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Background to the project


• Context


• Project Outline


• Collaborators


Research Question:


‘Is there a hypothetical model (or models) that can 


facilitate creative collaboration between composer 


and performer?’ 







Research Method


Action Research


‘Feedback Loops: Self-Action, Self-Reflection and Action’


(Robson  1993:438, derived Lewin 1946)


‘Sequence of action-reflection cycles’


(McNiff 2002: 40-42)


‘Situational, collaborative, participatory and self-evaluative process’


(Burns 2000:444)


‘Subjects are participants in the research process’


(Denzin & Lincoln 1998: 169-170)







Preparatory Phase:  May-July 2010


Action:


Independent Learning: LM & PG (soloists)


Reflection:


• Focus on authenticity (to the score)


• Identification of challenges


• Intensive technical work


• Isolated learning process


• Fostered differing (personal) approaches


• Influenced by individual prior experience of the work


• Efficient use of time???


DYNAMIC


Independent and working in isolation







Rehearsal 1: July 19th 2010


Action:


Soloists’ Rehearsal (LM & PG)


Reflection:


• New perspective on challenges (ensemble, intonation)


• Achieving a consensus in approach (e.g. setting projected tempi)


• Developing a shared interpretation of the composer’s markings


• Initial thoughts on approach to the final improvised section


• A revised approach to learning


• Presented unanticipated challenges and concern about meeting these  


• Mutual support built confidence 


• Required shared leadership from both parties – chamber music 


• Dealing with ensemble details without a conductor wasted time?


DYNAMIC


Equal Partners







Rehearsal 2: August 16th 2010


Action:


Soloists’ Rehearsal 2 (LM & PG)


Reflection:


• Tempo of final section – both exceeded what had been agreed


• New challenges through advanced preparation (balance, intonation, detail)


• Increased reference to score and recording 


• Interpretation more advanced – considering style beyond technique


• Experimentation on final improvised section, unsure without GC input


• Initial thoughts on how the recording session might be structured (edit 
points, order)


• More confident and comfortable together 


• Still uncertain about what would be possible  


• Lack of clarity about details in the score continued without GC


• Plans for recording session speculative without producer 


DYNAMIC


Equal Partners (more relaxed)







Rehearsal 3: September 8th 2010


Action:


Directed Rehearsal (LM, PG & CR)


Reflection:


• Stylistic issues - from CR’s experience of performing the work 


• Addressing feedback from CR as an objective listener/‘critical friend’  


• Some earlier decisions reversed (tempi, flexibility in interpretation)


• Input of CR saved time, as it reduced ensemble difficulties


• Constructive criticism enabled progression to next stage of learning 


• Style became the primary driver rather than technique (assumed)


• Reversal of original decisions led to additional work (slower tempi)  


DYNAMIC


‘First Among Equals’: Leadership by CR- Practice = Rehearsal 







Rehearsal 4: September 22nd 2010


Action:


Directed rehearsal in presence of composer (LM, PG, CR & GC)


Reflection:


• Clarification of details in the score 


• Further discussion of technical challenges/feasibility (tempi)


• Similar approach to rehearsal 3


• Anticipation of greater input from GC?


• Reliance on previous experience of CR and GC


• Increased confidence, as GC positive in general about progress


DYNAMIC


Leadership from CR, complemented by input from GC 







Rehearsal 5: September 27th 2010


Action:


Full Rehearsal 1 with wind orchestra (GC not present)


Reflection:


• Focus shifts from soloists to ensemble


• Conductor in heightened leadership role, soloists largely subservient


• Additional challenges (projection, tempi, ensemble, stamina/breathing)


• Increased responsibility for soloists to deliver


• Greater sense of style emerging


• Concerns about recording increased (apprehension about different 


acoustic)


DYNAMIC


Conductor in control – ‘Democracy becomes Dictatorship’?







Rehearsal 6: October 1st 2010


Action:


Full Rehearsal 2 (GC in attendance for part of session)


Reflection:


• Greater interaction between soloists and wind orchestra


• Focus on details of ensemble and style


• Most technical issues resolved, but some re-emerging as focus shifted


• Still making technical adjustments to enhance the musical outcome


• Input of composer limited by problems of acoustic


• Transition to practicalities of recording session (position, mics., schedule)


• Recognised problems of rehearsing in different acoustic


• Lack of producer inhibited discussion of approach to recording?


DYNAMIC


Moving (back) towards a democracy







Recording: October 3rd 2010


Action:


Recording Session (All + Production Team)


Reflection:


• Most significant input from composer (late in process- inevitable?)


• New acoustic presented challenges/re-thinking of balance


• Unanticipated (extra-musical) circumstances tested professionalism


• Initial structural plan adjusted due to ‘feel’ of session (appropriate?)


• Practicalities paramount 


• Personal responsibilities for consistency at forefront


• Issues arose that might have been addressed earlier in process?   


DYNAMIC


Shared leadership by conductor, producer and composer
(Composer assumes a significantly greater role and responsibility)  







Production Team Perspective


• Artistic responsibility devolved once the session finishes (production team in 
control) until comment invited on first edit 


• New musical challenges emerge related to the technology


• Issues of score presentation are critical (e.g. condensed scores, repeats)


• Sound-world depends on personal preference/philosophy of producer, or 
‘house style’ of the company releasing the recording


• Desire to debate and resolve balance issues from outset (e.g. double bass)


• Is the project A: a recording of the event (performance given), B: an artefact 
representing the composer’s imaginary soundscape at the time of 
composition or C: somewhere in-between (the norm). If C, who determines 
where C should lie on the continuum between A and B?


