and a non-significant 

interaction effect (F(1, 28) = 1.30, p = .26) indicate no difference between the treatment 

and control groups in the magnitude of their decreased aesthetic appeal scores.  These 

results indicate that, though there was a change in aesthetic appeal from the pretest to the 

posttest, this effect was not caused by the autonomous chamber music project.  Means 

and standard deviations for aesthetic appeal are displayed in Table 4.22. 

Table 4.22 

CAT Aesthetic Appeal Means and Standard Deviations 

Group n  Pretest Mean Posttest Mean 

Control Group 15  2.89 (SD = .92) 2.77 (SD = .87) 

Experimental Group 15  3.21 (SD = .69) 2.95 (SD = .88) 

Note.  Aesthetic appeal was rated on a scale from 1–5, with 1 being the lowest and 5 

being the highest. 
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Pearson product-moment correlations revealed significant intercorrelations 

between the three CAT criteria at both, the pretest (Table 4.23) and the posttest (Table 

4.24).  These intercorrelations demonstrate a failure for each criterion to achieve 

discriminant validity from one another.  This means that a portion of the variance in each 

criterion can potentially be attributed to the other criteria (Amabile, 1982).  No valid 

conclusions, therefore can be drawn from the results of the CAT. 

Table 4.23 

Intercorrelations of Pretest CAT Scores 

Measure 1 2 3 

1. Creativity –––   

2. Technical Correctness .83* –––  

3. Aesthetic Appeal .80* .87* ––– 

*Correlation is significant at the p < .01 level 

 

Table 4.24 

Intercorrelations of Posttest CAT Scores 

Measure 1 2 3 

1. Creativity –––   

2. Technical Correctness .84* –––  

3. Aesthetic Appeal .91* .92* ––– 

*Correlation is significant at the p < .01 level 

  

Summary 

 The autonomous chamber music project resulted in no significant differences 

between the control and experimental groups for problem finding fluency, flexibility, 

elaboration, and collaboration; ideational fluency and collaboration; and evaluation 

fluency, elaboration, and collaboration.  A main effect for time in ideational flexibility 
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resulted from a drop in the average number of ideas generated per identified element.  

However, that decrease was consistent for both the control and experimental groups.  

These findings suggest that the autonomous chamber music project caused no change in 

participants’ creative behavior, providing no evidence that would warrant the rejection of 

the first three null hypotheses.  Additionally, none of the data collected on participants’ 

technical proficiency or level of enjoyment provide evidence that the MCEC was unable 

to adequately measure participants’ creative behavior. 

 The autonomous chamber music project resulted in no significant differences 

between the control and experimental groups for creativity in their musical performances.  

High intercorrelations between creativity, technical correctness, and aesthetic appeal 

indicate a lack of discriminant validity between the indicators, making it impossible to 

draw meaningful conclusions from this result.  The absence of a valid conclusion 

regarding the effect of the autonomous chamber music project on the creativity of 

participants’ performances does not allow the rejection of the fourth null hypothesis.   

 With none of the four null hypotheses being rejected, the effectiveness of the 

autonomous chamber music project is still in question.  The results of the study implicate 

several possible confounding variables and suggest a number of new research questions.  

The meaning of the results of this study, potential follow-up research projects, and 

implications for music education teaching and learning are discussed in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 The current study investigated whether an autonomous chamber music project, 

carried out in duets and without direct teacher or researcher intervention, would cause an 

increase in either the creative behavior or creative musical production of high school 

band students.  The autonomous chamber music project consisted of four rehearsals, 

completed over the course of four weeks.  Using an experimental randomized block 

design, creative growth in an experimental condition, in which participants completed the 

autonomous chamber music project, was compared to that in a control condition, in 

which participants did not engage in autonomous music making.  Creativity was 

measured using the MCEC, a measure designed to assess collaborative creativity in 

ensemble rehearsal and performance.   

 Based on an extensive review of literature, it was determined that creative 

thinking in this circumstance was best assessed using 10 indicators of the creative 

process: problem finding fluency, flexibility, elaboration, and collaboration; ideational 

fluency, flexibility, and collaboration; and evaluation fluency, elaboration, and 

collaboration.  Creative production was assessed using the CAT (Amabile, 1982).  It was 

hypothesized that the autonomous chamber music project would cause an increase across 

all indicators of creative thinking and in the creativity of participants’ musical 

performances.  The results of the study, however, demonstrated no significant differences 

between the control and experimental participants, indicating that no such creative gains 

were induced by the autonomous chamber music project.  Additionally, there was no 

evidence that diminished levels of technical proficiency or enjoyment hindered the 



132 

MCEC’s ability to detect and measure participants’ creativity, or that the number of 

completed autonomous chamber rehearsals was related to the effectiveness of the 

treatment.  Given the evidence from previous research that artistic autonomy can develop 

creativity (Baker-Sennett, Matusov, & Rogoff, 2008; Gallagher, 2015; Gallagher, 

Stepien, & Rosenthal, 1992; Huang, Chang, & Choi, 2012; Weinstein, Hodgins, & Ryan, 

2010; Wirkala & Kuhn, 2011), these results may implicate some potentially confounding 

variables which are discussed below.   

The Creative Process 

 This study focused on the primary tier of the two-tier model of creative thinking 

(Runco & Chand, 1995).  The three domains of the primary tier (problem finding, 

ideation, and evaluation) are home to the artistic and musical decisions that drive the 

creative preparation of musical performances.  However, without the elements contained 

in the secondary tier (motivation and knowledge), creative thinking is not possible.  

Consideration of the secondary tier elements, therefore, may illuminate conditions which 

potentially hindered participants’ creative growth in the current study. 

Motivation 

 “An individual may be capable of creative thinking and not perform in a creative 

fashion; he or she must be motivated to do so” (Runco & Chand, 1995, p. 260).  The two-

tier model of creative thinking recognizes two types of motivation: intrinsic (motivation 

stemming from personally meaningful goals, values, and needs) and extrinsic (motivation 

stemming from the promise of external rewards).  Of the two, intrinsic motivation 

provides the better source of creative drive (Runco & Chand, 1995).  Aspects of the 

treatment, such as letting participants select their own ensembles and repertoire, were put 
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in place to foster intrinsic motivation in the current study.  Enjoyment was used as an 

indicator of intrinsic motivation.  Significant correlations between enjoyment and the 

creative processes of problem finding and evaluation suggest that, indeed, being 

intrinsically motivated is positively related to aspects of creativity.   

 This finding, however, should be viewed with some skepticism.  Enjoyment was 

measured on a dichotomous scale of yes or no, rather than an incremental Likert-type 

scale.  This separated the participants into two conditions: participants who enjoyed 

autonomous music making to some degree, and participants who did not enjoy 

autonomous music making at all.  The resulting distribution was 96% of participants 

reporting some degree of enjoyment and 4% of participants reporting no enjoyment.  The 

correlation between enjoyment and elements of the creative process may describe the 

relationship between a group of outliers and the majority, and might not hold if 

enjoyment is measured incrementally.  It should be noted that intrinsic motivation does 

not always translate into enjoyment.  Some may find intrinsic motivation in a meaningful 

and important task, which requires service and sacrifice, but which is not enjoyable 

(Amabile & Pratt, 2016).  It is possible, then, that the 4% who reported no enjoyment 

were still intrinsically motivated.  Therefore, the relationships discovered between 

enjoyment, and problem finding and evaluation should be considered a function of 

enjoyment only, and not intrinsic motivation. 

 That enjoyment was significantly correlated with the majority of problem finding 

and evaluation indicators, but none of the ideation indicators, is curious.  It is possible 

that enjoyment is not related to ideation.  However, it could be that some other factor or 

group of factors negated the proposition that enjoyment drives creative production 
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(Runco & Chand, 1995).  Declarative knowledge seems a likely confounding variable, as 

Runco and Chand posit that it has the potential to depress ideational abilities. 

Declarative Knowledge 

 “Declarative knowledge represents factual information” (Runco & Chand, 1995, 

p. 246).  It supports creative thinking by supplying the requisite information for the 

creative processes of problem finding, ideation, and evaluation.  However, creative 

thinking can be inhibited when concretely defined pieces of declarative knowledge 

promote convergent, rather than divergent, production (Runco & Chand, 1995).  This 

calls into question the type of prior knowledge held by participants in the current study.   

Certainly, all eight types of musical elements observed in this study (tempo, 

dynamics, articulations, phrasing, tone, style, ensemble sound, and artistry) are variable 

and open to divergent production, meaning that there are multiple valid ways each can be 

performed.  However, the results indicate very low levels of divergent production across 

the sample.  Large standard deviations in all measures of ideation demonstrate 

considerable variance in participants’ divergent production.  Still, participants generated, 

on average, approximately one idea in the rehearsal of each musical element, and the 

most common number of ideas generated in the rehearsal of musical elements was zero.  

These findings highlight two types of behavior which are counterproductive to 

collaborative creativity: concretely defining musical elements (Langer, Hatem, Joss, & 

Howell, 1989) and the absence of collaborative communication (Sawyer, 2005; 

Sonnenburg, 2004).   

Concretely defining musical elements involves one participant describing the 

performance of an element in absolute terms.  There is no substantive response from the 
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other participant, either to question, critique, or alter the offered definition.  This type of 

behavior is exemplified by the following interaction sequence, taken from Group 3’s 

pretest. 

Participant B: Do you want to try to do the little, like, um, dots under the 

notes eighth notes?  [staccato marks] 

Participant A: Yeah.  Wait. 

Participant B: That means short, right? 

Participant A: Yeah.   

In this interchange, the staccato articulations are identified as an element for rehearsal 

and then staccato is defined as being short.  Following this interaction sequence, the 

participants immediately proceed to talk about slurs, without discussing how short the 

staccatos should be and how that decision might be informed by stylistic concerns, 

technical limitations, artistic intent, or personal preference.  Furthermore, the participants 

never return to this topic in their rehearsal. 

 The neglect of communication involves the identification of a musical element, 

with no subsequent discussion of how that element will function in performance.  This 

behavior type is exemplified by the following statement, taken from Group 4’s pretest. 

Participant B: Uh… Oh, I didn’t realize there was accent marks.  So, we 

should do the accents.  Like, here and stuff [points to music]. 

 

In this statement, the participant identifies accents as an element that must be executed in 

the pair’s performance.  However, there is no discussion, either immediately following 

the statement or later in the rehearsal, of how the accents should be performed. 

 In both types of interactions, variable musical elements are treated convergently: 

as something that must be completed rather than as something that can be shaped and 

changed, and that is up for personal interpretation.  This behavior might be explained by 
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the theory of mindfulness (Langer, 1997), in which a distinction is made between 

mindless and mindful learning.  Mindless learning results in a “single-minded reliance 

upon information without an active awareness of alternate perspectives or alternate uses 

to which the information could be put” (Langer, Hatem, Joss, & Howell, 1989, p. 140).  

Mindlessness is often caused by the formation of a premature cognitive commitment: a 

rigidity of thought which is induced by the uncritical acceptance of new information.  

Premature cognitive commitments bind people to a singular way of thinking or acting 

with information in the future (Chanowitz & Langer, 1981).  Mindfulness, on the other 

hand, is driven by the process of differentiation, wherein people make “finer and finer 

distinctions” (Langer & Piper, 1987, p. 280) as they become more flexible with 

information.  Mindfulness results from the critical consideration of new information and 

allows creative, innovative, and original use of information in novel contexts (Langer & 

Piper, 1987). 

 Over the course of a number of studies (Chanowitz & Langer, 1981; Langer, 

Hatem, Joss, & Howell, 1989; Langer & Piper, 1987), Langer and her colleagues 

examined the difference between absolute and conditional teaching and learning with 

regard to mindfulness.  Absolute teaching presents information as concrete (it is true), 

whereas conditional teaching presents information with a degree of variability and 

uncertainty (it could be true).  It was discovered that across a variety of age ranges, from 

elementary schoolers to adults, conditional teaching fostered people’s ability to generate 

alternate interpretations, produce novel ideas, use knowledge in adaptive ways, and 

innovate.  Absolute teaching resulted in the ability to recall prior learning, but not the 

ability to use that information in new and creative ways.  In a related study (Higgins & 
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Chaires, 1980), subtle linguistic changes in the way information is presented was found 

to have a substantial effect on how people encode the information and their ability to use 

it creatively in the future.12 

Of particular relevance to the current study is Langer, Hatem, Joss, and Howell’s 

(1989) finding that the creativity-inhibiting effects of absolute teaching hold true for 

concepts that are variable or uncertain by nature, but which are taught using absolute 

language.  Expressive musical elements are inherently variable; the infinite number of 

possibilities presented by each allows musicians to use them creatively in the generation 

of original music (Clarke, 2012; Juslin, 2003).  However, student musicians’ ability to 

creatively use variable musical elements could be determined by whether such elements 

are taught using absolute or conditional language.   

For example, Standard of Excellence: Book 1 (Pearson, 1993)13 uses absolute 

language to define tempi, dynamics, and articulations.  In the book, piano is defined as 

soft, which conveys a rather convergent and absolute conception of the dynamic level.  A 

conditional approach, on the other hand, may define dynamics as a relative scale, with 

piano close to the softer end.  The approach would emphasize that all performances of 

piano are not the same and that the actual performance volume of the dynamic level is up 

to performers’ interpretation.  Integral to a conditional approach would be the message 

                                                           
12 Higgins and Chaires (1980) gave participants a box filled with thumbtacks with 

which to solve a problem.  They found that, when people were told they could use a box 

of thumbtacks, they used only the thumbtacks; when people were told they could use a 

box and thumbtacks, they used the thumbtacks and the box in which they were contained. 

 
13 Standard of Excellence is a popular beginning band method book. 
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that expressive markings do not dictate what the performer must do, but that the 

performer gets to decide what to do with expressive markings.  Though subtle, the 

distinction is important.  The latter perspective gives agency to the player, a vital 

condition for creativity (Amabile, 2013).  If the current study’s participants had been 

operating with absolute, rather than conditional, conceptions of variable musical 

elements, it is possible that their ability to use such elements in flexible, adaptive, 

innovative, and creative ways was inhibited. 

In the current study, no measure was used to determine the extent of participants’ 

mindful engagement in either the treatment or testing activities, nor was any measure 

used to determine whether participants held conditional or absolute conceptions of 

variable music elements.  Therefore, the results do not demonstrate that mindless or 

absolute understandings caused the autonomous chamber music project to be ineffective 

in the development of participants’ creativity.  However, the findings do suggest that 

mindlessness could be a possible confounding variable.  Future research should 

investigate the role of conditional learning in band students’ creativity.  Specifically, 

future inquiry should focus on the language used to present concepts in band method 

books, and the language that teachers use in conjunction with variable musical elements.  

An understanding of the interplay between conditional learning and creativity in school 

bands may shed light on how teachers can best prepare students for autonomous creative 

music making. 

Procedural Knowledge 

 Whereas declarative knowledge is the accumulation of factual information, 

procedural knowledge “represents ‘know-how’” (Runco & Chand, 1995, p. 246).  It 



139 

comprises thinking strategies, which regulate how people interact with novel situations 

and how they use their declarative knowledge (Runco & Chand, 1995).  For effective 

autonomy, procedural knowledge is best learned through structured and guided task 

experience, conducted prior to autonomous work  (Huang, Chang, & Choi, 2012; Chua & 

Iyengar, 2008; Kirschner, Sweller, & Clark, 2006).   

It was believed, going into the current study, that participants’ amassed 

experience in school bands would serve as adequate prior structured task experience.  In 

the school districts to which the participating schools belong, band classes typically begin 

in fourth grade, making it possible for the participants to have had at least five years of 

band participation prior to the study.  It was thought that, having participated in so many 

years of band rehearsals, participants would be equipped with the experience needed for 

autonomous music making.  However, the failure of the autonomous chamber music 

project to cause any change in participants’ creative behavior challenges that supposition.   

Many findings generated in this study suggest deficiencies in participants’ 

procedural knowledge with regard to the creative preparation of pre-composed music.  

These deficiencies occurred across all three domains of creative thinking (problem 

finding, ideation, and evaluation) as well as in collaboration.  The specific procedural 

knowledge deficiencies observed in each domain, and the implications for future 

research, are discussed below.   

Problem Finding 

 The Stimulus Duet contains 39 individual notated elements that are divergent in 

nature and need to be interpreted for performance.  When repeated elements are removed, 

there are 14 unique notated elements that must be interpreted.  Additionally, there are 
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countless non-notated elements which can be addressed in the preparation of the Stimulus 

Duet (e.g., style, artistry, phrasing, and ensemble sound).  With such a large number of 

potential elements to rehearse, study participants only addressed, on average, between 

seven and nine elements, though large standard deviations indicate wide variance in 

problem finding across the sample.  Furthermore, the elements that participants did 

address belonged almost exclusively to the categories of tempo, dynamics, and 

articulations; phrasing, ensemble sound, tone color, style, and artistry were left relatively 

unaddressed.  Participants may have suffered from a lack of problem-finding procedural 

knowledge, specifically with regard to how to identify more-abstract musical elements.  

This finding is consistent with those of prior research (Berg, 1997; Bononi 2000) which 

demonstrated students’ propensity to work on lower-level, rather than higher-level, 

musical concepts in autonomous musical contexts. 

 Love and Barrett (2016) propose that people with lower levels of expertise tend to 

primarily work on familiar problems and that, as expertise increases, people use the 

solutions to familiar problems to prompt problem finding in less-comfortable areas.  They 

propose that musicians should be taught to engage in progressive problem solving (using 

solutions to ask new questions), evaluate found problems for promisingness (the potential 

of a problem to yield fruitful solutions), and take risks in the types of problems they 

address.  A key factor in how well students independently engage in problem finding is 

the quality of the problem-finding models provided by their teachers and mentors.  

Successful “teaching processes and strategies… include questioning to provoke students 

to explain their intentions, identifying problems, suggesting possibilities, and referencing 

existing repertoire” (Love & Barrett, 2016, p. 834).  The current study included no 
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examination of participants’ band class experience, therefore it is impossible to know 

how well they were prepared with problem finding strategies.  Future research might 

examine the types of preparatory problem-finding experiences which lead to successful 

autonomous musical problem finding. 

 It is also possible that deficiencies in problem finding could be related to 

interpersonal and social dynamics within the testing pairs.  Davidson and Good (2002) 

suggest that less-established chamber ensembles tend to work on more technical musical 

elements, while the consideration of more musical and artistic elements comes as the 

players become more comfortable with one another.  This may be because psychological 

safety must be established in collaborative groups before they become truly operational 

(Arrow, McGrath, & Berdahl, 2000).  There may be a greater sense of safety and security 

in discussing elements that are notated in the score, and that can be dealt with 

convergently.  On the other hand, musicians may experience vulnerability when 

expressing their opinions on using more abstract-musical elements as vehicles for 

personal expression (Richerme, 2016). 

The testing pairs in this study were randomly assigned, potentially resulting in 

pairings in which participants were socially uncomfortable.  In fact, in two testing pairs, 

the participants had to introduce themselves to one another because, up to that point, they 

had not yet had social interaction.  Social discomfort may have acted as a boundary 

condition, blocking problem finding in the more abstract categories of musical elements.  

Future research should investigate whether problem finding flexibility increases with 

tenure and comfort within chamber ensembles.  Such information could prove useful for 

assessment groupings in future research similar to the current study. 
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Ideation 

 As previously discussed, participants demonstrated a fairly low level of ideation 

in the MCEC, though large standard deviations indicate wide variance in ideation across 

the sample.  In each 10-minute rehearsal, testing pairs generated, on average, a total of 

between six and 10 ideas.  This amounts to, at most, only one idea being generated for 

each minute of rehearsal time.  With the low amount of total generated ideas, it is not 

surprising that the number of ideas generated per rehearsed element was low as well.  

Participants generated approximately one idea per rehearsed element, most commonly 

generated zero ideas for an element, and generated, at most, between two and four ideas 

for an element.  Though it was argued earlier that low ideational production could be the 

result of absolute learning, it is also possible that it resulted from participants’ lack of 

ideational strategies like brainstorming, SCAMPER14 (Ma, 2006; Rose & Lin, 1984), 

disassembly, imagining possible uses (Gilhooly, Fioratou, Anthony, & Wynn, 2007), 

considering multiple ideas before committing to any, and playing devil’s advocate 

(Milliken, Bartel, & Kurtzberg, 2003).   

 Previous research has demonstrated that explicit training in idea-generation 

strategies positively affects creative ideation, divergent production, and creative 

production.  Specifically, both the quantity and quality of generated ideas can be 

increased through training in ideation strategies (Baruah & Paulus, 2008; Clapham, 1997; 

Firestien, 1990; Ma, 2006; Rao, 2007; Rose & Lin, 1984; Scope, 1998; Scott, G., Leritz, 

                                                           
14 Scamper: Substitute, Combine, Adapt, Modify/magnify/minimize, Put to other 

uses, Eliminate, and Reverse/rearrange. 
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& Mumford, 2004a, 2004b; Torrance., 1972a).  The current study included no measure of 

the types of ideation strategies participants used, or of participants’ proficiency in using 

those strategies.  Therefore, there is no concrete evidence that deficiencies in the use of 

ideational strategies caused the autonomous chamber music project to be ineffective in 

developing participants’ creativity.  However, the low levels of ideation in the current 

study suggest that this could be a confounding variable, limiting participants’ divergent 

production.  Future research should investigate the application and adaption of ideation 

training programs to creative ideation in the preparation of pre-composed music.  Of 

particular relevance to the current research would be an investigation of how ideation-

strategy training can be used to increase creative ideation in autonomous chamber 

ensembles.   

Evaluation 

 Evaluative skills are vital for collaborative music making (Paulus, Larey, & 

Dzindolet, 2001).  Specific complimentary and constructive information about previous 

musical attempts and offered ideas enables musicians to keep and expand upon their 

successes and rework their failures.  In this study, participants’ evaluative specificity 

ranged from 52% to 75%, though large standard deviations indicate wide variance in the 

specificity of participants’ evaluation.  Between 25% and 48% of participants’ evaluation 

was general, with no specific information that could be used for further refinement of 

their musical work.   

That participants generated a substantial amount of specific evaluation suggests 

they have the procedural knowledge needed to be specific in evaluation.  However, the 

large amount of general evaluation implies that such procedural knowledge may be 
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situationally dependent: there might be certain contexts in which participants are able to 

give specific evaluation, and others in which participants lack the procedural knowledge 

to do so.  The current study, however, was not designed in a way that allows the 

comparison of the contexts in which specific and general evaluations were generated.  

Future research should investigate whether there are certain contexts in which students 

are less likely to be specific in their evaluation, and what gaps in procedural knowledge 

may inhibit evaluative specificity in those instances. 

Collaboration 

  Chamber ensembles have been lauded for their collaborative and democratic 

nature  (Bolden, 2014; Grant, 2007; Griffing, 2004; Reynolds J. , 2005; Villarubia, 2000; 

Whitener, 2016).  It was important to determine whether participants in the current study 

took advantage of the opportunity to engage in collaborative creativity.  Across all three 

domains of creative thinking (problem finding, ideation, and evaluation), participants 

demonstrated very low levels of collaboration, with one member of each testing pair 

emerging as substantially dominant.  It is important to note that large standard deviations 

indicate wide variance in the degree of collaboration across the sample.   

It is possible that the unequal participant contributions could be explained by 

individual differences in knowledge and experience within testing pairs (Paulus, Larey, & 

Dzindolet, 2001).  If members of a collaborative group feel unequal, there is a good 

chance that the group will become fragmented rather than cohesive, which results in 

members “feeling less safe discussing differences of opinion or perspective” (Milliken, 

Bartel, & Kurtzberg, 2003).  However, it is also possible that the unbalanced 

collaboration resulted from a lack of procedural knowledge in collaborative strategies, 
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such as how to verbally and non-verbally communicate about and through music 

(Littleton & Mercer, 2012; Murnighan & Conlon, 1991), establish and support productive 

group dynamics, compromise, and prioritize (Murnighan & Conlon, 1991).  Future 

research should investigate whether collaborative balance in creative groups can be 

improved through training in collaboration strategies.  It would be informative to also 

investigate the effects of collaborative strategies in band-class music making on 

collaborative balance in autonomous chamber ensembles. 

The Creative Product 

 In addition to examining participants’ creative process, this study investigated 

whether the autonomous chamber music project would cause an increase in the creativity 

of participants’ musical performances.  Results indicate that no such creative increase 

occurred. Potentially confounding variables and threats to validity challenge any 

conclusions drawn from this finding. 

Creative Versus Re-Creative 

 Pretest and posttest musical performance outcomes for participants in both control 

and experimental groups were rated as only moderately creative.  Mean creativity ratings 

ranged from 2.97 to 3.36, on a scale of 1–5.  Participants’ failure to achieve higher 

creativity ratings may be due to disagreement over whether performing pre-composed 

music is a creative or re-creative act (Humphreys, 2006b; Tan, 2016).  According to 

Sloane, Endo, and Della-Piana (1980), people assess the creativity of a product based 

upon whether they view the inciting stimulus as a formal or informal control.  Formal 

controls require a specific, singular, and correct response; informal controls require a 
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specific type of response, but not the form it takes.  Formal controls promote common 

behavior, while informal controls promote creative behavior.   

The classification of performing pre-composed notation as re-creative is to 

consider the act resultant of a formal control: the notation transmits performance 

instructions from the composer to the performer, and the performer must animate the 

composer’s musical ideas.  On the other hand, the classification of performing pre-

composed notation as creative is to consider the act resultant of an informal control: the 

notation provides a framework, within which performers generate an original and 

personal performance, driven by their own creative decision making.  If one of the 

participating judges considered the notation of the Stimulus Duet to be a formal control, 

creativity ratings would likely be lower than if a judge considered it to be an informal 

control.  Because personal beliefs about creativity have the potential to skew creativity 

ratings, future replications of the study should take into account whether potential judges 

view the performance of pre-composed music as creative or re-creative. 

Discriminant Validity 

The procedures of the CAT (Amabile, 1982) dictate that  

judges should be asked to make assessments on other dimensions in 

addition to creativity.  Minimally, they should make ratings of the 

technical aspects of the work and, if appropriate, its aesthetic appeal as 

well.  This would then make it possible to examine the degree of 

relatedness or independence of those dimensions in subjective assessments 

of the product in question. (p. 1002) 

 

The procedures further dictate that creativity scores must achieve discriminant validity 

through a lack of significant correlations with the other assessed dimensions.  Without 
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such discriminant validity, “judges might be rating something as creative because they 

like it or because they find it to be technically well done” (Amabile, 1982, p. 1003). 

 Unfortunately, in the current study, all three dimensions of the CAT (creativity, 

technical correctness, and aesthetic appeal) were highly and significantly intercorrelated.  

Of lesser concern is the correlation between aesthetic appeal and creativity; the CAT 

procedures acknowledge that in some domains, separation between aesthetic appeal and 

creativity might be difficult (Amabile, 1982).  Though no examples of such domains are 

given, music seems a likely fit because the goal of creative musical production is often to 

create something that is aesthetically moving (Reimer, 2003).   

 Of greater consequence is the correlation between creativity and technical 

correctness, which indicates that the more technically correct performances were judged 

to be more creative as well.  This result supports the notion that knowledge and skill are 

boundary conditions for creativity, a position argued in a number of models of creative 

thinking (Amabile, 2013; Runco & Chand, 1995; Sternberg & Lubart, 1992; Webster, 

1990, 2002).  As discussed earlier, domain- and task-specific declarative knowledge is 

part of the foundation and framework for creative production.  In instrumental music 

performance, such knowledge includes melodic and rhythmic reading abilities, technical 

facility on an instrument, extended technique, tone production and control, intonation, 

volume control, and articulation.  While everyone has creative potential, not everything 

they produce is creative (Humphreys, 2006b).  Deficiencies in any area of relevant 

declarative knowledge limit or disallow the creative use of that knowledge; people cannot 

use what they do not have.  Low levels of technical correctness across the sample 

implicate declarative knowledge deficiencies, either as gaps in knowledge or induced 
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through lack of practice and preparation.  Such deficiencies are likely responsible for the 

lack of difference in creativity between the control and experimental groups. 

 The relationship between technical ability and creativity has implications for 

music teaching and learning in band classes, both in guided instruction and in 

autonomous music making.  Appropriate tasks for creative work are those which allow 

students to complete the task without experiencing any technical difficulty (Amabile, 

1982).  Instrumental music educators must be cognizant of both the technical demands of 

selected repertoire and the technical abilities of the students.  Only in instances where 

both conditions are congruent, will students be able to engage in creative production.  

Teachers should take great care, therefore, in designing creative activities, taking into 

account students’ abilities when choosing and designing source material and activity 

parameters. 

 An effort was made to give participants ample opportunity to become proficient 

with the technical demands of the Stimulus Duet by distributing the Practice Duet one 

week prior to testing.  It was expected that participants would gain technical proficiency 

through individual practice before the pretest administration.  However, it was 

determined that one third of the participants did not practice ahead of the pretest, and two 

thirds of the participants did not practice ahead of the posttest.  There are a number of 

reasons that participants may not have practiced: they may have felt that their ability 

levels were good enough and, therefore, they did not need to practice; they may have 

found the duet so technically challenging that they thought practicing would be futile; 

they may have not taken the research seriously; or they may have simply forgotten to 

practice.  Despite participants’ reasons for not practicing, the lower-than-expected level 
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of practice resulted in only moderate levels of confidence going into the pretest and 

posttest.  Participants did not take full advantage of the ample time allotted for practice.   

Future research using the MCEC should account for participants who do not take 

the initiative to practice ahead of time.  Two procedures seem practical for future 

research.  In the event that the sample is large enough that participants can be excused 

from the study, a Practice Duet technical proficiency check can be employed prior to the 

pretest.  Participants not meeting minimum technical proficiency standards would be 

excluded from the study.  In the event that the sample is not large enough that 

participants can be excused from the study, the Practice Duet can be learned through 

group instruction and practice: band teachers would teach all participants the Practice 

Duet, and allow enough repetitions of the piece to build technical proficiency.  Teachers 

would have to exercise extreme caution to only address the technical aspects of the piece, 

so the integrity of the MCEC is not compromised.   

Technical Correctness Interaction Effect 

A curious interaction effect was found with regard to technical correctness: 

outcomes for the control group got better while the experiemental group got worse.  It is 

possible that this effect is the result of regression to the mean: a natural tendency for 

samples, whose means do not represent the population mean, to migrate closer to the 

population mean in repeated measurements (Krueger, 2011).  The increasing control 

group score and the decreasing experimental group score approached each other, but did 

not cross (see Figure 5.1).  It is possible, if technical ability was not evenly distributed 

between the treatment conditions, that both groups’ scores were getting closer to the 
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population mean as time progressed.  However, as there was no measure of technical 

ability, there is no way to know whether this suppostion is true.   

 

 

Figure 5.1.  Plot of the technical correctness interaction effect. 

 

Another possible explanation is testing fatigue, a phenomenon in which 

participants perform gradually worse, the longer they are involved in the testing 

(Hernandez-Serrano & Jonnasen, 2003).  It is possible that the experimental group 

participants grew tired of autonomous music making, having engaged in the pretest, four 

additional rehearsals, and the posttest.  At the same time, the task of autonomous music 

making may have maintained its novelty for the control group participants, who only 

participated in the pretest and posttest, with a four-week break in between.  This seems 

unlikely, due to the high levels of enjoyment reported for both the MCEC and the 

autonomous chamber music project.  However, it is worth considering that the reported 
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levels of enjoyment may have been subject to a Hawthorne Effect,15 with actual 

enjoyment levels being considerably lower than reported. 

Limitations 

 The current study is not without its limitations.  These include shortcomings of 

the treatment, the MCEC, the design, the sample size, and sampling procedures.  Each is 

discussed below along with its implications for the results of the study and the 

generalizability of the findings. 

Treatment 

 Previous research demonstrated that short periods of experience with creative arts 

activities can cause significant increases in creative thinking (Lewis & Lovatt, 2013; 

Sowden, Clements, Redlich, & Lewis, 2015).  Given the results of these studies, the four, 

30-minute rehearsals prescribed in the treatment seemed sufficient to affect creative 

growth.  Other studies of the effects of creative arts on creative abilities (Karakelle, 2009; 

Kim, J., 1998; Schmidt, Goforth, & Drew, 1975), however, have employed much longer 

treatments, ranging from eight to 10 weeks.  It is possible that the length of the treatment 

in the current study was not sufficient to cause significant increases in creativity.  

Replications of the current study, employing longer treatment periods, may yield 

significant differences between control and experimental conditions, where the current 

study did not. 

 

                                                           
15 The Hawthorne Effect is a phenomenon in which participants respond to the 

attention of the researcher rather than the effects of the treatment (Babbie, 2015). 
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The MCEC 

 Because the MCEC was designed for use with this study, the current research can 

be viewed as both a test of the treatment and a pilot of the measure.  In the course of the 

study, a number of the measure’s shortcomings were discovered.  As already discussed, 

the Practice Duet procedures did not ensure adequate technical proficiency prior to 

testing.  This caused a lack of discriminant validity between the dimensions of the CAT 

(Amabile, 1982), resulting in an inability to draw conclusions from the resultant data.  

Revisions of the MCEC should address this issue and ensure adequate technical 

proficiency prior to testing. 

 Though there is precedent for 10-minute work periods in studies of musical 

creativity, the work completed in such short rehearsals may not be indicative of creative 

behavior in longer rehearsals or in a series of rehearsals (Allison, 1978).  It is possible 

that, given more time in the rehearsal portion of the MCEC, participants would have 

demonstrated more creative behavior.  Future research should compare differences in 

behavior for a variety of work period lengths to determine the optimal amount of time for 

the MCEC administration. 

 In an effort to make the pretest and posttest as similar as possible in order to allow 

repeated measures analysis, the same music was used as the Stimulus Duet for both 

administrations of the MCEC.  In the current study, a significant decrease in the average 

number of ideas generated per rehearsed element was discovered from the pretest to the 

posttest.  This effect was consistent for all participants, regardless of treatment condition.  

It is plausible that decreased ideation resulted from repeated use of the same musical 

stimulus.  In this scenario, ideas generated in the pretest could be considered completed, 
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and not worth revisiting in the posttest.  Future revisions of the MCEC should include at 

least two parallel forms, which will allow different musical stimuli to be used in repeated 

administrations of the measure. 

 In the current study, a significant decrease was found in aesthetic appeal scores 

from the pretest to the posttest.  This decrease was consistent across all participants, 

regardless of treatment condition.  This effect is likely the manifestation of rater fatigue,16 

which has been noted as a risk when using the CAT to assess a large number of creative 

artifacts (Amabile, 1982).  Because the CAT judges evaluated three sets of performances, 

and each set required the judges to listen to each performance twice, the judges listened 

to 180 renditions of the Stimulus Duet over the course of their evaluations.  Though the 

evaluation of each set of recordings was spaced at least a week apart, it is understandable 

that the judges could be tired of the Stimulus Duet by the end of the third set of 

performances.  Future revisions of the MCEC should include provisions for alternate 

judge configurations and judging procedures, which may alleviate potential rater fatigue. 

 Finally, the MCEC assesses interactive creative behavior as an observable 

manifestation of the creative process.  It was acknowledged earlier, but it bears 

reiteration, that actual creative processing is an entirely internal phenomenon and is 

obscured from observation.  It is quite plausible that participants engaged in creative 

thinking and creative processing that was not detectable by the MCEC.  This limitation of 

the MCEC will have to remain until brain imaging technology advances to the point of 

                                                           
16 Rater fatigue is a phenomenon in which raters’ evaluations decrease as time 

elapses (McLaughlin, Ainsley, Coderre, Wright, & Violato, 2009). 
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allowing observation of thought processes.  However, Sawyer and DeZutter (2009) argue 

that “when groups of individuals work together to generate a collective creative product, 

the interactions among group members often become a more substantial source of 

creativity than the inner mental processes of any one participating individual” (p. 83). 

 Given the relative infancy of the MCEC, replications of the current study and 

subsequent applications of the measure should be conducted to further establish its 

reliability and validity.  Any generalizations made from its results at this stage should be 

taken with caution until the measure is proven through multiple, rigorous applications.  

With each use, the MCEC will be subject to revisions and refinements that will hone its 

ability to measure collaborative creativity in ensemble music making.   

Design 

 The design of this study employed a pretest and posttest that were fairly 

analogous to the treatment.  This was done so that the data collected through testing 

would represent the real-world music-making phenomenon under investigation.  

Campbell and Stanley (1963), however, point out that such tests can pose a threat to 

validity.  In a design such as this, participants may enjoy gains in the dependent variable 

as a function of completing the test rather than undergoing the treatment.  It was believed 

that the short length of the MCEC in the current study would not be sufficient enough to 

have any effect on participants’ creativity.  However, it must be acknowledged that the 

possibility exists that the MCEC itself could have caused increases in participants’ 

creative abilities.  Because, in the current study, there were no significant increases in any 

of the dependent variables, it is unlikely that the MCEC had any such effect.  However, 
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future researchers using the MCEC should take this possible threat to validity into 

account when designing their studies. 

Sample Size 

 The current study employed a relatively small sample (N = 60) in order to 

minimize any potential rater fatigue.  However, because participants took the MCEC in 

pairs, the sample resulted in only 15 data points per variable for each treatment condition.  

Though within the acceptable range for a two-way repeated measures ANOVA (J. P. 

DuCette,17 personal communication, October 30, 2017), a sample this small may have 

caused limited power in the statistical tests used in the current study.  Lower statistical 

power increases the chances of a Type II error (Akobeng, 2016).18  It is possible that a 

replication of the current study, with a larger sample, would uncover smaller significant 

effects than those the current study was able to detect.   

 Changes in means from pretest to posttest in a number of variables seem likely 

candidates for significant effects using more powerful statistical tests.  Specifically, 

problem finding fluency scores decreased .8, from 9.07 (SD = 3.24) to 8.27 (SD = 3.20), 

for the control group while decreasing only .17, from 7.87 (SD = 3.52) to 7.60 (SD = 

4.22), for the experimental group; problem finding collaboration decreased by 2 points, 

from 27 (SD = 16) to 29 (SD = 17), for the control group while increasing by 7 points, 

                                                           
17 Dr. Joseph P. DuCette is Professor of Psychological Studies in Education at 

Temple University. 

 
18 Type II errors are a failure to reject a false null hypothesis (Salkind, 2014) 
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from 29 (SD = 15) to 22 (SD = 19), for the experimental group;19 ideational fluency 

decreased 2.67, from 9.40 (SD = 6.63) to 6.73 (SD = 4.89), for the control group while 

decreasing only 1.47, from 8.40 (SD = 5.77) to 6.93 (SD = 6.76), for the experimental 

group; the ideational flexibility mean sub-score decreased .42, from 1.14 (SD = .71) to 

.72 (SD = .45), for the control group while decreasing only .2, from 1.10 (SD = .67) to .90 

(SD = .60), for the experimental group; the ideational flexibility mode sub-score 

decreased .07, from .40 (SD = .74) to .33 (SD = .49), for the control group while 

increasing .06, from .47 (SD = 1.06) to .53 (SD = .53), for the experimental group; and 

the ideational flexibility upper limit sub-score decreased 1.4, from 3.67 (SD = 2.85) to 

2.27 (SD = 1.87), for the control group while decreasing only .13, from 3.00 (SD = 1.56) 

to 2.87 (SD = 2.13), for the experimental group. 

 It should be emphasized that all the above differences between means were found 

to be non-significant in the current study.  Their existence, and the potentially low power 

of the current study’s statistical tests, beg future research to investigate them further.  

Specifically, future research should investigate whether such changes remain attributed to 

chance or whether they reach significance when analyzed using more powerful statistical 

measures. 

Sampling Procedures 

 The current study used convenience sampling to recruit participating schools.  

Though participation was requested from a number of schools, all requests were directed 

to teachers with whom I had a preexisting relationship or with whom I shared a mutual 

                                                           
19 Collaboration scores are expressed on a scale of 0–50, with 0 being the best and 

50 being the worst.  Therefore, lower scores represent better collaboration. 
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acquaintance.  The resulting sample of participating schools consisted of three high 

schools, in the same state, within 27 miles of each other, and representing two school 

systems.  The small number of participating schools and their close geographical 

proximity to one another make it hard to generalize the results of the current study to 

students in other communities, school systems, states, and countries.   

 Within each school, participation in the study was completely voluntary.  This 

may have led to sampling bias (Campbell & Stanley, 1963), in which students who were 

more interested in autonomous chamber music, more dedicated to their education, and 

more musically experienced elected to participate while students, who were disinterested 

in autonomous chamber music, less academically dedicated, and less musically 

experienced self-selected out of the study.  This could explain the extremely high level of 

reported enjoyment of testing and treatment activities.  Potential sampling bias calls into 

question whether the participants were representative of the student population at the 

participating schools. 

Conclusions 

 This study was designed to examine the extent to which autonomous chamber 

music affects the development and enhancement of creative thinking and creative musical 

production in high school band students.  The findings show that this treatment did not 

affect change in creative thinking.  This does not necessarily mean that engagement in 

autonomous chamber music has no effect on creativity.  A number of factors were 

identified which could potentially be confounding variables: task enjoyment, absolute 

learning, procedural knowledge, and technical proficiency.  Additionally, low statistical 

power may have resulted in smaller significant effects going unidentified.  With the 
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paucity of prior research on the effects of autonomous music making on creativity, the 

identification of these potentially confounding variables is a highly meaningful outcome 

of this study. 

 Before rendering judgment on the effectiveness of the autonomous chamber 

music project in the development of students’ creativity, each potentially confounding 

variable should be investigated.  The extent to which each inhibits creative thinking and 

production must be determined.  Knowledge gained from such inquiry will inform future 

research on how to adjust band-class teaching and learning to address issues of inhibited 

creativity.  Such knowledge will also inform future replications of this investigation, 

enabling the control of identified confounding variables.   

 It is best, then, to consider the results from a contextual perspective: the 

autonomous chamber music project did not cause an increase in creativity for the current 

study’s participants under the conditions existing during the course of the study.  Given 

the potential effects of the possibly confounding variables, it is plausible that, under 

different conditions and with different participants, the autonomous chamber music 

project would produce different effects.  The investigation of the effects of the 

autonomous chamber music project on band students’ creativity, therefore, should be 

considered open and ongoing, with the current study being the first of many exploring 

how creativity can be enhanced through autonomy in band class curricula. 
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APPENDIX A 

MEASURE OF CREATIVITY IN ENSEMBLE COLLABORATION PRACTICE 

DUET 

 The Practice Duet was transposed for each melodic wind band instrument.  Oboe 

is listed twice; once on the same part as Flute, and again on the same part as Mallet 

Percussion.  Because of the range of the piece, oboe players may choose whichever part 

is most comfortable.  Each of the transposed versions is presented, beginning on the next 

page. 
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APPENDIX B 

MEASURE OF CREATIVITY IN ENSEMBLE COLLABORATION STIMULUS 

DUET 

 The Stimulus Duet was transposed for each melodic wind band instrument.  Oboe 

is listed twice; once on the same part as Flute, and again on the same part as Mallet 

Percussion.  Because of the range of the piece, oboe players may choose whichever part 

is most comfortable.  Each of the transposed versions is presented, beginning on the next 

page. 
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APPENDIX C 

MEASURE OF CREATIVITY IN ENSEMBLE COLLABORATION TEST SCRIPT 

MCEC Script 

Read the portions in boldface 

Begin recording 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the study.  On the stand, you should see a 

piece of music that should look fairly familiar to you. You may speak briefly with 

your partner to determine who will play the top part of the duet and who will play 

the bottom part. 