• Issues over where the composer should be situated, and whether s/he 
communicates directly with the performers 


• ‘a more thorough discussion beforehand by all involved may have speeded 
some of this up’ (producer)







The ‘Control’


Reflection on prior realisation of the work for performance (premiere):


• Initial rehearsal with CR and GC took place, and was positive


• Early collaboration can facilitate the learning/psychological process


• Players were ‘liberated’ from ensemble difficulties by CR’s presence


• GC was ‘accommodating’ (e.g. tempo, improvised section)


• Composers are normally receptive to (re)-interpretation by players and the 


audience (= reception theory)


• Pre-conceived views remain and influence the process and relationships 


(e.g. the conductor’s role)


• Early communication can be counter-productive


• Logistics can override the best of intentions (acoustics, time) 


• It is impossible to prepare for the final event – performance is ‘ephemeral’


• A recording (authoritative realisation) can elicit a different dynamic from a 


live performance (composer assumes a leadership role) 







Conclusions


Traditional Model


Solo – Duo- Trio- Quartet – Tutti – Tutti + Production Team


Suggested (hypothetical) model – reverse order


Tutti + Production Team- Quartet-Trio-Duo 


Review of Outcomes


• Approaches reflect collective experience, tradition and chance 


• Early and ongoing input from the composer and producer is 
advantageous and can facilitate the process and outcome


• Flexibility is important to be able to adapt to circumstances


• Early decisions may not be the best ones


• Success depends on effective and inclusive communication 


• Independent work can be counter-productive


• Important to agree shared goals and philosophy from the outset


• The suggested reverse model might have led to a more efficient and 
effective process although not necessarily an enhanced outcome








	
   1	
  


THE	
  PERFORMER-­RESEARCHER:	
  ELEMENT	
  OR	
  COMPOUND?	
  


Dr	
  Mine	
  Doğantan	
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Middlesex	
  University	
  
CMPCP	
  Associate	
  


	
  


Stepping	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  Shadows:	
  Practitioners	
  Becoming	
  Researchers	
  
Study-­day,	
  Guildhall	
  School	
  of	
  Music	
  and	
  Drama	
  


5	
  April	
  2011	
  
	
  


For	
   purposes	
   of	
   conceptual	
   clarity,	
   and	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   situate	
   the	
  


experiences	
  that	
  I	
  will	
  talk	
  about	
  in	
  this	
  presentation,	
  I	
  shall	
  start	
  by	
  


commenting	
  on	
  the	
  first	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  title:	
  ‘The	
  Performer-­‐Researcher’.	
  	
  


In	
   the	
   scholarly	
   literature	
   on	
   musical	
   performance,	
   the	
   term	
   ‘the	
  


performer’	
   is	
  used	
   to	
   speak	
  anonymously	
  about	
  all	
   those	
  musicians	
  


who	
   produce	
   the	
   sounding	
   music;	
   yet	
   there	
   are	
   different	
   kinds	
   of	
  


performance-­‐making	
   and	
   by	
   implication	
   different	
   kinds	
   of	
  


performers,	
  and	
  how	
  their	
  experiences	
  as	
  musicians	
  vary	
  is	
  a	
  largely	
  


neglected	
  area	
   in	
  research.	
   	
  For	
  example,	
  we	
  have	
  not	
  yet	
   theorized	
  


how	
   the	
   experiences	
   of	
   performing	
  music,	
   say,	
   on	
   a	
   flute	
   and	
   on	
   a	
  


concert	
  grand	
  piano	
  differ.	
  While	
  there	
  are	
  various	
  similarities	
  –	
  for	
  


example,	
   both	
   instrumentalists	
   would	
   parse	
   the	
   musical	
   surface	
  


through	
   similar	
   cognitive	
   operations	
   -­‐	
   there	
   are,	
   nevertheless,	
   very	
  


important	
   differences	
   related,	
   for	
   example,	
   to	
   the	
   entirely	
   different	
  


kinds	
   of	
   physical	
   interactions	
   the	
   two	
   instruments	
   require:	
   the	
  


meanings	
   of	
   performing	
   music	
   –	
   and	
   of	
   being	
   a	
   performer	
   –	
   would	
  


display	
   significant	
  dissimilarities	
  when	
  one	
   can	
  hold	
  and	
   lift	
   –	
   even	
  


with	
   one	
   hand	
   -­‐	
   one’s	
   instrument,	
   perhaps	
   tuck	
   it	
   under	
   one’s	
   arm	
  


and	
  carry	
  it	
  around	
  close	
  to	
  one’s	
  body,	
  creating	
  a	
  myriad	
  of	
  affective	
  


sensations	
   and	
   significations,	
   as	
   opposed	
   to	
   playing	
   an	
   instrument	
  


that	
  is	
  hard	
  to	
  move	
  from	
  its	
  place,	
  and	
  impossible	
  to	
  physically	
  hold	
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or	
   embrace,	
   and	
   carry	
   around.	
   My	
   intuition	
   is	
   that	
   such	
  


dissimilarities	
   regarding	
   the	
   nature	
   of	
   the	
   performer’s	
   embodied	
  


relationship	
   with	
   his	
   or	
   her	
   instrument	
   have	
   implications	
   for	
   the	
  


ways	
   we	
   conceive	
   practice-­‐as-­‐research.	
   Furthermore,	
   there	
   are	
  


significant	
   differences	
   between	
   the	
   life-­‐worlds	
   of,	
   say,	
   a	
   concert	
  


pianist	
   whose	
   performance	
   activities	
   consist	
   solely	
   of	
   solo	
   public	
  


appearances,	
  and	
  a	
  double-­‐bass	
  player,	
  whose	
  career	
  unfolds	
  only	
  in	
  


the	
   environment	
   of	
   an	
   orchestra.	
   Hence,	
   it	
   is	
   important	
   to	
   always	
  


specify	
   the	
   conditions	
   and	
   nature	
   of	
   the	
   performing	
   activities	
  


defining	
   the	
  particular	
  kind	
  of	
  performer	
  we	
  wish	
   to	
   talk	
  about:	
   for	
  


the	
   purposes	
   of	
   this	
   talk,	
   the	
   term	
   ‘the	
   performer’	
   will	
   refer	
   to	
   a	
  


professional	
   classical	
   pianist,	
   i.e.	
   myself	
   –	
   working	
   in	
   a	
   chamber	
  


music	
  context	
  established	
  for	
  the	
  purposes	
  of	
  the	
  particular	
  research	
  


project	
  that	
  I	
  will	
  talk	
  about.	
  	
  	
  


	
   There	
   is	
   also	
   the	
   tendency	
   to	
   use	
   the	
   term	
   ‘performance’	
   to	
  


cover	
   a	
  whole	
   range	
  of	
   activities	
   that	
   involve	
  practicing,	
   rehearsing	
  


and	
  live	
  music-­‐making	
  for	
  the	
  public:	
  while	
  all	
  three	
  activities	
  can	
  be	
  


understood	
   to	
   be	
   part	
   of	
   ‘performance	
   practice’	
   in	
   general,	
   it	
   is,	
  


nevertheless,	
   important	
   to	
  specify	
  precisely	
  which	
  activity	
  we	
  mean	
  


when	
   we	
   use	
   the	
   term	
   ‘performance’,	
   otherwise	
   one	
   can	
   easily	
  


assume	
  or	
   jump	
   to	
   the	
   conclusion	
   that	
   explanations	
  and	
  arguments	
  


that	
  apply	
  to	
  the	
  processes	
  of	
  performance	
  preparation	
  equally	
  apply	
  


to	
  processes	
   that	
   shape	
   the	
   live	
  event,	
  which	
  –	
  as	
   I	
  will	
  argue	
  during	
  


my	
  presentation	
  –	
   is	
  not	
  always	
   the	
  case:	
  hence,	
   I	
  will	
  use	
   the	
   term	
  


‘performance’	
  to	
  refer	
  strictly	
  to	
  ‘live	
  public	
  music-­‐making’.	
  


	
   I	
  should	
  also	
  note	
  that	
  my	
  concern	
  is	
  with	
  the	
  performance	
  of	
  


Western	
   classical	
  music	
   repertoire,	
  where	
   there	
   is	
   a	
   notated	
   score:	
  


performances	
   that	
   involve	
   a	
   substantial	
   degree	
   of	
   improvisation	
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present	
   a	
   very	
   different	
   epistemology	
   and	
   phenomenology	
   of	
  


performing,	
   and	
  would	
   require	
   a	
   different	
   set	
   of	
   explanatory	
   tools.	
  


And	
  finally	
  ‘the	
  performer-­‐researcher’	
  in	
  the	
  title	
  of	
  my	
  presentation	
  


refers	
   to	
   the	
   coming	
   together	
   of	
   the	
   two	
   identities	
   in	
   one	
   and	
   the	
  


same	
  persona	
  and	
  project.	
   	
  	
  


	
   The	
   AHRC-­‐funded,	
   practice-­‐based	
   research	
   project	
   that	
   is	
   the	
  


subject	
   of	
  my	
   presentation	
   today	
   is	
   titled	
  Alchemy	
   in	
   the	
   Spotlight:	
  


Qualitative	
  Transformations	
  in	
  Chamber	
  Music	
  Performance.	
  Although	
  


the	
   project	
   has	
   officially	
   been	
   completed,	
   there	
   is	
   an	
   on-­‐going	
  


exploration	
  of	
  the	
  investigations	
  I	
  undertook	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  it.	
  	
  Briefly,	
  the	
  


Alchemy	
  project	
  is	
  about	
  exploring	
  the	
  cognitive,	
  affective	
  and	
  social	
  


processes	
  involved	
  in	
  live	
  performance	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  a	
  piano	
  trio,	
  


and	
  exploring	
  how	
  performer	
  continue	
  to	
  learn	
  on	
  stage.	
   	
  To	
  set	
  the	
  


context	
   for	
   the	
   project,	
   it	
   will	
   be	
   useful	
   to	
   define	
   the	
   motivation	
  


behind	
  it	
  and	
  explain	
  how	
  it	
  came	
  about	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  place.	
  	
  Although	
  I	
  


have	
  always	
  been	
  aware	
  of	
   the	
  peculiarities	
  of	
  performing	
   live	
   as	
   a	
  


solo	
   performer,	
   the	
   unique	
   phenomenological	
   and	
   existential	
  


qualities	
   of	
   live	
  music-­‐making	
   became	
   clearer	
   to	
  me	
   as	
   I	
   got	
  more	
  


regularly	
   involved	
   in	
   chamber	
   music	
   over	
   the	
   last	
   several	
   years.	
  