Allow time for participants to discuss part assignments 

You will have 10 minutes to rehearse this piece.  You may use that time in whatever 

way you like and to work on whatever you like.  At the end of the 10 minutes, you 

will do a final run-through performance of the piece.  Do you have any questions, 

either about those instructions or any of the markings on the page? 

Pause for questions 

The timer will be in view throughout your rehearsal to help you keep track of your 

time.  Your 10-minute rehearsal starts now. 

Start the timer 

Your rehearsal is now over.  Please begin your performance. 

Pause for participant performance 

Thank you again for participating in the study. 

Stop recording 
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APPENDIX D 

MEASURE OF CREATIVITY IN ENSEMBLE COLLABORATION CODING FORM 

 The MCEC coding form, used to code the rehearsal portions for evidence of the 

creative process, is displayed on the next page. 
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APPENDIX E 

MEASURE OF CREATIVITY IN ENSEMBLE COLLABORATION CODE BOOK 

Measure of Creativity in Ensemble Collaboration Codebook 

 Using both the rehearsal recordings and transcripts, code the content of the 

rehearsal interactions.  Interactions are considered single acts of information transmission 

between ensemble members, and can be either verbal statements or musical models.  For 

each interaction, first determine whether it is substantive or not.  Substantive interactions 

offer constructive rehearsal information, while non-substantive interactions do not.  You 

do not need to keep track of non-substantive interactions.  For each substantive 

interaction, use the coding form to identify what type of creative behavior(s) are 

represented by the interaction. 

The coding form is set up as a set of questions to help you navigate the coding 

process.  The form has three main questions, each with a number of sub-questions.  

Check each substantive interaction against each of the three main questions.  If the 

answer for a main question is “yes,” place tally marks, as appropriate, in the fields for 

each of the sub-questions for that main question.  Explanations for each main and sub-

question are provided below.  Do not fill in any grey fields. 

“Does the interaction identify a new element?” 

 New elements are anything creative in the music notation or aspects of the 

ensemble’s performance identified in an interaction.  Technical and structural elements 

(examples: notes, rhythms, key, time, sound production, fingerings) are not coded; skip 

this question and the rest of its sub-questions for technical and structural elements.  

Elements may be identified by name, description, or musical model.  An element is new 
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if it has not yet specifically been identified.  Check the fields under “Which element does 

the interaction address?” to determine if the element is new or not.  How to fill in that 

field will be addressed later. 

 If the element is not new, skip the four sub-questions and proceed to the next 

main question. 

 If the element is new, go through each of the four sub-questions.   

“Who identified it?”: Record a tally in the field corresponding to the participant 

who identified the element.  Participant A is always at camera left, Participant B is 

always at camera right. 

“Which categories describe the new element?”: Record a tally mark in the field 

for any category that describes the element.  Most elements will only be described by a 

single category, but some may be described by more than one.  Descriptions of each 

category follow: 

 Dynamics: this refers to elements dealing with volume. 

 Articulations: this refers to elements dealing with how to play the beginnings or 

ends of notes. 

 Tempo: this refers to elements dealing with speed. 

 Phrasing: this refers to elements dealing with the start, end, or shape of a phrase. 

 Ensemble: this refers to ensemble skills, defined as anything related to how the 

participants’ sounds interact with each other.  Common examples of this are 

balance, blend, and intonation.  This does not include things like timing or 

rhythmic precision; those are technical and structural elements, which are not 

coded in this domain. 
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 Tone: this refers to elements dealing with tone color and the quality of 

participants’ sound.   

 Style: this refers to elements dealing with the portrayal of a musical style. 

 Artistry: this refers to elements dealing with the portrayal of something extra-

musical, like an emotion or something programmatic. 

 Other: this refers to any element which does not fit into one of the above 

categories.  If you place a tally mark here, make a note of what new category best 

describes the element. 

“Is the interaction specific or general?”: Specific refers to a singular element in 

an identified location.  In the event that an element appears in only one location, the 

location can be assumed to be implied.  General refers to an interaction regarding a class 

of elements, either a category name that covers a number of specific elements, or a 

singular element that may be addressed differently at different locations in the music.  

Location is defined broadly to include anything from a single instance of an element to a 

range of notes or measures in which the element repeatedly appears and through which it 

is addressed uniformly.  Record a tally in the appropriate box. 

 “Specifically, what element is identified?”: In the box at the end of the arrow, 

identify the element.  Use whatever language will help you remember exactly what the 

participant identified.  You may use the participant’s own words, or something else that is 

more specific.  Write the element’s label above the dotted line in the next available box.   

 After completing this sub-question, proceed to the next main question. 

 

 



202 

“Does the interaction describe how to perform an element?” 

 This question asks if specific information is given to inform future correction, 

refinement, rehearsal, or performance of an element.  Merely mentioning an element does 

not count here; that was handled in the previous main question.  Language in these 

interactions must be forward-facing.  They must indicate some action in the future.  If 

only the past is referenced, this is a statement of evaluation and will be addressed in the 

final main question.  Again, technical and structural elements are not coded in this 

domain. 

If no information is given as to how an element should be performed, skip the two 

sub-questions and proceed to the next main question. 

 If information is given as to how an element should be performed, go through the 

two sub-questions. 

 “Which element does the interaction address?”: For each discrete idea in the 

interaction, record a tally below the dotted line in the box corresponding to the element 

the idea addresses.  An interaction may contain more than one idea and may address more 

than one element.  If no ideas were given for an element, leave the field below the dotted 

line blank.  There is no limit to the number of tallies that can be recorded for each 

element. 

 “Who offered the idea?”: Record a tally in the field corresponding with the 

participant who offered the idea.  Participant A is always at camera left and Participant B 

is always at camera right. 

 After completing this sub-question, proceed to the next main question. 
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“Does the statement evaluate something that occurred previously?” 

 Evaluative statements reference what has already been played.  They render some 

kind of judgement on either a verbalized idea or musical performance. 

 “Who evaluated it?”: Record a tally in the field corresponding with the 

participant who offered the evaluation.  Participant A is always at camera left and 

Participant B is always at camera right.  All evaluative statements are to be tallied, even if 

they sound like repetitions of a previous statement.   

 “Was it specific or general?”: Statements of general evaluation merely issue a 

judgement; statements of specific evaluation refer to identified aspects of an idea or a 

musical performance.  An example of general evaluation is, “I liked that,” whereas 

specific evaluation might be expressed as, “I liked how short the staccato notes were.”   

A Note about Multi-Purpose Statements 

 In some instances, a participant’s interaction may be both the identification of an 

element and the offering of an idea for the rehearsal of that element.  An example is, “we 

should work on making the staccatos bouncy.”  This statement both identifies staccato as 

something to be rehearsed and provides an idea for how to improve its performance.   

 In some instances, a participant’s interaction may be both a statement of 

evaluation and an identification of an element for rehearsal.  These dual-purpose 

statements must clearly reference a preceding rehearsal cycle and indicate intent to 

address the element moving forward.  An example is, “we should do a better job with the 

dynamics.”  This statement both indicates discontent with the previous performance of 

the dynamics, while offering information for their future rehearsal.   
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 In some instances, a participant’s interaction may be a statement of evaluation, an 

identification of an element for rehearsal, and the offering of an idea for the refinement of 

that element.  These multi-purpose statements must clearly reference a preceding 

rehearsal cycle, indicate intent to address the element moving forward, and offer a 

specific idea for the element’s refinement.  An example is, “we need to increase volume 

quicker in our crescendo.”  This statement indicates discontent with the previous 

performance of the crescendo, indicates intent to work on the crescendo in the future, and 

provides specific information for its future refinement.   

A Note about Missing Data 

 In some rare instances, you may not be able to answer all of the sub-questions.  If 

you cannot answer one sub-question based upon the interaction, proceed to the next sub-

question.  Answer the ones you can.  There must be clear evidence for coding an 

interaction, do not assume you know what the participants are doing if there is not 

enough substantiating evidence.  
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APPENDIX F 

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD RESEARCH 

APPROVAL 

 Approval documentation for the current research from the Temple University 

Institutional Review Board is presented beginning on the next page. 
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APPENDIX G 

CONSENT AND ASSENT FORM 

Consent and Assent Form 

Title of research: The Effects Independent Chamber Music on Band Students’ Creativity 

Investigator and Department:  
Dr. Deborah Confredo 

and 

Mitchell Davis 

Music Education Department 

Boyer College of Music and Dance 

Temple University 

Why am I being invited to take part in this research? 

We invite you to take part in a research study because you are a band student who may 

benefit from participating in independent music making.  

If the research involves children, “you” or “your” refers to your child. 

What should I know about this research? 

 Someone will explain this research to you. 

 Whether or not you take part is up to you. 

 You can choose not to take part. 

 You can agree to take part and later change your mind. 

 Your decision will not be held against you. 

 You can ask all the questions you want before you decide. 

Who can I talk to about this research? 

If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, contact 

the research team at 

 Presser Hall, Temple University 

 2001 N. 13th Street 

 Philadelphia, PA 19122 

 301-642-6889 

 tuf70776@temple.edu 

This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board. You 

may talk to them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the 

following: 

 Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team. 

 You cannot reach the research team. 
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 You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 

 You have questions about your rights as a research subject. 

 You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

Why is this research being done? 

This research study is designed to investigate whether making music away from your 

band director will improve the creativity of your music making. 

How long will I be in this research? 

We expect that you will be in this research for 4 weeks. 

What happens if I agree to be in this research? 

If you participate in the research study, you will take a pretest and posttest in which you 

will play a duet with one of your classmates.  You will also get to participate in a music-

making project, in which you will get to choose, prepare, and perform music in a small 

ensemble of your own choosing.  You will do so without the direct influence of your 

band director.  The project and the time between the pretest and posttest will be 

approximately 4 weeks. 

Will being in this research help me in any way? 

We cannot promise any benefits to you or others from taking part in this research. 

However, possible benefits include increases in your ability to think and act creatively 

and collaboratively through music. 

What happens to the information collected for this research? 

To the extent allowed by law, we limit the viewing of your personal information to 

people who have to review it. We cannot promise complete secrecy. The IRB, Temple 

University, and other representatives of these organizations may inspect and copy your 

information.  

As part of this research, you will be both video and audio recorded.  Your recordings will 

not be identified using any of your personal information in order to keep your identity 

confidential.  Your recordings will be identified using only a participant ID number, 

assigned by the research team.  Only the research team and music experts recruited to 

evaluate the recordings will have access to them.  Recordings will be kept indefinitely in 

case verification of the study data is required.  Recordings will not be used for any 

purpose other than this study. 

What else do I need to know this research? 

You will have the option of buying your own music for use in this study.  If you choose 

to do so, the cost should be no more than $5.00 per student.  However, the research team 

will provide music that you can use, free of charge, if you do not want to buy your own 

music. 
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Signature Block for Child Subject 

Your signature documents your permission for the child named below to take part in 

this research. 

 

 Printed name of child 

   

Signature of parent or individual legally authorized to 

consent to the child’s general medical care 

 Date 

 

 

Printed name of parent or individual legally authorized 

to consent to the child’s general medical care 

 

 

 

Signature Block for Child Subject Capable of Assent 

Your signature documents your assent to take part in this research. 

 

 
  

Signature of subject  Date 

 
 

Printed name of subject 

   

Signature of person obtaining assent  Date 

   

Printed name of person obtaining assent   
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APPENDIX H 

ENTRANCE SURVEY 

Entrance Survey 

Thank you for participating in the research study.  Please answer the following questions: 

 

Name: __________________________________________________________________ 

 

Gender: _________________________________________________________________ 

 

Age: ___________________________________________________________________ 

 

What instrument do you play? _______________________________________________ 

 

How many years have you played your instrument? ______________________________ 

 

What grade are you in? ____________________________________________________ 

 

How many years have you participated in high school band? ______________________ 

 

Did you practice the pre-study duet ahead of the opening activity?  Yes  /  No 

 

Did you enjoy rehearsing and performing the pre-study duet?  Yes  /  No 

 

Rate how confident you felt in your ability to play the pre-study duet before beginning 

the opening activity: 

 

Not Confident                                              Very Confident 

 

         1               2               3               4               5 

 

Rate how difficult you found it to play the technical aspects (notes and rhythms) of the 

duet: 

 

Not Difficult                                              Very Difficult 

 

         1               2               3               4               5 
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Rate your experience level with chamber music: 

 

Beginner     Expert 

 

         1               2               3               4               5 

 

Rate how often you participate in music making outside of school music activities: 

 

    Never             Very Often 

 

         1               2               3               4               5 
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APPENDIX I 

CHAMBER MUSIC WORKBOOK 

Chamber Music Workbook 

 

Please return this workbook to your band teacher at the end of the project, with all fields 

completed. 

 

The Project 

In duets, you will select and rehearse a piece of music of your own choosing.  You will 

share your work with your classmates at the end of the project via private YouTube 

videos. 

 

Our Ensemble 

You may form your own chamber ensembles.  When choosing ensembles, keep in mind 

that it is easier to find music for certain instrument groupings than others.  Do a 

preliminary repertoire search to get an idea of what a good instrumentation for your 

ensemble might be.  Links to music retailers are provided in the “My Music” Section.  

For this project, your ensemble must be a duet (two players). 

 

Ensemble Members: 

Name 

 

1. 

 Phone Number 

 

2. 

  

 

Your ensemble needs a name.  (School-appropriate language, please). 

Our Name:  

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Our Repertoire 

You may select any music you like within the following parameters. 

 Selections must be grade-level appropriate for your ensemble’s abilities.  If you are 

unsure of the appropriate grade level for your ensemble, consult your band teacher. 

 Your ensemble should be able to sightread the piece without major problems. 

 There should be a minimal amount of unfamiliar symbols and terminology in the piece. 

Beyond that, make sure your selection is interesting enough to you that you can live with 

it for the duration of the project without getting tired of it. 
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You may select from the provided music or buy your own. 

 

Chamber music can be found at: 

 www.jwpepper.com 

 www.stantons.com 

 www.trevcomusic.com 

 www.sheetmusicplus.com 

There are other options, which you can find via a simple Google search. 

Our Selection: 

 

Title: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

Collection: ________________________________________________________ 

(If your selection is published in a collection of multiple works) 

 

Composer: _________________________________________________________ 

 

Arranger/ Editor: ____________________________________________________ 

 

Preparing for Rehearsals 

If your piece comes with only one score, make enough copies of the score so each 

member can have one.  Each member should bring their score and individual part to each 

rehearsal.  Your band director may be able to make copies for you at school. 

 

Rehearsal Schedule 

Please fill out the dates that you rehearsed your music.  You must conduct four, 30-

minute rehearsals. 

 

Rehearsal Dates: 

 

Rehearsal 1: __________________________________________ 

 

Rehearsal 2: __________________________________________ 

 

Rehearsal 3: __________________________________________ 

 

Rehearsal 4: __________________________________________ 
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Presenting Your Work 

At the end of your fourth rehearsal, take a video of yourselves performing your piece.  

Upload the video to YouTube and set the privacy settings to Unlisted.  Once everyone 

has uploaded their videos, you will all be invited to view each other’s work. 

 

YouTube Link: ___________________________________________________________ 

 

Please provide your email addresses, so your classmates’ performances can be shared 

with you at the end of the project. 

 

Group Member #1: 

_________________________________________________________ 

 

Group Member #2: 

_________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX J 

EXIT SURVEY 

Exit Survey 

Thank you for your participation in the research study.  Please take a moment and answer 

the following questions: 

 

Name: __________________________________________________________________ 

 

Did you practice the post-study duet ahead of the closing activity?  Yes  /  No 

 

Did you enjoy rehearsing and performing the post-study duet?  Yes  /  No 

 

Rate how confident you felt in your ability to play the post-study duet before beginning 

the opening activity: 

 

Not Confident                                              Very Confident 

 

         1               2               3               4               5 

 

Rate how difficult you found it to play the technical aspects (notes and rhythms) of the 

post-study duet: 

 

Not Difficult                                              Very Difficult 

 

         1               2               3               4               5 
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Chamber Music Project Group Only 

 

Rate how well you enjoyed the chamber music project. 

 

        Not Enjoyable                                              Very Enjoyable 

 

         1               2               3               4               5 

 

How many of the four rehearsals did you complete? _________ 

 

Please provide comments on your chamber music project experience: 
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APPENDIX K 

MEASURE OF CREATIVITY IN ENSEMBLE COLLABORATION PRETEST 

TRANSCRIPTS 

Group 1 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Bassoon 

Transcript Begins 

Participant A: Do you want to for the first 5 minutes… [trails off] 

Participant B: First of all, let’s… What’s the loudest and softest we get?  Forte and Piano, 

ok. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: So. 

Participant A: Mezzo Piano. 

Participant B: Then we go to Piano right here. 

Participant A: Oh.  Oh, I didn’t see that. OK. 

Participant B: Let’s start by let’s play the first line.   

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: How fast do you want to go? 

Participant A: I don’t… [trails off] 

Participant B: So, how fast do we get?  We get to allegro.  So, and we need a speed where 

we can still go faster and be comfortable with it. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Ok.  So, you want to just like start off like slow?  [laughs] 

Participant B: Ok.  Let’s go through the first line one time slow and see how that… 

Participant A: Ok, like 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 1 and 2 and… 

Participant B: Yeah. 
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Participant A: Alright. 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing on instruments] 

Participant B: Wait. 

Participant A: Ok. Ready? 

Participant B: I was thinking the top first line. 

Participant A: Oh. 

Participant B: Oh, wait. 

Participant A: 1, 2… [trails off] 

Participant B: Wait, lets… [cut off by bell] 

Administrator: Is that the end of your period? 

Participants: No, it’s just halfway through. 

[playing] 

Participant B: What is that? 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Do you want to practice it on our own for like a minute or two? 

Participant B: Yeah, let’s give us like a minute to practice on our own. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, so. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok.  So, let’s… staccatos [indistinguishable].  How do we wanna play this 

slurred part? 

Participant A: I play it all the same.  I just don’t have to stop it afterwards. So, I don’t… 

[trails off] 
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Participant B: You don’t do anything different? 

Participant A: No. 

Participant B: Ok.  Well, let’s practice the piano part because I know for me, at least, it’s 

hard to play soft and still get the right notes. 

Participant A: That’s 9, bottom [indistinguishable], right? 

Participant B: That’s… We’re gonna start… I’m gonna take the pickup too. 

Participant A: Ok. Ready? 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Say: 1, 2, ready… [trails off] 

Participant A: Yeah, I realized that after I said it.  1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 1 and 2 and 

ready go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That wasn’t… Ok, let’s just… 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Sorry. 

Participant B: Oh, it’s my bad.  I forgot to tell you we were going to speed up at that part.  

But, it’s little by little, so let’s take a bit more a bit faster over the two measures because 

it’s little by little.  But, I don’t want to go every measure because that’s… [trails off] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.  Let’s play the slurred part because I know slurs are hard, at least for 

me. 

Participant A: That’s 5, right? 

Participant B: Let’s do the pickup. 

Participant A: The pickup to 5?  Ok.  1, 2… 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 1 and 2 and ready 

go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait, that’s just not… 
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Participant A: Am I going to fast, or…? 

Participant B: No, that was my bad.  My reed is on the wrong side, so it doesn’t play that 

well. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok, let me try that again. 

Participant A: 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 1 and 2 and ready go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait, that was my bad.  I completely got… I didn’t count that right.  Let’s 

just start without that pickup note because that makes no sense without that measure. 

Participant A: Yeah, without it.  That’s… that’s… Ok.  1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 1 and 2 

and ready go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, wait. 

Participant A: I counted wrong.  That was my fault. 

Participant B: Oh, that’s fine.  I think I sped up a bit there.  I think we need to work on 

keeping our tempo right there. 

Participant A: Ok, Ok. 

Participant B: Was there any like hard part up here with the staccatos? 

Participant A: No. 

Participant B: I think the staccatos were fine just because we do those a lot.  Anyway… I 

think we should practice… going… we need to work on going from this to here… 

How… Here, it gets slower. 

Participant A: Yeah, it just… you like stay the same pace and then we just like slow 

down and then we speed up little by little, right?  Yeah. 

Participant B: So, do you wanna… Let’s… How much slower do you want to get? 

Participant A: Not that much slower, but like it’s moderato… 

Participant B: So, like… wanna be like…  

Participant A: Like… 
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Participant B: [plays].  That was wrong, sorry.  [plays] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: I think… I think we should speed up before the eighth notes because eighth 

notes are where I tend to speed up 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So, we should have a steady like rhythm throughout those eighth notes. 

Participant A: Ok.  So, like have it steady for like the first measure and then like speed up 

just a little bit? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: And then… alright.  So, start at 9? 

Participant B: And it’s kinda hard for me to hear you just because like you’re a bell 

player.  So, that’s… 

Participant A: Sorry. 

Participant B: Oh, it’s not your fault or anything. 

Participant A: Ok, so start at 9? 

Participant B: Let’s start from the beginning. 

Participant A: Yeah?  Ok.  1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 1 and 2 and ready go. 

[playing] 

[school bell rings] 

Participant B: Wait… I’m sorry.  That’s just… 

Participant A: It’s ok.  The bell messed me up. 

Participant B: Yeah, that bell completely… 

Participant A: So, let’s try it from the beginning again. 

Participant B: Well, I wanna start with the slurred because slurring that is so difficult for 

me and I don’t know why. 

Participant A: I’m sorry.  Ok.  1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 1 and 2 and ready go. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, I think our moderato should be a little bit slower just because that part 

is kinda… ‘Cause I’m moving my thumb and I hate my thumbs…. Not like that. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[laughter] 

Participant B: But… 

Participant A: Ok… 

Participant B: Ok, and so… Is there any part in particular that you had trouble with that 

you want to go over? 

Participant A: Well, yes, but like it’s not going to help, so like, no.  [laughs] 

Participant B: What part? 

Participant A: Like, at 9, the dotted quarter to eighth.  I’m not good at those. 

Participant B: Ok, so here’s what you do.  If you’re counting 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and, I 

give you 4 and then you have the and.   

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So, it’s: “do – do” 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So, it would be like… here, you play the bottom for that measure, I’ll show 

you how it should sound.  Ok, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Thank you.  That’s actually really helpful.  Ok. 

Participant B: Here… Um… Where would you like to start? 

Participant A: Do you want to start from the beginning so we can get through… 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 1 and 2 and ready go. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Wait, that was my… Ok… I know what I’m doing now. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: I’m not letting the reed vibrate.  I’m like pinching it closed.  That’s…  

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: [plays]  Let’s just do that eighth note part real quick. 

Participant A: Ok  

Participant B: It’s slurred, though, but it doesn’t make a difference for you.  Ok. 

Both: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That part is just messing me up.  I don’t know why though because I 

played it at home fine. [plays].  Ok, I see what’s wrong here [adjusts bocal].  I’m sorry, 

it’s just a really weird instrument. 

Participant A: It’s fine. 

Participant B: Ok, let’s… 

Participant A: We should go from the beginning [indistinguishable] because we have a 

minute left. 

Participant B: [plays a note] Wait. 1… 

Participant A: 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 1 and 2 and ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [stammers] I just… I’m sorry.  Can we just do 5 to 8? 

Participant A:  Mmhmm. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait. 

Both: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Ok… Um… for this part, let’s… how much… we need to figure out how 

we want to like slow down.  Let’s practice that transition. 

Participant A: Ok, so… 

Participant B: Start from the… 

Participant A: the last measure 

Participant B: just that last measure. 

Participant A: 1 and 2 and ready, go. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 2 

Participant A: Euphonium 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: So, the second line is slurred 

Participant B: Mmhmm 

Participant A: Um… Yeah, we can just… 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Um… for the last measure, we should put more accents on all three of the 

last notes.  And, like, those notes right there [points to music]. 

Participant A: Yeah, I think we should play the [indistinguishable] more staccato. 

Participant B: Ok.  [mumbles].  I was trying to play the whole second line in one breath, 

but it wasn’t working out. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Oh, we didn’t slow down at measure… 
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Participant A: 8 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: And the pianos on the slower part. 

Participant B: Oh, yeah. 

Participant A: Um… it says crescendo from 9 till I guess the end. 

Participant B: Yeah.  [mumbles].  I forgot.  You wanna take it from the top? 

Participant A: Yeah, sure. 

Participant B: Ok.  1, 2, 3… 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait, wait… I was reading the top on that.  Ok.  1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: We’re not together.  Ok, so, I’m gonna do one measure of… one measure 

count.  And then you come in. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: So, breathe on 4. 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: Can we play… the first line? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. [plays].  Sorry. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait, try it again? 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  Um… Do you want to practice… [to the administrator: Does it matter 

if we switch?  Like can we switch parts?] 

Administrator: You can do whatever you like, however you like. 
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Participant A: I can play bottom 

Participant B: Yeah ‘cause this part is throwing me off [points to music]. 

Participant A: [mumbles] let’s just practice it and then…  

Participant B: Yeah.  You’re doing the bottom? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: OK. 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok, let’s do the first line one more time. 

Participant B: Ok. 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok. Maybe we should slow it down a little bit. So… [taps foot].  1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah, I like the top line there. 

Participant A: [laughs] 

Participant B: We still have 4 minutes.  [to the administrator: do we have to use all the 

time?] 

Administrator: You do. 

Participant B: Ok.  Um…  What else do you want to do? 

Participant A: I don’t know. 

Participant B: I feel like we are still not slowing down at… um… 8. 

Participant A: Yeah.  We can try it again, just slower. 

Participant B: Ok.  Ok.  1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  We slowed down. 

Participant A: Yeah. 
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Participant B: That was better.  Um… Maybe still stay the same tempo at the last… um… 

the last line, but get louder like the second to last measure.  Like on the third beat. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Um, We can start… so, start from slower and then we can… so, still stay 

slow, but just get louder. 

Participant A: Yes. 

Participant B: Ok, so we are starting on +, so… ok… 1, 2 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok… Um… Oh my gosh, 10 minutes is a long time.  Um… Ok.  Do you 

just want to run it again? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: 1, 2 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  We sped up at “slower.”  I don’t know why, but it… it just started 

getting… make sure we slow down.  1, 2… 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: We have 30 seconds.  Maybe we should tune.  Play your first note. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Second note. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript Ends 
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Group 3 

Participant A: Alto Saxophone 

Participant B: Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Ok.  Want to just run through it? 

Participant B: Ok.  5, 6 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry.  Can we do that again, please? 

Participant A:  Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Can we start from 9? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wanna start from 12? 

Participant A: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, Ok.  My bad. [mumbles] 

[playing] 

Participant B: We made it. 

[laughing] 

Participant B: Do it again? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Sorry. 



230 

Participant B: Can we start over one more time? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Sorry.  So, sorry. 

Participant B: [mumbles with clarinet mouthpiece in mouth] 

[playing] 

Participant B: I like it. 

[laughter] 

Participant A: Um, we have 7 minutes left. 

Participant B: Do you wanna do it again? 

Participant A: Hmm? 

Participant B: Do it again? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: My bad, my bad. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry. 

Participant A: You’re fine.  Let’s start at 5. 

Participant B: 5? Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Do you want to try to do the little like um dots under the notes eighth 

notes? 

Participant A: Yeah.  Wait. 

Participant B: That means short, right? 

Participant A: Yeah.  And then this means like this whole thing is slurred, right? 
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Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  I was confused on that. 

[playing] 

[laughter] 

Participant B: 9… I mean 5. 

Participant A: Alright. 

[playing] 

Participant B:  Wanna do 5 again? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B:  Actually, can we just start over? 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B:  OK. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Why do I keep messing that up?  Uh, 5? 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ah, the fingers. 

Participant A: Ok.  One more time.  I am going to get it this time.  [mumbles with 

saxophone mouthpiece in mouth] 

Participant B: Wanna start over? 

Participant A: Yeah, sure. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

[laughing] 

Participant B: We can go slower. 
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Participant A: I was doing it 3 minutes ago. Ok.  Ok. 

Participant B: Do you want to go slower? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That was completely my fault. 

Participant A: Alright. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright.  Ok.  Ok.  Let me… Wait… I’m just gonna go over that [plays] 

Participant A: Beginning 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: My bad. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: You got this.  I believe in you. 

Participant A: 1, 2 

[playing] 

Participant B: [laughing] I messed up. 

Participant A: I messed up like 5 different places. 

Participant B: [laughing] Oh, God.  Ok.   

Participant A: Uh, where? 

Participant B: Uh, we’ll do “9.” 

Participant A: Ok.  1, 2 

[playing] 
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Participant A: Wait, sorry.  1, 2 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: Do we want to attempt to do like the little like… 

Participant A: Oh, yeah.  The accents. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: And then… 

Participant B: I don’t know what that is, the last thing 

Participant A: The… Yeah. 

Participant B: I don’t know what that is.  I think I should, but… 

Administrator: If you don’t know what something is, I can tell you. 

Participant A: [To the administrator: Ok.  The “crescendo e [mumbles] poco a poco.”] 

Administrator: Poco a poco means little by little.  Uh, so… crescendo.  Accelerando 

means to speed up.  So, crescendo and accelerando, speed up, little by little all the way as 

long as the dotted line lasts. 

Participant A: [To the administrator: So, slow and quiet to fast and loud?] 

Administrator: I can’t tell you that.  I can just… All I can do is define the terms on the 

page. 

Participant A: That sounds… 

Participant B: It’s hard to speed up because we don’t have a conductor. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok.  And do you know what these are? 

Participant A: Um, wait… I get staccato and accents mixed up.  Is it the dots are 

staccato? 

Participant B: Yeah, I think. 

Participant A:  I think… 
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Participant B: [To the administrator: What are those… upside down… these [makes a 

hand sign]? 

Administrator: Those are accents.  That means to emphasize the note. 

Participant A: [To administrator: What are the sideways Vs?] 

Administrator: I’m sorry.  That’s a marcato accent, so make emphasize the note and make 

it a little shorter.  Sideways is just emphasize the note. 

Participant A: Ok. So, you wanna do it from the beginning? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: We have 30 seconds… I’m just gonna… Can we do from 9? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: I’ll just… [mumbles with saxophone mouthpiece in mouth] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 4 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Wanna go through it first?  

Participant A: [nods head] 

Participant B: Um… play the stac… We should play the staccatos, the slurs.  And try to 

do the… um… like, the sounds… like, the lower, higher… like, go f… like, um the 

pianos and stuff.  But, like, let’s just… let’s just go through it first.   
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Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, 3, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, I messed up.  Sorry. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Let’s try this again, sorry. 1, 2, 3, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was my fault. 

Participant B: It’s fine.  It’s alright.  It’s… Um… 

Participant A: Ok, so from [unintelligible] louder. 

Participant B: Yeah.  Like, this part. 

Participant A: [unintelligible] 

Participant B: Yeah, so we start on piano.  So, start off, like, really soft. 

Participant A: [at the same time as Participant B] Really soft. 

Participant B: In, like, the first two things, we sounded pretty good, I think.  Just, uh… I 

forgot to go… I forgot to get softer around here [points to music].  But, 

Participant A: It says slower right here [points to music]. 

Participant B: Oh, well, yeah, it does the second… I mean, for the first box… 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: … It gets softer.  Ok, so, I think the first box we have… like, the first line 

we did fine.   

Participant A: Mmhmm 

Participant B: So, want to try the second box?  Ok, so, a little… a little softer than the 

first one. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: I messed up.  Ok, sorry.  What kind of tempo do you want to go for 

slower? 

Participant A: [starts to say something before getting cut off by Participant B] 

Participant B: So, we’re going: [sings and pats thigh].  Currently, our tempo’s like this: 

[pats thigh at the same tempo as the previous pats].  So, we should go like: [pats thigh 

and chants at a slower tempo than the previous pats].  I guess: [pats a different tempo 

while chanting]. 

Participant A: We’re going to speed up. 

Participant B: Yeah, we’re going to speed up.  But, we’re speeding up a little by little.  

So, we can’t go too fast too quickly or we’re just… we’re going to end up crazy. 

Participant A: So, you want to do from the second line into the… [points at music] 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I think we got fast too quickly.  We needed like… ‘Cause we were like 

pretty slow and then we just, like, picked up.  So, slowly get faster, I guess.  And not, just 

like, freak out. 

Participant A: Ok, so, the first two measures are slower, the next two a little faster, then 

the next two a little faster. 

Participant B: And that’s… [nods head] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok, so wanna try that?  So start with the third line? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That sounds good.  I think, like, keep the louder part also.  So, we need to 

start really soft.  I forgot… I keep forgetting to start really soft.  Ok, want to start the third 

line again? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Good.  Want to try going through the whole thing first? 
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Participant A: [nods head] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So, [chants tempo] 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, oh… we need a better tempo.  [chants tempo] 

[playing] 

Participant A: I feel like we’re going the same tempo as we’re going at the [attempts to 

say crescendo e accelerando poco a poco]. 

Participant B: Well… so, a little faster?  So: [sings the melody a little faster and taps foot 

at the faster tempo] 

Participant A: [nods head] 

Participant B: [continues tapping foot at the faster tempo] Is this a good tempo?  1, 2, 

[mumbles], go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: We sound good.  Um… what do you think we need to fix? 

Participant A: Uh…. 

Participant B: Uh… Oh, I didn’t realize there was accent marks.  So, we should do the 

accents.  Like, here and stuff [points to music]. 

Participant A: [says something, but is covered up by Participant B’s voice] 

Participant B: Me neither.  I don’t think we did the accent marks.  But, I can try doing 

that. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] not to do at the end.  It’s too much to remember.  

Ready?  Wanna do the second… the third line? 

Participant B: Oh, sure. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[Participant B starts playing without Participant A] 
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Participant B: Oh, ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: We sound decent. Ok… Uh… I don’t know.  Want to try going the whole 

thing again? 

Participant A: [nods head] 

Participant B: We have…. Oh, we have four minutes left.  Ok.  [chants tempo] 

[playing] 

Participant B: I think we sound… oh, um… second line: we’re supposed to be mezzo 

piano.  So… 

Participant A: I wish I had a pencil, so I could [mumbles and makes a motion like writing 

on the music]. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable].  Let’s start that part off softer than the first line. 

Participant A: So, maybe we can do… since we are going down, like lower, so we can 

actually be piano here, we can start a little louder [trails off] 

Participant B: Yeah, start like… yeah, so like forte… so, more like forte than mezzo 

forte. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: And, yeah.  ‘Cause we’re like… we’re going… we have loud and soft… 

ok, yeah, I understand what you mean.  I get it… um…  

Participant A: Let’s do it? 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: [chants tempo] 

[playing] 

Participant B: [laughs] no. 

Participant A: [name omitted] 

Participant B: Nope.  Um… yeah. 
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Participant A: Again? 

Participant B: Yeah.  We have two minutes.  Sure, we can go over it again. 

Participant A: Want to just keep going over it? 

Participant B: Yeah, we can just keep going over it, I guess.  [chants tempo] 

[playing] 

Participant B: We sound pretty good, I think.  Ok… Uh…  [indistinguishable] real quick.  

I think, so… with each accent marks, in like the third and fourth line, that’s like our cue 

to get louder, I feel.  So, like, you see each accent mark in each measure?   

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: That’s like, you get a little bit louder.  So, like… yeah. 

Participant A: You want to practice it? 

Participant B: Yeah.  Real quick. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That sounded good. 

Participant B: Yeah.  That sounded really good.  We only have 20 seconds left.  We don’t 

have time to go through the whole thing. 

Participant A: Ok, want to do the ending, then?  ‘Cause I feel like that the [trails off] 

Participant B: 15 seconds.  Ok.  Real quick.  Wait… what part… ending? 

Participant A: [stammers, pointing at music] 

Participant B: Ok, ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I’m playing your part.  Sorry. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 5 

Participant A: Flute 

Participant B: Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok, so… um… I’m kind of looking at it, and so…. 

Participant A: [whispers and points at the music] 

Participant B: Yeah, so like faster and crescendo at the same time, like little by little.   

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: But, how are we going to tell each other that we want to go faster?  Like, 

how are we gonna… ‘Cause I was thinking about that. 

Participant A: Yeah, that’s… 

Participant B: I don’t know how.  Um…  

Participant A: Well…. 

Participant B: I’m trying to think… ‘Cause it’s all the way through until the end. 

Participant A: Wanna just try it, to like…  

Participant B: Ok 

Participant A: …practice it? 

Participant B: Um… but, then it says slower here [points to music].  So, we’re supposed 

to slow down and then get faster and faster, little by little? 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: So, we should be getting faster little by little? 

Participant A: Yeah 

[both laugh] 

Participant B: Ok… Ok.  So, let’s actually try it.  Where are we going to start, though?  

Where are we going to start? 

Participant A: At the beginning. 
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Participant B: At the beginning? 

Participant A: Mmhmm, yeah. 

Participant B: Ok, we’re going to try to play it all the way through and then talk about it 

after? 

Participant A: And see what happens. 

Participant B: Ok.  We need a tempo. [taps her foot] 

Participant A: Are you going like this? [taps foot along with Participant B] 

Participant B: [laughs, makes a noise, and uses her fingers to make a “little bit” symbol]  

Um… [models the tempo on the syllable “duh”] 

Participant A: Ok, yeah. 

Participant B: Just for the first time. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Am I starting? 

Participant A: [nods head] 

[playing] 

Participant A: So, every measure, do you just want to get faster?  

Both participants: [mumbling] 

Participant B: Yeah.   I think that we need [indistinguishable] it says slower right here.  It 

doesn’t make any sense. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok, so how about we take this whole part slower until here [pointing at 

music] and then we start… 

Participant A: … doing it right there, from… from here [pointing at music] 

Participant B: I feel like it’s, like, easier to get started here. 

Participant A: [mouths something that is inaudible.  It looks like “get faster”] 

Participant B: Ok, how about we start here [points at music] and then… 



242 

Participant A: Why don’t we just start crescendoing these notes and then speed it up… 

Participant B: Wait… what line did you play? 

Participant A: What? 

Participant B: What line did you just play? 

Participant A: Which line?  This line. [points at music] 

Participant B: I was playing the top! 

Participant A: No, I know.  I’m playing the bottom.  That’s what I played. 

Participant B: Oh… ok, ok. Um…. Ok.  So, where do you want to start? 

Participant A: Mmmm… 

Participant B: Do you want to start here and try to get into it right here? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[both mumbling] 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: I think that was… better. 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  That was better. 

Participant B: Yeah, um… in terms of like the tempo, I think um… the crescendo… I 

need to work on like quieter here and then getting louder.  

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. Do you want to start… [gets cut off by Participant A] 

Participant A: Ok, so we have to decrescendo like all this, basically.  Like all this 

[pointing at the music] up to here.  

Participant B: Well, I feel like I would just maintain… See, that’s weird. [mumbles].  We 

have to do exactly what’s on the page, right? 

Participant A: I think so.  Yeah. 
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Participant B: [to the administrator] We have to exactly what’s on the page, right? 

Administrator: I can’t answer that question. 

Participant A: Ok, well… 

Participant B: Ok… Um…  

Participant A: I bet we can do whatever… 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: … because there’s no conductor. 

Participant B: So… [talks into her hand].  I was just going to say maintain.  Oh, no no no.  

Ok, so we’re just supposed to maintain mezzo forte… I’m just looking at that line, that’s 

right.  So, we’re supposed to maintain mezzo forte, and then just maintain mezzo piano, 

and then drop down to piano.  So, like, I would just, like, decrescendo right here, and 

decrescendo, like, right there.   

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: I don’t know about you, but, like, that’s what I think we should do. 

Participant A: Well, this goes up, so… Actually, it’s fine… whatever. 

Participant B: Unless you wanted to start piano earlier. 

Participant A: I could… 

Participant B: Crescendo [mumbles].  Ok, do you just want to try doing the line? 

Participant A: The first one? 

Participant B: Yeah, the first one to the second line.  Then, stop at the “slower” 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was alright. 

Participant B: Yeah, I thought that was better 

Participant A: Ok, I think [mumbles] 

Participant B: Um… I feel like it could have started louder at the beginning.  I don’t 

know about you. 

Participant A: Yeah. 



244 

Participant B: Ok, so… 

Participant A: I just didn’t decrescendo right there, that didn’t happen. [points at music], 

so… 

Participant B: Ok, I think I’m just gonna just drop down on this… 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Can we just, like, try… ok, we’re really going to stop at the “slower” this 

time.  So, just like this part to the “slower” [points to music]. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  I feel like it was better. 

Participant A: That was good.  Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok.  And then… can we go from this mezzo… start at the mezzo piano 

to… just finish here.  So, like, drop down to piano and then work on to this… [pointing at 

music] 

Participant A: From here? [pointing at music] 

Participant B: Yeah, so like, from this line to this line… 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] so, here, and then, like, work on dynamics and just… 

[trails off] 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, well, these are, like, supposed to be, like, short… 

Participant A: yeah, short. 

Participant B: Yeah, ok.  Do you wanna play just that line with like… make sure we get 

that? 

Participant A: Yeah, mmhmm. 

Participant B: Start from 13, right? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Ok.  Um… Can we do that one more time, because I… [trails off] 

Participant A: Yeah. I messed that up too. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Let’s leave, like, the last one short. 

Participant A: So, shorter? Ok.  

Participant B: Yeah.  Ok.   

Participant A: 2 minutes… 

Participant B: 2 minutes… Ok. 

Participant A: Want to just run through it again? 

Participant B: Yeah, I was just gonna say that. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ready? 

[both laugh] 

Participant B: Sorry. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.  Let’s plan to, like, keep it slower here [pointing to music], and then, 

like, start to accelerate here.  

Participant A: Sure.  Ok. 

Participant B: I don’t know.  Was there anything that you heard that you want to do 

again? 

Participant A: Do you think we’re starting too fast?  I don’t know, like… ‘cause I feel 

like… 

Participant B: I mean, there’s no tempo mark… well, moderato.  

Participant A: Yeah… [makes some noises, and conciliatory gestures] 
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Participant B: But, if you want to get slower, we can.  Or… 

[participants talk over one another] 

Participant A: …speeding up.  I feel like it’s all the same. 

Participant B: So, you feel like we need to start slower so that it actually seems like we’re 

getting faster then…  

Participant A: Yeah... at the end. 

Participant B: So, we should start slower. 

Participant A: Yeah, but we have, like, 20 seconds left.  

Participant B: Ok, then let’s, like, hurry and, like, try to do this at a different pace.  I 

don’t know if you can get a tempo going. 

Participant A: [mumbles] it’s fine. 

Participant B: It’s ok.  Yeah, we only have 13 seconds, so, we’re going to run out of time.  

We have 5 seconds. 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 6 

Participant A: Flute 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok.  So, should we just go through it and then play together at the end? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[participant A plays/ participant B fingers.  Not working together] 

Participant A: Oh… wait a minute.  Ok. 

[participant A plays/ participant B fingers.  Not working together] 
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Participant A: Oh my god. 

[participant A plays/ participant B fingers.  Not working together] 

[participants give each other a thumbs up] 

Participant A: This is a lot harder than I thought.  Ok. 

Participant B: It is. 

Participant A: It’s just like counting.   

Participant B: Oh, ok. 

Participant A: You know you can play it too. 

Participant B: I know.  I was just fingering.  Sometimes that helps me better.  [mumbles] 

[playing] 

Participant B: Where are you? 