Couple	
  of	
  years	
  before	
  the	
  Alchemy	
  project,	
  I	
  attempted	
  my	
  very	
  first	
  


practice-­‐based	
  project	
  in	
  collaboration	
  with	
  cellist	
  Ferenc	
  Szücs,	
  who	
  


is	
  currently	
  the	
  Head	
  of	
  Strings	
  at	
  the	
  Irish	
  World	
  Academy	
  of	
  Dance	
  


and	
   Music	
   in	
   Limerick,	
   Ireland.	
   Until	
   that	
   point,	
   I	
   pursued	
   my	
  


activities	
  as	
  a	
  performer	
  and	
  as	
  a	
  music	
  theorist	
  separately.	
  My	
  first	
  


practice-­‐based	
  project	
  was	
  about	
  researching	
  how	
  performers	
  come	
  


to	
   know	
   a	
   new	
   piece	
   of	
  music	
   in	
   a	
   collaborative	
   context,	
   i.e.	
   in	
   the	
  


context	
  of	
  chamber	
  music.	
  What	
  I	
  came	
  to	
  notice	
  was	
  that	
  sometimes,	
  


during	
  one	
  of	
  our	
  live	
  performances,	
  totally	
  unplanned	
  and	
  therefore	
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unpredictable	
   interpretative	
   choices	
   would	
   be	
   made,	
   resulting	
   in	
  


expressively	
   enhanced	
   playing,	
   and	
   highly	
   enhanced	
   affective	
  


involvement	
  with	
   the	
  piece.	
  One	
  of	
   the	
  pieces	
  we	
   learned	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  


the	
   project	
   was	
   Rachmaninoff’s	
   Sonata	
   for	
   Cello-­‐Piano	
   in	
   G	
   minor,	
  


Op.19;	
  neither	
  of	
   us	
  had	
  played	
   the	
  piece	
  before,	
   and	
  we	
   learned	
   it	
  


over	
   an	
   extended	
   period	
   of	
   time,	
   rehearsing	
   it	
   once	
   every	
   while.	
  


Some	
  of	
   the	
  research	
  events	
  and	
   findings	
  related	
  to	
  this	
  project	
  can	
  


be	
  viewed	
  online	
  at	
  the	
  PRIMO	
  website	
  (http://primo.sas.ac.uk).	
   	
  I	
  would	
  


like	
   to	
   show	
   an	
   excerpt	
   from	
   one	
   of	
   the	
   rehearsals	
   followed	
   by	
   an	
  


excerpt,	
   showing	
   the	
  way	
  we	
   played	
   the	
   very	
   same	
   passage	
   during	
  


the	
   first	
   live	
   performance	
   of	
   the	
   Sonata.	
   	
   During	
   the	
   live	
   event,	
   the	
  


cellist,	
   rather	
   unexpectedly	
   and	
   in	
   an	
   unplanned	
  manner,	
   plays	
   the	
  


passage	
  in	
  question	
  much	
  slower	
  than	
  we	
  had	
  ever	
  rehearsed	
  it,	
  and	
  


a	
  certain	
  qualitative	
  transformation	
  in	
  the	
  interpretation	
  of	
  the	
  music	
  


takes	
  place	
  –	
  perhaps	
   something	
   that	
   could	
  ultimately	
   lead	
   to	
  what	
  


we	
  would	
  call	
  ‘performance	
  magic’.	
  	
  


VIDEO	
  EXAMPLE	
  1	
  


	
   The	
  other	
  incident,	
  which	
  further	
  motivated	
  me	
  to	
  think	
  about	
  


processes	
  of	
  live	
  performance,	
  happened	
  during	
  a	
  workshop	
  I	
  gave	
  at	
  


Middlesex	
   University	
   with	
   the	
   Allegri	
   String	
   Quartet	
   on	
   Mozart’s	
  


Piano	
   Concerto	
   K.413,	
   one	
   of	
   his	
   so-­‐called	
   ‘chamber	
   concertos’.	
  	
  


During	
  the	
  workshop,	
   I	
  experienced	
  a	
  sense	
  of	
   increased	
  expressive	
  


freedom,	
   heightened	
   affective	
   involvement,	
   and	
   once	
   again	
  


something	
  akin	
  to	
  performance	
  magic	
  took	
  place.	
  	
  But	
  in	
  this	
  case,	
  the	
  


conditions	
   of	
   the	
   performance	
   were	
   very	
   different:	
   I	
   had	
   never	
  


worked	
  with	
  the	
  Allegri	
  Quartet	
  before,	
  we	
  never	
  rehearsed	
  together	
  


–	
   not	
   even	
   once	
   –	
   before	
   the	
   workshop,	
   and	
   we	
   did	
   not	
   know	
   the	
  


piece	
  well	
   at	
   all;	
   they	
  were	
   sight	
   reading	
   it	
   and	
   I	
   had	
   received	
   the	
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score	
  only	
  a	
  few	
  days	
  before	
  the	
  workshop.	
  So,	
  what	
  puzzled	
  me	
  was	
  


the	
   possibility	
   of	
   being	
   inspired	
   and	
   experiencing	
   something	
   that	
  


begins	
   to	
   resemble	
   the	
  magical	
   in	
   performance	
  when	
   there	
  was	
   no	
  


ensemble	
  familiarity,	
  and	
  minimum	
  musical	
  preparation.	
  


VIDEO	
  EXAMPLE	
  2	
  


Hence,	
   I	
   decided	
   that	
   processes	
   of	
   live	
   performance,	
   which	
  


represented	
   a	
   big	
   research	
   gap	
   in	
   the	
   discipline,	
   require	
   in	
   depth	
  


exploration	
   from	
   the	
   performer’s	
   perspective	
   –	
   and	
   the	
   Alchemy	
  


project	
  was	
  thus	
  conceived.	
  The	
  choice	
  of	
  a	
  piano	
  trio	
  –	
  as	
  opposed	
  to	
  


a	
   project	
   for	
   solo	
   piano	
   -­‐	
   had	
   to	
   do	
   with	
   the	
   relative	
   ease	
   of	
  


documenting	
   the	
   processes	
   of	
   preparation	
   (due	
   to	
   the	
   necessity	
   of	
  


verbal	
  and	
  gestural	
  exchanges	
  between	
  the	
  group	
  members),	
  and	
  my	
  


desire	
   to	
   counterbalance	
   the	
   overwhelming	
   emphasis	
   on	
   solo	
  


keyboard	
  studies	
  in	
  contemporary	
  Performance	
  Studies.	
  


	
   During	
  the	
  project,	
  I	
  confronted	
  several	
  major	
  challenges:	
  these	
  


had	
   to	
   do	
   with	
   issues	
   of	
   discourse,	
   identity	
   and	
   methodology.	
   The	
  


three	
   issues	
   are	
   in	
   fact	
   related	
   and	
   implicate	
   each	
   other,	
   since	
  


discourse	
  is	
  a	
  powerful	
  tool	
  that	
  is	
  used	
  in	
  constructing	
  identities	
  and	
  


also	
   in	
   defining	
   the	
   nature	
   of	
   research	
   methodologies.	
   	
   The	
   first	
  


problem	
  had	
  to	
  do	
  with	
  discourse	
  at	
  the	
  immediate,	
  practical	
  level:	
  in	
  


order	
   to	
   attain	
   performance	
   expertise	
   in	
   the	
   Western	
   classical	
  


tradition,	
   musicians	
   starts	
   acquiring	
   the	
   necessary	
   technical	
   skills	
  


and	
   knowledge	
   at	
   a	
   very	
   young	
   age,	
   and	
   develop	
   these	
   through	
  


intense	
  practice	
  over	
  a	
  long	
  period	
  of	
  time,	
  typically	
  in	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  


a	
   master-­‐apprentice	
   relationship	
   with	
   an	
   expert	
   performer.	
   The	
  


expert	
  knowledge	
  that	
  is	
  passed	
  on	
  from	
  the	
  teacher	
  to	
  the	
  student	
  is	
  


couched	
   in	
   a	
   kind	
   of	
   discourse	
   that	
   relies	
   heavily	
   on	
   metaphors,	
  


imagery,	
   and	
   subjective	
   value	
   judgments.	
   	
   This	
   way	
   of	
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communicating	
   meanings	
   continues	
   to	
   define	
   the	
   interactions	
  


between	
   co-­‐performers	
   throughout	
   their	
   performance	
   careers.	
   As	
  


such,	
   the	
   performer’s	
   discourse	
   stands	
   in	
   stark	
   opposition	
   to	
   the	
  


objectivist	
   discourse	
   that	
   is	
   the	
   standard	
   means	
   of	
   representing	
  


scientific	
  knowledge	
  in	
  the	
  Western	
  research	
  tradition.	
  	
  


	
   Furthermore,	
   the	
   practice	
   of	
   these	
   two	
   kinds	
   of	
   discourses	
  


engages	
  very	
  different	
  material	
  conditions	
  and	
  aims:	
  the	
  performer’s	
  


discourse	
  aims	
  to	
  make	
  something,	
  or	
  affect	
  a	
  change	
  –	
  frequently	
  an	
  


immediate	
  change	
  -­‐	
  in	
  the	
  sounding	
  music;	
  it	
  remains	
  mostly	
  spoken	
  


and	
   in	
   that	
  sense	
   forms	
  an	
  oral	
   tradition	
  (although,	
  of	
  course,	
   there	
  


are	
   many	
   texts	
   –	
   historical	
   and	
   contemporary	
   -­‐	
   written	
   by	
  


instrumental	
   pedagogues);	
   and	
   it	
   is	
   acquired	
   from	
   a	
   very	
   early	
   age	
  


onwards,	
   becoming	
   a	
   natural	
   language	
   for	
   the	
   performer.	
   By	
  


contrast,	
   the	
   acquisition	
   of	
   the	
   researcher’s	
   discourse	
   happens	
  


mostly	
   through	
   the	
   reading	
   of	
   texts	
   –	
   although	
   there	
   is,	
   of	
   course,	
  


some	
   face-­‐to-­‐face	
  dialogue	
  with	
  colleagues	
   in	
  academic	
  contexts;	
   its	
  


aim	
   is	
   to	
   put	
   forward	
   discursive	
   knowledge	
   and	
   importantly,	
   it	
   is	
  


learned	
   much	
   later	
   in	
   a	
   performer-­‐researcher’s	
   career.	
   The	
  


performer-­‐researcher	
  is	
  expected	
  to	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  go	
  back	
  and	
  forth	
  the	
  


discourse	
   that	
   she	
   engages	
   in	
   when	
   working	
   with	
   his	
   or	
   her	
   co-­‐


performers	
   and	
   the	
   researcher’s	
   discourse,	
   and	
   negotiate	
   ways	
   of	
  


representing	
   his	
   or	
   her	
   subjective,	
   value-­‐driven	
   experiences	
   as	
   a	
  


performer	
  in	
  objective	
  terms.	
  	