Participant A: Um… [mumbles and points at the music] 

Participant B: You were right there? Ok. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Did you slow down? 

Participant A: No, I forgot. 

Participant B: Oh, ok. 

Participant A: Yikes. 

Participant B: I didn’t slow down either.  I think I was going too fast. 

Participant A: Yeah, Ok. 

[timer beeps] 

Administrator: Sorry 

Participant B: Oh, it’s ok. 

Participant A: [mumbles] I was like, is it up already?  OK. 

Participant B: Uh… so we just go from… 
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Participant A: Wanna start from 9?  Or pick up to 9? 

Participant B: 5, 6, 7, 8... oh, yeah.  Pick up to 9’s fine. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry, that’s my fault.  We’ll just start on 9. 

Participant A: Alright. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  Wait… do you know what this means?  [points at music] 

Participant A: [looks at Participant B’s music] Um… 

Participant B: [to the administrator] Are we allowed to ask you what th…? 

Administrator: You can. 

Participant B: Um, the [stammers, trying to say crescendo e accelerando poco a poco] 

Participant A: [stammers, trying to say crescendo e accelerando poco a poco] 

Administrator: cresc means crescendo which means to get louder, and accel is for 

accelerando which means to get faster.  Poco a poco means little by little.  And it lasts for 

as long as that little dotted line goes.  

Participant B: Oh, so we slowly get louder and fa… so, it’s like [sings] 

Administrator: I can’t give you any more information than that. 

Participant B: Oh, ok. 

Administrator: All I can do is define it for you. 

Participant B: So, you said: louder, faster, little by little. 

Administrator: Yes 

Participant B: Ok. So, I think it’s like… 

Participant A: That’s a lot of playing 

Participant B: You know, like, when a song, it starts slow, like, you know Hava Nagila?  

That song be like [pats a tempo], and then it gets faster and faster until it’s, like, the end? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 
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Participant B: I think that’s like how it is. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: So, should we, like, start from 9… I guess… and getting louder and stuff 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

[playing] 

Participant A: I messed up one note.  Ok.  Can we start from 13? 

Participant B: Yes.  Where do you think we should, like, speed up a little bit? 

Participant A: I don’t know, you make the calls about that part, ‘cause I don’t know. 

Participant B: I don’t know, maybe, like, because it’s kind of like doing the same thing 

over again, but different notes, so we can go faster at pick up to 13, ‘cause, um…, it’s 

similar to pick up to 9. So, we could like… 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Let me see…  

Participant A: Wait, you playing first? 

Participant B: I was just going to see how it sounds. 

[Participant B plays] 

Participant A: Alright 

Participant B: Yup.  

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Want to do that from 9? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 



250 

[playing] 

Participant B: I forgot to play the A-flats. 

Participant A: That’s fine. 

Participant B: Um… And then, I guess we have to get quieter on the slurred part. 

Participant A: Want to take it from the first measure to “slower”? 

Participant B: The first measure? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok, I forgot to slur it.  Whoopsey.  Ok. 

Participant B: I played it too slow.  I played it too slow. 

Participant A: Ok. It’s fine.  Take it from 5? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh… 

Participant A: I am confused.  I confused myself. 

Participant B: What did you forget to slur? 

Participant A: I held one of them too long.  Pick up to 5 again? 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: Ok.  Pick up from 5 again? 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, sorry. That was my fault. 

Participant A: You’re fine. 

Participant B: So, should we like… just don’t forget right there [reaches over, points to 

Participant A’s music] 
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Participant A: Right here? 

Participant B: At the G, in 5, the second G in 5. 

Participant A: We have different parts. 

Participant B: Oh! [makes a noise] 

Participant A: Oh my gosh. 

Participant B: Sorry, sorry, sorry.  I was like…  

Participant A: Girl, that’s measure 8, but alright.  Or 7. 

Participant B: I should do that.  7, 8… 5, 6, 7.  Yeah, 7’s ok.  Measure 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ooooh. Ok.  

Participant B: [indistinguishable] Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That was my fault. 

Participant A: It’s ok. 

Participant B: Um… So, wanna start from… Let’s start from pickup to 9. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Ok, we have one minute. 

Participant B: 36 seconds… 35, 34, 33… 

Participant A: Ok, we’re not going to count seconds. 

Participant B: Sorry. 

Participant A: Um… You wanna do a run through? 

Participant B: [nods head] 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait, that says “Allegro.  [makes noises].  I don’t know. 

Participant A: I don’t know what to do. 
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Participant B: I just… maybe we can make it faster. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Can we do like… oh, and it’s forte. 

[Participant A playing] 

Participant A: [mumbles into her flute], though. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] You’re great. 

Participant A: It’s 10 seconds anyway, so… 

Participant B: 7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1,  

Participant A: Oh, my gosh. 

Participant B: Happy New Year 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 7 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Hi 

Participant A: Hi 

Participant B: I’m [name omitted] 

Participant A: Oh, I’m [name omitted] too.  So, do you want to go slow? 

Participant B: We can start off going kind of slow. 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: Ready, 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 
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Participant A: Ok. Ok, I’m sorry. 

Participant B: Was I speeding up? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: [taps foot and snaps the tempo] 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh my god [groans] 

Participant B: Was I speeding up again? 

Participant A: Not really.  I’m not [indistinguishable].  Ok, let’s do that again. 

Participant B: Um, I can slow down. 

Participant A: Uh, sure. 

Participant B: Ok. 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  It’s ok.  I’m sorry. 

Participant B: It’s ok. 

Participant A: It’s just that, like, I’m not a mallets person.  So, uh…  

Participant B: Uh, um… we should be playing, like, a bit louder. 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: Start again.  Ready?  1, 2, 3, 4, 1… 

[Participant A plays] 

Participant A: Oh.  Sorry. 

Participant B: Yeah, um, I’ll do a measure before.  1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, I played a wrong note. 

Participant A: It’s ok.  
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Participant B: Sorry. 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok. Um... Do you want to work on dynamics now? 

Participant A: Um… Sure.  

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Um… Mezzo forte, and then mezzo piano, and piano. 

Participant B: Ok… Um… 

[Participant A plays] 

Participant B: Ok, do you want to try it this time with dynamics? 

Participant A: Yeah, sure. 

Participant B: Ok.  1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2… 

[Participant A plays] 

Participant A: Oh, sorry. [mumbles] 

Participant B: I can… I can start… Um… I don’t have to do a measure before if you 

don’t want to. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was good. 

Participant B: Um… well, we still have 5 minutes left.  Um… 

[participants play on their own, not working together] 

Participant B: Oh, nope… that’s a forte 

[Participant A playing on her own] 

Participant B: Um, do you want to run it through again? 

Participant A: Sure. 
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Participant B: Ok. 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Do you want to take it slower? 

Participant A: Uh… it doesn’t matter. Yeah, sure. 

Participant B: Ok. 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok… We can run it through again. [mumbles] more times. 

Participant A: How about, like, we could practice for like [indistinguishable] to like… 

goes to like 6-59, and then [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing on their own] 

Participant A: Ok, let’s go again? 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant A: Sorry. 

Participant B: It’s ok.  Um… Let’s start… the second line, measure 5.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 8 

Participant A: Flute 

Participant B: Bassoon 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: How fast do you want to play it? 
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Participant A: I don’t know… I was… [chants an example]… Is that a…? 

Participant B: ok.  [sings and example], [taps a tempo].  Like that? 

Participant A: I think so.  [stammers] Is that too slow for you? 

Participant B: No.  I was playing it: [plays example] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Should we go slower? 

Participant A: I think that sounds good. 

Participant B: Yeah.  Do you want to just try running through it? 

Participant A: Yeah, sure. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Um… There’s markings in here 

Participant A: Yeah.  I just missed a few of the, like, where it repeats the note.  I did that 

while I was practicing [trails off] 

Participant B: Um… for the accents, how are you doing that? 

Participant A: I played them as staccato because they caught me off guard.  But, I guess 

more of, like, a hit and draw back? 

Participant B: Ok.  That’s a… We can hit and draw back.  That makes sense. 

Participant A: Um.  How much slower do you want to go when it says slower? 

Participant B: Um… so, we were playing: [sings].  Ok, maybe: [taps and sings a slower 

tempo] 

Participant A: And then it says to accelerate 

Participant B: And Allegro at the end. Oh, and we [indistinguishable] get faster 

Participant A: Yeah.  Ok. 

Participant B: [attempts to say crescendo e accelerando] 

Participant A: So, should we do a little bit faster in two because it kind of repeats? 

Participant B: Sure. 
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Participant A: I don’t know if that makes sense. 

Participant B: Um… Ok. 

[singing together] 

Participant B: Use the eighth notes to get faster? 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  That’s what I was thinking. 

Participant B: Alright.  Um… so, we’re hitting accents and dying away,  

Participant A: Oh, yeah. 

Participant B: Slowing down… 

Participant A: Getting faster on the eighth notes. 

Participant B: Getting faster on the eighth notes once we get there.  And I know I didn’t 

do a very good job of the, um, dynamics. 

Participant A: Me either. I wasn’t [trails off] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So, getting softer in the slur.  Right? 

Participant B: Ok.   

Participant A: Yeah. Oh and there’s [trails off] 

Participant B: There’s piano where it’s slower. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: And mezzo forte to mezzo piano, and then piano, and then forte 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: So, try again? 

Participant A: Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Cool. 

Participant A: Yeah. 
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Participant B: And then the [stammers] I was always taught to call the rooftops, but I 

know that’s not what they’re called. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Accents? 

Participant B: No, at the very end. 

Participant A: Oh, ok.  Yeah, just call them rooftops.  I forgot the name of it also. 

Participant B: [stammers] So, I guess those are stronger accents. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: I did not do that.  

Participant A: [mumbles].  Oh, we’re supposed to slow down again at the end. For the… 

Ok… Do we do that?  

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Where is says Allegro again [points to music] 

Participant B: Allegro means fast. 

Participant A: Oh, I knew that.   

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: Music vocabulary [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Can we do “slower” ‘cause… 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: …I forgot some things. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, right on where it, like, pick up, or right…? 

Participant B: Oh, oh.  Can we do pick up? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: How much more time do we have left?  6 minutes. 

Participant B: Um…  

Participant A: I don’t know 

Participant B: Do you want to do the whole thing again? 

Participant A: Yeah, sure. 

[playing] 

Participant B: We didn’t slow down. 

Participant A: Yeah.  No, are we supposed to slow down there? 

Participant B: Oh, no, we’re not.  I’m sorry, because I’m reading the low part and slower 

is below it. 

Participant A: No, it’s good.  Oh, I see what you’re saying.  Do you want to start at the 

beginning again? 

Participant B: Yes. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, wait… 

[Participant A playing] 

Participant A: I looked at your part, I thought I played the wrong note, but then I realized 

yours is in bass clef, so I was right.  

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: [to the administrator] Um… do we have to use all 10 minutes? 

Administrator: You do have to use all 10 minutes. 

Participants: Ok. 

Participant B: Um… Can we do the crescendo… like, the slower and the crescendo again 

‘cause I missed the slower last time? 

Participant A: Sure.  The slur into the slower? [stammers] 
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Participant B: The pickup to slower into crescendoing.   

Participant A: We need to figure out, like, exactly what tempo we’re going there.  ‘Cause 

I’m like trying to like guess [trails off] 

Participant B: How about, like: [sings and taps a tempo]. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: ‘Cause earlier, we were going: [sings example]. [mumbles] 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: I need to be more piano.  ‘Cause… 

Participant A: Well, you’re a bassoon… 

Participant B: I can still play piano.  Um… do it from the beginning? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I missed something…  

Participant B: I did too… um…  

Participant A: What did I do?  I… Oh, I forgot [stammers] how to breathe in the slur. 

Participant B: Do you want to do the slur? 

Participant A: Sure, yeah.  And, can we go into it… can we start the eighth notes 

beforehand? 

Participant B: Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Um… I feel like we’re not slowing down right away… at least I know I’m 

not.  Can we do these... the eighth notes into the slower? 

Participant A: Yes. 

[playing] 
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Participant A: Wrong note, but… 

Participant B: That’s ok. 

Participant A: My finger just slipped 

Participant B: Um… Can we do that, can we do that crescendo again… and accelerando?   

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

[playing] 

Participant A: Cool. 

Participant B: Maybe if we don’t get so loud so suddenly… 

Participant A: Yeah 

Participant B: …with the eighth notes, ‘cause I feel like I seem to, like, go loud… 

Participant A: Yeah.  So, like back off a little bit 

Participant B: Yeah. So, maybe a little more gradual [trails off] 

Participant A: Cool. 

Participant B: Can we do that again, just ‘cause I will forget otherwise? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 9 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok.  

Participant A: Alright 

Participant B: So, do you wanna, like, practice them separately while still in the same 

room, and then as time permits, like, do it together? 

Participant A: Yeah, sure.  Mmhmm. 

[Participant A plays] 

Participant B: That’s a good start 

Participant A: Yeah, yup. 

[participants play separately] 

Participant A: Do you wanna have 5 minutes to practice through your stuff? 

Participant B: No, we don’t have to.   

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: Do you want to do it now? 

Participant A: I mean… 

Participant B: Together? 

Participant A: Ok.  How fast do you want to go? 

Participant B: We don’t have to. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: How fast do you want to go? 

Participant A: Mmmm… 

Participant B: We have to speed up… you have a lot of keys there. 
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Participant A:  Yeah, so we should start off a little slow 

Participant B: Right 

Participant A: And then… 

Participant B: Yes.  And it gets slower. 

Participant A: Oh, it gets slow?  Oh, what? 

Participant B: Do you see that? 

Participant A: Oh, yes. 

Participant B: It gets slow.  But, then it gets slower for like a second and then it gets 

faster. 

Participant A: You mean, right here, right? [pointing to music] 

Participant B: Yeah… no right here. [pointing to music] 

Participant A: Oh. 

Participant B: Where it says slower. 

Participant A: Oh, oh, oh.  I see, I see. 

Participant B: And then it gets fast.  So you go, like, moderate and then slow and then it 

picks up to Allegro.  But, you have a lot of time to do that. 

Participant A: So, we go… Ok… Ok… 

Participant B: Ok? 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Ok, yeah.  So, you do the tempo, then. 

Participant A: [counts tempo] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok.  Do you want me to count off? 

Participant B: Um… so, usually somebody breathes in this situation… 

Participant A: Ok. 
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Participant B: But, you don’t have to do that.  You can just count off.  I’m just not used to 

it.  Ok.  Ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 

[participant B plays] 

Participant A: Oh. 

Participant B: Oh.  3 and 4 and go? 

Participant A: Oh, yes. 

Participant B: Ok. I’m just not used to it… 

Participant A: Sorry. 

Participant B: It’s ok.  It’s ok.  I’m just not used to it. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok. Ok. 

Participant A: 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 

[playing] 

Participant B: Um… That was really… That was not right. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Or it was right and I was wrong.  Let’s try again. 

Participant A: Yes. 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and. 

[playing] 

Participant B: So, how fast do you want to speed up? 

Participant A: Oh, yeah.  I forgot about that.  Um… Mmm…  

Participant B: Do you want to just… How about you start going faster and I’ll stay with 

you? 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Because, that’s what usually happens. 
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Participant A: Ok.  Sure. 

Participant B: In, like, band and whatever. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok? 

Participant A: I’m trying to figure out how fast…  

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Do you want to start from the beginning? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Count off again? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: 1 and 2… oh, 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Did we go faster? 

Participant B: I think we need to get faster. 

Participant A: I wasn’t… Get faster? 

Participant B: We did go faster, but I think we need to… 

Participant A: Go a little faster 

Participant B: A little bit 

Participant A: Oh, gosh.  OK.  If I can do that… 
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Participant B: Or, we can say that that’s fast enough and improve on it later. 

Participant A: True, true… 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. Sure.  

Participant B: Ok. Sure. Ok. Let’s go with that. 

Participant A: Do you want to run through it again, or just practice by yours…. [trails off] 

Participant B: Um… I don’t know [to the administrator] do we have to use the full 10 

minutes? 

Administrator: You do have to use the full 10 minutes. 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: Oh. 

Participant B: Oh. Ok. Alright.  Well.  

Participant A: I mean, we can practice by ourselves and then come back in like a few 

minutes. 

Participant B: Ok.  That sounds good. 

Participant A: Yes. 

[playing on their own] 

Participant B: Don’t forget to get louder at 9. 

Participant A: Ok. Thank you. 

Participant B: You’re welcome.  We didn’t remember that. 

[playing on their own] 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 10 

Participant A: Flute 

Participant B: Trombone 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: You wanna start… sorry… We should start maybe tonguing and fingering 

and… 

Participant B: Ok. 

[both tongue and finger through together] 

Participant B: Ok… Um… 

Participant A: So, um… K… We have to… OK, we have to be fingering solid, right? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: And… K… Um… So, maybe we can work on how we gonna… we’re 

gonna do the crescendo 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah.  We can work on that a little bit. 

Participant B: So, go from 5, but pick up to 5, because then we still have to get slower 

there. Let’s not do the beginning. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ready, set… Playing right? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ready, set… [trails off] 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok 



268 

Participant B: [to the administrator] Can I empty my spit valve? 

Administrator: Sure 

Participant B: I’m just don’t wanna do it like under the thing.  Ok. 

Participant A: Ok… So… I guess, we still need to find… figure out the tempo for 

“slower” 

Participant B: So… 

Participant A: ‘Cause that’s not really…  

Participant B: That’s not… [trails off] 

Participant A: So, like, at first we’re going [models tempo].  So, around here [tapping 

foot].  We’re going [continues tapping foot].  So, then, we can go… keep… continue that 

tempo, like [taps foot faster].  And then we can go from there, continue [taps foot 

slower]. 

Participant B: That’s about half. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: [air tongues in the proposed tempo] 

Participant A: About there? 

Participant B: Yeah, but that’s really really slow. 

Participant A: [starts talking, but is cut off] 

Participant B: Like, that’s a big dynamic ch… I mean, tempo change.  That’s about half 

the tempo… 

Participant A: Oh, we can always go down a little bit, a little bit faster, a little bit faster. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Wanna try doing that a little bit faster?  Ready, set, and… 

[playing] 

Participant B: What? 

Participant A: That worked, though. 

Participant B: Yeah, it worked. 
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Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: So, we’ll just do it like that. 

Participant A: Just… So, we could just do the beginning right now to where… Like… 

We’re getting slower at this part, right? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So… Ok… We’ll do that, continue do that [taps foot] that tempo, and then 

when we get here, we’ll drop [taps foot slower] to the regular one we were doing. 

Participant B: OK. 

Participant A: Ready, set, ready, set, and go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I think we stayed that tempo the whole time.  Like, we didn’t really… 

[trails off] 

Participant A: [stammers] It was a slight difference, but it wasn’t enough, I don’t think. 

Participant B: Yeah, we didn’t… In order for like the judges, I guess, to, um… [trails off] 

Participant A: [tapping foot] I mean, we’re going… We’re going faster here, but I think 

when we get here, it’s kind of… we’re kind of slowing it down.  

Participant B: Yeah, it’s probably my fault, because I’m not that fast a slurrer.  So… 

Participant A: You wanna go slower and then just take this out slower?  Or, do you 

think… 

Participant B: Um… I think I can do it. 

Participant A: Try? 

Participant B: Yeah, ok.  So, start from the beginning? 

Participant A: Yeah.  5, 6… 

[playing] 

Participant B: I can’t tell when you’re slurring and when you’re not. 

Participant A: Yeah, that’s my… That’s my mistake.  That’s my fault. 

Participant B: I can’t tell, like… 
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Participant A: I know, that’s my fault.  I’m gonna do this last measure.  Well, from here. 

[Participant A plays alone] 

Participant A: That’s my fault. 

[Participant A plays alone] 

Participant A: [stammers] I’ll try to make it tongued, but because they have… you have 

this little repeated note, you might hear me tongue before it, because I was like… 

[stammers] You know how when [band director name omitted] says when you have a 

repeated note you kind of like try to make it [makes a gesture].  So, um, it’s going to be a 

little tongue, but it’s not going to be that much, Ok? 

Participant B: Ok, just don’t make that noticeable. 

Participant A: Ok. So, where do you want to start? From 5? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 6, 7… 

[playing] 

Participant A: Did you notice? 

Participant B: Yeah, I noticed it. 

Participant A: Ok. I’ll try to make that noticeable while we’re playing also. 

Participant B: You wanna just do like a whole run through because…  

Participant A: Yeah.  With tempo… [stammers] with tempo, with dynamics, and… 

Participant B: I keep forgetting to go softer for the slurs. 

Participant A: Softer? 

Participant B: Because it says softer. 

Participant A: Ok.  Ok.  Um… Ok.  Just try to drop [stammers] I’m going to try to drop 

too, so like if you hear me drop, just try to like… like, you know how [band director 

name omitted] says, like, match each other? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok.  Ready? 5, 6, 7… 
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[playing] 

Participant B: I think this was probably the best we’ve played it. 

Participant A: Yeah. I think so too.  And remember, we can’t… when we’re doing the… 

the poco a poco, we can’t get too loud because we also have to do the forte at the end.  

Participant B: [mumbles] ‘cause, um, the crescendo’s all the way from 9 to the end. 

Participant A: So [stammers] remember, we go from mezzo piano to piano, so not too… 

so, not too soft, right?  But, we just have to be softer than this mezzo forte. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: So, mezzo forte to mezzo piano is not going to be that… shouldn’t be that 

much of a difference.  But, a noticeable difference. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So, we’ll be able to drop to the piano easily. 

Participant B: OK.  Let’s… 

Participant A:  And then we can stay at the piano until like maybe here and then we go to 

mezzo piano, and then mezzo forte, and then be able to go to forte… Know what I mean?  

Like, gradually… 

Participant B: You have high notes.  Like, some of your notes are just high…. [trails off] 

Participant A: So, like, if we, like, pace which one we’re gonna, like… what dynamic 

we’re gonna do at each one, we’ll be able to get to the forte without doing… [trails off] 

Participant B: So, do you think this line should be, like, piano-ish, like… 

Participant A: Like, maybe half to piano… 

Participant B: Then, half to mezzo piano… all the way down to here… 

Participant A: No, ‘cause then we have to go to mezzo forte remember?  So, [stammers] 

piano, mezzo piano, and then we go to mezzo forte, and then forte. 

Participant B: Let’s um… do a quick run through 

Participant A: Run through it.  Ready, set, and go 

[playing] 

Participant A: That’s good 
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Participant B: That was good. 

Participant A: Ok, I’m gonna try to keep a steady tempo right here. 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 11 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Um… 

Administrator: If you wouldn’t mind speaking in your full voice, just so that I can hear 

you… 

Participant B: Yeah.  Well, we definitely need to keep it short with all those staccatos.  

This just goes from mezzo piano to piano, so we could probably do a crescendo and 

decrescendo in there… be more interesting instead of being just like [makes hand 

gesture].  We can do the same with measure 9. At 13 we can do just [trails off] crescendo 

decrescendo again.  We just need to speed up [indistinguishable].   

Participant A: Okie dokie. 

Participant B: How fast do you want to take it?  It just says Moderate. 

Participant A: Um… not too slow, but not too fast.  Because I still can’t do it. 

Participant B: [laughs] ok.  You want to try playing through it? 

Participant A: Yeah.  I guess I have to. 

Participant B: 1, 2, 3, 4… Do you think that would be too fast, or…? 

Participant A: No. 

Participant B: Do you want to count it off? 

Participant A: No, you’re good. [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 



273 

[playing] 

Participant B: Those last notes, we need to make like [makes hand gesture] marcatos, 

kinda short, but not.  Um…. I’m trying to figure out where we can do the [mumbles] that 

thing [points to Participant B’s music].  Do you want to play, so I can hear your part? 

Participant A: Ok, I guess.  Yeah.  [mumbles what sounds like: a, b, e, c] 

[Participant A plays] 

Participant B: What do you have? 

Participant A: It’s e, g, f, d 

Participant B: Gross… look at all the flats. [indistinguishable] gross. 

Participant A: Yeah.  They’re all still flat, but… 

Participant B: Ok, keep going.  

Participant B: [to the administrator] Is it ok if I press dismiss so I can see how much 

time?  ‘Cause you just have… [trails off] 

Administrator: Oh, I’m sorry. 

Participant B: I don’t know if you want me to touch your phone or not. 

Administrator: There you go. 

Participant B: Ok.  

[Participant A playing] 

Participant B: e-flat 

[Participant A playing] 

[Participant B playing] 

Participant B: That’s nice 

[both practicing independently] 

Participant B: I don’t want that to be too short 

[both practicing independently] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable].  Are you just having trouble reading it? 
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Participant A: Yeah. [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: So, e, g, f, d, and then b-flat would be the one [mumbles] 

Participant A: It’s e, b… 

Participant B: Which one was that?  Oh, we’re just reading the first measure.  So… 

Participant A: It’s e, g, f… [mumbles] d.  And then it’s back up to e.  And then e, f, g, e, 

d, c, d, a, f, and e, sorry, e, f, g. 

Participant B: uh… [indistinguishable] ok.  We’ve got 4 minutes and whatever seconds.  

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: Do you want to try to run through and maybe take it a bit slower? 

Participant A: I guess so, yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. Um… 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Question… where are you? 

Participant A: Uhhh… I don’t know. 

Participant B: Well, keep practicing.  

[both practicing independently] 

Participant B: Oh, sorry. 

[both practicing independently] 

Participant B: Oh. 

[both practicing independently] 

Participant B: Alright, do you want to try to do a run through, because we only have a 

few… [trails off] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Alright. 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 
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Participant B: I’m trying to figure out how to, like, accelerate without being able to… and 

we’re done. 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 12 

Participant A: Trumpet 

Participant B: Baritone Saxophone 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Um… Do you just want to play fully through? 

Participant A: Um… yeah, we can do that 

Participant B: Or we can work on sections [mumbles]… 

Participant A: No, it’s pretty good.  I was kind of already playing it, like, like the first 

part staccato kind of  

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: But… Um… Breath marks… Ok, we have breath marks, we have… um… 

So, measure 10, we’re getting faster… we start at moderato, go to… [trails off].  Ok.  

Yeah, we can just do it, like a run through, Ok?  [to the administrator] How fast do you 

want us to play this? 

Administrator: You can work on whatever you want, however you want. 

Participant A: How fast did you, like, practice with the… 

Participant B: Um, like… [makes a noise].  Um… 

Participant A: ‘Cause I think, like… 

Participant B: Kind of, like… I didn’t really play it that fast.  So, like: [sings and 

example] 

Participant A: Yeah, we can do that. 

Participant B: Ok. 
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Participant A: Ok.  So, kind of like this? [patting thigh]. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok.  1, 2, 1, 2, ready, [mumble] 

[playing] 

Participant B: Whoops. 

Participant A: I think I was playing B-natural.  Do you wanna just run through it a little 

bit, like, on our own at first? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[practicing individually] 

Participant A: So, how much faster do you want to get at, like, measure 10?  Like, only a 

little bit faster? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: ‘Cause it’s just… 

Participant B: Or, we can do it, like, gradually 

Participant A: Well, yeah, that’s what it means 

Participant B: Yeah. [laughs] 

Participant A: But, like, I don’t want to go too fast because I know the bottom part is 

like… 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: … kind of gross.   

Participant B: K. 

Participant A: Um… Ok.  Do you want to try one more time? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Do you want to count off?  ‘Cause I don’t know if I was, like, going too 

fast for you. 
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Participant B: No, that’s fine. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok, ready?  

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, and 

[playing] 

Participant A: So, we didn’t really speed up.  We kind of like slowed down… 

[both laughing] 

Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: And then the dynamics… 

Participant A: Yeah… well, there’s just a couple, like, accents 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Well, like, these are… I forget what they’re called 

Participant B: Accents. 

Participant A: Yeah. But at the… at the, like, last measure, I think we kind of played 

them, like, almost dotted, kind of. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Like… 

Participant B: So, like [sings] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: ‘Cause I… like, I know I held the last note like a little long, just ‘cause I 

like the way it sounds. But, that’s not how it’s written. 

Participant B: Yeah. Mmhmm.  [laughs] 

Participant A: Um… you wanna try again? 
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Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: We have, like, 5-ish minutes. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, and 

[playing] 

Participant B: Can I… Can we start over? 

Participant A: Yeah.  

Participant B: Sorry.  1, 2, ready 

[playing] 

Participant A: Do you wanna slow it down a little bit?  We’re going a little faster than, 

like, what we did the first time. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Or is that… 

Participant B: And then, were we… 

Participant A: ‘Cause, like, the speed that we’re playing now is, like, the speed we can 

play towards the end 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Because if we start fast, we have to get faster than that. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So, and like, I know, like, this part is, like, gross ‘cause I tried to play that 

and I couldn’t do it. 

Participant B: And, I’m kind of, like, running out of breath in between all of the eighth 

notes. So, when should I probably breathe? 

Participant A: Um… maybe, like, before measure 2. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Because… Or, maybe, like… Mmmm… I don’t know.  If you really can’t 

do like the 4-bar breath, um… yeah, probably before measure 2, because if you take a 

break, like, during your little like run, we like might get lost. 
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Participant B: Ok 

Participant A: So, yeah. Just… yeah.  It will be good.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok, want to try again? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok.   

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, and 

[playing]  

Participant B: [Makes a noise]  Can we start at the crescendo… 

Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: and poco a poco 

Participant A: Yeah.  So, measure 9 or pickups to measure 9 

Participant B: Just 9. 

Participant A: OK. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready 

[playing] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: What is it?  Is it, like, my… my [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: No, no.  It’s ok.  We should just do pickups to that… [trails off]  I don’t 

know why I’m not getting it. 

Participant A: Ok.  That’s ok. 

Participant B: Ready? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready 

[playing] 
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Participant A: I think I… Yeah, I missed a note.  Yeah, I came in a little late.  So we 

have, like, 2-ish minutes.  Do you want to work on spots that we need? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Like, I think we should try pickups to 9 and 10. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Because we’re not really changing the tempo at all. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So… 

Participant B: When should we start, like, really speeding it up?  Like measure 

[indistinguishable]? 

Participant A: Well, it [stammers] starts at measure 10.  It would be easy to, like… 

mmm…. You can change the tempo to whatever you want on beat… uh… beats 3 and 4 

because I hold beat three.  And, so, I’ll just, like, follow what you do after that.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Because I don’t want to go too fast for, like, you and have it just fall apart.  

Ok, so, um… pickups to 9, beat 3 of measure 10… however fast you want to take beats 3 

and 4 will determine how fast we go in 11. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok.  Alright, so pickups to 9. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, and 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was pretty good, I guess.  We’ve got like a minute. 

Participant B: Do you want to play it fully through? 

Participant A: Yeah.  One more time. 

Participant B: Ok. 1, 2, ready 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was good. 
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Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Um… We’ve got, like, 25-ish seconds if you want to just, like, 

[indistinguishable] something.  I don’t know. 

Participant B: Ok.  And, are we still going to do from mezzo forte to piano and stuff. 

Participant A: Oof.  I wasn’t even doing that.  

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Um… Yeah, we’ll do that.  So, it’s just… we just keep getting 

slower after every breath mark. 

Participant B: Mmhmm… and then speeding up. 

Participant A: Or, slower and quieter, it’s really not… [trails off] 

Participant B: Ok.  Yup. 

Participant A: Ok. 

 

Transcript ends 

  

Group 13 

Participant A: Alto Saxophone 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Ok… Well, do you have any opinions? 

Administrator: Oh, and if you wouldn’t mind speaking in your full speaking voice, that 

would be awesome. 

Participant B: Um…  

Participant A: How would you interpret this music? 

Participant B: Well, it’s like medium, and then it gets a little bit slow, and then it gets 

fast. 

Participant A: But, there are no rules. 
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Participant B: Do you want to go fast? 

Participant A: No. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Let’s change the key… just kidding.  Um… Have you played both parts? 

Participant B: No. 

Participant A: Can you? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Do you want to?  Just to see what we can… 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: [mumbles] Do you find one of them easier? 

Participant B: The top one looks easier. 

Participant A: So, you want to just do it once to see what it sounds like? 

Participant B: Ok.  I don’t know if I can, like, play it.  I don’t know.  Ok. 

Participant A: I don’t like playing it, but…  

Participant B: I don’t think I’ve ever, like, talked to you before.  This is kind of like why I 

was… [trails off] 

Participant A: That’s ok.  I’m [name omitted]. 

Participant B: Hi. 

Participant A: [to the administrator] can I ask you a question before we get going? 

Administrator: Sure. 

Participant A: Is there a reason you’re doing it random? 

Administrator: Uh, I can answer that question after your rehearsal. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Administrator: I just don’t want to take up your rehearsal time answering that question. 

[participants talk over one another – indistinguishable] 
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Administrator: I have to be in here. 

Participant A: Should we just play it together and see what… which part is easier?  Just 

for… to see what we sound like? 

Participant B: Sure.  

Participant A: So, you wanna just… you just do the top one?  How fast do you want to 

take it? 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] I don’t know.  I don’t know how to describe stuff. 

Participant A: K. 

Participant B: I just have, like, a set medium in my head. 

Participant A: Ok.  Well, let’s just do it once and see what it’s like.  I’ll count of for you.  

1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry. 

Participant A: Question: [indistinguishable] ready?  You weren’t ready.  

Participant B: No.  I was not.  I’m scared.  Can I just play through, just a little… [trails 

off] 

Participant A: Just do it.  Yeah, go ahead.  Just do it. 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant A: Do you know how to count that?  Do you want me to do it once? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[participant A plays alone] 

Participant A: You get it?  Does that make sense? 

Participant B: A little bit. [indistinguishable] I don’t like reading it.  But, that sounds 

[indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Do you want me to do it with you?  The top, right? 

Participant B: Sure. 
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Participant A: Just once so you can hear it? 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant B: What? 

Participant A: It’s f-sharp 

Participant B: Ah… 

Participant A: Ok.  1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Do you have a slur there? 

Participant A: No.  

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: I’m tonguing them all. 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: Just don’t mind [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Oh, ok.  

[playing] 

Participant A: And the rest of it’s the same.  Except this one… 9…  

[participant A playing alone] 

Participant A: And then 12… 

Participant B: 12? 

Participant A: … 12 is the same.  [indistinguishable] as that. 

[participant B playing alone] 

Participant B: I messed that up 

[participant A sings] 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant A: Pretty much 
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Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Of course, the second part is, like, twice as hard.  Mmm… Want to do 

phrase shaping?  Is that… or… can you do that?  ‘Cause we have breath marks written 

in… but, who needs those?  So, like… 

Participant B: I want to see if I can just run through it real quick. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant A:  Just go ahead, keep going. 

Participant B: I’m so nervous. 

Participant A: Keep going… it’s why my back is facing you. 

Participant B: I swear I’m not this… [trails off] 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant A: You can do it. 

[participant B plays alone] 

[participant A snaps tempo] 

[participant A sings along] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: I don’t know why I can’t read this music. 

[participant B plays alone] 

[participant A plays alone] 

Participant A: Yeah. Perfect.  Now… 

Participant B: Mmm… Do you want to run through it? 

Participant A: The whole thing?   

Participant B: Like, by yourself, and then we can do it together. 
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Participant A: I think… Um… Mmm… when we get to that part, at least, Um… 

[mumbles with instrument in mouth] Um… Just, like… This part, I guess is just… We’re 

just gonna start out happy, if that makes any sense.  

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: And then, when we get to this part, because it says slur, but I don’t care 

about that, so, we’re gonna up two, down two until we get to here, with the breath mark, 

and then come in…  Does that make sense? 

Participant B: A little bit, yeah. 

Participant A: We get louder and then get softer.  And then we’re gonna go with this one 

because I like the crescendo [struggles to say “accelerando poco a poco”]  

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So, you just get louder, little by little.  Let’s try it because we only have a 

minute.  Ready? 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Wanna play the bottom part? 

Participant B: [nods head] 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] that part [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: You can count that, right? 

Participant B: Count it?  Yeah, I can count it.  It’s just… I don’t know. 

Participant A: Let’s do it again.  2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Like, it [indistinguishable] too much. 

Participant A: [to the administrator] Can we have a pencil? 

[administrator brings over a pencil] 

Participant A: Thank you. 
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Participant B: Thank you. 

Participant A: Hurry up, we have a minute.  Go.  1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. So, I’m going to write some things in on yours just because I’m going 

to do them.  And I can’t explain them, so, I’ll just write them down.  So, this one’s fine as 

long as you do me a favor and actually do it. 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 14 

Participant A: Baritone Saxophone 

Participant B: Tuba 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Alright… Does anything look weird? 

Participant B: Besides the [attempts to say crescendo e accelerando poco a poco] 

Participant A: Ok.  So, I mean, that’s getting a little louder and a little faster. 

Participant B: Yeah, a little louder and a little faster.  That’s not too hard, though. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Um… 

Participant B: Do you just want to run it? 

Participant A: Sure.  Ready, 1, 2, 1, 2, ready 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Oh, your part is a little different than mine.  Ok. 

Participant A: Oh, yeah.  

Participant B: I didn’t look at it. 

Participant A: [stammers] I think it’s… 
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Participant B: [indistinguishable] top part. 

Participant A: Oh, yup. 

Participant B: Because you have two quarter notes. Ok. 

Participant A: Yeah, yup.  And keep… that’s my bad. Ready? 1, 2, ready… Ok… wait, 

wait… how fast you want to do it? 

Participant B: That’s fine.  I’m good with that.   

Participant A: [makes a noise]  Let’s take it a little slower, because my fingers can’t keep 

up. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ready? 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That’s cute. 

Participant B: That’s not too bad.  Ok. 

Participant A: Uh… Let’s see… [trails off] 

Participant B: I didn’t slur the second line. 

Participant A: Oh, yeah, neither did I. 

Participant B: I mean, I don’t think we either got louder or faster on the last two. 

Participant A: It happens.  Um…  Let’s see… 

Participant B: Do you want to just run it again?  Do you want to just keep grinding 

through it? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ready? 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [laughing]  

Participant B: We disconnected a little bit.  But, that’s my fault. 
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Participant A: Yeah.  We ended at the same spot. 

Participant B: Yeah, but that’s because I tripped up for a second so you could catch up. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: And rush forward. 

Participant A: Um… let’s take it from 9. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright.  1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

[participants playing independently] 

Participant A: Um... [burps] excuse me. 

Participant B: I’m good with starting anywhere you want to. 

Participant A: Um… Lets… Let’s just take it from the top again. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I think we got it. 

Participant B: I need to work on these… that part. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: The accuracy, I keep messing it up. 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant B: There we go. 

Participant A: Ok.  And… Do you… Let’s see… Do you want to attempt working on, 

like, dynamics? 

Participant B: Yeah, we can do that. 
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Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So… Right… Right at… Right at 4… 

Participant B: Mezzo piano. 

Participant A: Yeah, right at 4, it goes to mezzo piano. 

Participant B: [stammers] and then at 9… or, I mean 8… it goes to piano.  And then it 

gets…  

Participant A: Yes. It gets a little louder 

Participant B: Crescendo poco a poco.  Ok.   

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: How much faster do you want to take that… that part? 

Participant A: [tapping foot and singing] 

Participant B: Because we’re at like 80 beats per minute 

Participant A: That would be… uh… Let’s start at like [taps foot and sings] then… [taps 

foot and sings] Ok.  Yeah, want to do that? 

Participant B: Yeah.  So, you want to start from the beginning? 

Participant A: Yeah.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That was pretty good. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[participants play independently] 

Participant B: Alright, let’s just go again.  We can start from wherever you want. 

Participant A: Yeah, uh… let’s start from the beginning again.  [mumbles].  1, 2 ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [laughs] Ok. 
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[participants playing independently] 

Participant A: And… staccato at the beginning. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Staccato.  Um… Let’s watch the accents.  At the end it’s kind of heavy, 

like marcato. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Um… [makes noises] [stammers] Let’s play it again, just with staccato and 

accents and then attempt to slur.  ‘Cause I, like, never [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: [stammers] [indistinguishable] as well.  Alright. 

Participant A: Ok, ready? 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That stupid… 

[participants playing independently] 

Participant A: It’s like weird, it’s like [stammers] 

Participant B: Yeah, it’s very chromatic. 

Participant A: After playing all the [indistinguishable].  I’ve never played a rhythm… or, 

not a rhythm… but, like, a note pattern like that before. 

Participant B: Yeah, neither have I. 

[participants playing independently] 

Participant B: Well, we’ve got, like, 4 seconds left, so… 

Participant A: Yeah, I think we got it. 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 15 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Alto Saxophone 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So… do you want to just do that last part again, or do you want to run that 

first one? 

Participant A: Yeah, let’s find the… Well, let’s do the first line again and then we’ll try 

to transition into the second line. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright. 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  And then… 

Participant B: I just had some wrong notes there. 

Participant A: Alright.  Do you want to run through that again? 

Participant B: Uh… yeah. 

Participant A: Alright.  So, first two lines.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  And then…  

Participant B: So… Should we crescendo and accelerando poco a poco throughout this… 

looks like. 

Participant A: Ok.  So, I guess we’ll take the last line and… er, sorry, the last measure… 

of the second line [indistinguishable] and then, [mumbles] 

Participant B: And then we just, uh… crescendo 
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Participant A: Yes, crescendo through that whole… whole, like, last half of the song 

Participant B: And then it also, um, gets speeded up.  Is that what accelerando is? 

Participant A: Yeah.  

Participant B: That’s what I thought. 

Participant A: Alright… um…  

Participant B: So, we go fr… [trails off] 

Participant A: I guess we’ll try to coordinate that somehow. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So, uh… Measure 8 and 3rd line.  Alright. 

Participant B: Yeah, ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1… er, well, so, when it says slower, how much slower do you want it 

to be, like, just for reference, like, just like [clicks mallets together] 

Participant B: So, we’re going from like [blows air into instrument and moves fingers] 

Participant A: Like, from like [plays] like that and then suddenly like [plays] 

Participant B: Yeah 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright, so… 

Participant B: I’ll just go off of what you do.   

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: I’ll just go how slow you go. 

Participant A: Alright 

Participant B: Measure 8.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] the marcatos. 
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Participant A: Yeah.  Um… So, we have to… I think we have to be at allegro, like, right 

when we finish, which is like 115-ish… 

Participant B: We have to be what? 

Participant A: At allegro, which is like [clicks mallets] 

Participant B: Oh, right. 

Participant A: [clicks mallets] [mumbles] [stammers] so, it’s, like, around, like, [clicks 

mallets]. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So, we gotta, like, also, just like, gradually speed up in that part as well.  

So… 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] we should crescendo a little more. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: So, just start softer and, like… because I think we ended pretty good, 

like… [stammers] dynamic, like, speaking standpoint, but… 

Participant B: Yeah.  We did end at a nice, like, forte. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Let’s run [mumbles].  Let’s run just the last two lines again. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: So… I think we need to, just, pronounce the accelerando just a bit more. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So, let’s just try, like, working on, like, speeding that up just ever so 

slightly with each measure.  Alright… set… 1, 2… 

Participant B: Starting from the same place? 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 
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Participant A: Alright… Uh… [stammers] Let’s try starting slower, just ‘cause… I don’t 

know… It feels like it’s not much of a difference. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So, just like [clicks mallets]  Just kind of, like, we’ll work our way up to 

tempo. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, uh… Want to try to run the whole thing once, I guess? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Alright.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

[someone enters the room and makes noise] 

Administrator: It’s ok. 