  


	
   The	
   necessity	
   of	
   dealing	
   with	
   two	
   separate	
   discourses	
   poses	
  


further	
   problems	
   when	
   the	
   performer-­‐researcher	
   has	
   to	
  


contextualize	
   his	
   or	
   her	
   research	
   project	
   (its	
   questions,	
   aims	
   and	
  


findings),	
   which	
   means	
   that	
   he	
   or	
   she	
   needs	
   to	
   be	
   familiar	
   and	
  


conversant	
   with	
   the	
   existing	
   research	
   literature	
   in	
   Performance	
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Studies	
   on	
   musical	
   performance:	
   it	
   is	
   important	
   to	
   remember	
   that	
  


discourses	
   actively	
   construct	
   the	
   objects	
   (as	
   well	
   as	
   the	
   subjects)	
  


which	
   they	
   then	
  proceed	
   to	
  explain,	
   and	
  some	
  dominant	
  discourses	
  


within	
  a	
  discipline	
  become	
  so	
  entrenched	
  that	
  it	
  becomes	
  difficult	
  to	
  


see	
  how	
  they	
  can	
  be	
  challenged	
  at	
  all.	
  Hence,	
  as	
   the	
  performer	
  gets	
  


familiar	
   with	
   the	
   current	
   research	
   literature	
   on	
   performance,	
   it	
   is	
  


quite	
  possible	
  that	
  he	
  or	
  she	
  will	
  adopt	
  the	
  concepts,	
  theoretical	
  tools	
  


as	
  well	
   as	
   the	
   jargon	
   of	
   the	
   dominant	
   discourse	
   and	
   also	
   accept	
   its	
  


explanatory	
   authority.	
   	
   Nevertheless,	
   one	
   needs	
   to	
   be	
   cautious	
   in	
  


adopting	
   non-­‐critically	
   a	
   discourse	
   that	
   at	
   times	
   fails	
   to	
   represent	
  


one’s	
   experiences	
   and	
   intuitions	
   as	
   a	
   performer:	
   let	
   me	
   give	
   an	
  


example.	
  


	
   In	
   the	
   scholarly	
   literature,	
   processes	
   of	
   performance	
  


preparation	
   are	
   frequently	
   explained	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
   problem	
   solving	
  


activities,	
   with	
   references	
   to	
   the	
   cognitive	
   operations	
   taking	
   place	
  


while	
   solving	
   problems	
   in	
   mathematics,	
   physics	
   and	
   sometimes	
  


chess.	
  	
  This	
  conceptualization	
  is	
  then	
  assumed	
  to	
  explain	
  processes	
  of	
  


live	
   (or	
   recorded)	
   performances.	
   For	
   example,	
   when	
   attempting	
   to	
  


understand	
   the	
   artistic	
   principles	
   behind	
   an	
   interpretation	
   that	
  we	
  


hear	
   on	
   a	
   recorded	
   performance,	
   Nicholas	
   Cook	
   talks	
   about	
   ‘the	
  


problem’	
  the	
  pianist	
  attempts	
  to	
  solve;	
  he	
  proceeds	
  to	
  argue	
  -­‐	
  based	
  


on	
   the	
   sounds	
   of	
   the	
   performance	
   (or,	
   to	
   be	
   precise,	
   on	
   the	
  


measurements	
  of	
  the	
  sounds	
  of	
  the	
  performance)	
  -­‐	
  for	
  ‘a	
  consciously	
  


pursued	
   strategy’1	
   employed	
   by	
   the	
   pianist	
   to	
   solve	
   a	
   performance	
  


problem.	
  While	
   some	
   of	
   the	
   processes	
   of	
   performance	
   preparation	
  


can	
   certainly	
   be	
   conceived	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
   problem	
   solving,	
   live	
  


	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  Cook,	
  N.	
  (2007)	
  ‘Performance	
  analysis	
  and	
  Chopin’s	
  mazurkas’,	
  Musicae	
  
Scientiae	
  XI/2:	
  187.	
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performance	
   itself	
   is	
   anything	
   but	
   a	
   problem	
   solving	
   activity	
   in	
   the	
  


mathematical,	
   physics-­‐	
   or	
   even	
   chess-­‐related	
   senses.	
   The	
   challenge	
  


for	
   the	
   performer-­‐researcher	
   is	
   to	
   put	
   forward	
   alternative	
   ways	
   of	
  


conceptualizing	
   a	
   live	
   performance	
   rather	
   than	
   accepting	
   and	
  


working	
  with	
  what	
  the	
  existing	
  research	
  discourse	
  has	
  to	
  offer.	
  	
  


	
   The	
   second	
   issue	
   that	
   came	
  about	
  during	
   the	
  Alchemy	
  project	
  


concerns	
  methodology:	
   as	
   a	
   practice-­‐based	
   investigation	
   about	
   live	
  


performance	
   and	
   the	
   qualitative	
   transformations	
   it	
   involves,	
   the	
  


artistic	
  practice	
  of	
  chamber	
  music	
  performance	
  is	
  an	
  integral	
  part	
  of	
  


the	
  project	
  and	
  its	
  research	
  methodology.	
  	
  For	
  instance,	
  investigating	
  


the	
   transformations	
   in	
   question	
   is	
   contingent	
   upon	
   making	
   them	
  


happen	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  place	
  and	
  in	
  this	
  sense,	
  the	
  artistic	
  practice	
  of	
  live	
  


performance	
   is	
   the	
   only	
   kind	
   of	
   valid	
   method	
   for	
   exploring	
   the	
  


conditions	
   of	
   emergence	
   of	
   such	
   transformations.	
   One	
   of	
   the	
  


performances	
  we	
  gave	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  at	
  Middlesex	
  University	
  


was	
  introduced	
  as	
  a	
  research	
  event:	
  before	
  the	
  concert,	
  the	
  audience	
  


was	
   told	
   that	
   they	
   were	
   about	
   to	
   witness	
   not	
   only	
   a	
   musical	
  


performance	
   but	
   also	
   a	
   research	
   activity.	
   The	
   identity	
   relation	
   thus	
  


established	
   between	
   a	
   live	
   public	
   performance	
   and	
   research	
   was	
  


both	
   puzzling	
   and	
   troubling	
   for	
   me	
   as	
   I	
   intended	
   and	
   wanted	
   the	
  


artistic	
  practice	
   to	
  be	
  part	
  of	
   the	
  project	
  as	
  artistic	
  practice	
  and	
  not	
  


something	
  else.	
  Intuitively,	
  even	
  before	
  I	
  start	
  to	
  critically	
  scrutinize	
  


it,	
  such	
  an	
  identity	
  relation	
  does	
  not	
  seem	
  to	
  hold:	
  	
  while	
  the	
  relevant	
  


pre-­‐	
   and	
   post-­‐performance	
   processes	
   can	
   be	
   conceived	
   as	
   research	
  


activities,	
   I	
   fail	
   to	
   see	
   how	
   a	
   live	
   performance	
   can	
   be	
   a	
   research	
  


activity.	
  When	
  I	
  make	
  this	
  claim,	
  I	
  am	
  frequently	
  asked:	
  does	
  the	
  live	
  


performance	
  produce	
  new	
  knowledge?	
   Is	
   there	
   creativity	
   involved?	
  