Participant A: Keep going? 

Administrator: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  It’s… 

Administrator: I’ll just go stand by the door. 

Participant A: You’re playing the A-flat right? 

Participant B: Huh?  What A-flat? 

Participant A: Yeah.  Like for… I think… [mumbles] Ok, never mind. 

Participant B: [stammers] I’m playing in E-flat. 

Participant A: Oh, yeah, that’s right. Ok.  Let’s try that one more time.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, um…  
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Participant B: Do it all over again? 

Participant A: Pardon? 

Participant: [indistinguishable] all over again. 

Participant A: Let’s try to run the last few lines just a few more times. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So, 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, let’s run it one last time. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: [mumbles] 1, 2… or, the whole thing. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 1, 2… are you ready? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That felt pretty good. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Is there anything you want to touch on in the last 30 seconds? 

Participant B: Um… No.  I think, maybe, we can get just a little slower 

Participant A: Ok, yeah.  Yeah. Let’s run the last line. 1, 2…  

Participant B: Just the last line? 

Participant A: Yeah… or, the last two lines. 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 16 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Euphonium 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Ok.  We’ll just take like 2 minutes to do it ourselves, like, and then just 

look at it and then we’ll do it together. 

Participant B: [mumbles] Are we doing it separate?  Alright.  How fast should we take it? 

Participant A: Mmm… does it matter?  [looks at administrator] 

Administrator: I can’t answer that question. 

Participant B: 120?  

Participant A: Mmm… That’d be good. 

Participant B: Ready? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: We’re not… we’re not playing it together, we’re just looking at it right 

now… 

Participant B: Oh, alright. 

Participant A: …[indistinguishable]. 

Participant B: Oh, ok.  Well, I think we should, like, help each other and, like… 

Participant A: Well, yeah… we’ll do that when… 

Participant B: Oh.   

[participants play individually] 

Participant A: I think we should both, like, start… Or, both… [trails off] 

Participant B: Ok. Well, we’ll take it slower than 100.  I think, uh… like, however fast… 
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Participant A: Let’s try… let’s try 60 [stammers] 60 beats per minute and then we can 

take it up to, like, a normal… [trails off] 

Participant B: Ok.  

Participant A: So… You think you’ve got the bottom part? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Let’s try, uh… first two, uh… lines… 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: … of music.  I’ll go first and then [stammers] and then we can both help 

each other improve on that. 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: So… 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant B: uh… keep it at 160… er, keep it at 60 beats per minute? 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: You go. 

[participant A plays alone] 

Participant B: Here… [stammers] 

[participant A continues playing] 

Participant B: How do you, like, learn music?  Do you, like, hear it and then you can… 

[trails off] 

Participant A: No, I just, like… I just take longer to look at it. 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: … understand it. 
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[participant A plays alone] 

[participant B sings] 

Participant B: Do you want me to help you with the bottom part? 

Participant A: M-mm. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[participant A plays alone] 

Participant B: We’ve got 5 minutes. 

[participant A continues playing alone] 

Participant B: Almost got it? 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  The first two bars, I’ve got.  

Participant B: [stammers] If you need, I can, like, play it… the bottom, and then you can, 

like… 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: … play it [indistinguishable].  I guess, uh… 

Participant A: I’ll just play it on the ends of the sticks. 

[playing] 

Participant B: It’s, uh… For the first and second lines, it’s just repeated, except those few 

accidentals... or, uh… few dynamics, here and there.  And the bottom is the same way. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[participant A plays alone] 

Participant B: Do you want to take the top? 

Participant A: No, I’ve been practicing the bottom. 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: So, it’s just easier for that.  It’s just hard to memorize it.  Since I’m so used 

to not playing, like, note music. 

Participant B: Oh. 
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[participant A plays alone] 

Participant B: [takes out phone] Here’s 100 beats per minute. [metronome clicks] 

[participant A plays alone] 

Participant B: Do you want to try to take the… the… tackle the [attempts to say 

crescendo e accelerando poco a poco]? 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Um… 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant B: I’m gonna turn off the uh… [turns off metronome] because… yeah… 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant B: That sounds pretty good, actually.  We got 20 seconds.  So, do what you 

can. 

[participant A plays alone] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 17 

Participant A: Alto Saxophone 

Participant B: Horn 

Transcript begins 

 

[participants play individually]20 

 

Transcript ends 

 

                                                           
20 These two participants did not speak to one another nor play collectively during 

the entire rehearsal portion of the MCEC. 
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Group 18 

Participant A: Horn 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Alright.  Do you just want to, like, play through… see… [trails off] 

Participant A: Sure.  I’m just gonna take whatever tempo you play. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Do you want to take it slower? 

Participant A: No, I’m just… You can just play it and I’ll finger along [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Do you want to, like, rehearse your part? 

Participant A: Oh, my god… [trails off]  I’m just… Uh… Ok. 

Participant B: Do you want to take it a little slower? 

Participant A: Take it at whatever. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah, that’s my bad.  So… at, uh, measure 9, we’re s… It says crescendo 

and accelerando, so…  

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: …just, like, get softer there and then speed up a little bit.  Like, I’ll start 

the, like, yeah… 

Participant A: Oh, I can’t even play.  Tell me what a b-flat is for you.  [voice covered up 

by participant B’s playing] 
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[participant B plays] 

Participant B: It’s my E. 

[participant B plays] 

Participant B: E-flat.  It’s my E-flat, right? 

Participant A: My b-flat should be your… 

Participant B: E-flat 

Participant A: …F…  

Participant B: F?  Really? 

Participant A: No…  

Participant B: I think it’s E-flat, right?  ‘Cause it’s a fourth. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] B-flat.  I don’t even know.  Whatever.  

Participant B: It’s an E in the bottom part of mine… so… 

Participant A: Well, then, play an E. 

[participant B plays] 

[participant A plays] 

Participant A: That should be the key. 

[both play] 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

[participant B plays] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: You got it. 

Participant B: Ah.  Oh, my go.  I cannot.   

[participant A plays] 

[participant B plays] 

Participant B: You got it. 
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Participant A: [laughs] Ah. 

Participant B: You’ll be fine.  We can take it slower. 

[both finger] 

[participant A plays] 

Participant A: [whining noises] 

[both play independently] 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: Is there anything you want to, like, rehearse?  Would the top line be easier, 

or? 

Participant A: No.  

Participant B: Do you just want to play the scale real quick? 

Participant A: I don’t even have any of my scales memorized at the moment.  This would 

be my… this would be concert B-flat?  No, not concert B-flat, it would be concert C… 

No.  I don’t know.  I can’t transpose anymore.   

Participant B: It’s concert E-flat, ‘cause it’s what I have.   

Participant A: Yeah.  Oh, yeah, that’s right. 

Participant B:  Yeah. So, your first note… [trails off] 

Participant A: I had a way of memorizing it, so, it’s whatever the last, uh, flat is for me, 

that’s what it is.  So, it’s… Uh… 

[both fingering] 

Participant B: So, I’m just gonna talk about a little bit of what I’m gonna… what I think 

we should do. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So, like, the first part, I think it should be, like, staccato, because it’s got… 

and then, 5, like, stretch out and make it legato, and then it slows down at 8… yeah… and 

then at 9, I’m just gonna [stammers] gonna try to make the notes legato, I think, just 

speed up throughout that part, and then by the end it’s going to be fast. 

Participant A: Ok. 
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Participant B: Is there anything you want to work on? 

[both fingering] 

[participant A plays] 

Participant B: There you go. 

Participant A: I can’t.  Uh… Oh, my gosh.  [indistinguishable]  

[both playing] 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

[participant A plays] 

Participant A: [makes a whining noise] god.   

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 19 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Ok.  Alright, so do you just want to start by running it, just like, take chunk 

by chunk?  

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok.  Does it?  Never mind, never mind. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, sorry, I was…  

Participant B: Oh, sorry. 

Participant A: Alright.  Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 
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Participant A: Oh.  Um… It’s… Do work those slurred part again?  I think we started 

getting off from each other. 

Participant B: Ok. That’s what… [trails off] 

Participant A: …lost. 

Participant A: [to the administrator] Does it matter which tempo, like…? 

Administrator: I can’t answer that question. 

Participant A: Ok. Ok.  Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Um…  

Participant B: Are there any parts that you feel need to be worked on? 

Participant A: I mean… I just… [stammers] just, go play over it again, honestly.  I think 

it’s just… ‘Cause we were sightreading, it was… Alright.  Uh… 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, well, first of all, we staccatoed the notes at the end, there… 

Participant B: Mmhmm.   

Participant A: …that have the accents 

Participant B: And the timing was off around measure 13. 

Participant A: Yeah, definitely.  And… I know, at least [stammers] I couldn’t tell if you 

did, but I kept slurring in here and then I realized halfway through… 

Participant B: Yeah, I kind of slurred that part.   

Participant A: Um… And, remember the stuff in here would be like, this would be more 

legato because we played it kinda tongued too heavy, I think. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Um… do you want to start again at 9? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Ok.   
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Participant B: Do you want to do the pickup? 

Participant A: Oh, yeah, alright.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: We still did the same thing on the end. Um…  We’ll just start again from 

the beginning.  I don’t know what else to…  

Participant B: Well, do you want to work on the last measure to make sure it’s not 

staccato? 

Participant A: Yes, let’s do that.  Alright.  Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah, that was better.  Also, we didn’t really, like you know where it says 

slower there?  We didn’t really get slower, like, at all.  And then, it’s supposed to be 

crescendo little by little and I don’t think we…  

Participant B: Yeah, we didn’t do that. 

Participant A: …did that.  So… 

Participant B: We could take, um… the pickup to 9 again. 

Participant A: Start at… Well, if we start at the slurred part so we can work on the um… 

transition into that section.  And that will… 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Yeah. 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright.  We did not crescendo. 

Participant B: And we didn’t slow down. 

Participant A: No. So, cool.  Um… Let’s just take the whole thing again.  And just… 

‘cause… and try and focus, pay attention to more of the dynamics.  ‘Cause, like, it’s 

supposed to be piano there and we kind of… I think we started off soft, but we didn’t 

really think about getting louder till like the very end and it didn’t really… it came out 

more like maybe mezzo forte. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright.  5… 
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Participant B: Are we starting from the beginning? 

Participant A: Yeah.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I started playing the top line.   

Participant A: Oh. 

Participant B: So, I got really confused.   

Participant A: Um… we still didn’t get any slower. 

Participant B: I mean, we got quieter.  But, we didn’t crescendo until like measure 13. 

Participant A: Yeah, I agree.  It’s supposed to be more gradual.  And it was kinda like, oh 

wait a second, we need to do that.  Um… we can start at the pickup to 9 again. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So, 5, 6… that was the same sp… [trails off].  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I think you’re still playing those staccato. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Uh… Let’s just do that again and try and focus more on the crescendo, 

‘cause I think I did a similar thing to what I did the time before that. 

Participant B: I tried to make it slower instead of focusing on the crescendo. 

Participant A: Ok.  [mumbles] Yeah.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Um… Yeah.  And, then, let’s take it back to 5 and work on the transition 

into that part. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Uh… We definitely messed that up because we were trying to go slower.  
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Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: [stammers] I got off on the counting.  Um… Want to just do that again 

[mumbles] if we have time? 

Participant B: There’s 20 seconds left.  

Participant A: Alright, um… [mumbles] Alright, um… 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 20 

Participant A: Alto Saxophone 

Participant B: Alto Saxophone 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Alright.  Uh… 

Participant B: So, poco a poco is kind of so…  

Participant A: Yeah, yeah, yeah, right there.  

Participant B: [indistinguishable] separate line.  So, kind of build up there… 

Participant A: Yeah, so we’ll… we’ll do it slower right there and then just… [trails off] 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: … slowly increase.  Staccatos… we’re pretty familiar with that.   

Participant A: Yeah 

Participant B: Dynamic change. 

Participant A: Yeah, yeah, yeah…  

[both mumble] 
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Participant A: We’ll do that.  

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: How fast do you want to take it in the beginning? 

Participant B: Um… [snaps fingers] 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah.  And, when it gets slower: [sings] 

Participant B: Which line is that?  It’s right here.  Yeah. 

Participant A: Or, actually, we can go even slower there.  Since we have to do… [trails 

off] 

Participant B: [sings and snaps] 

Participant A: Yeah.  Alright, you want to run it? 

Participant B: Yeah.  

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Alright. 1, 2, 1, 2. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: If you want, we can [stammers] … was that alright, that slow, right there?  

Like… 

Participant B: Uh… Maybe just a tad faster. 

Participant A: …playing that slow.  [stammers] We can get faster.   

Participant B: [stammers] But, it was good.   
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Participant A: By the end, we should do… let’s do like, [sings].  Let’s get to there [sings].  

Or something like that. 

Participant B: Ok.  Yeah. 

Participant A: We’ll get there. 

Participant B: Yeah.  Let’s do it again, run it again. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: [to the administrator] We have time, we can run it multiple times, right, if 

we wanted to? 

Administrator: You may use the time however you like. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Ok, cool. 

Participant A: Uh… and we have that… [trails off] phrase… 

Participant B: I gotta make sure… [trails off] I was playing F-sharps.   

[both using affirmatory words, speaking over one another] 

Participant B: 1, 2, 1, 2… 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: [sings] 

Participant A: I think that was better. 

Participant B: That was good, yeah. 

Participant A: Alright, you wanna… Let’s try from the slower to the end. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: And let’s try to get that crescendo and the accelerando… 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah. 
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Participant A: Alright, cool. 

Participant B: So, you want to start from the pickup… [trails off] 

Participant A: Yeah.   

Participant B: 1, 2, 1, 2… 

[playing] 

Participant B: Cool.   

Participant A: You wanna, like, get faster even more? 

Participant B: We can.  Yeah, because that is a long build up, so we can just… ‘cause we 

are starting pretty slow, and, I guess, towards the end of here… [trails off] 

Participant A: Yeah, so, like, when it gets to the, uh, to the accents there, we can get, like 

faster, and like [sings].  Oh, yeah, this one would be slower than that, but… [trails off] 

Participant B: Right, yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah.  ‘Cause it’s like that long build up to the [sings] 

Participant B: Yeah. [sings] 

Participant A: Alright, let’s try it. 

Participant B: Yeah.  Same place? 

Participant A: Yeah.   

Participant B: Cool, cool. 1, 2, 1, 2… 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Cool. 

Participant A: And then, um… let’s start even softer right there.  So, let’s try one more 

time and start even softer and get, like… 

Participant B: Pretty louder.  Ok.  Cool.  Gotcha.  1, 2, 1, 2. 

[playing] 
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Participant A: Alright.  Alright, let’s start from the top… Let’s go from the top to the 

slower 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: and then let’s do dynamics there. 

Participant B: Gotchyou. 1, 2, 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yah.  Do you want to start the top slower? 

Participant B: At the beginning… moderato…  

Participant A: Yeah. 

[both singing] 

Participant A: Like, [singing] 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah, we can slow it down. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: We can slow it down. 

Participant A: Just so there’s a difference between…  

[both indistinguishable] 

[both mumble] 

Participant A: [singing]  Yeah, I like that [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah, alright. We can try that. 

Participant A: Alright.  1, 2, 1, 2, ready… 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah.  Let’s… Don’t for get to like… don’t forget to do it, like, poco a 

poco, like… 

Participant B: Yeah, speed up… yeah.  We sped up at the end. 

Both: [talking over one another] 
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Participant A: Yeah. [sings]  Um… we can do… so, who do you think has the melody?  I 

think you have the melody, since you’re top part.  But, I think… 

Participant B: You’re the… you’re the bass, so… 

Participant A: Yeah, but when I have the [sings], then, like, I have to bring that part out.   

Participant B: Yeah, yeah. 

Participant A: But I think, when you have like the [stammers] on the slower and all that 

[sings], like, you’re definitely the melody right here.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: That’s what I think. 

Participant B: Yeah 

Participant A: So, you can play louder than me there. 

Participant B: Just a tad bit.  But, I don’t want to me much louder than you.  Just a little 

bit. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Let’s run it. 

Participant A: Let’s run it. 

Participant B: 1, 2, 1, 2, ready… 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, I accidentally played… I accidentally like played your part… I 

played like your rhythm right there.   

Participant B: Oh, really? 

Participant A: And then I played [stammers] I played, like, quarter notes right here. 

Participant B: It doesn’t sound bad, though.  You played it all. Cool. 

Participant A: [sings] 

Participant B: [sings] Alright 

Participant A: Alright.  Let’s, uh…  
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Participant B: Less than 2 minutes left.  We can run it about 2 more times. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Was there anything else… I’m trying to think…  

Participant B: Uh, I think… 

Participant A: We can probably… You know what?  We can start it louder.  I know it’s 

mezzo forte, but we can probably start louder. 

Participant B: Yeah, we can start it a little bit louder.  Yeah, and then make sure we get…  

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: ‘Cause I didn’t notice it too much when we got to mezzo piano… still 

sounded like we were at mezzo forte. 

Participant A: Yeah, yeah. 

Participant B: So, we can start this a little louder at mezzo forte. 

Participant A: Yeah, mmhmm. 

Participant B: You know. 

Participant A: So that we can get a difference between mezzo forte and mezzo piano. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright.  Let’s do it one more time. 

Participant B: Yup. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, ready… 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: I just realized we both end on a C. 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  Yeah, that’s pretty cool.  [sings] 

Participant B: [sings] 

Participant A: Yeah 

Participant B: Yeah. 
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Participant A: Oh, yeah [stammers] because we both have G there,  

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: And then it goes… then it splits to D and B, so it’s like building a chord. 

Participant B: Yeah, D and B.  That’s cool. 

Participant A: Yeah, that’s cool.  Otherwise, we can bring out the accents more, I think.  

Participant B: Gotchyou.   

Participant A: [sings] 

[participant B plays] 

[participant A joins in] 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: Dynamics and time and we’re good. 

Participant A: Yeah, yeah, yeah.  We’ll definitely… make sure we start that louder so that 

we can have a difference between… [trails off].  And then we’ll try and lock in there. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: And then as soon as that happens we can do that.  And then make sure we 

get the crescendo to the end.  

Participant B: Right, yeah, yeah. 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 21 

Participant A: Flute 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok… I don’t know the tempo, so… 
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Participant A: Yeah, me neither. 

Participant B: …this is going to be… complicated. 

Participant A: Uh… moderato is, like, standard, so I’m thinking… 

Participant B: Probably like [counts the tempo].  Ok.   

Participant A: I haven’t played in a little while.  [laughs] 

Participant B: Yup. It’s not my day.  It’s going to be complicated. 

Participant A: Ok, let’s see.   

Participant B: Do you want to try to play the first 4 bars? 

Participant A: Sure.  

Participant B: Alright.  1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait, wait [stammers]  

Participant A: [sings] 

Participant B: I think that’s slightly faster than moderato. 

Participant A: That’s interesting. 

Participant B: Ok.  Let’s try that again.  1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That’s my bad.  And that whole thing is slurred.  [mumbles].  Crescendo 

throughout the whole measure.  That is crescendo, right?  

Participant B: Where are you? 

Administrator:  Which one?  

Participant A: At 9 and at 13.  That is a crescendo all the way through? 

Administrator: Uh, yeah.  That means to [stammers] crescendo e accelerando poco a poco 

lasts all the way for as long as that dotted line. 

Participant A: Ok, cool.  Ok.  [whistles].  You want to take it down a little, make it a little 

slower? 
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Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So, it’s like [sings].  Yeah. 

Participant A: Do you want to go line by line? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That’s a little fast, but… [trails off] K. 

Participant B: Second line? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Now 9? 

Participant B: Mmhmm.  1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: 13? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Cool. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Want to try to run it? 

Participant B: Yeah. 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: My bad. 
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[both laugh] 

Participant A: Uh… Let’s try it again. 

Participant B: We have to make sure… the… get the dotted notes correct. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3.  Yeah.  Right?  ‘Cause that… [trails off] 

Participant B: And the crescendos, we need to do.   

Participant A: In there? 

Participant B: In the piano… [trails off].  Now we just have to work on, like, the actual, 

like, mezzo piano, piano, crescendoing, and forte at the end.   

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.  Want to try first two lines with the mezzo piano and piano? 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok 

Participant A: Is yours the same as mine? 

Participant B: Yes. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Let me make sure.  Yep. 

Participant A: So, those two? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Cool. 

Participant B: 1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [makes a noise] weird.   

Participant A: Just didn’t change.  Ok.  Want to do the second two lines? 

Participant B: Yeah. 1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Oh, those three have to be attacked.   

Participant A: What? 

Participant B: Like, [sings]. They have to be loud. 

Participant A: Allegro, ok.  I’ll try not to squeak.  [chuckles]. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Do those again? 

Participant B: Yeah. 1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant B: You want to run it, I guess? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: Run it again?  Ok.  1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I guess that’s decent. 

Participant A: Yeah.  That’s not bad. 

Participant B: How much more time we have left? 

Participant A: A minute, 38.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok.   

Participant B: Mmm…  You think we should make the first 4 measures shorter, ‘cause it 

has the dots? 

Participant A: Shorter? 

Participant B: So, it’s like [chants] 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: And that 3rd note in the fourth measure has to be attacked.  Yeah, the first 4 

measures are shorter than the rest.   
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Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: You want to try it… 

Participant A: And we have to slur the… at 5. 

Participant B: Yeah, we have to slur. 

[both mumble] 

Participant B: Ok. 1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That’s our time. 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 22 

Participant A: Bass Clarinet 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: I’m gonna get out a metronome… [trails off]  Is that allowed? 

Administrator: You may do whatever you like, however you like. 

Participant B: Oh, boy. 

[participant A plays] 

Participant B: In that case, we’ll just leave, go to the mall, and come back in 10 minutes. 

Participant A: [laughs] 

Participant B: Um… Anything you really want to run, particularly?  There’s… I mean, 

it’s pretty simple, it’s just… 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] right?   

Participant B: Hm? 
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Participant A: Ok, so… No.  But, I do not know what these dashed lines are.   

Participant B: Dashed lines?  Um…  

Administrator: I can still define anything if you’d like to ask. 

Participant B: Ok, um… [points to music] 

Administrator: Uh, it means [stammers] the words before it, the crescendo e accelerando 

poco a poco, lasts for as long as that dotted line goes.   

Participant B: Ok.  It means such a long crescendo.  So, oh boy, oh boy.  So, basically, 

we’re going to start at [stammers] piano and, over the course over an entire half of the 

song, we’re going to crescendo, which is going to be fun. 

Participant A: Ok.   

Participant B: Um, do you want to run just from the top? 

Participant A: Oh, sure. 

Participant B: Um, that is not a metronome.  That is a tuner. 

Participant A: [laughs] 

Participant B: And I have my headphones connected, so it’s not going to play.  Um… 

moderate tempo, so… 120 sound fine? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: That’s the eighth note.  Um… Concert C major… [indistinguishable]  

Participant A: Uh, this would be… 

Participant B: B-flats… this one, not this one.  This one. 

Participant A: Yes. 

Participant B: No, that’s for trumpet. I’m sorry.  You’re not a trumpet. 

Participant A: Yeah, no. 

Participant B: Let’s run it from the top.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ugh… I think we need to run um… 
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Participant B: I think that sounds... [trails off] 

Participant A: Yeah, the um… 

Both: the eighth notes. 

Participant B: Let’s go from measure 1 to measure 5.  Is that a problem? 

Participant A: Cool. 

Participant B: It’s the basic eighth note run and it’s… [trails off]  Alright? 

Participant A: Yup. 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. Six minutes, ok.  Um… Let’s go the first two blocks, so half of the 

song.  Stop at measure 9. 

Participant A: Ok 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Let’s try and run… 

Participant A: The problem is when I [stammers] whenever I look down a line, I always 

feel like I’m playing the top part.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So, I gotta… 

Participant B: So, I just realized, it says slower right here, so we’re gonna attempt… Let’s 

try the whole song with dynamics, keeping it at the same tempo, but, um… just that way 

we can see our dynamics. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.  5… whole song? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 
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Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: The crescendo…  

Participant B: It’s gonna… It’s gonna kill us. 

Participant A: Yeah.  

Participant B: Um… It’s just… right at… we need to find… both of us need to find 

someplace to breathe there. 

Participant A: So… 

Participant B: ‘Cause it starts out at pia… It’s relatively… [stammers] mezzo piano there, 

so that means that we’re not playing that much.  So, we should have relatively close… 

like, good amount of air still there. 

Participant A: Yeah, like I… 

Participant B: If we take a good breath. 

Participant A: …can play this song in, like, a couple breaths. 

Participant B: Well, yeah.  This is, like, a 2 breath song. 

Participant A: Yeah.   

Participant B: It’s just that crescendos can be a bit weird.  ‘Cause it’s… we’re used to, 

just, loud outbursts, not really, just kind of… [trails off] 

Participant A: What are we crescendoing from?  From piano? 

Participant B: From piano to forte.  And then 7 bars.   

Participant A: 7 bars.  

Participant B: Which means, fun. 

Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: Also, we slowed down. 

Participant A: Well, it does say slower.  But… 

Participant B: Not… not there.  We slowed down at 5.  So, we slowed [stammers] we’re 

supposed to slow down, but not then. 
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Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: If we can just hold it together for like 4 more measures, then that probably 

would have been very good, tempo-wise. 

Participant A: The crescendo… 

Participant B: The crescendo’s just gonna be… 

Participant A: Trying to plan out a methodical thing when it’s just a… 

Participant B: Well, also… 

Participant A: gradual increase and I’m just not… 

Participant B: …articulations, which neither of us are doing, that I just kind of noticed.  

The first… 

Participant A: Staccato 

Participant B: The first line is all staccato.   

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Oops.  Um… the second line is… has a phrase marking.   

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: That’s all legato.  If I’m right on music, which I’m probably not. 

Participant A: [stammers] the end of the first two bars have a breath mark.   

Participant B: Hm?  The end of the first two bars? 

Participant A: [points to music]  Breath mark.  Breath mark. 

Participant B: Oh, they do.  Oh.  And… the little… every so often, we see the little 

rooftop… um, markings, as [band director name omitted] describes them. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Want to try again?  See how much time… we have 3 minutes, so we have 

enough time, definitely, to run it through.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Could always make a loop.  That would be quite fun.  That’s what we 

should have done at the beginning, just make a loop and played this continuously, and 

blew out all of our chops. 

Participant A: That’s a problem you guys have. 

Participant B:  Yeah, we kind of do that on the basis… on a regular basis.  I’m so stupid.  

I can’t even English today.  Um… let’s go from where it says slower to Alleg… to the 

end. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: [snapping tempo] Try at that tempo?  At… let’s start at pickups to 9. 5, 6, 

7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Um… 

[participant A plays] 

Participant A: That’s an F.   

Participant B: Is it?  Is it an F? 

Participant A: It sure is… at the end.   

Participant B: This one, not this one.  This one.  F. 

Participant A: Yeah.  So, I feel like our main problem is probably mezzo forte, mezzo 

piano, piano… 

Participant B: It’s definitely dynamics and articulations. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Just like, changing from staccato to regular. 

Participant B: The problem is just music.  Um… if we weren’t being studied, I’d say a 

good technique is to turn the page over and forget about it.  Works every time.  Every 

time.  30 seconds… ok.  Um… There isn’t much we can do it 30 seconds, which is now 

more like 10 seconds.  Um…  

Participant A: Yeah.  Just, kinda, look over it for the last little bit.   
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Participant B: Yeah.  I think we’re actually doing something… finger along with the 

eighth note rhythms.  They’re relatively simple.  Oops.  I’m not looking at my part.  I’m 

looking at yours.  That would make sense. 

 

Transcript ends   

 

Group 23 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Yay.  Ok.  

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So… 

Participant B: [to the administrator] We can play our instruments, right? 

Administrator: You may use this time however you like to work on whatever you like. 

Participant B: Want to do one run through first? 

Participant A: Ok.  We’ll see what we can do. 

Participant B: Just sightreading it? 

Participant A: Sure.  Hmm… Alright.   

Participant B: Is this a good tempo? 

Participant A: That’s good, yup.  1, 2, ready, and. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I know what I did wrong, and I lost my place because of it.  So, I kept 

looking at the upper split at some point, and I’m like, nope.  And then… yeah.  So, 

should we just start with, like, the first thing here?  Ok.  Alright.  

[both mumbling] 

Administrator: What is that and why is it so loud? 
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Participant A: That’s the bass, I think.  Somewhere up there. 

Administrator: Oh.   

Participant A: [indistinguishable] quiet. 

Participant B: You can play through it if you need to. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[both mumbling] 

Participant B: Maybe if we accent, so if you see the last bar. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: We accent it a little bit more, like make it a little bit louder.  And then 

switch.  So, crescendo through the bar before it into that.   

Participant A: Ok.  Yeah.   

Participant B: Ok.  You want to try it? 

Participant A: Yeah.  Let’s try it.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, good. 

Participant A: Ok, that’s… the first bar seems better than it was before.  So…  

[both mumbling] 

Participant A: Ok, you wanna do it again? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Make sure we have it?  1, 2, ready, and. 

[playing] 

Participant A: There’s one measure I have to… [trails off] [mumbles]  Ok.  Do it one 

more time.  1, 2, ready, and. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Next one.   

[both mumbling] 

Participant B: Legato tonguing, a lot of it. 

Participant A: Yup. 

Participant B: You don’t have any, so you could slur the entire thing if you… 

Participant A: If I wanted to, yeah, probably. 

Participant B: wanted to. 

[both mumbling] 

Participant A: Ok.  You wanna try it? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 1, 2, ready, and. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok, there was one measure that was not good. 

Participant B: Which measure? 

Participant A: This one, for me. 

[participant B plays] 

Participant A: Ok. 

[participant A plays] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[participant A plays] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Try it again? 

Participant B: Yeah. 
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Participant A: 1, 2, ready, and. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That wasn’t the best, but… 

Participant A: No.  Um…  

Participant B: That was mostly my fault, I started rushing. 

Participant A: Yeah, I was a little bit confused, but that’s ok.  Um…  

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: You wanna do… ok.  One more time. 

Participant B: Are there any dynamics that you wanna… that we should make a little 

more? 

Participant A: Hmmm…. Well, there’s an accent at the end.  Like, towards the end of the 

thing.  And I don’t know if that really needs anything.  But, what do you think? 

Participant B: Um… We can decrescendo. 

Participant A: Ok.  Let’s try it with that. 

Participant B: Let’s try it. 

Both: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  That… we didn’t really decrescendo. At least I didn’t. 

Participant B: We can crescendo [indistinguishable] that makes it a little bit easier. 

Participant A: Easier.  Alright… Um… Next…  

Participant B: So, this says crescendo… [stammers] crescendo and accelerate… 

accelerandos all the way through.  But, it’s very little, so… 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: [sings] 

Participant A: Yup.  Ok. 

Participant B: Want to try that? 
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Participant A: Let’s try it. 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I need to make those more marcato.  But…  

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: We do have contrasting melodies at points. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: So… 

Participant A:  We have 2 minutes, as well.   

Participant B: So, do you want to try to play with me… at times? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[both mumbling] 

Participant A: Ok.  Um… Want to try it again? 

Participant B: Yeah.  This time, let’s try to get to accelerando. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Was that an ok accelerando that you can do? 

Participant A: Better.  Mmhmm.  Alright.  You wanna go to the beginning again?  We 

have a minute, 30. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: I’ll listen to you for the accelerando. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok. 
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Participant A: 1, 2, ready, and. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah, the accelerando is still a little…  

Participant B: You keep looking at the first? 

Participant A: Yes. 

Participant B: Top part. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok.   

Participant A: It’s the only part I keep looking at… I’m like, oh, look at this top part.  

Maybe I should play that.  Nope.  Alright.  Let’s do the accelerando part one more time.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: We have 26 sec… 

Participant B: You need to accelerate. 

Participant A: Yeah.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Better 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 24 

Participant A: Trombone 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Ok. [mumbles] 
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Participant B: Um… do you know what that means? 

Participant A: This one? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Uh… crescendo… 

Participant B: Well, also, you slow down. 

Participant A: Oh, ok.  That’s nice. 

Participant B: Um… Are you going to be playing the top or the bottom? 

Participant A: Top. 

Participant B: Ok.   

Participant A: Yeah.  Ok. 

Participant B: Um… Alright.  You wanna play? 

Participant A: Ok.  Do you wanna… ok.  So, do you wanna play… So, you play first, you 

play this measure, and then you repeat that and then I’ll come in.  So, like, I know the 

tempo that you’re playing at? 

Participant B: Oh, ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: And then… so…  

Participant B: You stopped over here, right? 

Participant A: Yes. 

Participant B: Ok.  Um… Are you slurring here? 

Participant A: Probably.  Most likely.  I have no idea.   

[participant A plays] 

Participant B: Ok.  So, um… at the part where it says slower, um… Let’s um… do it like 

this tempo [plays] 

Participant A: Ok.  [mumbles].   
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Participant B: And then we’re supposed to um… slow it down through here.   

Participant A: Yeah, ok. 

Participant B: So, um… let’s do that.  Let’s start from there. 

Participant A: Start from this note?  Or this one? 

Participant B: This note. 

Participant A: That one? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: What does this mean again? 

Administrator: [stammers] One of you needs to play the top part and one of you needs to 

play the bottom part. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Oh. 

Administrator: I’m sorry.  I forgot to say that in the instructions. 

Participant A: Um, which part are you more comfortable with playing? 

Participant B: Um… I mean, I can do both.  So, which one are you… which one do you 

want to do? 

Participant A: Probably the top part because I’m better at playing… [trails off] 

Participant B: Ok.  I’ll play the bottom part, then.   

Participant A: Ok.  Cool. 

Participant B: Um… it’s um, almost like and accent, like, um… I don’t know how to 

explain it.  I don’t really remember, um… 

Participant A: Just play it.  Like, those 3 notes. 
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Participant B: Yeah.  Just like, um… I’m not really sure… I don’t really remember... 

it’s… yeah. 

Participant A: It’s fine.  If you play that…  

Administrator: I can define anything that you don’t know what they mean. 

Participant A: [stammers] the accent on those notes. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Administrator: They mean, uh, separated and accented at the same time. 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok, um…  

Participant A: Do you want to play those notes so I know how it sounds? 

[participant B plays] 

Participant A: Ok.  Ok, do you want to start from the beginning? 

Participant B: Yeah.  Ok.  1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: It’s fine.  Oh, gosh.  Ok. 

Participant B: We forgot to take it slower. 

Participant A: Ok.  Ok. 

Participant B: Let’s start from the slower. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Goodness.  Ok.  Do you want to start from there? 

Participant B: Yeah. 
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Participant A: Or maybe… 

Participant B: And this time, let’s do the um… the… dynamics. 

Participant A: Ok.  Do you want to just start from the beginning? 

Participant B: Yeah.  Start from the beginning. 

Participant A: I suck at it.  But, that’s ok. 

Participant B: [chuckles] 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait, um, that was… 

Participant A: Oh, wow, this is going great.  We have 4 minutes left. 

Participant B: Um… do you get confused when I play, like, the quarter notes and you’re 

playing the… 

Participant A: Yes.  But, like, I sort of get it ‘cause I can sort of hear that and then I can 

like… But… Ok.  I just need to remember the [indistinguishable].  Ok.  Do you want to 

play again? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I just need to remember [indistinguishable].  Oh, my gosh. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: I don’t think we slowed down again. 

Participant B: Yeah.  Me either.  Um, ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: This time we should add the, um, the articulations.  Like, the accents and 

the staccatos. 

Participant A: What? 
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Participant B: The accents and staccatos. 

Participant A: What did you say before that? 

Participant B: I said articulations.  I may have been wrong.  I don’t know.  Um… Um… 

Participant A: I just didn’t hear what you said.  Like, I heard it and then it just 

disappeared from my mind. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Uh… So, staccato and then slurred, and then slow and [indistinguishable].  

And that’s weird, but…  

Participant B: Let’s start from here. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That ending was good. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Um… oh, we need to make that louder. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Um…  

Participant A: This is going to be great.  Ok. 

Participant B: Uh, let’s do it from the beginning. 

Participant A: Ok 

Participant B: 1, 2… 

Participant A: Ok, comment.  If you slow down there, I’ll slow down with you. 

Participant B: Ok.  

Participant A: Ok.  Because, like, I’ll just play whatever you play. 

Participant B: I, 2, ready. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Dynamics and… [trails off] 

Participant B: That was better. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: It’s just the slower part.  We have 27 seconds.   

Participant B: Ok, um… Let’s start from the beginning. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 25 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

[participant B plays] 

Participant B: Woah. Oh. 

[participant B plays] 

Participant B: Am I playing that too high?  I feel like I am playing that too high. 

[participant A plays] 

[both play independently] 

Participant B: Do you want to try doing it together? 

Participant A: Um… Ok. 
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Participant B: Ready? 1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

[both laugh] 

Participant A: Uh… Ok. 

Participant B: Would it be easier if you played the top part? 

Participant A: Um… I’ll s… I’ll still try the bottom part. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: I’ll stick with the bottom part. 

Participant B: Ok.  

[playing] 

Participant B: I thought you were going to come back in, which is why I kept playing.  

Participant A: [indistinguishable] rehearse a little bit more. 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: Are we still allowed to ask questions, or no? 

Administrator: Yes, you may. 

Participant B: Oh.  So, for this part, does that mean we crescendo all the way through 

this?  Or…? 

Administrator: Yes. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing independently] 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 26 

Participant A: Baritone Saxophone 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Ok.   

Participant B: Cool. 

Participant A: Alright, um, I guess just sightread it first and see what we can do. 

Participant B: Ok.   

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Do you want to keep tempo?  Do you just want to, like, tap or something? 

Participant A: Yeah.  So, I guess, do you want to set the tempo? 

Participant B: Hm? 

Participant A: Do you want to set the tempo? 

Participant B: No, I’m good. 

Participant A: [chuckles] Alright. 

Administrator: I’ll get this out of your way. 

Participant A: Ok.  You’re good?  

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok. Alright… 5… 

Participant A: 5, 6. 

Participant B: Oh. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, my. 
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Participant B: [laughs] 

Participant A: [stammers] I sucked. 

Participant B: Ok, so… it’s all good. 

Participant A: You sounded really nice, yeah. 

Participant B: Oh, thanks.  Ok, so…  

Participant A: Alright, um… 

Participant B: The articulations definitely change. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: The change that… It gets slower, so… 

Participant A: Ok.  Um… Dynamics too. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. Yeah. 

Participant A: Uh… little by little… crescendo and accel.  So, I guess you get faster at 

measure 9. 

Participant B: Yeah.  ‘Cause it ends at allegro.   

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So… 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: How do you want to do about kinda like increasing tempo? Like… 

Participant A: Um…  

Participant B: …what do you want to do about that? 

Participant A: Uh…  

Participant B: I guess you can kind of like… kind of like… ‘cause you’re tapping, so 

kinda just like think just like a little bit… 

Participant A: [attempts tapping foot in increasing tempo] [makes noise] ok. 

Participant B: Trying [indistinguishable] 



341 

Participant A: It’s different. 

Participant B: [makes a noise] 

Participant A: It’s different. 

Participant B: Well, it’s the same as the Practice Duet. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: [makes a noise] Um…  

Participant A: Ok, um… 

Participant B: Also, the different articulations, there’s accents 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Ok.  So… 

Participant B: So… we can try and run it again, try to pay attention to things, see what 

happens… see… 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Alright? 

Participant A: Alright.  Sounds good. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] little better. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: I didn’t slow down. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Um, ok.  I thought it was better than the first time. 
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Participant B: Hm? 

Participant A: I thought it was better than the first time. 

Participant B: Yeah.  We just didn’t know how to like…  

Participant A: How to what? 

Participant B: ‘Cause it was like a breath mark, so like we have to like slow down,  

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: But I don’t know [stammers] how to do it so that we know like how we 

both wanna… 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  So, I guess the first time was, like, was more, like, getting to, 

like, just reading the notes.  And then, the second time, this is how I do, like, practice, is I 

just, like, run through it to see how I do. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Then, I do just like little things like look at the notes and like articulations. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: And then, next time, I do dynamics, and then next time I do like tempo. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So, you wanna do dynamics this time…  

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: …since we’re trying to get to know the piece a little better? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Great.  Alright.  5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: There you go. 

Participant B: That was better. 

Participant A: It’s starting to sound like something. 

Participant B: Yeah. 



343 

Participant A: Alright 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: So, uh… Oh, yeah, 4 minutes left, ok.  Um… So, I guess we can kinda do, 

like, the tempo stuff.  So, the slower. 

Participant B: Yeah, definitely.  It [stammers] like, worked. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: And we fixed the tempo a little bit.  

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: So… 

Participant A: Alright, so… [indistinguishable] more time.  Jeez, 6 minutes.  Jeez. 

Participant B: We have 6 minutes? 

Participant A: No, we have 4 minutes. 

Participant B: Oh, ok.  Oh, my goodness. 

Participant A: Alright, so I guess see how we do this time.  Alright. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [to administrator] Ok.  So, we get [stammers] how many more of these, 

like 3 more rehearsals? 

Administrator: Ah, just… just this one.   

Participant A: Oh, just this one. 

Administrator: Yeah 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: ‘Cause this the, like, the before.  So, this is, like, not the, like…  

Participant A: Oh, we’re in that group. 
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Administrator: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Oh, ok. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  Um… 

Participant B: Where… I think it’s just like dynamics. 

Participant A: Yeah, dynamics is the main thing. 

Participant B: So, we can, like, start louder. 

Participant A: Start louder so that… start louder than mezzo forte? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So, when we see mezzo forte, we’ll, like, kind of, like, quiet… [trails off] 

Participant A: Alright. Ok.  I guess what we can do is just run it. 

Participant B: Alright.  Try [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Yeah.  5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: You got it?  It’s ok.  Um… 

Participant A: So, what are we going to perform? 

Administrator: At the end of the 10 minutes.  So, in, uh… 2 minutes. 

Participant B: Ok.  So, just focus on accents.  Um… we need to… dynamics are better.  

It’s just I think it’s like the tempo that’s kind of like…  

Participant A: So, you don’t think we have a steady tempo? 

Participant B: Well, no… it’s just like we’re not sure of wh… [stammers] like, when to 

speed up. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: It’s kind of like, at the end, we’re like oh, allegro, ok. 
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Participant A: Yeah, ok.  That makes sense.  Ok. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright, so, we’ve got like a minute, 30.  I guess… 

Participant B: Alright.  I guess we can run it. 

Participant A: [mumbles] yeah. 

Participant B: One more time. 

Participant A: Yup.  Last one.  5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [makes a noise] 

Participant A: That was the best one yet. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] we have the last… 40 seconds. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Unless you want to run it again? 

Participant B: Um, no 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: [mumbles] Trying to figure out what I need to do to fix that. 

Participant A: Alright.  Do you think I was… I was going too slow on the, um… the 

measure 5?  ‘Cause [stammers] I was a beat behind on measure 5 and 6. 

Participant B: Oh, I didn’t realize. 

Participant A: Yeah, I was. 

Participant B: Oh.  ‘Cause, I mean, we don’t slow down there. 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 27 

Participant A: Horn 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Oh, dear.  Ok.  Um, so the key signature.  You have one flat?  Ok.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: I have 2.  Ok.  Got dynamics at the end of the thing… at the end of the 

bars. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: And tempo change.  So, it’s slower.   

Participant B: Yeah, I have… 

Participant A: And the dotted line thing means faster, I believe.  Pretty sure.  I think.  