Are	
  you	
  making	
  decision	
  while	
  performing?	
  Are	
  you	
  experimenting?	
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If	
   you	
   answer	
   ‘yes’	
   to	
   these	
  questions,	
   then	
   the	
   live	
  performance	
   is	
  


indeed	
   research.	
   	
   It	
   is	
   important	
   to	
   note	
   here	
   that	
   other	
   processes	
  


that	
  are	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  totality	
  of	
  musical	
  performance	
  practice,	
  such	
  as	
  


the	
   preparatory	
   processes	
   that	
   take	
   place	
   in	
   practice	
   sessions	
   and	
  


rehearsals,	
   can	
   indeed	
   be	
   identified	
   as	
   research	
   activities	
   since	
   the	
  


temporal	
   structuring	
   of	
   these	
   processes	
   allows	
   the	
   performer	
   to	
  


interrupt	
  the	
  unidirectional	
  flow	
  of	
  the	
  music,	
  to	
  stop	
  and	
  reflect	
  on	
  


what	
  he	
  or	
  she	
  has	
  just	
  played,	
  and	
  to	
  experiment	
  with	
  the	
  music.	
  


	
   My	
   resistance	
   to	
   accepting	
   live	
   performance	
   as	
   a	
   research	
  


activity	
   status	
   is	
   related	
   to	
   several	
   factors:	
   first	
   of	
   all,	
   I	
   am	
   not	
  


convinced	
   that	
  experimenting	
  –	
  when	
   it’s	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  certain	
  activity	
   -­‐	
  


by	
  itself	
  qualifies	
  that	
  activity	
  as	
  research.	
  We	
  surely	
  are	
  not	
  involved	
  


in	
  research	
  whenever	
  we	
  think,	
  reflect,	
  and	
  make	
  choices	
  in	
  our	
  daily	
  


lives. Secondly,	
  performing	
  music	
  does	
  not	
  –	
  indeed	
  cannot	
  -­‐	
  involve	
  


any	
  reflective	
  component	
  by	
  the	
  performer,	
  at	
  least	
  not	
  in	
  the	
  way	
  we	
  


understand	
   it	
   to	
   be	
   a	
   crucial	
   aspect	
   of	
   any	
   research	
   activity:	
   as	
   a	
  


defining	
   feature	
   of	
   research,	
   reflection	
   always	
   offers	
   the	
   researcher	
  


the	
  possibility	
  to	
  change,	
  improve,	
  transform,	
  expand,	
  and	
  rework	
  his	
  


or	
   her	
   ideas	
   and	
   their	
   manner	
   of	
   presentation	
   before	
   the	
   research	
  


outcome	
   is	
   made	
   publicly	
   available.	
   This	
   possibility	
   is	
   simply	
   not	
  


present	
   for	
   the	
   performer	
   during	
   the	
   making	
   of	
   a	
   live	
   public	
  


performance.	
   	
   Furthermore,	
   the	
   decision-­‐making	
   processes	
   the	
  


performer	
   is	
   involved	
   in	
   during	
   a	
   live	
   performance	
   do	
   not,	
   in	
   my	
  


view,	
  suffice	
  to	
  render	
  the	
  event	
  a	
  research	
  activity,	
  as	
  their	
  nature	
  is	
  


very	
   different	
   from	
   the	
   decision-­making-­cum-­problem-­solving	
  


processes	
  of	
  research.	
  During	
  a	
  live	
  performance	
  decisions	
  are	
  made	
  


by	
  exercising	
  wisdom	
  supported	
  by	
  belief	
  (as	
  in	
  ‘belief	
  in	
  something’):	
  


both	
   concepts	
   are	
   quite	
   foreign	
   to	
   research	
   as	
   we	
   standardly	
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understand	
  it,	
  but	
  are	
  totally	
  fitting	
  for	
  explaining	
  the	
  practice	
  of	
  live	
  


performance.	
   	
   The	
   performer	
   makes	
   decisions	
   during	
   a	
   live	
   event	
  


based	
  on	
  his/her	
  belief	
  in	
  a	
  phenomenon	
  that	
  does	
  not	
  yet	
  exit,	
  that	
  


s/he	
  hopes	
   to	
  bring	
  about	
  by	
  surpassing	
  what	
  s/he	
  has	
  achieved	
   in	
  


the	
   practice	
   room,	
   by	
   sometimes	
   taking	
   risks	
   and	
   acting	
   wisely	
  


enough	
  just	
  at	
   the	
  right	
  moment	
  following	
  the	
  subjective	
  evaluation	
  


of	
   the	
   expressive	
   potentials	
   of	
   a	
   given	
   moment.	
   If	
   new	
   knowledge	
  


emerges,	
   this	
   happens	
   through	
   made	
   decisions	
   made	
   wisely,	
   or	
  


unwisely,	
   during	
   the	
   live	
   event.	
   There	
   is	
   thus	
   a	
  definite	
   teleological	
  


dimension	
   to	
   performance	
   ontology,	
   and	
   a	
   definite	
   leap	
   of	
   faith	
   in	
  


performance	
  epistemology.	
  	