[indistinguishable] accel, crescendo, I don’t know what paco a paco means.  But, do that 

and… 

Administrator: Little by little 

Participant A: [stammers] oh, ok.  So, we slowly get… 

Administrator: Little by little. 

Participant B: Yup. 

Participant A: Ok, so slowly do the… get louder and play faster through the dotted lines 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: And then, the last measure gets forte.  Oh, now I understand what you said 

about the top and bottom part.  Ok.  There’s two little… there’s two lines.  That makes 

sense.  Ok, um… 

Participant B: So, do you want to do like a blind run through first? 

Participant A: Sure.  Sightread it? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok.  Ok, so, 5, 6, 7, 8. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: That was whoo.  Ok, so the last three notes are also accented, so… 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  I was confused because I forgot there are different parts. Ah, that is 

very confusing. 

Participant B: I forgot to slur the middle part. 

Participant A: Ok.  I think we just have to be more mindful of the dynamics. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: And the accents, where they’re there.  Uh… and there are breath marks, so 

I have to breathe there. 

Participant B: Yeah.  

Participant A: Any part you want to run?  Just a like little chunk?  Chunk it? 

Participant B: Um… We can do, uh, like the first line.  

Participant A: Yeah, we can go line by line.  We’ve got 7 minutes.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Haha.  Mkay.  That’s [stammers] something.  Ok.  Let’s do that again? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [laughs] I am not even hitting those notes.  It’s a lot harder.   

[participant A plays alone] 

Participant B: Do you want to switch the lines and see how it goes? 

Participant A: Sure, yeah, that works. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok. Ok. 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Hm.  Ok.  It sounds probably better than when we started. 

Participant B: So, do you wanna… 

Participant A: Do you wanna keep the [indistinguishable] parts? 

Participant B: Yeah, that’s cool. 

Participant A: That’s fine.  Want to work on the faster bit and getting louder? 

Participant B: Uh, yeah. 

Participant A: Well, we have to start piano. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: [mumbles] ok.  [mumbles] 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That was ok. 

Participant A: [mumbles] better than the first line.  Yup.  4 minutes.  Ok.  Wanna just run 

through it again? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: See how it sounds?  Ok.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: This is just sounding lovely.  Whoo. 

Participant B: I don’t know what it is, my sound sounds more airy than, like, buzz. 

Participant A: Oh, it’s probably the room.  It’s a more confined space.  Well…  I don’t 

know.   

Participant B: Is, um, the middle part, is that a slur or is it a phrase marking? 

Participant A: That’s phrasing. 

Participant B: Oh, ok.   

Participant A: So, it goes down to mezzo piano there, just… [trails off] 
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: [mumbles] Ok.  I still feel like we’re not achieving the crescendoing and 

[stammers] getting faster. 

Participant B: Oh, right here? 

Participant A: Yeah.  I know I’m not doing it. 

Participant B: Yeah, I don’t think I am either. 

Participant A: I’m too focused on playing the right notes. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok.  ‘Cause I know I am not.  Um… 2 minutes.  Wanna run the phrasing 

bit? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: [mumbles] 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I’m just not getting the notes, aren’t I? 

[participant A plays alone] 

Participant A: Ok.  Wanna run that bit again and then we can do the crescendoing, that 

bit? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Mm.  This is hard.  I don’t like it.  It’s not actually hard, it’s just weird. 

Participant B: Yeah, I feel like, at the getting faster part, um… I’m not sure how fast to 

get and how quickly to do it. 

Participant A: Ok.  It’s supposed to be little by little.  I know that.   

Participant B: Mmhmm. 
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Participant A: So, it’s supposed to start piano, then go to forte.  It also starts slower and 

then goes to allegro, which I think is decently fast, but not too fast.  I think, not sure.  I 

have no idea. 

Participant B: Do you want to run it, um, one more time before we have to… 

Participant A: Uh, yeah, sure.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 28 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Oh, ok. 

Participant B: Ok.  Do you want to run through the first… 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: The first, like, bar… [trails off] 

Participant A: Just articulation part. Yeah.  Ok.  What should be our tempo, though. 

Participant B: Yeah, what’s… [trails off] 

Participant A: [to the administrator] Is there supposed to be a tempo? 

Administrator: Uh, whatever it says on the page. 

Participant A: Mod… 

Participant B: Moderato.  Which is, like, moderately, I guess. 

Participant A: [counting tempo]  Want to count off? [mumbles] 

Participant B: Sure.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: Let’s try that again. 

Participant A: We have to do something about that too. 

Participant B: I messed up.  Yeah, I messed up. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, man. 

Participant A: Want me to play the bottom part?  

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: ‘Cause I can probably do the runs a lot smoother. 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah, yeah. 

Participant A: Alright. Ok.  1, 2. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, my gosh.  I played B-naturals. 

Participant A: B-flats. 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah. 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, and then we have to fix that part. 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant A: [chants] 

Participant B: Yeah. [chants] breath mark.   

Participant A: Ok.  Let’s just do that part.  [chants] part. 

Participant B: Yeah.  6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: 5, 6, go.  Alright, 5. 
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Participant B: 6, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Is that like… That’s like a rest, so, like yeah.   

Participant A: [chants] 

Participant B: Yeah, so. 

[participant B plays alone]  

Participant B: Yeah, alright, so, 5, 6, from here, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Why am I holding those notes and there’s not a hold? 

Participant A: [sings] 

Participant B: Yeah [sings] Alright, so let’s go from that measure. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Why are you holding it so long [name omitted]? 

Participant B: I’m not.  Oh, that? [chanting] But, yeah, you have to do the [stammers] 

breath mark.  You didn’t breathe.   

Participant A: So, alright, let’s do a breath.  Ok. 

Participant B: 5… 

Participant A: But, how [stammers] one count breath? 

Participant B: It’s just like [models].  Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  Alright.   

Participant B: 6, 7 

[playing] 

Participant B: Mkay. 
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[participant A keeps playing] 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: Are we going to legato that, or are we tonguing that? 

Participant B: Oh, yeah. That’s… that’s… slurred, though… [trails off] 

[participant A plays] 

Participant B: … which I didn’t do 

Participant A: Default. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Oh, are you talking about that?  Ok. 

Participant B: Oh, yeah, and then this is legato.  Yeah. 

Participant A: What about… how do you want to do that? 

Participant B: Besides the accent, so it’s like [plays] 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Yeah.   

Participant A: Alright, sounds good.  Uh… 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: We’re cresc… 

Participant B: Can we try going from here again?   

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: [stammers] And then we’ll go, like, all of it? 

Participant A: What’s the time? Oh, we good. 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: And then we gotta… 

Participant B: It’s just the breath mark 
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Participant A: Yeah, I know… crescendo and accelerate.  Um, maybe we could just 

always not to the breath mark. 

Participant B: We can’t because it’s a part of the music. 

Participant A: Yes. [sings] [models]  Hold on. [plays].  Pretty sure that... 

Participant B: [plays] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: So, yeah, like that [plays].  Oh, my god, I keep playing B-natural. 

Participant A: Alright, let’s try again. 

Participant B: From that measure again? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Both: 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah, and then we just gotta go a little faster and then crescendo 

throughout the whole thing. 

Participant B: Throughout 13? 

Participant A: Throughout, yeah, throughout right there. 

Participant B: Ok, so a little faster? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Where are you going? 

Participant B: Um… 13? 

Participant A: 13.  13. 

Participant B: to the end?  How fast should we take it? 

Participant A: Not that fast.  It should just gradually get fast… So, let’s start from here 

and then gradually get faster.   
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Participant B: [stammers] what bar?  So, 9… 

Participant A: From right there.  Uh… yeah. 

Participant B: [stammers] 

Participant A: Or, uh, 8. 

Participant B: 8, ok.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I guess that works. 

Participant B: I mean, that was good. So… 

Participant A: We gotta get louder too. 

Participant B: Yeah.  That’s a crescendo.   

[both talking over one another] 

Participant B: I’m stressing out.  Ok. 

Participant A: [singing] 

Participant B: Let’s try from the… this thing again. 

Participant A: Ok.  Let’s just start from the beginning or something. 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah.  From the beginning.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Why are we going so fast? 

Participant B: What, yeah, we just went that so fast. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Both: 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I mean, I messed up, but it’s still fine.  Um, you wanna do it again? 

Participant A: Yeah, sure. 

Participant B: Let’s just, like, keep doing it.  And, make sure we get faster here. 
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Participant A: [chants] Yeah.  [mumbles]. 

Participant B: We didn’t really do it. 

Participant A: And make sure we get louder too.  Shoot. 

Participant B: Yeah, that too.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Wait, no, um… I just realized.  There’s um…  

Participant B: Oh, a crescendo… 

Participant A: Yeah, yeah, yeah.  So, mezzo forte, mezzo piano, and then piano. 

Participant B: We have to get smaller… we have to get quieter right there.  Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright.  Just think about what we’re doing. 

Participant B: Yeah.  Piano here. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: And then it gets… ok.  We’re good.  [stammers]  It goes from piano all the 

way to forte. 

Participant B: Yeah, so we just crescendo through that whole thing.  Alright. 

Participant A: Yeah, alright. 

Participant B: So, it always changes at that note. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: So, alright. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I mean, yeah, we did the stuff. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Wanna just run this part? 

Participant B: Sure, yeah.  So, from 8? 
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Participant A: From [chants].  Oh, yeah, we’ll go from there.  Ok. 

Participant B: The pickup, or the whole measure? 

Participant A: Just go from the whole measure. 

Participant B: Ok. 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I just thought of something. 

Participant B: What? 

Participant A: Let’s just, like, gradually get faster and louder when we do this.   

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: For both of these.   

Participant B: Ok. [mumbles] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant B: I don’t think I’ve been playing that second G.  [chants] [plays] Yeah. 

Participant A: [singing] 

Participant B: We have 13 seconds.  Wanna run through it one more time and see if we 

can do it in 10?  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

Participant A: I’m playing the wrong one. 

Participant B: I think we’re over.  We’re done. 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 29 

Participant A: Horn 

Participant B: Bassoon 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Thanks.  Ok.  Um… do you just want to start by trying to hit the first line?  

And, like, play the first note together? 

Participant B: Yeah.  How fast do you want it to go? 

Participant A: Well, it’s moderato, so we should definitely take it slow. 

Participant B: Alright. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Let me find my first note, ‘cause I’m difficult. 

[participant A plays alone] 

Participant A: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  This should be fun.  Ok, so let’s just run through the first, um, line.  

And 5… 

[playing] 

Participant B: I’m sorry, I got… 

Participant A: [stammers] Yeah, no, that’s fine.  If you want to, um, you want to just take 

the first [stammers] this one? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: And 5… 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah.   Um, take that… um, that bar and then add another bar.  So, 2 and 

3. 

Participant B: K. 
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Participant A: 5… 

[playing] 

Participant B: I did that wrong. 

Participant A: I did that wrong also.  Ok, so, um… it has been one and half minutes.  So, 

um… do you want to start looking at the slower, slurred stuff?  

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  So… let’s take the pickup and then… [trails off].  And… 

[playing] 

Participant A: I’m reading the wrong one.  I’m reading the wrong one. 

Participant B: It’s ok. 

Participant A: I apologize.  Ok. 

Participant B: Do you want to just do that again, or what? 

Participant A: Yeah, yes, please.  5…  

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Well, that’s slower also.  So, ok.  We should… mmm… we should 

take it just a tad slower.  So, just to be more expressive, and then, um, I need to work on 

slurs, for sure. 

Participant B: [stammers] at the, do you want to do 9 or do you want to keep doing the 

slurs? 

Participant A: Um, let’s just start, um, right at, um, 6… this one, so we can practice the 

eighth notes.   

Participant B: Got it.  ‘Cause I’m bad at that too. 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  I’m going to slow it down a bit.  5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  And, the key signature is messing me up a little bit.  We’ll get that.  

We’ll get that.  Um… you wanna do that again? 

Participant B: Yeah, please. 



360 

Participant A: Eighth notes and slurs. 

Participant B: The A-flat threw me off. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok, cool.  Um… now for… super staccato for the first part and super 

slurry the second part.  Oh, and that’s not the part that’s slower.  I apologize. 

Participant B: It’s alright. 

Participant A: So, it’s going to stay a little fast.  And then, uh, we have crescendoing 

throughout this whole thing.  We have some accents in there.  So, hopefully it’s just all 

the same notes, but we’re doing different stuff.  Cool. 

Participant B: Yeah, looks like it. 

Participant A: Blessed be the lord.  Ok, um, and then this one will be piano, for starting.  

Ok? Um… 

Participant B: Ok.   

Participant A: Yeah, well, let’s just run through this.   

[playing] 

Participant A: I did your line again, sorry.  5… 

[playing] 

Participant B: I messed that up. 

Participant A: It’s ok.  Um… where do you want to start? 

Participant B: Ah…  

Participant A: Let’s start at, um, um, this bar because it kind of switches up a little bit 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok, ready?  And, 5… 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  And this will be the same note, the ending note we’ll be playing the 

same thing.  So, um, let’s play this bar again, just the… just play up to beat 3. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: I might be overshooting that.  Ready? 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah, ok.  Um, just keep going on.  Just, um, start at the same bar and then 

just keep going. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Mmm… Let’s work on that pickup.  Do that again. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, let’s do that again.  I keep reading your part.   

[playing] 

Participant A: So, um… and also, when you get to here, I’m not playing the same rhythm, 

so if you’re a little different, that’s… that’s right. 

Participant B: Right.  It’s just throwing me off. 

Participant A:  Start at the same place. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, ok.  And we have to hit them accents and we have to be at forte.  So, 

let’s run the, um, last two bars, so it’s, um, we’re gonna obviously crescendo… oh, ok.  I 

get it now.  So, we’re gonna start slower and we’re also going to get faster as we get 

louder.  Got it, I got it.  So, um, by this part, we should be somewhat closer to the 

beginning tempo.  Um, yeah, so let’s just run the last two bars. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah.  Rooftop accents too, so super tongue the beginning of each note.  

Ok, um… we got about 2 minutes left, so what do you want to work on? 

Participant B: Um…  

Participant A: Do you just want to run, um, the last two lines? 

Participant B: Yeah, ‘cause those are, like, the difficult… 

Participant A: Ok.  Um, take the pick up. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Well, the run through will be fun.  I wanna, um, I wanna work on the 

staccatos because I’m some… some trash. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: And… Oh, I want to go a little faster. 

[playing] 

Participant A: You wanna [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Yeah, sorry. 

Participant A: And… 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah, that’s right.  That’s right.  Just keep it short.  Well, that last one was 

an accent, so that was better, but… um, now, we’ll just work on the slurs.  Let’s just go 

through it.  Taking the pickup. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Let’s do that again.  Ready? 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Well, we got 30 seconds left.  Do you want to do anyth… do you just 

want to run through, um, the scale part, the scaly part? 

Participant B: Yeah, sure. 

Participant A: Ok.  So, just play 2 and 3.  Oh, well, 2, 3, and 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I didn’t play the last one.   

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Alright, last time. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 30 

Participant A: Trumpet 

Participant B: Alto Saxophone  

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Alright 

Participant B: What do you wanna… [trails off]  

Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: What’s hardest for you? 

Participant A: Hardest for me?  I don’t really see any hard parts.  What… what’s the 

tempo you want to go at? 

Participant B: I have no clue. 

Participant A: You wanna go at like [counts and snaps]? 

Participant B: Um… Oh, my gosh, there’s no key signature.  So, we just do it in C, so… 

This is… Oh, my goodness.  I’m not used to playing in C. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Oh, boy. 

Participant A: [to the administrator] It doesn’t matter the tempo, right? 

Administrator: I cannot answer that question. 

Participant A: Oh, you can’t? 

Administrator: I can’t 

Participant A: Alright.  

Administrator: You guys keep working.  I’ll be right back. 

Participant A: Oh, watch the slower.  It gets slower and then it… 

Participant B: Wow. 

Participant A: …speeds up at the… [trails off] 
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Participant B: Oh, boy. 

Participant A: I didn’t… I didn’t see that. 

Participant B: I didn’t either. 

Participant A: So… 

Participant B: I haven’t seen this piece of music in my life.  I didn’t even look at it.   

Participant A: Wait, so how fast do you want to go?  Like, [counts and snaps]? 

Participant B: [joins the counting and snapping] 

Participant A: Alright.  Imma… imma just tap my foot to that. 

Participant B: That’s not an F.  Good grief. 

Participant A: Oh, it’s staccato.   

Participant B: I can’t even… [trails off].  We’re about to have a screech-fest in here.  My 

saxophone likes to be trash… at the most important times.  That’s an accent.  Oh, boy.   

Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: Imunna clean out the spit from my sax.   

Participant A: I don’t really know what to talk about. 

Participant B: Do you wanna just try to give it a run through and then… 

Participant A: Yeah, we can try. 

Participant B: Alrighty, let’s do this. 

Participant A: Alright.  I’ll count it off.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [makes a noise] I need to get in tune.  Um, hold on.  [plays].  Alright.  You 

wanna try it again? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Both: 5, 6, 5, 6. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: Ah.  We got lost, there.   

Participant A: My trumpet sounds weird when it goes from G to A.  And it’s… Ah, that’s 

weird.  Oh, we have 5 minutes left. 

[participants playing independently] 

Participant B: Where are you at? 

Participant A: Oh, I was just like running that. 

Participant B: Oh.   

Participant A: Without the staccato. 

[participant B plays alone] 

Participant A: I’m tryin’ to… I’m trying to look at what you have.  So, you have 2 quarter 

notes there while I play the, uh, eighth note run.  [to the administrator] is that…? 

Administrator: Mr. [name omitted] said he would write you a pass.  That’s what I left for. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[participants playing independently] 

Participant A: Hmm…  

Participant B: That’s so loud.  Um, ok.  Should we try the slower part, ‘cause it’s in piano 

and…? 

Participant A: Right here? 

Participant B: The… this part.   

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: And the crescendo accel poco a poco.  So, little by little.  So, we gotta get 

louder until we get to forte.  Ooh, that’s a long… that’s a long… 

Participant A: Yeah, it’s like… yeah, do it, like every…  

[participants play independently] 

Participant A: Alright, you wanna try this? 
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Participant B: You wanna… sure. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: It actually starts right here. 

Participant A: It’s slower… It’s slower, so… 

[participant B playing alone] 

Participant A: Alright. Ready?  Here, you wanna start here and then we get slower?  

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: [stammers] So, it’s around [counts and snaps].  You wanna just slow down 

a little? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, wait.  Were we going down… all the way down… [trails off] 

Participant A: Do you wanna start here? 

Participant B: Sure.  Go for it. 

Participant A: Ok, ok.  So, pick up… Alright, well, pick up… 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That’s a whole mess and a half.  Oh, boy, I wasn’t prepared.  I should have 

practiced this.  But, I didn’t.   

Participant A: Do you wanna just start right here instead of the pick up? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: ‘Cause right at the end it like gets faster.   
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Participant B: [sings] 

Participant A: That’s weird.  [sings] 

Participant B: What are you yelling at? 

[participants playing independently] 

Participant B: That’s not a D.  Oh, my…  Do you wanna just try to give it a full run 

through? 

Participant A: Yeah, before we play it?  Alright… 5, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That [indistinguishable].  That wasn’t bad. 

Participant A: [stammers] It could have been better. 

Participant B: Could have been better.  But, it wasn’t bad. 

Participant A: Yeah, it wasn’t bad.  Um… wait, so how do you wanna [stumbles] 

transition here?  Do you want to start slowing down here and then…? 

Participant B: I think we should slow down where it says “slow down.”  You know what 

I mean? 

Participant A: Alright.  Or, we’ll do [chants] breathe, [counts and snaps]. 

Participant B: Alright, you wanna give it another run through?  

Participant A: Uh, we have 5 seconds.   

Participant B: What? 

Participant A: Yeah.  

 

Transcript ends 

 

 

  



368 

APPENDIX L 

MEASURE OF CREATIVITY IN ENSEMBLE COLLABORATION POSTTEST 

TRANSCRIPTS 

Group 1 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Bassoon 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Do you want to practice the staccato? 

Participant B: Let’s practice the staccato. 

Participant A: Ok.   

Participant B: I just wanna see if I can hit that high B. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: [stammers] Want our pace to be, like… ‘cause we’re gonna speed it up… 

Participant A: and slow down 

Participant B: … and slow down.  So… we wanna be able to do it comfortably faster than 

this. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: You can set the pace. 

Participant A: Oh, great.  Ok.  1 and… that’s fast.  1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 1 and 2 and 

ready go 

[playing] 

Participant B: Stop right there. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: I’m sorry, um… 

Participant A: Ok. 
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Participant B: I didn’t look at the key signature before.  That was my bad.  Um… is there 

anywhere I have to use my… [trails off]?  Ok, let’s practice slurring, because that’s going 

to be… well, I know at least for me, that’s… [trails off] 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: Let’s practice [stammers]… let’s just start at this measure. 

Participant A: The… the last measure… 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: … of the [indistinguishable]?  Ok. 

Both: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok… so, for this part, how fast do you wanna go, and how gradually do 

you wanna get there?  ‘Cause, I feel like I… we sped up in this part. 

Participant A: Yeah, ‘cause when we do the eighth notes… 

Participant B: Ok, so I think we need to work on keeping a steadier rhythm on those 

eighth notes ‘cause we’re trying to go slower. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: And then, how much faster do you want to get and how quickly do you 

want to get faster? 

Participant A: Well, right there, it says slower, so, like, slow down there, like: 1 and 2 

and 3 and 4 and, and then, like, gradually pick it up somehow. 

Participant B: So, we should… we don’t want to get too slow, though.   

Participant A: True. 

Participant B: ‘Cause, I don’t know if we’ll be able to get up to Allegro in time.   

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok.  Let’s practice going to the slower. 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: And then let’s keep going.  So, let’s do this last measure. 



370 

Participant A: [stammers] do you want to, like, set the pace and I’ll just follow you? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant A: Sorry, I was doing the wrong part. 

Participant B: It’s ok.  That’s what I did the first time. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1… 

Participant A: So, the last one of the second measure? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: We always automatically speed up… 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: … on those quarter… on those half notes.  Um… are you having trouble 

with this measure? 

Participant A:  No, I just keep starting at the wrong spot. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: And it’s not on purpose. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: I’m good now. 

Participant B: Ok.  I just wanted to make sure because… [trails off] 
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Participant A: Nah, I’m good now.  Ok. 

Participant B: For this part… 

Participant A: ‘Cause we have to gradually speed up anyway.  So, if we just speed up on 

the eighth notes, which I keep the same pace… 

Participant B: So, we know we’re going to speed up on the eighth notes, so let’s try to 

maintain that pace, then. 

Participant A: Yeah.  And then we’ll end up speeding up even more on the next set of 

eighth notes. 

Participant B: Yeah, but [stammers] it still needs to be a little gradual there, because I 

think every other measure we should try to pick up the pace, like not a lot, but… just a 

little. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok, let’s take it from this measure again. 

Participant A: Ok, I got it this time. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Both: 1, and, 2, and, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: We did it. 

Participant B: [mumbles] Ok, so, I think we should… [stammers] we didn’t really accent. 

Participant A: Oh, true. 

Participant B: I think our staccatos need a little bit of work.  Do you want to do the 

staccatos again, or…? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Whatever’s cool. 

Both: 1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and, 1, and, 2, and, ready, go. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Why is that so weird? [plays] Ok.  I think I got it now. 

Participant A: 1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and, 1, and, 2, and, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I’m sorry.  That was my bad. 

Participant A: That’s ok. 

Participant B: Oh, wait.  We haven’t even been looking at our dynamics. 

Participant A: Oh, oops.  There is dynamics. 

Participant B:  And that’s crescendo and accelerate.   

Participant A: Oh, that’s crescendo?  Yikes.  Ok. 

Participant B: Ok.  So, let’s start off, like the same [stammers] volume… 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: … get a little bit slower, I mean, get a little bit softer 

Participant A: softer.  ‘Cause that says M P.  So, we’ll like soften every time we get the 

[chants] 

Participant B: And, so, I think, every two measures, we should get a little bit faster and a 

little bit louder. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[talking over one another] 

Participant A: Do you want to try the whole thing? 

Participant B: Yeah, let’s try the whole thing and see if we can… 

Participant A: Ok.  1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and, 1, and, 2, and, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  I’m just gonna say, we started out too soft, because I cannot… what I 

was playing right then was [stammers] like a piano for me. 

Participant A: Oh, ok. 

Participant B: So, I think we need to start out a bit louder. 
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Participant A: Oh, I’ll… [trails off]. 1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and, 1, and, 2, and, ready, 

go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, I’m sorry.  [stammers] I don’t tell you when I’m stopping.  Um… can 

we just practice those slurred eighth notes real quick? 

Participant A: Yeah 

Participant B: ‘Cause I keep getting thrown off by your quarter note and I don’t know 

why. 

Participant A: Just the eighth notes? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.   

Both: 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant B: It’s just that finger isn’t getting there in time.  Ok. 

Participant A: Ok.  Do you wanna… [trails off] 

Participant B: Where do you wanna start?  You know, I’ve been making all these 

decisions.   

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: I’m sorry. 

Participant A: No, we can start doing the eighth notes again. 

Participant B: Do you wanna, like… I think we have time to run the whole thing. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: One last time.  Let’s try not to stop, though. 

Participant A: Ok.  1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and, 1, and, 2, and, ready, go. 

[playing]  

Participant B: Ok, well, we messed up. 
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Participant A: Sorry. 

Participant B: That’s… I just kept going because I don’t… we need to be able to keep 

going.   

Participant A: Yeah, so… 

Participant B: Where did you get tripped up? 

Participant A: I got tripped up with the eighth notes because I did one of the quarter notes 

as an eighth note.  

Participant B: Ok… 

Participant A: And then I… 

Participant B: I think our eighth notes are just sort of [indistinguishable] our problems. 

‘Cause our quarter notes sound fine.  Our quarter notes, we just need to work on 

accenting… ‘cause… 

Participant A: Oh, yeah…. That’s… ok...  

Participant B: And we didn’t, like, get noticeably louder or faster 

Participant A: Oh, yeah.  Sorry. 

Participant B: Let’s try… let’s just run the thing 

Participant A: Ok.  1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and, 1, and, 2, and, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok…  

Participant A: We were close.  Yes. 

Participant B: We were really close.  Ok.  So, I think, after the eighth notes, just ‘cause 

this finger is just like not with us today, that’s where I’m getting messed up. 

Participant A: Ok, so after that eighth note? 

Participant B: Let’s take this eighth note to the end. 

Participant A: Ok.  

Both: 1, and, 2, and, ready, go. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Ok, so we have, like, 2 seconds left, by the way.  Um… I think we just, 

like, need to… don’t rush our eighth notes.  ‘Cause when we rush them, that’s when we 

miss them. 

Participant A: We miss them, yeah. 

Participant B: So, I think we just need to take our eighth notes normally. 

Participant A: Ok. [indistinguishable] so… 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 2 

Participant A: Euphonium 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Wanna do the… the… b-flat scale ‘cause I’m not warmed up? 

Participant A: Yeah 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  I guess we could start now.  1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ooh… I’m… Ok… ‘Cause there’s b-flat.  I feel like I’m not in tune. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, one more time.  1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I don’t like the bottom.  Can we swap?  Can you play it? 

A: Sure. 

Participant B: Ok.  1, 2, 3. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: Wait… This is… [makes a noise]… I can’t… I don’t know how to play it. 

[plays].  Alright.  1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [mumbles] [plays] Um… start there? 

Participant B: Ok.  So, it’s the and before… 1, and, 2, and 3, and 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, wait… Oh, I’m playing the top part. 

Participant A: Let’s just start on the third line 

Participant B: There? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.  1, and, 2, and, 3, and 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, so… 

Participant A: Slower there, [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Accents.  Wanna do the whole thing again? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: What does Allegro mean? 

Participant A: I don’t know. 

Participant B: [to administrator] Can we ask you questions now? 

Administrator: Mmhmm 

Participant B: Oh, what is Allegro?  I forgot. 

Administrator: Allegro means fast. 
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Participant B: Ok, so we speed up.  So, it’s like, all of this, this whole line, is slower, and 

then… until here. So, I guess, keep… keep going slower.  [stammers] start from right 

there. 1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Where are you? 

Participant B: [points to music] 

Participant A: Oh. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Start from right here and then, just, go right into it.  1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I still feel like that’s not enough 

Participant A: Yeah, um…  Let’s start on the third line again, right there.   

Participant B: Oh, ok. 1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That’s so weird. 

Participant B: I know.  It’s like, go slow, and then go fast.  Um… 

Participant A: I guess we can do the whole thing again. 

Participant B: Hmm? 

Participant A: I guess we can do the whole thing again. 

Participant B: Ok. 1, 2, 1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant B: My bad.  1, 2, ready 

[playing] 

Participant B: Still have 2 minutes. [indistinguishable] 
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Participant A: I guess we can [indistinguishable] staccato, this line, slur. 

Participant B: Oh, yeah.  Oh, yeah…and then this part is slurred.  I feel like we missed 

that.  Ok, let’s play the first two lines.  1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: That sounds so weird, I don’t like that.  [indistinguishable] tonguing. 

Participant A: Can we play the… this line one more time? 

Participant B: Um…the second?  Ok. 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: I was playing your part.  One more time.  1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Alright, play that line again.  1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant B: 60.  Time moves so slow.  Wanna do it again?  The whole thing? 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  15 seconds. 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 3 

Participant A: Tenor Saxophone 

Participant B: Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Alright 
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Participant B: Wanna just run through it and then… 

Participant A: 1, 2, ready 

[playing] 

Participant A: Sorry, sorry.   

Participant B: It’s ok. 

Participant A: 1 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok, that was rough. 

Participant B: Um… what do you want to do for the accents?  Do you want to hold them 

longer?  Do you want to make them shorter?  Do we just wanna like… [trails off] 

Participant A: Do you mean the… [points to music] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Just accent it.  I mean… 

Participant B: I don’t know how to do that [makes a noise].  Like that? 

Participant A: Yeah, like, [sings].   

Participant B: Ok, so a little bit longer 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.  You wanna start at, um, 9? 

Participant A: Uh, can we start at 5? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Alright. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Sorry, sorry, sorry 

Participant B: It’s ok. 

[playing] 
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Participant A: Ok.  We can start from [indistinguishable] one more time. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok, ok, ok, ok 

Participant B: We can go slower if you want to. 

Participant A: Ok.  Let’s go a little slower. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Sorry? 

Participant A: We can do, like, regular tempo now. Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Wait, my C, ok… 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Want to do it from the beginning? 

Participant B: Uh huh. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  What do you want to do?  Oh, well, you got it. 

Participant B: [stammers] No, I really don’t.  Um… Just winging it.  Slower: do you want 

to do something there? Or… 

Participant A: Oh, right.  Yeah, um…  

Participant B: Maybe we could go to the tempo that we were doing. 
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Participant A: Well, not… yeah. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: And then speed back up at the end. 

Participant B: Yeah, so we could really speed it up right there or right there.  What does 

Allegro mean? 

Participant A: Fast. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: And then crescendo [mumbles]  

[loudspeaker sounds] 

Participant A: Doesn’t that mean slowly get faster? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

[loudspeaker drowns out participants] 

Participant B: Ok, so we’ll start at 5. 

Participant A: Ok.  1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sounds good to me. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: Um… You wanna do it from the beginning? 

Participant B: Mmhmm.  We could try dynamics, if you want to. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok, so we’d be mezzo forte 

Participant A: Then, mezzo piano for the whole thing, and then forte at the end. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Oh, I didn’t see that piano. 
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Participant B: Oh, me either. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: So, when we get slower, we also get… 

Participant A: Piano, yeah.  Wait, I think it means crescendo [mumbles]… doesn’t that 

mean… [to administrator] Can I ask a question? 

Administrator: Yeah. 

Participant A: What does this mean? 

Administrator: Uh, crescendo [stammers] e accelerando poco a poco? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Administrator: Yeah, so crescendo means to get louder, gradually, bit by bit, accelerando 

means to get faster bit by bit, poco a poco… gradually, so poco a poco means bit by bit. 

Participant A: Ok, so gradually… 

Administrator: Gradually get faster and louder, bit by bit. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Administrator: for as long as that little dashy line goes for. 

Participant A: So, let’s do that, yeah.  Oh, so this is basically a crescendo, but it’s also 

a… Ok, got it.  Go from the beginning? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] ok. 

Participant B: Do you wanna start at… wanna start at the beginning? 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant A: Sorry.  Ok.  1, 2 

[playing] 
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Participant A: Ok, um… 

Participant B: I don’t think we got louder. 

Participant A: Yeah.  And then… I know I didn’t play piano at… 

Participant B: Yeah, ok. 

Participant A: So… let’s start at 5 

Participant B: Ok.  So, at 9, do you want to be loud, like we were in the beginning?  Or… 

Participant A: I think, at 9, I wanna be, like, quiet [stammers]… I wanna… the crescendo 

[mumbles] thing. 

Participant B: Ok.  So, by the time… what measure do you want to be loud again? 

Participant A: By the time we get to… 

Participant B: 13… maybe? 

Participant A: Ok, yeah.  13. 

Participant B: Alright, so we’ll have 9 through 12 to gradually get louder and then 13 we 

can be loud. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Where are we going from? 

Participant B: [shrugs] 

Participant A: Ok, start from 5. 

[playing] 

Participant A: If I do that one more time… Ok.  Ok.   

Participant B: Want to do it from the beginning? 

Participant A: Hmm? 

Participant B: Want to do it from the beginning? 

Participant A: Yeah.  Ok, 1, 2. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: That was decent… ish. 

Participant B: We tried. 

Participant A: Hm? 

Participant B: We tried. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: We have 25 seconds, so time to do it one more time? 

Participant A: Yeah. 1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant A: Wait, 1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Alright, you wanna start from 5?  Never mind. 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 4 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Bass Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: I don’t remember this at all. [indistinguishable] 

[playing] 

Participant B: That’s better.  I feel weird playing the bottom part.  Um… [makes a noise] 

Participant A: We didn’t follow the markings 
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Let’s do… from the slower? 

Participant B: Ok.  So, it should be slower than that.  Ok.  So, you wanna start there? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Alright. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Uh… Oh, god.  I keep wanting to like play the top part by accident.  

[indistinguishable] that’s too high for me.  Um…  I don’t know.  I don’t remember. Ok. 

Participant A: Ok, so, accents, and then markings. 

Participant B: Ok.   

Participant A: From the beginning? 

Participant B: Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Uh…  

Participant B: Are you having trouble with some of the high notes? 

Participant A: Uh… 

Participant B: ‘Cause I can play top if you want me to.  Even though it might sound 

weird, but I could still play top.  I could still play high notes.  [indistinguishable].  Want 

to try it? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: I played bottom last time. 

Participant B: Yeah, you played bottom last time, so… 

[playing] 

Participant B: Nope, that’s not going to work.  I sound terrible.  Yeah, [stammers] it’s 

weird having bass clarinet on top.  So... we should probably shape the things better… I 

guess.  Like, the slurs, the…  
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Participant A: Start louder so we can get softer, right here and right here. 

Participant B: We should probably make [stammers]… I can’t really tell that we’re 

supposed to be softer.  We should probably, like, emphasize that more that we need to be 

playing softer, I guess.  So, like, start off loud, and then, like, actually get softer instead 

of, like… ok, let’s try that again.  I’ll play bottom. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Well, we’re supposed to be piano 

Participant A: Yeah.  [indistinguishable].  I can’t get down there.  If I get too soft, I can’t 

play the notes… [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Yeah, that’s true.  [stammers] it doesn’t say get louder.  It just goes from… 

Participant A: It says… 

Participant B: piano to forte.  So, [indistinguishable] we go from piano to forte. 

Participant A: Yeah, but how about where we speed up, so…  

Participant B: Well, [stammers] we’re not, like, crescendoing 

Participant A: It says crescendo and accel a little bit. 

Participant B: That means get faster a little bit, not get louder  

Participant A: [to the administrator] What does, um… 

Participant B: [stammers] yeah, that’s right.  Crescendo, yeah, never mind.  [mumbles] 

sorry.  Um, uh, ok.  You wanna try that part again?  The piano to… [trails off] 

[playing] 

Participant B: Piano, right?  The piano part?  Oh, yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: So, beginning… again. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, um… 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Maybe accents 

Participant B: Yeah, accents, that’s a thing 

[playing] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable]?  Ok. 

Participant B: Uh… 

Participant A: Let’s just do the whole song again.  We have a minute. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: We have 20 seconds [indistinguishable] 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 5 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] run it through real quick?  ‘Cause… 

Participant B: Yeah.  Well, let’s tune first. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Do a G [stammers] 

[playing] 
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Participant A: You said G? 

Participant B: Yeah.  Oh, wait. 

Participant A: It’s not G for me. 

Participant B: Oh, yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait. 

Participant A: I don’t know… whatever. 

Participant B: [stammers] It’s fine.  [stammers] do the tuning note one more time. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] yes. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, that’s it.  Ok, ready? 

[playing] 

Participant A: You just said you’d play bottom. 

Participant B: Yes, ok.  No, I did.  Ok, still good. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry 

Participant A: [name omitted], what are you laughing at? 

Participant B: I’m being really… ok, sorry.   

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, my gosh, I played that wrong. 

Participant B: Ok, want to try that again? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: We did bottom and top… [trails off]… we did it that way last time, right? 

Participant A: I think you did top.  But… [trails off] 

Participant B: Ok. Want to switch and trade? 

Participant A: Ok, sure. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Is that better for you? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok, good.  We’ll do it that way. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok, so… let’s do the dynamics. 

Participant A: Yes. 

Participant B: And…  

Participant A: Ok, where do you want to start getting faster? 

Participant B: Ok, so… Ok, so, this breath we need to like set the tempo.  [stammers] 

like, what’s going to be slow, like what the slow tempo’s going to be. 

Participant A: Oh, ok 

Participant B: Does that make sense?  

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Hopefully we can play… [trails off].  Ok, and then we should start, like, 

we’ll do, we’ll go slow for, like, this measure and then we’ll start getting faster. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: And then,  

[talking over one another] 
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Participant A: You said for this one, we’re doing slow and then getting faster? 

Participant B: Yeah, we’re gonna start there. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So, let’s start… let’s start from the beginning of this line, and then we’ll try 

all the way to the end.  But, we’re supposed to continuously get faster until the end.  And, 

don’t forget to… oh, it’s not… [stammers] piano [indistinguishable]…  Ok, so let’s do… 

I feel like we should just like be piano this whole time and then be forte right there. 

Participant A: Yeah.  [mumbles] 

Participant B: So, we should be, like, mezzo forte, like… like maybe like crescendo 

maybe 

Participant A: [indistinguishable].  Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok, cool.  Let’s [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Ok. Start at 5. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok.  Dynamics could have been better. [stammers].   

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: Yeah, ok.  So, let’s try it again from 5. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Doing everything this time.  Ok.  [mumbles] 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah, that was good. 
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Participant B: Um… Yeah, we’ll start from the beginning this time. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: And, like, I guess, like, staccatos and accents, we should pay attention to. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: And then, just the dynamics there, ‘cause it changes.  Alright. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok, I’m trying to think. 

Participant B: I kinda forgot about the slower 

Participant A: Yeah, that was just random, but…  

Participant B: Ok, so like, at the… at the breath, we like really have to like, make sure 

that, like, we’re gonna go slower.  If that makes sense. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Oh, like a [makes a motion]. Yeah, ok.  So, we’ll start here and just get 

into it, I guess. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was good. 

Participant B: Yeah, that was better.  Ok, um… ok, let’s just start from the beginning 

again… [trails off] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Oh, we just did the whole thing. 

Participant A: [stammers] 

Participant B: [stammers] It doesn’t matter, just do it again.  Um… 

Participant A: We have 3 minutes left, so… 

Participant B: Yeah… Ok, my dynamics could be a little better, so I’ll try to work on that 

this time.  And then try to find something to work on this time. 
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Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ready? 

[playing] 

Participant B: I forgot to do the slur again.  [indistinguishable] wrong notes. 

Participant A: Ok, I think we slowed down a little bit, at least.   

Participant B: Where? 

Participant A: Right where it was. 

Participant B: [stammers] I agree. 

Participant A: It did sound good.  We have 2 minutes left. 

Participant B: I know… I don’t want to look at the clock… [trails off].  Um… Um, we 

can just keep playing it. 

Participant A: Over and over again. 

Participant B: Yeah, I mean, we can go line by line, and try and fix things. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] Oh, can we do the last one, well, actually, these two? 

Both: [stammering] 

Participant B: You wanna just do this line and then this line? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: How was that, what did you think? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: I’m figuring out the slowing a little bit. 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: Yeah. 
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Both: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Yeah.  

Both: [humming] 

Participant B: Um… We’ve got one minute.  How about we just play through it one more 

time? 

Participant A: Alright… [trails off] 

Participant B: Ok.  Let’s go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I thought the crescendo [indistinguishable].  Ok, let’s do [stammers] this 

line one more time. 

Participant A: Yeah, ok. 

Participant B: And then that’s it. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Cool. 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 6 

Participant A: Flute 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok.  Which part do you want to work on first?  Or just take it line by line? 

Participant A: [indistinguishable]. Ok. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: How slow are we going? 

Participant B: Uh… [counts tempo] [chants melody] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: I guess. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I just mixed up the lines.  I’m sorry. 

Participant B: Oh, it’s alright. 

Participant A: Can we go from the, um… [stammers] 

Participant B: F 

[playing] 

Participant A: Why can’t I play this?  I did it before.  Can we start from the beginning? 

[playing] 

Participant B: Do you wanna just work on that part… [trails off] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: … since we’re messing it up.  Should we start from… um… do you want 

to start from 5, or the pick up to 5? 

Participant A: Just do 5, yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Oh, sorry. 

Participant A: You’re fine. 

Participant B: Did you get it that time? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 
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Participant B: Ok.  So, just keep going [indistinguishable]? 

Participant A: Yeah, Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Can we start from the actual measure, though? 

Participant B: Oh, the beginning of the measure?  Ok. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, so…for 9, we have to, like, start low and slow and go fast.  So, should 

we like… how should we do that?  Should we go like, slow for measure 9 and 10, and 

then like go to um mezzo forte, I guess, and like gradually speed up 11, 12, 13… 11, 12, 

and 13.  And then, like, go faster for 14 and 15? 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: I mean, ‘cause it says… we’re supposed to end up at forte, so we can’t like 

get too loud to fast. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Then, we can’t like wait until like measure 15 to get loud either. 

Participant A: Ok.  Take it from there? 

Participant B: Uh huh. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] Should we take it faster or do you think that was… 

[trails off]? 

Participant A: I think that was fine.  Do you wanna get louder here?  ‘Cause it sounds like 

we’re at the same thing the whole time. 

Participant B: Ok.  So, the first time we get louder, when would that be? 

Participant A: Right here. 

Participant B: At 11.  And then louder again at 14. 
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Participant A: Yeah, 14. 

Participant B: Ok.  Do it again? 

Participant A: Mmhmm 

[playing] 

Participant B: I’m sorry 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Oh, wow.  The time goes by fast. 

Participant A: Do you wanna run through it? 

Participant B: Sure.  Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I don’t think I got louder, though. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Um… Oh, we have to make sure that these are staccato in the beginning. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: I don’t think I was playing it staccato. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Do you just want to work on… 

Participant A: The first line? 

Participant B: … the first three measures? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry, I wasn’t ready.  1, 2, 3 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 
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Participant B: [mumbles] we have to… 

Participant A: Wait, can we do that one line again? 

Participant B: Uh huh. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I’m sorry.  Can we take it from the pickup? 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I messed up on that part. 

Participant A: That’s ok.  Me too. 

Participant B: Um… [mumbles].  I kind of get this now.  It’s the same thing over again, 

but different ways.   

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: I mean, I realized it before, but I was just… I wasn’t really paying attention 

to it.  So, this supposed to be like do do do do do.  And this supposed to be like flowy.  

And this supposed to be like different.  I don’t know how to put it. 

Participant A: Different, ok. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: They’re gonna look at this and be like, what is wrong with these girls?  Ok. 

Participant B: Um… So, [stammers] is there anything you think that we needed to work 

on? 

Participant A: Do you wanna do the staccato part one more time? 

Participant B: Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Can you start, like, quieter at the piano? 

Participant B: [plays] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable]  Yeah, ‘cause we were like really loud.  

[indistinguishable] louder. 
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Participant B: [stammers] Oh, does it sound like we’re getting faster?  Or… 

Participant A: No. 

Participant B: So, do you want to try to go faster? 

Participant A: On the last line. 

Participant B: On the last line.  So, this will be like… [trails off] 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: [stammers] So, can we start from, like, 12, so we can, like, go slow and 

then go into the fast? 

Participant A: Mmhmm 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  Start from pick up to 9 and then do the whole… 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was really nasty.  Can we start from the beginning of that measure? 

Participant B: Of 9? 

Participant A: 8. 

Participant B: Oh. Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok, that sounds nice.  Oh, we have 26 seconds. 

Participant A: Ok.  So, we have time for whatever.  Ok.  Um… nothing else, right? 

Participant B: I think we’re good. 

Participant A: I think we’re good. 

Participant B: Ok.  11, 10, 9, 8 

Participant A: Every time. 
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Participant B: 7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 7 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok.  Um… 

Participant B: Do you want to run it? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: Ok.  Ready?  Uh, I’ll give you a measure in advance.  Ok? 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, 3, 4, 1. 

Participant A: [plays] 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: Oh. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] we were starting on 2.  Ok.  1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I’m sorry. 

Participant B: That’s ok. 

Participant A: This is terrible. 

Participant B: Do you want to practice your own part? 

Participant A: Yeah. 
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: You can practice on your own if you want. 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: Oh, gross. 

[playing independently] 

Participant A: Do you want to practice it? 

Participant B: Sure.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 6 minutes left. 

Participant B: Do you want to work on dynamics? 

Participant A: Sure.  Ok. 

Participant B: Um…  Ok.  Ready?  1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant A: Um, I lost it, sorry.  Ok.  Let’s do that again. 

Participant B: Um, how about we start at the mezzo piano? 

Participant A: Ok.  Sounds good. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Um… Oh, I know what we can work on.  Crescendo um… little by little.  

[stammers] starts in measure 9. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Um, ok.  Wanna start at the piano? 

Participant A: K.  Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant A: K. 
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Participant B: Um… run it through one more time? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  Let me think.  K. 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: K. 

Participant A: You wanna do it again? 

Participant B: Yeah, ok.  [indistinguishable]. 1, 2, 3, 4, 1… Oh, sorry. 

Participant A: That’s ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

   

Group 8 

Participant A: Flute 

Participant B: Bassoon 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok.  How fast do you want to start? 

Participant A: Um… I just, in my head I still have the tempo from last time.  So [sings 

example]. 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Do you just want to try playing it through just to see… 

Participant B: … where we are.  Yeah.  And maybe a bit slower, too. 
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[playing] 

Both: [talking over one another: indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Um, so I guess we need to do the crescendo… the crescendo 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: And, um, acceler… [trails off].  I guess the crescendo, not so much the 

accelerando at 9. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: And I forgot at the end is Allegro.  And also I… [trails off] 

Participant A: [to administrator] Are we allowed to use the piano? 

Administrator: No. 

Participant A: Ok.  Just curious. 

Participant B: Um…  

Participant A: For tuning. 

Participant B: And I forgot about [stammers] the breath here. 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  Same here. 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: I’m [indistinguishable] wall. 

Participant B: Can we do the slower? 

Participant A: Sure.  

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

[playing] 

Participant B: Cool. 

Participant A: Can you play an A?  Or, a concert A? 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright.  My flute… 
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Participant B: Do you want a higher one? 

Participant A: No, that’s fine. 

Participant B: Um… So, it starts mezzo forte… 

Participant A: Yeah 

Participant B: …mezzo piano, piano. 

Participant A: And then crescendo 

Participant B: And then crescendo to forte 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: with accents. 

Participant A: Yes. 

Participant B: Um… Do you want to do it from the beginning again? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] this time. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I feel like that slur’s [stammers] tripping me up.  ‘Cause I’m used to lightly 

tonguing, not a full on slur. 

Participant B: Ok.  Do you want to do just the slurred part? 

Participant A: Yeah.  That would be cool. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, yeah.  Are we slowing down there? 

Participant B: I feel like we are.  Into slower. 

Participant A: Ok.  Mmhmm.  Like, should we keep this the same tempo as the 

beginning? 

Participant B: Yeah, probably.  Because it says specifically to slow down… 

Participant A: Later 
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Participant B: … later. 

Participant A: Do you want to try to get into it and try to keep… [gets cut off] 

Participant B: Wait, is this… the slower is for here? 

Participant A: Yes. 

Participant B: Because the Allegro is… ok.  I’m sorry, this is kind of confusing. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Because I’m playing the lower part, so it looks like… 

Participant A: Oh, I see. 

Participant B: Um… Yeah, can we try it from the beginning? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

[playing] 

Participant A: Cool.  Do you want to try making it faster at the beginning? 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: Or do you think that the tempo is good? 

Participant B: We can do it a little faster. 

Participant A: Just to see what it would sound like. 

Participant B: Yeah.  Like, how fast would you… 

Participant A: [sings]  

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Just to see. 

[playing] 

Participant A: It does say Moderato, so I was just… 

Participant B: Yeah, probab… 

Participant A: Probably not that fast. 
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Participant B: At the end, it’s Allegro. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: So, we should play that faster than the beginning. 

Participant A: Yeah 

Participant B: Um, how are you doing accents because I want to make sure that I’m doing 

them the same as you. 

Participant A: I’m just like hitting it and pulling away. 

Participant B: Ok.  Yeah, that’s what I was doing.   

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Um… [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Um… Oh, sorry.  Um…  

Participant A: I don’t know what else, like… [trails off] 

Participant B: Um… can we do the accelerando? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: ‘Cause I feel like we’re not getting very fast. 

Participant A: [stammers] I was thinking like this kind of one tempo, then speed up on 

these, then a little faster this one and this one… [trails off] 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah.  [stammers] We should stay a little slower at the beginning, 

‘cause… [trails off] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: But, yeah.  So, start [stammers] getting faster here? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.  And louder there too? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok, cool. 
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Participant A: You want to start at the slower? 

Participant B: Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Can we play the ending faster, ‘cause it says Allegro? 

Participant A: Yeah.  You wanna start this line? 

Participant B: Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Cool.  [plays].  [indistinguishable].  Um, you wanna go again? 

Participant A: Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I feel like the eighth notes are too abrupt.  Like all of a sudden we’re going 

back to the original tempo  

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: with the eighth notes.  I know we’re speeding up with them 

Participant A: But not quite [indistinguishable] to the original? 

Participant B: Yeah, maybe we should just like… 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: I also was missing these. 

Participant B: Which one? 

Participant A: I was missing these [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Oh yeah, ‘cause on the practice one, there were no markings. 

Participant A: Oh, mmhmm. 

Participant B: Um… Could we do slower again? 

Participant A: Yeah. 
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Participant B: [stammers] ‘cause I know I want to speed up when I see the eighth notes, 

but… 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Cool. 

Participant B: I feel like that was better. 

Participant A: That was good, yeah. 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable]  Can we work on starting?  So, do you want to key 

breathe or do you want me to key breathe? 

Participant A: Um… with the flute, you can kind of lift and start. 

Participant B: Ok, sure, we can do that. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Except for I played the top part. 

Participant A: That’s alright. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That was better.  That was easier. 

Participant A: So, when we have the slur and I have these two notes in a row, should I 

tongue the second one? 

Participant B: Yeah, [stammers] that’s how you do it.  ‘Cause, otherwise, it’s just one 

long note. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Do you want to do the slurred part?  Because I feel like we’re not together. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Oh, I’m cuing.   

[playing] 
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Do you want to try it one more time from the breath cue. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah, that’s right. 

[playing] 

Participant A: We have one second. 

 

Transcript ends 

   

Group 9 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok. Just by ourselves, and then… Ok?  Ok. 

[playing independently] 

Participant A: Do you want to run this together? 

Participant B: You ready? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Do you want me to count off again? 

Participant B: [stammers] Yes, I would. 

Participant A: Ok.  How fast or slow do you want to go? 

Participant B: It’s up to you.  Um, we do have to get faster all the way down here, so… 

Participant A: [mumbles] 



409 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] I would say start, like, somewhat slower… Moderato, I 

guess, and then it would get faster.  So, whatever you think. 

Participant A: 1, and, 2, and, 3, and 4, and?  Like that? 

Participant B: Yeah, well, we do have to get slower here too.  That’s something I didn’t 

notice the first time.   

Participant A: But, that’s like, for a really brief period. 

Participant B: Right. 

Participant A: So, how slow should we… [trails off] 

Participant B: Well, how about you just… it doesn’t really matter.  I would just start, and 

I’ll just follow you. 

Participant A: Alright.  Are you sure? 

Participant B: Positive. 

Participant A: Ok.  1, and… or do you want me to count 1 and, or just 1 and 2? 

Participant B: Um, just do, like, 3 and 4 and.  Or count 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 

Participant A: Ok.  1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I would say that we can go faster. 

Participant A: [mumbles] Ok.   

Participant B: Do you wanna practice going faster? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: Great.  Because we have 4 minutes left.  

Participant A: Ok.  Where do you want to start?  Do you just want to start from the 

beginning?  Or… 

Participant B: Um… might as well. 

Participant A: Ok. 1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and. 

[playing] 
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Participant A: Oh, my bad. 

Participant B: It’s fine. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: My reed sucked.  Absolutely sucked.  [humming].  Ok.   

Participant A: Do you just want to start from, like, 5? 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Or pickup to 5? 

Participant B: Sure.  Yeah, pickup 

Participant A: Ok.  1 or… crap ok.  1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, ok. 

Participant B: Well, let’s just start from 4.   

Participant A: Yeah, Ok.  1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I messed up a little, but that’s ok. 

Participant B: That was better.  That’s ok.  That’s ok.  Let’s practice the speeding up part, 

then. 

Participant A: [mumbles] Ok, so… Start at 8?  Or 7? 

Participant B: Um.. 

Participant A: Or 5 again? 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: Or 4? 

Participant B: Um, let’s start at 8. 

Participant A: Same thing.  Ok. 1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and. 

[playing] 



411 

Participant A: Is that fast enough? 

Participant B: It is.  I think we went faster the last time. 

Participant A: We went faster last time, ok.  How did we go?  1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and.  

So, 1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and.  [stammers] I don’t know how fast we went last time. 

Participant B: You just did it. 

Participant A: Oh, ok. 

Participant B: Um, let’s try again. 

Participant A: Try again?  Ok. 

Participant B: From 8. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, and, 2, and, 3, and, 4, and. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was better. 

Participant B: Pretty cool, cool, cool.  Um… Ok. 

Participant A: Do you just want to relax [indistinguishable]? 

Participant B: [to the administrator] How’s your research been going? 

Administrator: I can’t talk to you while we’re… [laughs] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: I think you should play it like that the whole time. 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 10 

Participant A: Flute 

Participant B: Trombone 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: I’m playing the bottom, right? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So, you see everything?  Key signature, everything? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: K.  You wanna run the first line first? 

Participant B: Ok, so we need to figure out how fast we’re going. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: ‘Cause [stammers] these, I don’t remember what they’re called… 

Participant A: How fast do you… like, how fast are you comfortable with? 

Participant B: [taps tempo]  Just, like, these for the regular quarter notes.  Then, eighth 

notes. [mumbles] 

Participant A: So, like, [taps] that? 

Participant B: Then, [taps and counts] 

Participant A: You can do that? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  Wanna try? 

Participant B: Hmm? 

Participant A: Wanna try? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 
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Both: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Ready? 1, 2… 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait.  Oh, this is like the other one. 

Participant A: Uh huh. 

Participant B: I didn’t realize that before. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: Start, ready, set… 

[playing] 

Participant B: I ran out of breath, I’m sorry.  I need to take a breath in there. 

Participant A: Ok, so, make sure you [stammers] you see where the breath mark is?  

Before that, make sure you take a breath there and then maybe after we get somewhere in 

the middle here, you can take a breath. But, like a [stammers] slight one.  Know what I 

mean? 

Participant B: Yeah.  Can we try just, like, the slurred part?   

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: But, from the pick up. 

Participant A: Yeah.  1, 2… 

[playing] 

Participant A: My bad.  Ok, ready?   

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, sorry.  Here… [trails off] 

[playing] 

Participant B: I’m so confused.  So…  
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Participant A: So, it’s going to be like the and of the beat.  And then we’re going to go 

right into that.  So, and then, to that.  So… [trails off] 

Participant B: [mumbles] [sings] 

Participant A: [sings] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So, that’s gonna be, like, shorter. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: But, take it from there.  Ready, set… 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, that was good. 

Participant A: Ok, so now we have to do… make sure we do the dynamics 

Participant B: Yeah.  So, and then, don’t forget the staccatos and the accents 

Participant A: Mmhmm, 

Participant B: at the beginning. 

Participant A: So, you have the whole slur part down, right?  Ok, wanna try it from the 

beginning? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ready?  I’m gonna try to keep… you can hear me tapping, right? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Just for that.  Ready, set, and… 

[playing] 

Participant B: That was pretty good.  But, we have to remember to, um,  

Participant A: [stammers] 

Participant B: to… the big crescendo.   

Participant A: Yeah. 
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Participant B: Should we start off… 

Participant A: [stammers] When we get here, we’re supposed to be at a piano.  And then 

when we get to piano, and then…  

Participant B: Yeah 

Participant A: yeah, piano, and then mezzo forte? 

Participant B: Yeah.  

Participant A: Mezzo… so… 

Participant B: No, it’s mezzo piano.  It’s piano, mezzo piano, wait… 

Participant A: Is that… 

Participant B: Um, mezzo forte… wait, isn’t mezzo piano, like, not really loud? 

Participant A: Yeah, that’s… 

Participant B: And then mezzo forte, and then forte, and then fortissimo? 

Participant A: Yeah, so, [stammers] mezzo piano would be, uh, softer than the piano. 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: So, [stammers] we have to start at piano.  Then, I guess we could do… so, 

since this is piano, we could do piano to here, and then, like, mezzo… no, piano, then 

mezzo forte, and then forte.  And then the accents at the end.  That’s what’s up. 

Participant B: Ok.  You wanna try it again? 

Participant A: Yeah.  But now [stammers] First, let’s focus on the… if it’s alright with 

you, let’s focus on like the staccatos to make sure we get that.  And then we can focus on, 

like, the dynamics, more so.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ready?  Ready, set, and, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok, so, I know I need to work on the accents.  What about you? 

Participant B: Um, I need to work on, like, not getting loud so fast.  ‘Cause I got loud at 

the beginning of 13 and I realized it and I was like, oh my gosh. 
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Participant A: Oh, yeah. 

Participant B: I can’t really hear when you staccato and I think that’s your instrument 

‘cause it’s… 

Participant A: I’ll try to… 

Participant B: … pretty quiet. 

Participant A: I’ll try to make it louder for you.  Let’s try it. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Let’s try it.  Ready, set… 

[playing] 

Participant B: I think that was good. 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  [stammers] and we did good with the crescendo. 

Participant B: And then one thing I like about this piece is that it doesn’t have any 

repeats. 

Participant A: Oh, yeah.  That’s true.  Ok, let’s try it with everything in it… oh, [name 

omitted]… 

Participant B: What? 

Participant A: Guess what we forgot? 

Participant B: What? 

Participant A: We have to go slower.  Because this part. 

Participant B: Why?  [indistinguishable] like skipped over that. 

Participant A: [stammers] if our initial rate is, if we’re going [taps foot]  

Participant B: We have to like… 

Participant A: [taps foot].  So, from [taps foot] like [taps foot] [sings]  

Participant B: I don’t like that, but I guess it’s what we have to do [indistinguishable].  

Ok. 

Participant A: Ready?  Wanna try it? 
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Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ready, set, and, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: You think that was good? 

Participant B: [nods head] 

Participant A: Let’s try one more time.  But, make sure… 

Participant B: We have 24 seconds 

Participant A: Ok.  Well, one more time.  But, make sure when we do it, we still do the 

dynamics at the end.  When we slow down. 

Participant B: I forgot about that. 

Participant A: Ready, set… 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 11 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Clarinet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok.  Do you just want to do a run through, or do you want to do… 

Participant A: Uh, we can run through and I’ll see what I can do, I guess. 

Participant B: Ok.  You can say how fast we’ll go. 

Participant A: About like this tempo [counts tempo] 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Oh, it might be helpful if my reed’s actually wet.  You play… you play 

through first. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: And then I can… 

[playing] 

Participant B: I didn’t think about that. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I’m doing a lot better than last time. 

Participant B: Yeah.  Um, alright.  Let’s do a run through now that I can actually play.  

[indistinguishable].  Um, how much time do we have?  8 minutes?  Alright.  You can 

count off. 

Participant A: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [makes a noise], so, I’m trying to figure out if I want to, like, slower it and 

make it, I don’t know… [trails off].  Um, what parts did we get off on? 

Participant A: Um, I always got off when it went to the next line. 

 

Transcript pauses due to interruption by the morning announcements 

 

Transcript resumes 

Participant B: Um,  

Participant A: So, I always mess up on the transitions between the first line to the second 

line.  And then I get back in.  And then the transition to each line after that. 

Participant B: Ok, well, do you wanna start at measure 4, and then we can just go down 

to the slurred part? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Wait, what’s that last note? 

Participant A: I know, I played that wrong. 

Participant B: Are you playing it right? 

Participant A: No, I was wrong. 

Participant B: Ok.  Alright, measure 4.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: So, for to count that, just hold out the third beat. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3, and, 1, 2 

Participant B: 1, 2, 3, 4, yeah. 

Participant A: I know what it is, I just… [trails off] 

Participant B: Ok.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, let’s do that whole section.  Do you want to take it slower, was I going 

too fast? 

Participant A: No, it was fine. 

Participant B: Start at measure 5.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: And the, um, so for that part, I’m just looking at dynamics.  Um, I don’t 

know how a bell kit works.  Can you make that brighter?   

Participant A: [plays] 

Participant B: [stammers] So, for that part, for the slur part, we can kind of keep it like 

that and once we get right there, with the piano, we can get, like, really quiet.  Do you 

want me to, like, slur that next part too, or do you just want me to… 

[playing] 

Participant B: I won’t slur it.  Um, let’s just go through the beginning. 
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Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok.  [mumbles] 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Let’s start over. 

Participant A: Sorry. 

Participant B: Um, [stammers] do you want to make those short, or do you just want me 

to…? 

Participant A: [stammers] 

Participant B: ‘Cause they’re marked staccato so we can just, like, chip ‘em.   

Participant A: [stammers] 

Participant B: Can you do that? 

Participant A: Sure.  

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Just do that measure really quick.  The second one. 

[A plays] 

Participant B: Yeah, let’s try from the beginning.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Um, so, for that part, we can just get louder and louder like it says.  Um, 

let’s go back to measure 11 [stammers] let’s just start at measure 9. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B:  Because I think that’s where we’re getting… [trails off].  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Um, you play it really quick by yourself.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[A plays] 
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Participant B: [mumbles] 

[A plays] 

Participant B: Yup.  Um, measure 9.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: And at the end, we can just, those last 3 notes, we can make sure they’re 

loud and like…  

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Do you want to do a run through really quick, we’ve only got 2 minutes? 

Participant A: Yeah.  Alright. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was a lot better than the first time we played it. 

Participant B: That was a lot better than the first time.  Um, ok.  And, um, do we want to 

speed it up because [indistinguishable]? 

Participant A: We could try it, yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.  [stammers] let’s just start at 9 because we only have a little bit of 

time. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I’m just used to the other bells because there’s no screws here. 

Participant B: Does that make a difference when you hit them? 

Participant A: That’s what it sounds like with the screw. 
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Participant B: They’re going to be watching this for scientific reasons… 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 12 

Participant A: Trumpet 

Participant B: Baritone Saxophone 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Um… Do you just want to noodle through it for a little bit? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: … ‘cause I don’t really remember how it goes. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] sightread. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: Like, together? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok.  1, 2, ready 

[playing] 

Participant A: You wanna restart pickups to 9?  ‘Cause I think I lost you there. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok.  Um… 

Participant B: Ready? 

Participant A: Yeah.  1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Wait, where are you going? 

Participant A: I… at pickups to 9. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So, this [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: It sounds weird.  Oh, ‘cause you have a dotted note. 

Participant A: Yeah, the rhythms are just different. 

Participant B: [stammers] 

Participant A: Wanna try that again? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Sorry. 

Participant A: Ok.   

Participant B: 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: So, we’re not coming in on 11 at the same time.  I think maybe… 

Participant B: Yeah 

Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: I probably need to go faster, I guess. 

Participant A: Um, I think I might be holding the, like, half note not long enough.  

Maybe.  Um… do you want to try again and we’ll see? 

Participant B: Yeah, let’s just start at 9. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, and. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 
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Participant B: Ok. That was better. 

Participant A: Yeah.  So, um, yeah, it’s exactly the same as last time. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: So, we slow down, like, pickups to 9, we get softer, and speed up at 10.  I 

don’t think we did that last time. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: I don’t think we sped up.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Um… Ok.   

Participant B: So, dynamic-wise, we just get softer and then get louder again. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Wanna try one more time 

Participant B: Yeah 

Participant A: and pay more attention to dynamics a little bit. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Beginning? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, and. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry. 

Participant A: That’s ok.  You wanna start at 5? 

[B playing] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: If you want, you can just, like, noodle it a little bit. 

Participant B: Ok. 
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Participant A: On your own. 

Participant B: Here, do you just wanna do 5 together, just that, like… 

Participant A: Yeah.  

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: Ok, ready?  1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, that was better. 

Participant A: Yeah, that’s good. 

Participant B: Do you just want to do the beginning again? 

Participant A: Yeah, we can do that. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, and. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [makes a noise] I’m kind of tired.  So, at [stammers] 10, we did kind of 

speed up a little bit. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: But, then we kind of slowed back down. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So… 

Participant B: Like, how fast should we speed up? 

Participant A: Um, however fast you want, ‘cause I know, like, these fingerings are kind 

of gross. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: I think.  So, however fast you feel you’re capable of taking it. 

Participant B: Ok. 
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Participant A: ‘Cause my part’s like not that hard for me, but I know your part’s a little 

more difficult. 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah. 

Participant A: Um, ok, so you wanna try, like, 5 to the end and try to speed it up, like I’ll 

just go off of what you’re doing.  Because we slow down, like, a tiny tiny bit and then we 

just speed up. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So,  

Participant B: Yeah 

Participant A: Ok, we’ll try that. 

Participant B: Ready? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was good. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Um, yeah, that was pretty good.  I think the only thing we kind of didn’t do 

is, like, slow down at 9.  But… 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: I think we did a little bit, but we probably could slow down more. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: I think.  But, that was pretty good.  We even got louder, like, crescendoed 

there.  So, that’s good.   

Participant B: K. 

Participant A: We’ve got, like, 3 minutes.  Wanna try, like, one more run through? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 
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Participant B: 1, 2, ready, and. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was good. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Like, 2-ish minutes.   

Participant B: Do you just want to like do you own thing, kind of? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Just practice whatever. 

Participant A: Yeah, yeah. 

[playing independently] 

Participant A: We still have a minute. 

Participant B: Yeah, do you just want to do it, run through again? 

Participant A: Yeah. Maybe one more time. 

Participant B: Ok.  1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was good. 

Participant B: Minus me playing the wrong notes.  But, that’s ok. 

Participant A: It was fine.  We’ve got, like, a minute -ish. 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: And, time. 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 13 

Participant A: Alto Saxophone 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Well, I say we run though it because I haven’t seen it since then. 

Participant B: [laughs] 

Participant A: So, you wanna do it? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Just to refresh your memory. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, I’m sorry.  We’ve been playing the C-sharp and F-sharp and I can’t 

handle anything in C anymore.  I think we should just… wanna do just the second and 

third measure, just the [sings]?  Ready?  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: You were right.  I don’t like this.   

Participant B: Do you wanna just do it yourself? 

Participant A: No, it’s fine.  Go ahead.  You wanna count? 

Participant B: You wanna start from the beginning? 

Participant A: Just to see. Ok.  1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: I’ve got to get the muscle memory back.  Where? 

Participant B: Huh?  I just got lost in general.  [indistinguishable] 
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Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: I’m just going to run through it, myself. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[B playing] 

Participant A: Mmhmm, mmhmm.  This time, I think we should do it slowly.  Just for 

emphasis.  But, I’m not playing quiet, because I just put a new reed in and I can’t do that.  

You don’t have to worry about reeds because you’re a flute.   

Participant B: Yeah, but you have to worry about [indistinguishable]. 

Participant A: Um, let’s see.  Be easier to slur it? 

Participant B: The whole thing? 

Participant A: The, uh, eighth notes.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Would it be?  Do you think it would be easier to slur the eighth notes? 

Participant B: I guess it could if you want to try it out.   

Participant A: Ok.  So, you wanna just do the top line? 

Participant B: Hm? 

Participant A: Just do the top line, so we can see the, um…? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: ‘Cause it does that the whole time.  Ready? 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Is that easier? 

Participant B: I guess, yeah.  Sure. 

Participant A: Ok, so.  [stammers] So, we’re gonna make it a dramatic difference, yes? 

Participant B: Ok. 
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Participant A: So, like, all our quarter notes and your dotted quarters will be, like, 

accented, not necessarily staccato, but like just like emphasized and then we’ll just, like, 

melodically slur the eighth notes. 

Participant B: Yeah, ok. 

Participant A: Do you want to run through it trying that? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok, ready? 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Alright.  Now, where it goes into, like, this part, I think we should play it 

like… I agree with the slower, but I don’t agree with the dynamic… maybe… so, like, 

kind of soft-er and then this part is a little bit louder.  So, it’s just like the beginning.  

[indistinguishable] 

Participant B: Can you play what you want? 

Participant A: Um, maybe.  Right? So, like, the beginning is like [plays].  So, it’s kind of 

like mezzo forte and [indistinguishable].  And then this part would be like [playing] and 

then we go back to the [playing] so it kind of, like, stretches ‘cause it’s like the gooey 

middle part.  Yes? 

Participant B: Uh,  

Participant A: Does it make sense? 

Participant B: I kind of get it, but not really? 

Participant A: You know how in Rampage we do all the angry stuff and then the flutes 

and clarinets have, you guys have that, like, little… 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah, yeah. 

Participant A: thing, like it’s supposed to, like stretch.  That part. 

Participant B: So, where exactly do you want that? 

Participant A: Uh, from 9 to 11.  So, those 2 measures.  Like, yeah, those 2. 

Participant B: Those 2.  Ok. 

Participant A: Start at 8, when we have those 3 notes and then the breath mark. 
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok.  1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: So, like, like that.  And I guess we could do the same thing for the second 

one since that one’s the same. 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: And then, the ending, we’ll just like [sound effect] 

Participant B: Ok, you wanna run through it? 

Participant A: Yes.  Ready?  1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Were you happy with that? 

Participant A: I think, for the most part. 

Participant B: For what time we have, were you happy with it? 

Participant A: [nods] 

Participant B: We still have, like, a minute and a half. 

Participant A: You know how, um, [indistinguishable – possible mispronunciation of 

tenutos] work?  The line that’s above the… That you kind of like [sound effect] the note, 

not like slide it, but like, for example, be like [playing].  Like, you hit it, kind of like 

[sound effect].  

Participant B: I have no idea how to do that on the flute, no. 

Participant A: You just play a little bit louder.  Like, you just kind of like, almost 

crescendo through each little note, like a tiny bit. 

Participant B: Yeah, I’m going to try that. 

Participant A: Try that. 

Participant B: And you tell me if this is right or not. 

Participant A: So, be like [sings] 

Participant B: [plays] 
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Participant A: Just the, um, these 2 

Participant B: Oh, you’re talking about [indistinguishable]  

Participant A: [indistinguishable] the slow part.  So, you just kind of like stretch the note 

a little.  You have 53 seconds, so, hurry up. 

Participant B: [plays] 

Participant A: Yeah, pretty much. 

Participant B: Wanna run through it really quickly? 

Participant A: I don’t think… speed run.  I’d just wait.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Just going to stare at it.  Do you have any input? 

Participant B: I think I’m going to do better than the last time. 

Participant A: Ok.  Very true. 

Participant B: I’m less nervous than last time. 

Participant A: Just going to stare at it.  I mean, what are you going to do with 15 seconds? 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 14 

Participant A: Baritone Saxophone 

Participant B: Tuba 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: You just wanna run through it? 

Participant A: Um, yeah, just let me look through it real quick.  Yeah, let’s do a run.   

Participant B: Yup. 

Participant A: Alright, ready? 
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Participant B: Yup. 

Participant A: 1, 2, ready, go 

[playing] 

Participant B: I definitely looked at your part on the last line. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Alright, good enough. 

Participant A: Um, yeah, wanna run it a couple more times… 

Participant B: Yeah 

Participant A: … just to pay attention to the… 

Participant B: Yeah, the markings 

Participant A: … the markings and everything?   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So, the beginning is all staccato, then mezzo forte, and then it’s slower, 

yeah, remember how we did it before?  Slower, then crescendo, and then accelerate a 

little bit? 

Participant B: Yeah, we’ll figure it out.  Ok.  Yeah.  Ok. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Ready? 

Participant A: Ready? 1, 2, 3, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Hold up, [stammers] It’s slower. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: That’s slower. 

Participant B: How much slower do you wanna take it, though? 

Participant A: [sings]  
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Participant B: ‘Cause we get… oh, we get faster all the way through.  Ok. 

Participant A: You got it? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright.  From the top.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I like that. 

Participant A: Yeah, let’s see.  Wanna take it a little bit slower on the slower section? 

Participant B: Yeah.  Gotcha. 

Participant A: Alright.  And knock out [indistinguishable] the staccato. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright. 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok, yeah, we didn’t slow down. 

Participant B: Yeah, we didn’t slow down enough. 

Participant A: Alright, um…  

Participant B: [stammers] you just wanna do that part? 

Participant A: Yeah, you just wanna do it from line 5? 

Participant B: Yeah, line 5? 

Participant A: [indistinguishable – something about slur] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright.  Yeah.  Alright.  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: We definitely slowed down.  It’s better. 

Participant A: Yeah, it’s definitely a lot better than [stammers].  Run it one more time, or 

slow it down one more time? 
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Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Alright.  From 5.  1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant B: We should probably work on the dynamics a little bit.  [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Yeah.  Um… 

Participant B: You wanna run through it and do that? 

Participant A: Yeah.  Mmhmm.  Ready? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Um…  

Participant B: We’ve got 3 and a half minutes left.  Um, you just wanna keep doing it 

[indistinguishable]? 

Participant A: Yeah.  Um… 

Participant B: Um. 

Participant A: Yeah, um, let’s do it from the beginning.  Ready?  1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That works. 

Participant B: Alright.  Yeah.  Let’s just go through it again, I guess.   

Participant A: I’m just looking through to see if there’s anything I wanna pay attention to. 

Participant B: Yeah.  Alright, ready? 

Participant A: Yeah.  Yeah, and, the slower, there’s piano. 

Participant B: Yeah.   

[both talk over one another] 

Participant A: 1, 2, ready. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: There we go. 

Participant B: Alright.  Let’s just run through it one more time before we run out of time. 

Participant A: I’m just scanning over it just in case there’s something I’m just like not… 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah, so it’s  

Participant B: It’s a crescendo 

Participant A: Yeah, it’s a crescendo and… 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Faster. 

Participant B: Faster. 

Participant A: It fasts up… speeds up. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Proper English, yeah.  Alright.  1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, 3. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Mezzo forte at the beginning 

Participant B: [stammers] 

Participant A: And then mezzo piano for the second phrase.  And the third phrase is 

[yawns].   

Participant B: Yeah, we won’t play that too loud.  Um, well…  

Participant A: Well, nice knowing you, [name omitted]. 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 15 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Alto Saxophone 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Alright.  Um… Ok.  Let’s play the first line, I guess. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Alright.  So, 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Yeah.  I have to pay attention to the F-naturals 

Participant A: Oh, yeah.  Ok, let’s try that one more time. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Um… I guess, let’s try the second line now? 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: Yeah, sorry.  Ok.  Let’s try that one more time? 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok, um… Alright, I guess, let’s try the top two lines together now? 
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright.  Uh, let’s do the third line.  Alright.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, uh… Now let’s do all the, er, the first 3 line now.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, um, let’s just do the third line. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [mumbles] [plays] Ok.  Alright, uh, third line one more time. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, uh, [stammers] I guess let’s do the fourth line now. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Ok.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, uh, let’s try the whole thing. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Yeah.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: That’s alright.  Let’s just start at the third line and then finish it up.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, um… Ok, so now let’s do some of the dynamic stuff, I guess. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: So, alright, so, let’s play the first 2 lines and then just make sure mezzo 

piano at the very last… 

Participant B: Measure 4. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Alright.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Um… Alright.  So, ok.  So, let’s do the second line and the third line 

and then, so, I think we slow down after the breath mark and then piano for dynamics, 

and then crescendo and speed up just a bit.   

Participant B: Ok, where do you want to start the crescendo at, like at the second or third 

measure? 

Participant A: So, measure 9. 

Participant B: Measure 9, ok. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: I’m saying, how, like, how far do you want it to… 

Participant A: Oh, Crescendo?  So, it crescendos all the way to the end and accelerates all 

the way till the end until forte. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: And it’s supposed to be Allegro too. 

Participant B: Oh, ok. 

Participant A: So, actually, last measure of line 2 and then to the end of the song.   
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Is that where you want to start? 

Participant A: Yeah, so measure 8. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [makes a noise] 

Participant A: That’s alright.  We can start over.  Ok.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [makes a noise] 

Participant A: That’s alright.   

Participant B: Actually, I went to the fourth line. 

Participant A: Oh. Ok. 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: I guess, let’s try again from the same place. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Let’s just start on line 3. 

Participant B: That’s my fault.  Yeah, sorry. 

Participant A: Ok.  It’s fine.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: That was pretty good. 
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Participant A: Uh, ok.  So, let’s try running the whole thing now, I guess. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright.  1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright.  Anything you wanna do for the last few minutes, er, seconds, I 

guess? 

Participant B: Um, no.  I think we got it pretty good.   

Participant A: Ok.  Let’s just try running it one more time.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends  

 

Group 16 

Participant A: Bells 

Participant B: Euphonium 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Do you know what key signature this is in? 

Participant B: Of course.  It’s in E-flat.   

Participant A: Ok.   

Participant B: I’m gonna help you out since you, obviously last time [stammers] you had 

the most trouble. 

Participant A: Ok, well, what accidentals are in E-flat? 

Participant B: Um, B-flat. 

Participant A: Just B-flat?  
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Participant B: It’s, it’s… Oh, wait.  We have different music.  We have different scales.  

[stammers] You have a different scale.  You have different accidentals. 

Participant A: Oh, ok.  Ok.  Do you want to try to get the first bar? 

Participant B: I say we try to go for the first line. 

Participant A: Ok.  So, you’re taking top, and I’ll take bottom.   

Participant B: I thought I was taking bottom. 

Participant A: Oh, ok.  Then, I’ll take top. 

Participant B: [stammers] I’ll let you play first, and then I’ll play. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: And then we can improve on each other’s.   

Participant A: Ok.  What tempo are you taking this at? 

Participant B: Uh… You pick, I guess. 

Participant A: Whatever.  Just, like, slower. 

Participant B: Sure.  You pick.  This is only a practice phase.   

Participant A: Ok. 

[A plays alone] 

Participant A: A little rough. 

Participant B: Yeah, that’s kinda rough.  Just… 

Participant A: I’m reading. 

Participant B: I’ll try mine to see if… what I need to do.  And then… [plays].  Ah, 

haven’t warmed up yet. 

[B plays alone] 

Participant B: Mine’s a little better, I guess. 

[A plays alone] 

Participant A: You wanna try the first line together? 
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Participant B: Sure.  Should we take it at… what tempo? 

Participant A: Uh, the one that I was playing at.  Like… 

Participant B: 100? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: You start it off.  You start the song. 

Participant A: Ok.  [clicks sticks] 

[A plays] 

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: Oh. 

Participant B: I didn’t… 

Participant A: Oh, I’m sorry.  1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [makes noises] 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Why does it let out as soon as I start playing? 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3, 4.  

[playing] 

Participant A: We’ll try again and we’ll do it with the second line. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  [mumbles] 

Participant A: Um, there’s the second line now. 

Participant B: Yeah. 
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Participant A: Alright, uh, do you wanna try it first and then I’ll try it. 

Participant B: Yours is literally… It’s literally just repeated. 

Participant A: Oh, ok. 

Participant B: Except… 

Participant A: Is yours the same? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Oh, ok. 

Participant B: Except without the staccatos. 

Participant A: Alright, then we’ll move to… 

Participant B: We have 5 minutes. 

Participant A: … the third line.  Yeah.  We’ll move on, then. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright, do you want to try it and then we’ll play it? 

Participant B: Yeah, sure.  ‘Cause ours are practically the same thing.  [mumbles] [plays].  

I can tell you haven’t play this [stammers] I forgot what it’s called. 

Participant A: Glockenspiel. 

Participant B: Glocken… yes, that word.  Glockenspiel. 

[A plays alone] 

Participant B: Do you think you could like 

[A plays alone] 

Participant B: Do you think you could like [stammers] whatever [band director name 

omitted] calls it… tonguing? 

Participant A: Tonguing? 

Participant B: [stammers] [makes and “sss” sound] or, what did he call it? 

Participant A: Sizzle? 
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Participant B: Sizzle, that’s what he called it, yes. 

Participant A: Well, I know the rhythm, it’s just the… 

Participant B: Notes.  Or is it the notes? 

Participant A: It’s just the notes, yeah. 

Participant B: You go ahead. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: It should sound like this [stammers] since we have the exact same 

[mumbles] [plays] 

[A plays alone] 

Participant A: Do you want to try playing the third line together? 

Participant B: Sure, I guess, if you can play it.  Alright. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ah. 

Participant B: [stammers] Ok, try it again. 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3, 4. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [makes a noise] 

Participant B: Keep going, we have 2 minutes. 

[A plays alone] 

Participant A: It’s here.  I’m getting tripped up. 

Participant B: Yeah, I guess.  Jesus.  I swear, if this were not timed, we’d be like 10 times 

better. 

Participant A: Yeah.  [indistinguishable] anticipation. 

Participant B: The first and second, uh, lines are just repeated.   
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Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: And the third and fourth lines are also repeated.  So, do you think you got 

the fir… do you think you got your part on the first and second… [trails off] 

Participant A: First, yeah.   

Participant B: Uh, then, play it back and then play the third line.  Just play the first line 

and then the third line.   

Participant A: Ok. [plays] 

Participant B: We have 30 seconds.  Let’s just do one more run through. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: And then we’ll be done. 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: And then, uh, let’s start right here. 

Participant A: At… 

Participant B: At, measure 4. 

Participant A: Ok.  

Participant B: 1, 2, ready, go. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [mumbles] I don’t think we’re going to do it. 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 17 

Participant A: Alto Saxophone 

Participant B: Horn 

Transcript begins 

 

[participants play independently]21 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 18 

Participant A: Horn 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: What’s the tempo you want to take it? 

Participant B: Um, for the beginning, I guess, like [plays].  Is that good? 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Alright, do you want to do, like, a run through of it? 

Participant A: Um, I’ll attempt this. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That’s trash. 

Participant B: Is there a… [gets cut off] 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] right notes, but it’s fine. 

Participant B: Is there anything you wanna, like, work on today? 

                                                           
21 These two participants did not speak to one another nor play collectively during 

the entire rehearsal portion of the MCEC. 
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Participant A: Mmm… it’s fine.  Just, actually, let’s just run through it again. 

Participant B: Alright. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Trash. 

Participant B: Is there anything else you wanna 

[B plays alone] 

Participant A: Play an F real quick. 

Participant B: Mmhmm 

[playing] 

Participant A: I never find it.  I never find it.  I never find it. [mumbles] [plays] Like 

there?  No. 

[playing] 

Participant A: No, whatever’s fine.   

Participant B: You wanna run through it again? 

Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: So, for the cue, I’ll just, like, breathe and then [motions]. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Do you want to take it a little slower? 

Participant A: No, it’s fine.  I don’t know.  It’s just, I can’t pitch.  Um… 

Participant B: Do you need to hear any of the notes? 

[B plays alone] 

Participant B: Do you want to run anything? 

Participant A: Just run it again. 

Participant B: Alright. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: Is there anything you wanna… 

Participant A: [shakes head] 

Participant B: Is there, like, a section you wanna run? 

Participant A: [shakes head] 

Participant B: Like… 

Participant A: All the rhythms are easy and everything, it’s just I can’t play ‘cause I am 

trash.  I can’t find my pitches. 

Participant B: Do you want to play the bottom line with me, one time through? 

Participant A: Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [makes a noise] I can’t 

Participant B: You got it? 

[playing] 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: Do you wanna just try where the eighth notes start? 

Participant A: Sure. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [mumbles – something about pitch] 

Participant B: Alright, we’ve got about 1 minute left.  Is there anything you wanna run 

through before we do it? 

Participant A: Just play whatever… I can’t remember what the concert pitch is.  I don’t 

know what the concert pitch is for B-flat.  I always forget. 

Participant B: It’s E-flat, I think. [plays] 

Participant A: Alright. [plays].  Whatever, close enough. 

[A plays alone] 
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Participant B: Do you wanna just play the scale real quick? 

Participant A: That’s the E-flat scale.   

Participant B: It’s concert E-flat, yeah. 

Participant A: Can we play a B-flat? 

[playing] 

Participant A: I can’t play the scales fast, though.  [mumbles] It’s whatever. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] [plays] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 19 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So, there’s staccatos in the first line 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Then, it goes… it’s all slurred. 

Participant A: Alright.  And then… there’s the crescendo… the gradual crescendo from 9 

to the end.  Alright, you just want to try and play through it once and then we’ll go back 

and break it down and… [trails off] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So, uh, 5… 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok… [gets cut off] 

Participant B: I accidentally started playing the top line. 



451 

Participant A: That’s ok. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Um… Well, I feel like we did this last time too, but we did not get slower 

where it says slower. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: And piano. 

Participant A: Oh, yeah, ok.  Then… I think we just need to work on [stammers] the 

eighth notes, they need to be more legato.  ‘Cause we kind of played them the same as we 

were playing them at the beginning, when they are staccato.  So, um… wanna take it 

from the… measure 5 and then, like, work the transition [mumbles] where it goes slower 

and…  

Participant B: So, is this line, is it going to be legato and then down here is just regular? 

Participant A: Um, well, remember it’s legato by default.  So, you wanna play it more 

legato unless it was more staccato when you’re … [trails off]  Alright.  Um… 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: We’ll start at 5.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Um… Alright.  We got a little bit slower.  But, I don’t think we really did 

the crescendo.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Um, I definitely didn’t start piano. 

Participant B: Me neither. 

Participant A: Um… [stammers] the accents, I think you were a little bit short on them, 

they were a little more staccato… [trails off].  Uh, other than that, you wanna start where 

it gets… or we can start the measure before where it gets slower, like lead into it.   

Participant B: So, this measure? 

Participant A: Yeah, yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 
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Participant A: Alright.  Um, 5, 6, 5, 6, 7 

[playing] 

Participant A: That wasn’t bad. 

Participant B: It was better.  Um, I still think we need to do piano. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Um, you wanna start it from the slurred part again?  And then… 

let’s just start from there. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright, uh, 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Are we starting from here, or…? 

Participant A: 5, 5. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok, now, that time we didn’t really get louder.  We got the piano part. 

Participant B: We got piano, but then we didn’t really get loud until, like, the last 

measure. 

Participant A: Yeah, [stammers].  Um, I don’t know.  Where do you want to start? 

Participant B: It’s kind of like we got slower, like, here instead of there.   

Participant A: Alright.  Um, let’s start from 9, I guess? 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright [mumbles] 5, 6 

Participant B: Are we doing pickups? 

Participant A: Oh, yeah, ok.  Um, 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 
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Participant A: Uh, I don’t think we got loud enough again.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: We haven’t really worked the first part, so I guess we’ll work that little bit. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Um, so start at the beginning and we’ll just go on.  Um, 5… alright, hang 

on.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I think that was a lot better, with the slow part. 

Participant A: I think so too.  Um, what else you wanna work on?  What other part? 

Participant B: Um…  

Participant A: Do you just want to play it again? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Ok.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Um… I think we’re not, like, slowing down right then and we kind of like 

get to like here and we’re like, oh wait it’s got to go slower and then we slow down and 

then it’s fine through the rest of it. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So, we’ll just go from 5 again.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright, um, 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: A lot better.  Um… real quick, let’s just do the beginning again.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: We’ll just go to… to the part where it says slower.  We’ll just stop there.  

Alright, um, 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: We have, like, 12 seconds.  

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 20 

Participant A: Alto Saxophone 

Participant B: Alto Saxophone 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Yeah.  So, to start out, mezzo forte. 

Participant A: Yeah.  And… 

Participant B: Goes to mezzo piano, it just basically changes tempo 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: We already know…  

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: …from last time we had to just increase little by little in the last two lines. 

Participant A: Yeah.  I don’t remember if we did it last time, but bring out those accents, 

probably. 

Participant B: Mmhmm.  Especially those last 3 notes.   

Both [sing] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: And that remember has the [stammers]  

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 
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Participant A: So, yeah, it’s, like, slower and then we just start going, right? 

Participant B: [starts saying something, but it cut off by A] 

Participant A: [stammers] How do you want to end it?  How fast do you want to end it? 

Participant B: Uh, [snaps and sings] 

Participant A: [sings] 

Participant B: And then speed up through that, because this whole second line is just 

build up. 

Participant A: We can, yeah, at slower we can go [sings] 

Participant B: [sings] [stammers] we could do [sings] 

Both: [singing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Yeah. [mumbles] 

Participant A: Wanna start [sings] 

Both: [Singing] 

Participant A: Yeah, alright. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ready?  1, 2, 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Yeah. Um, sorry, I messed up on that. 

Participant B: I didn’t hear it. 

Participant A: Alright, sweet.  

Participant B: Yeah, I didn’t even hear it.  You played that off.   

Participant A: Alright, um…  
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Participant B: Um… Yeah, I think that sounded pretty good. 

Participant A: Uh, I’ll make sure I bring out this part right here. 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah.   

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: Because I don’t want to be too much of the top part.  So… 

Participant A: Yeah…  

Participant B: You can bring that out as much as you want. 

Participant A: Because I have that moving line. 

Participant B: Yeah, I got you. 

Participant A: And then, uh… was that a good tempo for slower, do you think? 

Participant B:  Yeah, yeah,  

Participant A: I think it was good. 

Participant B: I think it was good. 

Participant A: Do you think we can speed it up more, or do you think that was good?  Or 

we can, like, speed it up at a certain part. 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: I think that was probably pretty good. 

Participant B: Yeah.  Yeah, that was… [trails off] 

Participant A: [stammers] We can maybe start speeding up a little more right there. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So we can… So, we don’t have to just speed up in those last 2 bars. 

Participant B: I felt like we kind of picked it up… 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: … a little bit right here.  [gets cut off] 

Participant A: Yeah.  Maybe like during these [sings]  
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[both singing] 

Participant B: Yeah.  So, we go into that last line. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Definitely pick it up around 13. 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah, no problem. Cool 

Participant A: You wanna try it again? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Or do you wanna go… do you wanna go from Slower real quick? 

Participant B: Yeah, let’s start from slower.  [indistinguishable] start from the pick up 

[sings]. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: Yeah. 1, 2, 1, 2. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah.  Yeah, we just gotta make sure we bring that forte out.   

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: On the last one.  [sings] 

Participant A: Yeah, yeah, yeah.  True. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah, we can get quieter and slower and then louder 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah.  Definitely.  

Participant A: Alright, we can start from the beginning.   

Participant B: Alright.  1, 2, 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 
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Participant A: Yeah.  I gotta make sure I don’t, like, just accent [indistinguishable] 

Both: [talking over one another] 

Participant B: I did the same.  It’s cool.  It’s cool.  Yeah.  I think we’re pretty cool.  I 

think we’re pretty good. 

Participant A: Um, let’s see.  K 

Participant B: Yeah, pretty much, just accents. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: And the dynamics and we’re set. 

Participant A: Yeah, alright. Let’s do [stammers] actually, let’s from beginning to slower. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: ‘Cause I wanna run that part. 

Participant B: Cool. 

Participant A: ‘Cause I’m a little messy at the top. 

Participant B: I got you, it’s all good.  1, 2, 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: [mumbles] Uh, how do you wanna change… we have to change these two, 

‘cause, uh, the mezzo forte and mezzo piano are like… they sound kind of the same right 

now, I think.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah, we definitely have a difference with the piano.  But… 

Participant B: Yeah, the mezzo piano, uh… 

Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: [stammers] being the mezzo forte at like a forte.  We can play it like a 

forte. 
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Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: ‘Cause that’s the first line, you know, so it’s [indistinguishable]. 

Participant A: Yeah.  

Participant B: And if you want to have a real… Yeah, yeah.  And, just matter of fact, you 

can just make that piano.   

Participant A: Yup. 

Participant B: if you want to quiet each one down, because [stammers]  

Participant A: Honestly, yeah, and then, like, basically piano 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah.  Because this is all gonna come out super, this definitely gonna 

be like fortissimo 

Participant A: Yeah, yeah. 

Participant B: So, it’s basically like a dynamic up anyway.  So, we can just bring that 

down a little more. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Make it more exaggerated, make it an exaggeration, more. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Yeah, we definitely did better that time right there.   

Participant B: Yes. 

Participant A: We didn’t just accent every note. 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah, I got you. 

Participant A: Um, let’s see.  Alright, let’s do it again. 

Participant B: Cool.  1, 2, 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah, we can start speeding up a little bit sooner than that. 

Participant B: Yeah, yeah.   

Participant A: Yeah, we gotta be louder right there.  I forgot about that.   

Participant B: Yeah, it’s all good.  Yeah. 
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Participant A: Alright.  Let’s try it again. 

Participant B: Alright.  Yeah.  Alright, cool.  1, 2, 1, 2, ready. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: I need to think about what we need to do right there, because I think you 

definitely have the melody right there.  ‘Cause I have, like, this part is cool ‘cause it’s 

like, you know [sings] I get that like… not really a suspension, but… 

Participant B: [stammers] yeah. 

Participant A: [sings], yeah, I gotta try and make sure you’re um… 

Participant B: But you should still [stammers] play out. 

Participant A: … on top. Yeah.  Make sure you’re, like, on top of me right there.   

Participant B: Yeah.   

Participant A: You know what I mean?  Like, a little bit louder. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: So, then… [trails off] 

Participant B: [stammers] we can start from slower and just run that… and run that down 

to the end. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Alright, 1… 

Participant A: Yeah, so, so you can play a little bit louder. 

Participant B: Got you. 1, 2. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Not too bad. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Let’s play it one more time. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Alright, let’s play it from slower one more time. 

Participant B: Alright, yeah.  1, 2, 1, 2. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Alright, cool. 

Participant A: Yeah, play even louder there. 

Participant B: Alright, even louder?  Alright. 

Participant A: ‘Cause I’m listening to you right there. 

Participant B: Alright, cool.  No problem 

Participant A: [sings] 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Sorry, I went in on the wrong 

Participant B: It’s all good, it’s all good. 

 

Transcript ends 
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Group 21 

Participant A: Flute 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok 

Participant A: You just wanna start by just running it first? 

Participant B: Let’s do it. 

Participant A: Ok.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: It wasn’t that bad. 

Participant B: [makes noise] 

Participant A: Uh, K. 

Participant B: The sixteenth notes gave me a little bit, but it’s cool.  Um, line by line? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Cool. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Second line? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Cool.  So, now that we pretty much got that, uh, markings, so it’s gotta be 

more staccato  

Participant B: Yeah, more staccato at the beginning.  And then slurred. 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  Slurred in the second line. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: And third line, crescendo all the way through. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Pretty sure that’s what that means.  Including the fourth line. 

Participant B: I think so, yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah, and then, let’s see… 

Participant B: Accents… 

Participant A: Ah, yeah, accents 

Participant B: …last three. 

Participant A: The, um, tree tops at the end.  And then markings, mezzo piano, mezzo 

forte. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Cool. 

Participant B: So, first line, staccato, mezzo forte. 

Participant A: Yup. 

Participant B: Cool. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Now… 

Participant B: Can we do that one more time? 
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Participant A: Yeah? 

Participant B: ‘Cause I was messy. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Now we can do… 

Participant B: The slurred. 

Participant A: The second line with the mezzo piano. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: And slurred.  Ok.  5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: K 

Participant B: Piano 

Participant A: I wanna do that one more time. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  Let’s see. 

Participant B: Second line, it’s just the accents on the third note. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: K.  Let’s see.  Uh… Third line… we should probably um… so it wants us 

to end it at piano.  So, then we go from piano and then get bigger and bigger and bigger 

until then. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: So, we should run both these lines. 
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Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: And once we get there, is when we cut off the… we should be ending at a 

forte. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: So, 

Participant B: Cool. 

Participant A: Cool,  

Participant B: So, starting fourth line? 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was pretty good.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Cool.  We should run it. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Wait, wait, wait, wait.  Ok.  That was messy. 

Participant A: Let’s try that again. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant B: It wasn’t terrible. 

Participant A: No, it really wasn’t. 

[B playing] 

Participant A: Ok… I think we need to, um, um, the second line,  
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Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Make that more mezzo piano. 

Participant B: Yeah 

Participant A: So, let’s do first and second. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I think that was better. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Cool.  We should run it again. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: We have 3 minutes. 

Participant B: Cool. 

Participant A: We are using our time wisely. 

Participant B: [laughs] 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Gnarly. 

Participant B: How much time?  Ok.  Well… 

Participant A: Anything you would like to work on, specifically? 

Participant B: The slurred part. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Can we just run the… [trails off] 

Participant A: So, you wanna… Do you want to do that in a loop? 

Participant B: Yeah. 
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Participant A: K. 

Participant B: Like, twice. 

Participant A: How many… like twice? 

Participant B: Twice, yeah. 

Participant A: Twice. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Cool.  You wanna do the pick up? 

Participant B: Mmhmm 

Participant A: Cool.  5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Mmm… why do I… Ok, let’s try it with no pickup. 

Participant A: Yeah.  5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Um, anything you wanna work on? 

Participant A: Not really. 

Participant B: Ok.  Wanna run it for the last minute? 

Participant A: Let’s do it. 

Participant B: Great. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: We should run it uno more time.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ready?  5, 6, 7, 8. 
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[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 22 

Participant A: Bass Clarinet 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: I’m just going to take a 10-minute nap and you can do whatever you want. 

Participant A: So… 

Participant B: Alright, so, um, same as last time, this is the same piece  

Participant A: [stammers] We haven’t really got to do… well, working on the crescendo. 

Participant B: No, we never really did that, so we should probably work that out.  Other 

than, we should probably do a run through first.   

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Does that make sense?  Ok. 

Participant A: Just kind of… 

Participant B: There’s no pickups, no… ok.  So, just… 

Participant A: [stammers] 

Participant B: [snaps] 

Participant A: We’ve got a B-flat up there, so… 

Participant B: Oh, yeah… the… does this seem like a good tempo?  Does this work for 

you? 

Participant A: Yup. 

Participant B: K. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 



469 

[playing] 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: That is… oops.  The song we were playing for the practice thing for 4 

weeks  

Participant A:  Uh huh 

Participant B: had a pickup.  So, it was like [stammers] gotta pick it up. 

Participant A: Oh, yeah. 

Participant B: I’m very used to counting and then… 

Participant A: I was like, did he just count to 7? 

Participant B: At 7, taking a huge amount of… like, the smallest breath that I could take 

and then blowing and then not having any air throughout the rest of the song because I 

had no rest, whatsoever.  Um… 

Participant A: Well, there’s a breath mark. 

Participant B: There is.  Two of them. 

A There’s two of them, yes. 

Participant B: There’s two of them.  And, plus, there’s also the rooftop accents there, 

which I guess… 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: …we could take a little breath there if needs be.  Um, I know I have a 

whole note, or not a whole not, a half note a couple times, cut that, that short, but, like, no 

don’t use that because then you’d have to cut that short and then breathe on a bar line, 

and we know… 

Participant A: Don’t breathe on bar lines 

Participant B: No.  We’ve been beaten enough to know: don’t breathe on bar lines.  Take 

it again?  And then, let’s run it through one more time without me messing up horribly, 

and then we’ll take pickups to 9, so we can get the dynamic in. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Alright. 
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Participant A: Just thinking of how the dynamic will go.  ‘Cause that’s… 

Participant B: Just slowly bring it out. 

Participant A: …piano to forte, so that’s piano, mezzo piano, mezzo forte. 

Participant B: It’s piano to forte, but we have four, five, six, seven measures to get to 

forte, so it’s… 

Participant A: Very gradual… extremely gradual 

Participant B: Uh huh. 

[A plays] 

Participant A: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. 

Participant B: So, take it from the beginning? 

Participant A: Yup. 

Participant B: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Um, we did not take the breath marks. 

Participant B: Not at all. 

Participant A: So it’s 1, 2, 3, [breathes] 

Participant B: [breathes] 

Participant A: And then the eighth note. 

Participant B: 1, 2, 3, [breathes in] [breathes out].  Four, breathe on four. 

Participant A: And then… 

Participant B: Blow on and. 

Participant A: Breathe on 4 for a beat. 

Participant B: Not a beat, half a beat. 

Participant A: Half a beat. 

Participant B: Because then we have the half note right there. 
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Participant A: Oh, true, true, true. 

Participant B: [breathes]  That’s all you get to breathe. [breathes].  Um… we’ve got 5 

minutes.  Alright, so let’s take it, pickups to 9. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Try breathing on the and of 4.  I mean, not the and of 4, on 4.   

Participant A: Should we take 4, just to do the breath mark? 

Participant B: And then [indistinguishable] on the and of 4.  That’s what I… yeah… So, 

breathe on 4 and play on the and of 4.  

Participant A: Oh, I meant, should we do measure 8 as a whole.   

Participant B: Oh. 

Participant A: I was thinking measure 4 

Participant B: That makes sense, let’s do that.  Well, I guess measure 4 would work 

because there’s also a breath mark there.  So, you’re not totally stupid.  You are not the 

dumbest person in the room.  I will say that.  And he’s applying for his doctorate degree, 

so we know he’s not stupid.  Let’s go measure 8 to the end? 

Participant A: Yes. 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Probably my fault.  Do that again, and I’m just going to quote some weird 

dude, “do it better.” 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Hmm… 

Participant B: Uh… 

Participant A: It’s the crescendo.  It’s like, it’s so gradual that I just end up starting to 

only crescendo in the last three measures.   

Participant B: That’s really weird. 

Participant A: I gotta like set a goal for each measure. 

Participant B: That’s what I was trying to do last time. 
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Participant A: [singing] 

Participant B: [coughing] Ah, that hurts, ow. 

Participant A: [singing] 

Participant B: Beautiful singing.  Absolutely beautiful. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: We’ve got the next St. Pierre here. 

Participant A: I’ve got the next Mariah Carey. 

Participant B: Mariah Carey 

Participant A: I feel like we just have to note those.  So, you wanna take it from 

[stammers] the measure of the first breath slurred, to the measure of the next breath slur? 

Participant B: You mean, 4 – 8? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: I… eh… I don’t know.  Let’s take it from the top to 9.  Bop the downbeat 

of 9. 

Participant A: Bop the downbeat? 

Participant B: Yeah.   

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Process that through your brain and let’s go.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, I played measure 9. 

Participant B: Do it better.  Again. 5… Also, [mumbles] staccato that entire the first bar. 

Participant A: Yeah, I did not staccato the whole first bar. 

Participant B: Really? I didn’t notice. 

Participant A: I did. 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Uh…  

Participant B: Just remember accents. 

Participant A: [mumbling] 

Participant B: Just, there’s a couple accents in there.  Just remember those. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Staccatos, the little gang signs, and that crescendo just [indistinguishable].  

The legato in the second bar is fine.  I think that sounds good.  But, what do I know?  

Anything last minute that you want to do in the last 15 seconds? 

Participant A: We could run 15 seconds. 

Participant B: First measure.  5, 6… Nothing else?  Ok. 

Participant A: Nope.  

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 23 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Shall we start off like we always do? 

Participant A: Yes.  Run through.  Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Accents.  Oops.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok, um… Yes, I know, that one. 

Participant B: Rhythm right here.  These two. 
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Participant A: That’s the one that I’m messing up.  Ok.  It’s always the accelerando one. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok, um… we’re good on the legato, I think.  The slur… [trails off] 

Participant B: Yeah.  [mumbles] 

Participant A: And then we’re good on the first one.  I think it’s pretty much just this one.   

Participant B: Do you wanna… So, we’re supposed to slow down and get really soft 

there.   

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Decrescendo throughout the piece until that point and then crescendo for 

the rest.   

Participant A: Yeah.  So, do you just wanna try 9 to the end, or do you wanna try it again, 

but with, like, incorporating the decrescendo… [trails off] 

Participant B: Uh, let’s do the incorporation of it. 

Participant A: Alright.  So, start out [stammers] 

Participant B: Mezzo forte 

Participant A: Mezzo forte, mezzo piano,  

Participant B: piano 

Participant A: and then piano,  

Participant B: and then  

Participant A: and then accelerando. 

Participant B: And then crescendo. 

Participant A: Yeah.   

Participant B: I will be following you for the accelerando since you have more quarter 

notes… 

Participant A: Yes. 

Participant B: … at the beginning, so… 
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Participant A: Alright.  Ready?  Let’s try again.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I still messed up on that part. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Um… [singing] 

Participant B: No. 

Participant A: What, what is it?  So, 1, 2, 3, 4. 

Participant B: Do you want to play the top part and I’ll play the bottom? 

Participant A: No.  ‘Cause then… [trails off] 

Participant B: No, just for this measure, that way you can hear what it should sound like. 

Participant A: Ok… [trails off] 

Participant B: 5, 6. 

Both: 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I messed that up ‘cause I couldn’t get to the upper register.  Ready?  Try 

again? 

Participant B: 5 

Both: 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: That’s… It’s conflicting in that one.  It’s not much, but it’s offset. 

Participant A: Ok.  So, play the bottom part again and I’ll sing the top part. 

Participant B: 5 

Both: 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing/ singing] 
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Participant A: Ok.   

Participant B: Make sense now? 

Participant A: Yeah.  So, try 9. 

Participant B: I’ll take the top again. 

Participant A: Yeah.  

Both: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Like that? 

Participant B: [nods] 

Participant A: Ok.  So, you wanna try it again from the top, or is there any other…? 

Participant B: Any other problems in the music? 

Participant A: I don’t think. 

Participant B: I know I missed some tonguing, just because. 

Participant A: Yeah, and I messed up the beginning of the legato, but that was just that 

once. 

Participant B: Wanna try again? 

Participant A: Yup. 

Both: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

[playing] 

Participant A: Messed up on fingering, but… 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Let me go over fingering for the… 

Participant B: You did get the rhythms correct, though. 

Participant A: Yeah, I did.  I get one right and then I get one wrong. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  I think I’m ok.  Let’s try it again.  This needs to be good. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6… 

Participant B: Make certain that you accelerando. 

Participant A: Accelerando. 

Participant B: We did it the last time, but just to make certain. 

Participant A: Yeah. 1, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Sorry, I got a little flat. 

Participant A: That’s ok.  Um… 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: Try from 9 again. 

Participant B: Ok.  Make certain the accents are there. 

Participant A: Alright, uh, mmhmm. 1, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: It’s ok. 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: Alright.  Anything else you think we need to do? 

Participant B: Uh, no.   

Participant A: Um… we still have 2 minutes.  No, almost… 2 minutes and 50 seconds.  

Ok, so. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 
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Participant A: Ok, so, I think the best thing to do right now is probably to run it or do… 

[trails off] 

Participant B: Can we just do the legato section one last time? 

Participant A: Yeah. 5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That’s probably the best I’ve played it. 

Participant A: Try again. 

Participant B: Ok.  

Both: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: And then we’re supposed to slow down. 

Participant A: Yeah, for the ach… 

[playing] 

Participant A: I didn’t really accelerando on the first one, but that’s ok. 

Participant B: Is that… did you stick with that? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: You gonna [indistinguishable]? 

Participant A: Yeah, so, hold on.  Start from 5 again, and then we can work, like, just go 

down. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Both: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7, 8. 

[playing] 

Participant B: You did it again. 

Participant A: Yeah, I did.  Start at 13 again. 

Participant B: At 9. 
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Participant A: I mean, at 9. 

Participant B: You did a mistake there.  You didn’t do it at 13. 

Participant A: Yeah, right. 

Participant B: So… 

Participant A: 5, 6 

Both: 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I did that again. 

[B playing] 

Participant A: Got it.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

[A playing] 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] same amount.  I have… 

Participant A: And you have [sings].  Ok. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Both: 5, 6, 5, 6 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 24 

Participant A: Trombone 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Um, ok, so the dynamics, articulations. 

Participant A: Yeah.  And slowing down. 
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Participant B: Yeah.  And the ti… the slurs. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Ok.  Uh… This means crescendo, right? 

Participant B: Crescendo and I think it’s also slowing down, but I forgot. 

Participant A: That’s fine.  I need to warm up, so… 

Participant B: Me too. 

Participant A: So, warm up first. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yes, ok.  That’s… 

Participant B: Are you ready to start? 

Participant A: Uh, sure. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok.  Do you wanna play the first measure and repeat and then I’ll come in? 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That’s horrible.  [stammers] You did a good job.  I just suck 

Participant B: [indistinguishable – something about articulations] 

Participant A: Ok.  I’m just gonna… Do you just wanna play it separately? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: For right now, and then we’ll do it… [trails off] 

[playing independently] 

Participant A: And, what are the articulations at the end, again? 

Participant B: Rooftop accents.  So, it’s like, um, 50 percent, um… 

Participant A: Do you want to play it? 

Participant B: Ok. Um, [plays] 



481 

Participant A: Ok. Do you want to play the first measure and repeat, and then I’ll come 

in? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

[playing] 

Participant A: We still need to work on slowing down. 

Participant B: Yeah, I totally forgot. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: I think that and… 

Participant B: The dynamics. 

Participant A: … dynamics.  I think, ok.  This isn’t [indistinguishable].  Ok, do you want 

to play it again? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Participant A: It’s so weird.  4 minutes and 45 seconds left.  Ok.  Um, let’s… So, do you 

wanna… 

Participant B: Um, we need to remember to get slower… 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: …here and then…  

Participant A: Ok, so, our tempo is [sings and claps] ish.  So, what do you want to slow 

down to? 

Participant B: Um… [claps].   

Participant A: So, do you want to practice the slower part and then add in the faster part? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[playing] 
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Participant A: It doesn’t feel much slower. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Do you want to slow it down, like, drastically, so we know there’s a 

difference. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Both: [make noises] 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  And now the faster part. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: And now, the only thing is dynamics. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Do you want to do it again? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant A: That was ok. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.   

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Ok.  One more time? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

[playing] 

Both: [indistinguishable] 
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Participant A: Dynamics are weird.   

Participant B: We just need to remember at the end… 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: … um, we need to be louder and go faster.  

Participant A: ‘Cause it goes from… well, it says crescendo, so we go from piano and we 

crescendo and get louder to the forte. 

Participant B: Yeah. [indistinguishable].  Do the last two, uh, starting from here? 

Participant A: Ok.  Remember, it’s slower. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 25 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: Oh, gosh. 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: I don’t know how I’m going to do this ‘cause my lip. 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: You wanna try doing it together? 

Participant A: Wait, ok. 

[playing independently] 

Participant A: It’s [stammers] staccato.  So… 
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[playing independently] 

Participant B: Oh, my goodness. 

[playing independently] 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: [to administrator] Is there a place where I can empty this? 

Administrator: Do you need a trash can, or…  

Participant B: Yeah. 

Administrator: Um… I’m not sure.  Uh, just go ahead and empty it on the floor.   

Participant B: Ok.  Oh, that’s weird.  Huh. 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: Why is it making that noise? 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: Do you want to try it together? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ready? 

[playing] 

Participant B: My thing sounds weird.  Does my thing sound weird to you? 

[playing independently] 

Participant B: Does it sound weird to you?  I don’t know why it’s doing that. 

Participant A: [indistinguishable] 

[playing independently] 

Participant A: You wanna try playing it together? 

Participant B: Sure.  I don’t know what’s wrong with mine, though.  Ready?  1, 2… 1, 2, 

ready, go. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: Oh.   

Participant A: We have a couple seconds.   

Participant B: Oh, gosh.  I don’t know why my thing isn’t playing right. 

[playing independently] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 26 

Participant A: Baritone Saxophone 

Participant B: Flute 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Alright.  So, um, I guess we can do this again, since we already did it. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright. So, it’s moderato, so… 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Both: [mumbling] 

Participant A: Um, what do you think we need to work on? 

Participant B: Um, we didn’t slow down and I don’t think we focused on dynamics at all, 

really. 

Participant A: Ok.  Alright.  So, I guess we can… Do you wanna just go at the slower 

part?  Like, pick up into the slower part? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Ok.  So, I guess at measure 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7… I guess, 8.  Yeah.   

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 7. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: Ooh.  That was the wrong note. 

Participant A: Oh.  Alright, try it again.  5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I don’t know how slower they want us to go.   

Participant B: Slower.   

Participant A: Alright.  Um…  Do you want to run through it? 

Participant B: Yeah, that’s fine. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: There we go. 

Participant B: That was better. 

Participant A: It sped up.  Yeah, that was better. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Um… It sounded way better than the first time. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Um…  

Participant A: [to administrator] Wait, so this is for the posttest? 

Administrator: Yes. 

Participant A: I think.  Ok.  [to administrator] So, what’s different about this than the last 

time? 

Administrator: I can tell you all about that after your rehearsal is over. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Administrator: I don’t want to waste your time. 
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Participant A: Ok.  Uh, I guess, just run through it one more time. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Um… 

Participant A: Um… So, what do you think?  It says, um, I guess we should get faster at 

measure 9.  ‘Cause it says crescendo and accel.   

Participant B: Well, I mean, ‘cause that’s when it first starts getting slower.  So, like, 

start, I guess, at like 10 or 11.   

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: To get a little faster and louder. 

Participant A: Alright.  So, do you wanna go through measure 5 and then just go through, 

like, that measure 9 part?  Like, so, start here and then just go to here? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Alright.  So, we’ll work on that, uh, crescendo, or, uh, speed at measure 

10. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: [stammers] Was I, like, a beat ahead? 

Participant B: No, I just, like, went to take a breath, but then, like, I didn’t get right back 

in.   

Participant A: Ok, alright. 

Participant B: You’re fine. 

Participant A: [stammers] What are your opinions on this? 

Participant B: I don’t know.  Um, make the [stammers] the phrasing from 5 to 9 better.   



488 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Since it’s not staccato, so [stammers] make a dramatic difference, I guess. 

Participant A: Ok.  Alright.  Alright, that makes sense.  So, uh, I guess we can run 

through it and, uh, do that. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I did that, measure 5, and, that phrase completely wrong.   

Participant B: You’re fine. 

Participant A: I did it, yeah.  Um, you wanna do it one more time? 

Participant B: Alright.  Um, after, like, starting at 9, like, what kind of, I don’t know, I 

feel like we’re not agreeing on, like, the style we’re playing. 

Participant A: Ok.  Um… 

Participant B: So, is it like more, like, are the notes, like, shorter or are they longer?  

Like, how are you playing them? 

Participant A: Well, I was… I was playing them as, like, kind of like longer and 

separated.  

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: But, like, really, like, bringing out the accent. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Alright. We can run it again. 

Participant A: Yeah.  5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah.  [stammers] was that better with the phrase? 

Participant B: Yeah. 
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Participant A: Ok.  You just want it, like, more legato?  Like, less… 

Participant B: Well, that… it’s just like, ‘cause I felt like I wasn’t, like, agreeing with 

you, like, after 9, like, on how the notes should sound.   

Participant A: Ok.  Alright.  But, that was better, though? 

Participant B: Um, yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  Alright.  I guess, one last time, and we’re ready for the final test.  So, 

yeah.  Alright.  5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Alright.  Um… 

Participant A: I guess we’ll just wait this out.   

Participant B: Alright, yeah, just make a difference in the articulation and dynamics. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Cool. 

Participant B: Bring out the accents. 

Participant A: Yup. 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 27 

Participant A: Horn 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Oh, boy.  Um, wanna just run it again to see where we’re at? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

[A playing] 

Participant A: Ok.  I’m just always a fifth away from you or something like that.  This is 

weird.  Ok, um.  We did not do the… the bottom bit, the weird dotted line things.  Just 

the accents, I guess.  Got anything? 

Participant B: I think I could do better on the, um, staccato part at the beginning.   

Participant A: Yeah, same.  I need to get the pitches.  Those were not the pitches.   

Participant B: I mean, at the end, the accent marks. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Also, the dynamics.  I feel like we didn’t change dynamics like at 

all.  Let’s do the top line, just work on the staccato first. 

Participant B: Ok.  

Participant A: Ok. 1 [plays].  Ok, that’s it.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Ok. [plays]  Ok.  10 minutes is a long time.  Should we try to do the… at 

measure 9, and try to get that stuff? 

Participant B: Oh, yeah. 

Participant A: Ok, so we start at piano, and we get faster, little by little at a time. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: And then at the very end, we go forte.  So, ok, so we get slower, then we 

get faster.  Ok.  Let’s just try it, I guess.  5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That was ok. 

Participant A: I think it was better than before. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  [mumbles].  We can try that again, I guess. 

Participant B: Ok. 
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Participant A: Make the softer softer and make the accents come out? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok. 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Getting better.  What do you want to do? 

Participant B: Um,  

Participant A: 4 minutes. 

Participant B: I think I need more practice, like, on measure 5.  [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: Oh, through the phrasing?  Yeah. 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: So, I guess we can just pretend there’s [stammers] like the first 2 bars 

there’s a little crescendo and the other 2 there’s a little decrescendo.  I don’t know, just to 

get some phrasing there.  ‘Cause there’s a little phrasing thing, so let’s just pretend those 

are there.   

Participant B: Yeah, ok. 

Participant A: Ok.  6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I think that sounded good. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Wanna just run it and see how we’re going again? 

Participant B: Mmhmm. 

Participant A: Ok.  6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I feel like this is getting quite a lot better.  We’ve got 2 more minutes.  

Anything else we should run?  I feel like we can still get the… at 9, be softer.  Have more 

of a dynamic difference between the piano and the forte.   

Participant B: You wanna try that again? 

Participant A: Yeah, sure.  We’ll do 9 again.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah.  Getting faster is a little hard if we don’t [mumbles].  I don’t know.  

It’s weird.  Wanna try the… 5 again? 

Participant B: Yeah, ok. 

Participant A: [mumbles] Ok.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

[A plays] 

Participant A: That is just horrible.  Um, anything else you wanna do? 

Participant B: I don’t think so.   

Participant A: We just have to remember everything.  Got a minute.  Wanna just run it 

one more time before we do it? 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 28 

Participant A: Clarinet 

Participant B: Trumpet 

Transcript begins 

Participant B: Ok.  Do you wanna go through the top bar? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Top… top… yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 5, 6, 7. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: Wait, shoot, am I on the top line, or are you on the bottom line? 

Participant A: I thought last time you were on the top. 

Participant B: Am I on the top?   

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: I thought we switched it.  Oh, yeah, yeah, yeah.  I’m on top.  Alright.  5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok, can we do that one more time? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: You wanna go to the next part? 

Participant A: Mmhmm.  Go from the transition, though. 

Participant B: So, from that last, um… 

Participant A: [sings] 

Participant B: Ok.  5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  Next one. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: So, back to… 

Participant A: [sings]  

Participant B: Yeah.  Yeah.  5, 6. 

[playing] 
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Participant B: Can we do that again?  5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I’m just messing up, um, bar 9 and 13.  It’s like [sings] 

Participant A: [sings] 

Participant B: Hold on.  [plays].  Is that it? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok.  I think I was just not playing the right note.  Do you want to go 

through the whole thing? 

Participant A: Yeah.  With dynamics, dynamics. 

Participant B: Yes, dynamics.  5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, shoot. 

Participant B: Oh, wait. 

Participant A: I played the top line. 

Participant B: I played the bottom line.  5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Can we start over?  I think we went too fast. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I forgot to get to piano. 

Participant A: [mumbles – something about accents] 

Participant B: [mumbles] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: One more time?  Or, a couple more times? 
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Participant A: A couple more times. 

Participant B: 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant B: You wanna start over? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.    

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, shoot.  That’s a forte. 

Participant B: Yeah, that… that is a crescendo from 9 all the way to… 

Participant A: Yup. 

Participant B: … uh what’s it called.  Whatever that measure is.  It’s a crescendo. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Ok, so… 

Participant A: Let’s just do this measure.  This measure is… [trails off] 

Participant B: From 9 to the end? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Do you want to do the transition? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.  5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: So, it’s just shorter?   

Participant B: Should we? 

Participant A: Or should we hold it? 
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Participant B: [sings] 

Participant A: Oh, yeah. 

Participant B: I mean, I guess.  I mean, it’s not really staccato. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: But, it’s like… here, go from 9 again. 

Participant A: [singing].  Ok.   

Participant B: 5, 6… well, from the transition. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That sounds good. 

Participant A: Beginning? 

Participant B: Yeah, sure.  Whole thing? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: It’s not that bad. 

Participant A: It’s not that bad. 

Participant B: It’s much better than we did before. 

Participant A: Alright.  [sings] 

Participant B: One more time, just for good luck? 

Participant A: Yup. 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Why do we both do that?  9? 
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Participant A: Also, the accent.  Yeah, do 9, with the accent. 

Participant B: Ok.  With the transition? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Ok.  5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: I played B-naturals instead of B-flat. 

Participant A: Yeah, just do the accents, those sound good. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Do the beginning.  [mumbles] and then that one, that accent right there.  

Participant B: Ok.  5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah.  [mumbles] 

Participant B: Ok.  Let’s do it one more time, the whole thing. 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, fuck. 

Participant B: Start over.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: [makes a noise] 

Participant B: [makes a noise].  Um, is there anything else you wanna… can we go, um, 

from this transition to here? 

Participant A: Ok. 

Participant B: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: That sounded nice. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Let’s go, um, to the next thing.  So, do the transition. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Just remember to do the crescendo. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: I feel like we wait till, like, 13 and we’re like, we should probably 

crescendo.  

Participant A: Ok. [indistinguishable] 

Participant B: So, do 9 again from the transition. 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: 5, 6. 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 29 

Participant A: Bassoon 

Participant B: Horn 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Oh. 

Participant B: Do you want to play the top part again? 
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Participant A: I was going to say, how do you feel about me playing the bottom? 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: Is that fine? 

Participant B: Might as well switch it up. 

Participant A: Just ‘cause I don’t know how I’ll get the high notes out right now. 

Participant B: [to administrator] That’s ok, right? 

Participant A: [to administrator] Is that ok? 

Administrator: You can do whatever you like. 

Both: Ok. 

Participant B: So, um, do you just want to run through the first line, up to the breath 

mark? 

Participant A: Sure, yeah. 

Participant B: And we’re going to take this slow. 

Participant A: And remember it’s like B-flat and E-flat and… alright. 

Participant B: Ready? 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: You wanna restart? 

Participant A: Yeah.   

Participant B: Alright, hold on, gimme one second. [plays]  Ok.  Ready? 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I’m sorry. 

Participant B: You’re fine, you’re fine.  Would you rather do the top part?  Or… yeah, 

finger it through, finger it through. 

Participant A: I don’t know.   

Participant B: Wanna try again?  
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Participant A: Sure. 

Participant B: Ready? 

[playing] 

Participant A: [mumbles] 

Participant B: Do you want to try to play through the scale?  Do you want to go slower? 

Participant A: I guess.  It’s just the… measure 2. 

Participant B: How fast can you play it? 

[A plays] 

Participant A: I don’t know, too slow. 

Participant B: [sings]  Ok.  We’ll do it about here.  Ok?  5 

[playing] 

Participant A: I don’t know how well I’ll be able to play this. 

Participant B: Do you want to count it off?  Set the tempo?  You got it.  You got it.  I 

know you do. 

Participant A: I mean, I could probably go back to the top.  Because that’s what I know, 

sort of. 

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: I just don’t know how well I can play those high notes.  Because I haven’t 

had my instrument all break.  So… 

Participant B: It’s ok.  It’s, um, it’s up to you.  If you’d rather try and play the lower 

register… 

Participant A: I don’t know.  I’m just going to hold you back, honestly. 

Participant B: Oh, shush.  I’m probably not hitting the right partials anyway… [trails off] 

Participant A: Yeah, I’ll just do the top. 

Participant B: You wanna try and do the top? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 
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Participant B: Ok.  Ready? 

Participant A: Mmmhmm 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Ok. [indistinguishable] sound bad. 

Participant B: Do you feel better about the top? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok.  Alright, so, um, let’s run through it, um, let’s try and go through the 

first and the second line together. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok? 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  So, um, let’s do that again and let’s focus on articulations this time. 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Now that we’re starting to get the notes down. And, yeah.  And, uh, 

dynamics.  Ready? 

[playing] 

Participant A: I didn’t know we were going to keep going. 

Participant B: Oh, no, you’re fine.  Ok, um, you just wanna take the pickup and then go 

through the other two lines? 

Participant A: Yeah, sure. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah, that’s not too bad.  Um, when we try and do the final run, um, I’m 

going to try and start out piano.  [stammers]  I’m still trash at crescendoing.  But, um, I’m 

going to speed it up a little bit.  Like, through that, we should try and, like, pick it up, 

even just, like, a tiny bit. 

Participant A: Throughout the last 2 lines? 
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Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: And then focus on, like, where the accents are, because they’re, like, 

scattered.  Ready?  Take the pickup and the last 2 lines. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah, do you want to work on anything specific?  Like, um, like the runs 

specifically, or anything like that? 

Participant A: Yeah, just like the first line over and over and over. 

Participant B: The first line, over and over again? 

Participant A: It’s like, it’s basically all I do the entire time.  But, I know you don’t… 

Participant B: I mean [stammers] it’s like the same thing.  Alright, so, first line.  Ready? 

[playing] 

Participant B: Yeah.  You wanna do the second line?  Same notes, just different 

articulation? 

Participant A: Yeah, I just wish I could hit those notes.  [plays].  I don’t know.  Maybe it 

will sound right. 

Participant B: You’ll get it.  You’ll get it.  Ready?  Second line? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Yeah [plays].  I’m gonna hit that note next time.  Ok, um, first line again? 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, I messed that up. 

Participant B: It’s fine.  Do you wanna do any, like, specific measure?  Like, break it 

down any? 

Participant A: No. 

Participant B: No?  Alright, second line. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: Ok.  First line again? 

Participant A: Mmhmm. 

Participant B: Just wanna keep running it through? 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: Ok. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Not so bad.  See, it’s just practice.  Second line? 

[playing] 

Participant B: Mmhmm.  And then, um, let’s just run through the last two lines while we 

have 30 seconds.  Ready? 

[playing] 

 

Transcript ends 

 

Group 30 

Participant A: Trumpet 

Participant B: Alto Saxophone 

Transcript begins 

Participant A: Alright.  Uh, is there anything you wanna go over first before we, uh, start 

playing? 

Participant B: Um, what’s hardest for you?  ‘Cause staccato’s hardest for me.   

Participant A: Staccato… um, yeah, probably the staccato.  Trying to, like, get the note, 

like, [stammers] in tune. 

Participant B: That crisp. 

Participant A: Yeah.  Couldn’t find the words.  What’s the tempo you wanna take this?  

[snapping] 
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Participant B: Um, so [singing].  So, kind of like… 

Participant A: Alright, yeah.  Yeah, yeah, that’s fine.  Alright, do you want to try it?  Do 

you just wanna try the first line? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Alright.  5 

Both: 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright.  I messed up on the second, um, the third measure with the second 

run of the eighth notes.  Alright, do you want to try that again? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright.  Oh, there’s a, um, breath mark right before the mezzo piano. 

Participant B: I gotta fix this reed. 

Participant A: Yeah, that’s fine.  Alright, um, damn, it’s already been a minute. 

Participant B: Oh, shit. 

Participant A: Um… Alright, do you wanna try the fourth measure in to the second line?  

And then just run that? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Alright.  So, we’re going to start right here.  Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: I got lost. 

Participant A: It’s fine, it’s fine. 

Participant B: So… 

Participant A: Do you just wanna try the second line? 

Participant B: Yeah. 
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Participant A: Alright, alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright. 

Participant B: [indistinguishable] 

Participant A: So, it… Alright, so it goes from mezzo piano and then piano and then 

forte.  And then I think, through this, we increase, right? 

Participant B: Um, it says crescendo… 

Participant A: Yeah. 

Participant B: … e accel poco a poco, so little by little. 

Participant A: So, increase a little bit [stammers].  Yeah.  Alright.  Um… Do you wanna 

try the first two and then stop at the breath mark? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: That’s a whole [stammers].  I’m confusing myself.  So… 

Participant A: What are you confused about? 

Participant B: It’s just, when we start here, [stammers] it throws me off that we have to 

play the D and that we don’t play it here.  And I’m like… 

Participant A: Oh, the little transition that you have to go from here to that. 

Participant B: Yeah. 

Participant A: Do you wanna practice that really quick by yourself?  You can if you want. 

Participant B: Um, I’ll try.  So, [playing].  So, that sounds easy enough.  I think I just 

threw myself off.   

Participant A: Alright.  You wanna try that again?  The first two? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 
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[playing] 

Participant B: So, should we try this part here, ‘cause… 

Participant A: Yeah, we can start that. 

Participant B: It’s different [stammers] from here, so… 

Participant A: Oh, watch out for the accents every three 

Participant B: Oh, my goodness. 

Participant A: For, like, every measure and then the third beat.  Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Shoot.  I forgot about the, um, eighth note at the end.  So… 

Participant B: You wanna go over it again? 

Participant A: Yeah, yeah, can we start here again and then go on?  5, 6, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, it gets… 

Participant B: Oh, the accents. [sings] 

Participant A: Yeah, [sings] 

Participant B: And um… 

Participant A: It gets a little faster. 

Participant B: We need to hold out the half notes. 

Participant A: Oh, uh, I don’t have a half note. 

Participant B: Right there? 

Participant A: Yeah, you play the top and then I play the bottom. 

Participant B: Oh, hah, my bad. 

Participant A: Yeah, it’s fine. 

Participant B: Do you want to try a run through of it? 

Participant A: Yeah, we can run it.  5, 5, 6. 
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[playing] 

Participant A: Shoot. 

Participant B: I think we, uh… 

Participant A: [stammers] I think I sped up a little. 

Participant B: Just a wee bit. 

Participant A: Alright, um, where did we leave off at?  Do you just want to try it again?  

Or… 

Participant B: If you want to. 

Participant A: Well, what do you want to do? 

Participant B: Uh, I’m fine with anything.  We can start it over.  That’s fine. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: Ah, it’s not an F.  It’s a D.  G, D, C. 

Participant A: How fast do you wanna take that.  ‘Cause, we’re right here [snaps] 

Participant B: So [snaps] 

Participant A: [snaps]  Alright, do you wanna try the second to last and then that? 

Participant B: Sure. 

Participant A: So, it’s, 1, 2, 3, 4, 1, 2, 3. 

Participant B: Oh, yeah.  1, 2, 3. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant B: [stammers] I was reading it wrong. 

Participant A: Or, do you want to start at right here, or…? 

Participant B: Uh, whatever’s fine. 

Participant A: Whatever’s easier for you. 
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Participant B: Oh, we can start here.  I just threw myself off. 

Participant A: Alright.  Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Oh, ok, ok, alright, alright.  Um, I think I sped up a little.  So, it’s [sings].  

Do you wanna do that? 

Participant B: Where? 

Participant A: [stammers] at the very end. 

Participant B: Oh, sure. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I think you’re holding, um, the first note a little longer.   

Participant B: Ok. 

Participant A: [sings]  Alright.  Let’s try it one more time and then we can run it.  5, 6, 5, 

6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: How much time.  We have 2 minutes.  Alright, do you just wanna run it? 

Participant B: Uh, sure. 

Participant A: Alright, 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright.   

Participant B: We have, uh, 1 minute and 20 seconds. 

Participant A: We have a minute, 20?  Alright.  Let’s try… let’s try the last line. 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: Do you wanna… Actually we can play it and then… so, how do you want 

to play this? 

Participant B: [makes a noise] I don’t understand the question. 
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Participant A: Um… 

Participant B: Like, what kind of style, or, how…? 

Participant A: I don’t know how to, like, word it.  I don’t know how to word it. 

Participant B: Um, is there something you want to change about it? 

Participant A: No, [stammers].  Never mind. 

Participant B: Do you want to go over this part, one last time? 

Participant A: Yeah, so let’s try playing it [sings].  So, don’t stop here, just keep going.  

Alright? 

Participant B: Alright. 

Participant A: 5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: I’ll hold this a little longer.  Alright.  5… Or you wanna try it again? 

Participant B: Yeah, sure.  We have 15 seconds. 

Participant A: Alright.  5, 6, 5, 6, 7. 

[playing] 

Participant A: Alright, alright, alright.  I know how to play it.  Ok. 

 

Transcript ends 
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APPENDIX M 

CONSENSUAL ASSESSMENT TECHNIQUE ARTIFACT JUDGING ORDER 

Table M.1 shows the randomized order each judge assessed each group’s MCEC 

musical performance. 

Table M.1 

CAT Assessment Order 

Order Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 

1 Group 1 Group 28 Group 30 Group 20 Group 4 

2 Group 27 Group 8 Group 25 Group 12 Group 19 

3 Group 21 Group 30 Group 6 Group 30 Group 28 

4 Group 9 Group 9 Group 18 Group 28 Group 3 

5 Group 14 Group 12 Group 28 Group 5 Group 12 

6 Group 15 Group 3 Group 14 Group 4 Group 23 

7 Group 26 Group 29 Group 23 Group 16 Group 8 

8 Group 10 Group 4 Group 24 Group 1 Group 5 

9 Group 16 Group 26 Group 16 Group 14 Group 20 

10 Group 8 Group 5 Group 8 Group 6 Group 16 

11 Group 29 Group 17 Group 19 Group 9 Group 1 

12 Group 4 Group 11 Group 13 Group 24 Group 14 

13 Group 23 Group 14 Group 10 Group 27 Group 21 

14 Group 17 Group 20 Group 22 Group 18 Group 29 

15 Group 7 Group 15 Group 15 Group 13 Group 13 

16 Group 2 Group 23 Group 20 Group 26 Group 27 

17 Group 30 Group 25 Group 11 Group 19 Group 15 

18 Group 5 Group 16 Group 9 Group 11 Group 9 

19 Group 3 Group 22 Group 3 Group 15 Group 22 

20 Group 13 Group 6 Group 4 Group 3 Group 30 

21 Group 6 Group 21 Group 29 Group 29 Group 6 

     (continued) 
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Table M.1 (continued)    

Order Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 

22 Group 19 Group 13 Group 2 Group 10 Group 2 

23 Group 18 Group 1 Group 1 Group 25 Group 17 

24 Group 11 Group 10 Group 26 Group 8 Group 7 

25 Group 12 Group 27 Group 21 Group 22 Group 10 

26 Group 28 Group 2 Group 12 Group 2 Group 11 

27 Group 22 Group 7 Group 27 Group 21 Group 25 

28 Group 24 Group 24 Group 17 Group 17 Group 18 

29 Group 20 Group 19 Group 7 Group 23 Group 26 

30 Group 25 Group 18 Group 5 Group 7 Group 24 
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APPENDIX N 

RAW DESCRIPTIVE DATA 

 Data presentation begins on the next page. 



  

Table N.1 

Raw Participant Descriptive Data 

                                               5
1
3
 

Participant Group Instrument School Conditiona Gender Age Yearsb Grade Bandc Chamberd Outsidee 

1 1 Bassoon A C F 13 0.33 9 1 3 3 

2 1 Bells A C F 14 4 9 1 3 3 

3 2 Euphonium A C F 16 7 11 3 3 3 

4 2 Trumpet A C F 16 7 11 3 3 4 

5 3 Tenor Sax A C F 14 5 9 1 2 2 

6 3 Clarinet A C F 15 7 10 2 1 1 

7 4 Clarinet A C F 16 8 11 3 3 3 

8 4 Clarinet A C F 14 6 9 1 1 2 

9 5 Flute A C F 17 7 12 4 5 5 

10 5 Clarinet A C F 17 9 12 4 4 3 

11 6 Flute A E F 17 9 12 4 4 3 

12 6 Flute A E F 15 5 10 1 3 4 

13 7 Percussion A E F 16 3 11 3 3 4 

14 7 Clarinet A E F 15 3 9 1 3 5 

15 8 Flute A E F 16 7 11 3 4 4 

16 8 Bassoon A E F 17 3.5 12 4 3 3 

(continued) 
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Table N.1 (continued)          

Participant Group Instrument School Conditiona Gender Age Yearsb Grade Bandc Chamberd Outsidee 

17 9 Percussion A E F 17 2 12 3 2 3 

18 9 Clarinet A E F 16 7 11 3 4 2 

19 10 Trombone A E F 14 5 9 1 4 2 

20 10 Flute A E F 14 3 9 1 1 5 

21 11 Percussion B C M 17 4 12 4 1 3 

22 11 Clarinet B C F 16 8 11 3 3 4 

23 12 Bari Sax B C F 15 2 9 1 4 5 

24 12 Trumpet B C F 17 7 12 4 4 5 

25 13 Flute B C F 15 5 10 2 4 4 

26 13 Alto Sax B C F 16 5 11 4 3 5 

27 14 Bari Sax B E M 17 5 12 4 3 5 

28 14 Tuba B E M 17 7 12 4 4 3 

29 15 Alto Sax B E M 16 7 10 2 3 4 

30 15 Percussion B E M 17 3 12 3 2 5 

31 16 Euphonium B E M 15 5 10 2 3 2 

32 16 Percussion B E M 15 4 10 2 2 2 

33 17 Horn C C M 16 0.25 10 1 1 3 

          (continued) 
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Table N.1 (continued)          

Participant Group Instrument School Conditiona Gender Age Yearsb Grade Bandc Chamberd Outsidee 

34 17 Alto Sax C C F 14 4 9 1 --- 3 

35 18 Flute C E F 16 7 10 2 5 5 

36 18 Horn C E F 16 3 11 3 1 1 

37 19 Clarinet C E F 17 8 12 4 3 2 

38 19 Flute C E F 15 7 10 2 2 3 

39 20 Alto Sax C E M 16 9 12 4 5 4 

40 20 Alto Sax C E M 16 8 12 4 4 5 

41 21 Flute C E M 14 6 9 1 2 3 

42 21 Trumpet C E F 15 6 10 2 3.5 3 

43 22 Bass Clarinet C E M 14 5 9 1 2 1 

44 22 Trumpet C E M 15 6 10 2 1 2 

45 23 Trumpet C C M 14 4.5 9 1 4 4 

46 23 Clarinet C C F 14 6 9 1 3 5 

47 24 Trombone C E F 14 5 9 1 3 4 

48 24 Flute C E F 15 3 10 1 3 2 

49 25 Clarinet C E M 14 5 9 1 2 2 

50 25 Trumpet C E F 14 6 9 1 4 4 

         (continued) 
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Table N.1 (continued)          

Participant Group Instrument School Conditiona Gender Age Yearsb Grade Bandc Chamberd Outsidee 

51 26 Bari Sax C C M 15 4 10 2 3 3 

52 26 Flute C C F 16 6 11 3 3 3 

53 27 Horn C C F 15 0.25 10 2 3 2 

54 27 Trumpet C C F 14 4 9 1 3 2 

55 28 Clarinet C C F 15 6 10 2 3 3 

56 28 Trumpet C C F 16 8 11 2.5 --- 5 

57 29 Horn C C F 17 4 12 4 2 2 

58 29 Bassoon C C F 16 1.5 10 2 2 1 

59 30 Trumpet C C M 15 7 10 2 1 2 

60 30 Alto Sax C C F 16 4 11 3 5 3 

aC = Control; E = Experimental 
bDenotes the number of years participants have been playing the instrument on which they participated in the study 
cDenotes the number of years participants have participated in high school band 
dDenotes participants’ level of experience with chamber music, rated on a scale of 1–5 
eDenotes participants’ level of music making outside of their band class, rated on a scale of 1–5 
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APPENDIX O 

ENTRANCE AND EXIT SURVEY RESPONSES 

Table O.1 

Entrance Survey Responses 

Participant Group Conditiona Practiceb Enjoymentc Confidenced Difficultye 

1 1 C Y Y 3 2 

2 1 C Y Y 3 2 

3 2 C Y Y 4 1 

4 2 C Y Y 5 2 

5 3 C N Y 3 3 

6 3 C N Y 4 3 

7 4 C Y Y 5 2 

8 4 C Y Y 5 4 

9 5 C Y Y 4 1 

10 5 C Y Y 5 4 

11 6 E Y Y 4 3 

12 6 E N Y 5 1 

13 7 E Y Y 3 2 

14 7 E Y Y 4 1 

15 8 E Y Y 2 2 

16 8 E Y Y 5 1 

17 9 E Y Y 4 3 

18 9 E N Y 5 1 

19 10 E Y Y 4 3 

20 10 E Y Y 4 2 

21 11 C Y Y 1 2 

22 11 C Y Y 5 3 

23 12 C Y Y 4 2 

     (continued) 
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Table O.1 (continued)     

Participant Group Conditiona Practiceb Enjoymentc Confidenced Difficultye 

24 12 C Y Y 4 2 

25 13 C N Y 3 3 

26 13 C Y Y 4 2 

27 14 E Y Y 4 2 

28 14 E Y Y 4 2 

29 15 E Y Y 4 3 

30 15 E Y Y 4 4 

31 16 E Y Y 3 2 

32 16 E Y N 2 1 

33 17 C N N 2 2 

34 17 C Y Y 4 2 

35 18 E N Y 5 1 

36 18 E Y N 1 2 

37 19 E Y Y 2 2 

38 19 E N Y 3 2 

39 20 E Y Y 5 1 

40 20 E Y Y 5 3 

41 21 E N Y 4 1 

42 21 E N Y 3 3 

43 22 E N Y 3 1 

44 22 E Y Y 4 4 

45 23 C Y Y 4 2 

46 23 C N Y 3 2 

47 24 E Y Y 3 3 

48 24 E Y Y 5 1 

49 25 E N Y 1 4 

50 25 E Y Y 4 1 

     (continued) 
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Table O.1 (continued)     

Participant Group Conditiona Practiceb Enjoymentc Confidenced Difficultye 

51 26 C N Y 4 3 

52 26 C Y Y 5 4 

53 27 C N Y 2 3 

54 27 C Y Y 4 3 

55 28 C N Y 3 3 

56 28 C N Y 2 3 

57 29 C N Y 1 3 

58 29 C Y Y 3 3 

59 30 C N Y 1 3 

60 30 C N Y 3 2 

aC = Control; E = Experimental 
bDenotes whether participants practiced the Practice Duet prior to the pretest 
cDenotes whether participants enjoyed the pretest 
dDenotes participants’ confidence level going into the pretest, rated on a scale of 1–5 
eDenotes how difficult participants found the pretest, rated on a scale of 1–5



 

5
2
0

 

Table O.2 

Exit Survey Responses       

Participant Group Condition Practicea MCEC Enj.b Confidencec Difficultyd Project Enj.e Rehearsalsf 

1 1 Control Y Y 3 2 --- --- 

2 1 Control N Y 3 2 --- --- 

3 2 Control N Y 5 1 --- --- 

4 2 Control N Y 5 1 --- --- 

5 3 Control N Y 2 4 --- --- 

6 3 Control N Y 4 4 --- --- 

7 4 Control N Y 4 1 --- --- 

8 4 Control N Y 5 3 --- --- 

9 5 Control N Y 3 1 --- --- 

10 5 Control Y Y 4 1 --- --- 

11 6 Experimental Y Y 4 3 5 4 

12 6 Experimental Y Y 3 2 5 4 

13 7 Experimental Y Y 5 1 5 4 

14 7 Experimental Y N 5 1 4 4 

15 8 Experimental N Y 4 2 4 4 

(continued) 
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Table O.2 (continued)       

Participant Group Condition Practicea MCEC Enj.b Confidencec Difficultyd Project Enj.e Rehearsalsf 

16 8 Experimental Y Y 5 1 4 4 

17 9 Experimental Y Y 3 2 4 4 

18 9 Experimental N Y 3 1 5 4 

19 10 Experimental Y Y 4 4 4 3 

20 10 Experimental Y Y 4 2 4 4 

21 11 Control N Y 4 4 --- --- 

22 11 Control N Y 4 2 --- --- 

23 12 Control N Y 5 4 --- --- 

24 12 Control N Y 4 1 --- --- 

25 13 Control N Y 4 2 --- --- 

26 13 Control N Y 5 2 --- --- 

27 14 Experimental Y Y 4 1 3 3 

28 14 Experimental Y Y 3 2 4 4 

29 15 Experimental Y Y 4 2 5 3 

30 15 Experimental Y Y 3 3 4 3 

31 16 Experimental Y Y 2 3 3 2 

32 16 Experimental N N 3 4 4 4 

(continued) 
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Table O.2 (continued)       

Participant Group Condition Practicea MCEC Enj.b Confidencec Difficultyd Project Enj.e Rehearsalsf 

33 17 Control N Y 3 3 --- --- 

34 17 Control N Y 3 2 --- --- 

35 18 Experimental N Y 5 1 5 2 

36 18 Experimental N Y 2 2 3 4 

37 19 Experimental N Y 4 2 3 2 

38 19 Experimental Y Y 5 1 5 3 

39 20 Experimental N Y 5 2 5 4 

40 20 Experimental N Y 5 2 5 4 

41 21 Experimental Y Y 4 4 4 3 

42 21 Experimental N Y 4 3 3 3 

43 22 Experimental Y Y 4 2 3 4 

44 22 Experimental N Y 4 1 5 4 

45 23 Control N Y 4 2 --- --- 

46 23 Control N Y 4 2 --- --- 

47 24 Experimental Y Y 4 2 3 2 

48 24 Experimental N Y 4 1 5 3 

49 25 Experimental N Y 3 3 3 4 

(continued) 
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Table O.2 (continued)       

Participant Group Condition Practicea MCEC Enj.b Confidencec Difficultyd Project Enj.e Rehearsalsf 

50 25 Experimental Y Y 4 2 3 2 

51 26 Control N Y 5 2 --- --- 

52 26 Control N Y 5 1 --- --- 

53 27 Control N Y 3 3 --- --- 

54 27 Control N Y 3 2 --- --- 

55 28 Control N Y 4 3 --- --- 

56 28 Control Y Y 4 2 --- --- 

57 29 Control N Y 2 3 --- --- 

58 29 Control N Y 3 3 --- --- 

59 30 Control N Y 3 2 --- --- 

60 30 Control Y Y 3 2 --- --- 

Note.  Enj. = Enjoyment; --- = not applicable 
aDenotes whether participants practiced the Practice Duet prior to the posttest 
bDenotes whether participants enjoyed the posttest 
cDenotes participants’ confidence level going into the posttest, rated on a scale of 1–5 
dDenotes how difficult participants found the posttest, rated on a scale of 1–5 
eDenotes experimental group participants’ level of enjoyment of the autonomous chamber music project, rated on a 

scale of 1–5 
fDenotes the number of rehearsals experimental participants completed in the autonomous chamber music project 
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APPENDIX P 

PRETEST CREATIVE BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT RAW DATA 

Data presentation begins on the next page.  
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Table P.1 

Pretest Problem Finding Raw Data 

Group Cond.a Coll. Flu. Flex. Elab. Dyn. Art. Tempo Phrasing Ens. Tone Style Artistry Other 

1 C 0.4 10 4 0.9 3 2 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 

2 C 0.1 9 4 1 2 3 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 

3 C 0.4 7 3 1 1 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4 C 0.1 11 3 0.91 5 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 C 0.2 9 3 1 5 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6 E 0.5 7 3 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7 E 0.2 6 2 0.83 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8 E 0.1 13 3 1 5 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9 E 0.3 5 2 1 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 E 0.1 8 3 0.75 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

11 C 0.5 8 4 1 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 

12 C 0.1 14 4 1 5 3 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 

13 C 0.2 10 5 0.9 1 2 4 2 0 0 0 1 0 

14 E 0.1 9 3 1 3 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

15 E 0.2 6 3 1 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

16 E 0.5 4 2 0.75 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(continued) 
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Table P.1 (continued) 

Group Cond.a Coll. Flu. Flex. Elab. Dyn. Art. Tempo Phrasing Ens. Tone Style Artistry Other 

17 C 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

18 E 0.3 6 4 1 2 1 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 

19 E 0.5 7 4 1 2 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 

20 E 0.3 12 4 0.83 5 2 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 

21 E 0.2 10 3 1 4 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

22 E 0.3 14 5 0.93 6 2 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 

23 C 0.3 6 3 1 1 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

24 E 0.3 10 3 0.9 3 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

25 E 0.5 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

26 C 0.1 9 3 0.78 3 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

27 C 0.4 13 5 0.85 5 3 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 

28 C 0.4 11 4 0.91 5 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 

29 C 0.4 10 3 1 3 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

30 C 0.1 9 3 1 2 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Note. Cond = Condition; Coll. = Collaboration; Flu. = Fluency; Flex. = Flexibility; Elab. = Elaboration; Dyn. = Dynamics; 

Art = Articulations; Ens. = Ensemble 
aC = Control; E = Experimental 
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Table P.2 

Pretest Ideation Raw Data 

   
Flexibility 

 
Group Condition Fluency Mean Mode Upper Limit Collaboration 

1 Control 12 1.2 0 5 0 

2 Control 6 1.67 0 2 0.17 

3 Control 1 0.14 0 1 0.5 

4 Control 14 1.18 0 4 0.36 

5 Control 14 2.22 1 7 0.24 

6 Experimental 4 1.57 0 2 0.5 

7 Experimental 4 0.67 0 3 0.25 

8 Experimental 16 1.23 1 3 0.12 

9 Experimental 6 1.2 0 3 0.17 

10 Experimental 17 2 0 5 0.21 

11 Control 9 1 1 3 0.39 

12 Control 15 1.07 0 7 0.23 

13 Control 6 1.67 0 2 0.33 

14 Experimental 6 0.67 0 2 0.5 

15 Experimental 15 2.5 4 4 0.17 

16 Experimental 5 1.25 0 5 0.3 

17 Control 0 0 0 0 0.5 

18 Experimental 11 1.57 1 5 0.32 

19 Experimental 3 0.43 0 1 0.17 

20 Experimental 19 1.58 1 5 0.24 

21 Experimental 7 0.7 0 3 0.21 

22 Experimental 6 0.43 0 2 0.33 

23 Control 10 1.67 2 2 0.5 

24 Experimental 7 0.7 0 2 0.36 

25 Experimental 0 0 0 0 0.5 

(continued) 
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Table P.2 (continued) 

   Flexibility  

Group Condition Fluency Mean Mode Upper Limit Collaboration 

26 Control 4 0.44 0 2 0.25 

27 Control 6 0.46 0 3 0.5 

28 Control 27 2.45 0 11 0.13 

29 Control 9 1.1 2 2 0.5 

30 Control 8 0.89 0 4 0.13 

 

Table P.3 

Pretest Evaluation Raw Data 

Group Condition Fluency Elaboration Collaboration 

1 Control 16 1 0.31 

2 Control 11 1 0.32 

3 Control 9 0 0.06 

4 Control 15 0.4 0.3 

5 Control 11 0.18 0.05 

6 Experimental 10 0.7 0.1 

7 Experimental 4 0.75 0.25 

8 Experimental 18 0.94 0.17 

9 Experimental 5 0.8 0.3 

10 Experimental 20 0.8 0.15 

11 Control 3 1 0.17 

12 Control 11 0.82 0.41 

13 Control 4 0.75 0 

14 Experimental 14 0.64 0.14 

15 Experimental 10 0.9 0 

16 Experimental 2 0.5 0 

17 Control 0 0 0.5 

(continued) 
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Table P.3 (continued) 

Group Condition Fluency Elaboration Collaboration 

18 Experimental 2 0.5 0 

19 Experimental 23 0.96 0.15 

20 Experimental 13 0.77 0.19 

21 Experimental 7 0.29 0.29 

22 Experimental 6 0.83 0 

23 Control 11 0.73 0.23 

24 Experimental 5 0.8 0.1 

25 Experimental 2 1 0.5 

26 Control 17 0.59 0.03 

27 Control 8 0.75 0.13 

28 Control 17 0.71 0.21 

29 Control 13 0.69 0.19 

30 Control 6 0.33 0.17 
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APPENDIX Q 

POSTTEST CREATIVE BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT RAW DATA 

Data presentation begins on the next page. 
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Table Q.1 

Posttest Problem Finding Raw Data 

Group Cond.a Coll. Flu. Flex. Elab. Dyn. Art. Tempo Phrasing Ensemble Tone Style Artistry Other 

1 C 0.3 11 3 0.91 4 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2 C 0.1 5 2 1 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3 C 0.1 10 3 1 5 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4 C 0.3 9 3 1 5 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 C 0.4 9 5 0.78 3 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 

6 E 0.3 9 4 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 

7 E 0.5 4 1 0.75 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8 E 0.3 15 5 0.93 5 3 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 

9 E 0.3 4 1 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 E 0.1 11 4 0.91 3 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 

11 C 0.5 11 3 1 4 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

12 C 0.3 4 2 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

13 C 0.5 7 4 1 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 

14 E 0.4 9 3 1 6 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

15 E 0.5 8 3 1 4 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 

(continued) 



 

5
3
2
 

Table Q.1 (continued) 

Group Cond.a Coll. Flu. Flex. Elab. Dyn. Art. Tempo Phrasing Ensemble Tone Style Artistry Other 

16 E 0 2 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

17 C 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

18 E 0.5 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

19 E 0 8 4 1 2 3 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 

20 E 0.1 14 4 0.93 6 2 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 

21 E 0.1 9 2 1 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

22 E 0.3 9 5 0.89 1 3 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 

23 C 0.1 11 5 0.82 4 2 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 

24 E 0.1 9 3 0.78 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

25 E 0 2 2 0.5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

26 C 0.1 11 5 0.82 2 4 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 

27 C 0.3 9 4 0.89 4 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

28 C 0.1 7 3 0.86 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

29 C 0.5 9 4 0.78 3 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 

30 C 0.3 11 4 1 4 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 

Note. Cond = Condition; Coll. = Collaboration; Flu. = Fluency; Flex. = Flexibility; Elab. = Elaboration; Dyn. = 

Dynamics; Art = Articulations; Ens. = Ensemble 
aC = Control; E = Experimental 
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Table Q.2 

Posttest Ideation Raw Data 

  
 Flexibility 

 
Group Condition Fluency Mean Mode Upper Limit Collaboration 

1 Control 15 1.39 0 7 0.03 

2 Control 4 0.8 0 2 0.5 

3 Control 16 1.6 0 6 0 

4 Control 11 1.22 0 3 0.14 

5 Control 5 0.56 0 2 0.5 

6 Experimental 11 1.22 1 3 0.32 

7 Experimental 0 0 0 0 0.5 

8 Experimental 13 0.87 0 3 0.04 

9 Experimental 6 1.5 1 4 0.33 

10 Experimental 8 0.72 0 3 0.25 

11 Control 11 1 1 2 0.41 

12 Control 2 0.5 1 1 0 

13 Control 10 1 1 2 0.5 

14 Experimental 5 0.56 0 2 0.1 

15 Experimental 3 0.63 0 3 0.5 

16 Experimental 2 1 1 2 0.5 

17 Control 0 0 0 0 0.5 

18 Experimental 2 2 2 2 0.5 

19 Experimental 3 0.38 0 2 0.17 

20 Experimental 26 1.64 1 9 0.12 

21 Experimental 5 0.56 0 3 0.3 

22 Experimental 13 1.67 1 5 0.04 

23 Control 2 0.18 0 1 0.5 

24 Experimental 7 0.78 1 2 0.21 

25 Experimental 0 0 0 0 0.5 

(continued) 
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Table Q.2 (continued) 

   Flexibility  

Group Condition Fluency Mean Mode Upper Limit Collaboration 

26 Control 8 0.73 1 2 0 

27 Control 6 0.67 1 2 0.5 

28 Control 3 0.43 0 1 0.5 

29 Control 3 0.33 0 1 0.5 

30 Control 5 0.45 0 2 0.1 

 

Table Q.3 

Posttest Evaluation Raw Data 

Group Condition Elaboration Fluency Collaboration 

1 Control 0.82 17 0.15 

2 Control 0.8 5 0.5 

3 Control 0.5 4 0.25 

4 Control 0.83 6 0.33 

5 Control 0.67 12 0 

6 Experimental 0.64 11 0.14 

7 Experimental 0 3 0.17 

8 Experimental 0.73 15 0.23 

9 Experimental 0.47 7 0.07 

10 Experimental 0.57 14 0.29 

11 Control 0.38 8 0 

12 Control 0.47 17 0.21 

13 Control 0.63 8 0 

14 Experimental 0.47 7 0.07 

15 Experimental 0.25 4 0.5 

16 Experimental 0 4 0 

17 Control 0 0 0.5 

(continued) 
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Table Q.3 (continued) 

Group Condition Elaboration Fluency Collaboration 

18 Experimental 0.8 5 0.5 

19 Experimental 0.83 18 0.11 

20 Experimental 0.86 21 0.12 

21 Experimental 0.27 11 0.14 

22 Experimental 0.78 9 0.06 

23 Control 0.63 19 0.18 

24 Experimental 0.5 4 0.25 

25 Experimental 1 3 0.5 

26 Control 0.8 15 0.17 

27 Control 0.5 12 0.25 

28 Control 0.58 12 0.25 

29 Control 0.6 5 0.1 

30 Control 0.91 11 0.05 
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APPENDIX R 

PRETEST CAT RAW DATA 

Table R.1 

Pretest CAT Aesthetic Appeal Ratings 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

1 Control 2 2 3 2 2 2.2 

2 Control 3 2 4 5 3 3.4 

3 Control 3 2 3 5 3 3.2 

4 Control 5 4 3 3 5 4 

5 Control 5 4 5 4 5 4.6 

6 Experimental 2 3 4 4 4 3.4 

7 Experimental 4 3 4 4 4 3.8 

8 Experimental 5 3 4 5 5 4.4 

9 Experimental 4 2 4 4 3 3.4 

10 Experimental 3 1 4 2 3 2.6 

11 Control 2 2 4 3 2 2.6 

12 Control 4 2 4 3 1 2.8 

13 Control 3 2 3 2 3 2.6 

14 Experimental 5 2 4 4 5 4 

15 Experimental 3 2 4 3 4 3.2 

16 Experimental 1 2 4 2 1 2 

17 Control 2 1 2 1 2 1.6 

18 Experimental 3 2 3 1 3 2.4 

19 Experimental 3 3 3 4 3 3.2 

20 Experimental 4 4 3 5 4 4 

21 Experimental 2 2 3 4 1 2.4 

22 Experimental 4 4 4 4 2 3.6 

23 Control 3 2 3 3 4 3 

(continued) 
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Table R.1 (continued) 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

24 Experimental 4 3 4 2 1 2.8 

25 Experimental 4 3 3 2 3 3 

26 Control 3 3 3 3 5 3.4 

27 Control 2 2 1 1 1 1.4 

28 Control 4 4 3 4 2 3.4 

29 Control 1 3 2 1 1 1.6 

30 Control 3 4 4 2 5 3.6 

 

Table R.2 

Pretest CAT Creativity Ratings 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

1 Control 2 2 2 2 3 2.2 

2 Control 4 2 3 4 2 3 

3 Control 4 3 3 5 4 3.8 

4 Control 4 4 4 3 3 3.6 

5 Control 4 4 4 4 5 4.2 

6 Experimental 3 1 3 4 2 2.6 

7 Experimental 3 2 4 3 4 3.2 

8 Experimental 5 4 5 4 4 4.4 

9 Experimental 4 3 4 5 4 4 

10 Experimental 5 2 3 3 5 3.6 

11 Control 2 2 3 3 4 2.8 

12 Control 4 2 4 3 2 3 

13 Control 3 2 3 3 3 2.8 

14 Experimental 5 3 4 4 5 4.2 

15 Experimental 5 3 5 3 5 4.2 

16 Experimental 1 1 4 2 3 2.2 

(continued) 
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Table R.2 (continued) 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

17 Control 2 2 2 1 5 2.4 

18 Experimental 2 3 3 2 5 3 

19 Experimental 4 3 3 4 2 3.2 

20 Experimental 5 4 4 5 5 4.6 

21 Experimental 3 2 3 3 2 2.6 

22 Experimental 2 2 3 3 4 2.8 

23 Control 3 3 3 3 3 3 

24 Experimental 4 3 3 2 3 3 

25 Experimental 3 2 3 2 4 2.8 

26 Control 3 3 4 3 4 3.4 

27 Control 2 2 2 1 4 2.2 

28 Control 3 2 4 4 2 3 

29 Control 1 1 2 1 4 1.8 

30 Control 3 3 3 3 5 3.4 

 

Table R.3 

Pretest CAT Technical Correctness Ratings 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

1 Control 1 2 2 2 3 2 

2 Control 4 3 4 4 4 3.8 

3 Control 4 2 4 5 2 3.4 

4 Control 4 4 3 3 4 3.6 

5 Control 4 3 5 4 5 4.2 

6 Experimental 3 2 4 4 4 3.4 

7 Experimental 3 2 5 3 4 3.4 

8 Experimental 4 4 4 5 4 4.2 

9 Experimental 4 3 4 4 4 3.8 

(continued) 
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Table R.3 (continued) 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

10 Experimental 3 2 4 3 3 3 

11 Control 2 2 3 2 1 2 

12 Control 4 3 5 4 2 3.6 

13 Control 2 2 3 3 2 2.4 

14 Experimental 5 3 5 5 4 4.4 

15 Experimental 4 3 4 3 4 3.6 

16 Experimental 1 1 2 1 2 1.4 

17 Control 2 1 1 1 1 1.2 

18 Experimental 2 2 2 2 2 2 

19 Experimental 3 3 3 4 3 3.2 

20 Experimental 5 4 5 5 4 4.6 

21 Experimental 3 3 3 4 2 3 

22 Experimental 2 3 4 4 3 3.2 

23 Control 3 3 4 4 3 3.4 

24 Experimental 4 3 3 2 4 3.2 

25 Experimental 2 2 3 2 1 2 

26 Control 3 3 3 4 4 3.4 

27 Control 2 1 2 1 2 1.6 

28 Control 3 3 3 4 2 3 

29 Control 1 1 1 1 1 1 

30 Control 2 3 3 2 3 2.6 
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APPENDIX S 

CAT STABILITY REASSESSMENT RAW DATA 

Table S.1 

CAT Stability Reassessment Aesthetic Appeal Ratings 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

1 Control 2 2 3 2 2 2.2 

2 Control 4 2 3 4 4 3.4 

3 Control 3 2 4 4 4 3.4 

4 Control 5 3 4 4 4 4 

5 Control 5 4 5 4 4 4.4 

6 Experimental 4 2 4 4 3 3.4 

7 Experimental 3 3 4 3 4 3.4 

8 Experimental 5 4 5 5 5 4.8 

9 Experimental 3 3 4 4 3 3.4 

10 Experimental 3 2 3 2 4 2.8 

11 Control 1 2 3 2 3 2.2 

12 Control 3 3 3 3 3 3 

13 Control 3 3 3 2 2 2.6 

14 Experimental 5 2 4 5 5 4.2 

15 Experimental 4 3 4 4 5 4 

16 Experimental 2 1 3 3 3 2.4 

17 Control 1 1 2 1 2 1.4 

18 Experimental 1 3 2 1 2 1.8 

19 Experimental 3 3 3 4 3 3.2 

20 Experimental 5 4 4 4 5 4.4 

21 Experimental 4 3 3 4 3 3.4 

22 Experimental 2 2 3 3 3 2.6 

23 Control 4 4 3 3 3 3.4 

(continued) 
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Table S.1 (continued) 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

24 Experimental 3 2 3 3 2 2.6 

25 Experimental 1 1 3 2 4 2.2 

26 Control 3 2 2 4 4 3 

27 Control 1 1 2 1 1 1.2 

28 Control 2 3 3 3 2 2.6 

29 Control 1 1 1 1 2 1.2 

30 Control 3 2 3 3 5 3.2 

 

Table S.2 

CAT Stability Reassessment Creativity Ratings 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

1 Control 2 2 2 2 3 2.2 

2 Control 4 3 2 4 3 3.2 

3 Control 3 3 3 4 4 3.4 

4 Control 5 4 3 5 3 4 

5 Control 4 4 4 4 3 3.8 

6 Experimental 3 2 3 3 1 2.4 

7 Experimental 3 2 4 3 4 3.2 

8 Experimental 5 4 5 5 4 4.6 

9 Experimental 3 3 4 4 3 3.4 

10 Experimental 4 2 3 2 4 3 

11 Control 2 3 2 2 4 2.6 

12 Control 3 3 3 4 2 3 

13 Control 3 2 2 3 4 2.8 

14 Experimental 4 2 3 4 4 3.4 

15 Experimental 5 3 4 4 4 4 

16 Experimental 2 2 3 3 5 3 

(continued) 
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Table S.2 (continued) 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

17 Control 1 1 2 1 5 2 

18 Experimental 2 2 3 3 4 2.8 

19 Experimental 3 2 3 4 2 2.8 

20 Experimental 5 4 3 4 5 4.2 

21 Experimental 3 3 2 4 2 2.8 

22 Experimental 2 3 3 2 4 2.8 

23 Control 3 3 3 4 4 3.4 

24 Experimental 3 2 4 3 2 2.8 

25 Experimental 1 1 2 2 4 2 

26 Control 3 2 3 3 3 2.8 

27 Control 2 2 2 3 4 2.6 

28 Control 2 3 4 3 2 2.8 

29 Control 1 1 2 1 5 2 

30 Control 3 2 3 2 5 3 

 

Table S.3 

CAT Stability Reassessment Technical Correctness Ratings 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

1 Control 2 2 3 2 2 2.2 

2 Control 4 2 3 4 4 3.4 

3 Control 3 2 5 5 2 3.4 

4 Control 4 4 5 5 4 4.4 

5 Control 5 4 5 5 4 4.6 

6 Experimental 3 2 4 5 5 3.8 

7 Experimental 3 3 4 3 3 3.2 

8 Experimental 5 4 4 5 4 4.4 

9 Experimental 3 3 4 4 5 3.8 

(continued) 
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Table S.3 (continued) 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

10 Experimental 4 3 3 3 3 3.2 

11 Control 2 1 3 3 1 2 

12 Control 4 3 4 5 4 4 

13 Control 2 2 3 3 3 2.6 

14 Experimental 5 3 4 5 5 4.4 

15 Experimental 2 3 4 4 5 3.6 

16 Experimental 1 2 2 2 1 1.6 

17 Control 2 1 2 1 1 1.4 

18 Experimental 2 2 2 3 1 2 

19 Experimental 3 2 3 5 3 3.2 

20 Experimental 4 4 4 5 5 4.4 

21 Experimental 3 2 3 4 3 3 

22 Experimental 2 3 4 3 3 3 

23 Control 3 3 3 4 1 2.8 

24 Experimental 3 3 3 4 4 3.4 

25 Experimental 2 1 1 2 1 1.4 

26 Control 3 2 3 4 5 3.4 

27 Control 2 1 2 2 1 1.6 

28 Control 3 3 3 4 3 3.2 

29 Control 1 1 1 1 1 1 

30 Control 2 2 3 3 2 2.4 
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APPENDIX T 

POSTTEST CAT RAW DATA 

Table T.1 

Posttest CAT Aesthetic Appeal Ratings 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

1 Control 3 2 3 2 2 2.4 

2 Control 3 3 3 4 3 3.2 

3 Control 2 3 3 4 5 3.4 

4 Control 4 3 3 3 4 3.4 

5 Control 5 4 4 4 4 4.2 

6 Experimental 4 1 4 2 5 3.2 

7 Experimental 4 2 4 4 4 3.6 

8 Experimental 5 4 4 4 5 4.4 

9 Experimental 4 2 4 2 5 3.4 

10 Experimental 2 1 3 2 1 1.8 

11 Control 3 2 3 2 4 2.8 

12 Control 3 2 3 3 3 2.8 

13 Control 2 2 3 3 3 2.6 

14 Experimental 4 4 4 3 4 3.8 

15 Experimental 3 2 4 4 2 3 

16 Experimental 1 1 2 4 2 2 

17 Control 2 1 2 1 2 1.6 

18 Experimental 2 2 2 1 2 1.8 

19 Experimental 3 2 4 2 5 3.2 

20 Experimental 5 3 4 5 5 4.4 

21 Experimental 4 3 2 2 3 2.8 

22 Experimental 3 1 3 2 4 2.6 

23 Control 5 3 3 3 3 3.4 

(continued) 
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Table T.1 (continued) 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

24 Experimental 3 1 3 2 2 2.2 

25 Experimental 2 2 2 2 2 2 

26 Control 3 3 4 3 4 3.4 

27 Control 1 1 2 1 2 1.4 

28 Control 4 3 3 3 3 3.2 

29 Control 1 1 1 1 1 1 

30 Control 2 2 3 2 5 2.8 

 

Table T.2 

Posttest CAT Creativity Ratings 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

1 Control 2 2 2 1 4 2.2 

2 Control 4 3 3 4 2 3.2 

3 Control 3 3 3 4 5 3.6 

4 Control 4 3 3 3 3 3.2 

5 Control 5 3 4 3 3 3.6 

6 Experimental 5 1 3 2 3 2.8 

7 Experimental 4 3 4 4 3 3.6 

8 Experimental 5 4 4 5 5 4.6 

9 Experimental 4 3 4 2 4 3.4 

10 Experimental 3 2 3 1 4 2.6 

11 Control 2 2 3 3 5 3 

12 Control 3 2 4 3 2 2.8 

13 Control 3 2 3 2 4 2.8 

14 Experimental 5 5 4 4 4 4.4 

15 Experimental 1 3 4 4 4 3.2 

16 Experimental 3 1 2 2 5 2.6 

(continued) 
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Table T.2 (continued) 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

17 Control 2 2 2 1 5 2.4 

18 Experimental 2 1 2 1 5 2.2 

19 Experimental 3 1 4 2 4 2.8 

20 Experimental 5 4 5 5 5 4.8 

21 Experimental 3 3 3 2 4 3 

22 Experimental 3 1 3 2 3 2.4 

23 Control 5 3 4 4 3 3.8 

24 Experimental 4 2 3 2 2 2.6 

25 Experimental 3 1 2 2 4 2.4 

26 Control 3 3 5 3 5 3.8 

27 Control 1 1 2 1 4 1.8 

28 Control 4 3 4 3 3 3.4 

29 Control 1 1 2 1 5 2 

30 Control 3 2 3 2 5 3 

 

Table T.3 

Posttest CAT Technical Correctness Ratings 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

1 Control 2 2 3 2 3 2.4 

2 Control 4 4 4 4 4 4 

3 Control 3 4 3 4 3 3.4 

4 Control 4 3 3 3 5 3.6 

5 Control 5 4 5 4 4 4.4 

6 Experimental 4 2 4 3 4 3.4 

7 Experimental 3 3 5 5 4 4 

8 Experimental 5 4 4 5 4 4.4 

9 Experimental 4 3 5 3 4 3.8 

(continued) 
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Table T.3 (continued) 

Group Condition Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Mean 

10 Experimental 3 2 3 2 2 2.4 

11 Control 2 2 2 3 2 2.2 

12 Control 3 3 4 3 4 3.4 

13 Control 4 2 4 2 3 3 

14 Experimental 3 5 4 4 4 4 

15 Experimental 3 3 5 3 4 3.6 

16 Experimental 1 1 1 1 1 1 

17 Control 2 2 1 1 2 1.6 

18 Experimental 2 1 2 2 2 1.8 

19 Experimental 3 2 3 2 4 2.8 

20 Experimental 5 5 4 5 4 4.6 

21 Experimental 3 3 3 3 4 3.2 

22 Experimental 3 2 3 3 3 2.8 

23 Control 4 4 3 4 4 3.8 

24 Experimental 4 2 3 2 2 2.6 

25 Experimental 3 2 2 3 2 2.4 

26 Control 3 3 4 4 4 3.6 

27 Control 2 1 1 1 2 1.4 

28 Control 4 3 3 3 4 3.4 

29 Control 1 1 2 1 1 1.2 

30 Control 2 2 3 2 2 2.2 

 

 