  What	
  I	
  have	
  portrayed	
  here	
  is	
  surely	
  not	
  


the	
   model	
   of	
   knowledge	
   acquisition	
   or	
   production	
   in	
   the	
   Western	
  


tradition	
  of	
  research.	
  	
  


	
   Even	
  when	
  the	
  performance	
  takes	
  place	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  an	
  ongoing	
  


research	
   activity,	
   while	
   it	
   happens	
   it	
   is	
   bracketed	
   as	
   an	
   artistic	
  


undertaking	
   that	
   is	
   continually	
   striving	
   towards	
   singularity	
   and	
   is	
  


concerned	
   not	
   with	
   the	
   creation,	
   representation,	
   dissemination	
   of	
  


new	
  insight,	
  understanding	
  or	
  knowledge,	
  but	
  rather	
  with	
  the	
  making	
  


of	
   an	
   affectively	
   charged,	
   hopefully	
   magical,	
   and	
   transformational	
  


experience.	
  While	
   performing	
  music,	
   the	
   performer’s	
   devotion	
   is	
   to	
  


the	
  music	
  and	
  not	
  to	
  any	
  research	
  questions.	
   	
   	
  Musical	
  performance	
  


in	
   the	
   Western	
   classical	
   tradition	
   as	
   a	
   real-­‐time,	
   embodied,	
  


unidirectional	
  phenomenon	
  can	
  be	
  integrated	
  into	
  a	
  research	
  activity	
  


only	
  as	
  artistic	
  practice,	
  and	
  I	
  find	
  it	
  important	
  to	
  resist	
  the	
  pressure	
  


in	
   Higher	
   Education	
   contexts	
   to	
   represent	
   artistic	
   practice	
   as	
  


something	
   else,	
   and	
   to	
   allow	
   a	
   space	
   within	
   the	
   practitioner’s	
  


research	
  project	
  where	
  the	
  practice	
  can	
  exist	
  as	
  it	
  is	
  and	
  be	
  valued	
  for	
  


what	
  it	
  is,	
  namely	
  as	
  artistic	
  practice.	
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   All	
   these	
   considerations	
   introduce	
   a	
   further	
   issue	
   that	
   I	
  


experienced	
   during	
   the	
   Alchemy	
   project	
   as	
   a	
   performer-­‐researcher	
  


working	
   in	
   a	
  Higher	
  Education	
   context:	
   this	
   is	
   the	
   issue	
   of	
   identity.	
  


Identities	
   emerge	
   and	
   are	
   sometimes	
   even	
   actively	
   constructed	
  


through	
   the	
   social	
   spaces	
   one	
   moves	
   in,	
   the	
   kinds	
   of	
   groups	
   one	
  


mixes	
   with,	
   etc.	
   and	
   the	
   identity-­‐building	
   practices	
   and	
   material	
  


conditions	
   of	
   a	
   performer	
   and	
   researcher	
   are	
   quite	
   distinct:	
   in	
   the	
  


formation	
   of	
   the	
   performer’s	
   identity,	
   for	
   example,	
   regular	
  


encounters	
  with	
   the	
   public	
   in	
   concert	
   venues,	
   the	
   daily	
   exercise	
   of	
  


musical	
  value	
  judgments,	
  daily	
  physical	
  contact	
  with	
  the	
  instrument,	
  


and	
   even	
   the	
   time	
   of	
   the	
   day	
   when	
   one	
   has	
   to	
   perform,	
   all	
   play	
   a	
  


significant	
  part.	
  These	
  identity-­‐forming	
  features	
  and	
  the	
  value	
  system	
  


they	
   imply	
   still	
   have	
   not	
   found	
   their	
   way	
   into	
   the	
   dominant	
  


discourse,	
  which	
  in	
  my	
  view	
  is	
  essential	
  for	
  the	
  discipline	
  to	
  advance.	
  	
  


While	
   Higher	
   Education	
   institutions	
   encourage	
   and	
   support	
   the	
  


entrance	
   of	
   professional	
   performers	
   into	
   academic	
   contexts	
   to	
  


pursue	
   research	
   projects,	
   it	
   seems	
   to	
   me	
   that	
   performers	
   are	
  


implicitly	
   pressured	
   to	
   present	
   themselves	
   first	
   as	
   researchers,	
   at	
  


least	
  on	
  the	
  surface;	
   this	
  means	
  that	
  they	
  often	
  produce	
  accounts	
  of	
  


their	
   own	
   work	
   that	
   are	
   over-­‐determined	
   by	
   a	
   single	
   identity	
  


position,	
   that	
   of	
   the	
   researcher.	
  And	
   this	
   is	
  why	
  a	
   live	
  performance	
  


given	
  in	
  an	
  academic	
  context	
  can	
  in	
  fact	
  be	
  introduced	
  as	
  a	
  research	
  


activity.	
  	
  	
  Hence,	
  regarding	
  the	
  question	
  I	
  posed	
  as	
  the	
  second	
  part	
  of	
  


my	
   title	
   –	
   ‘Element	
   of	
   Compound?’	
   –	
   it	
   seems	
   to	
   me	
   that	
   each	
  


performer-­‐researcher	
   would	
   have	
   to	
   decide	
   for	
   himself	
   or	
   herself	
  


whether	
  the	
  two	
  identities	
  merge	
  so	
  strongly	
  as	
  to	
  become	
  indivisible	
  


or	
  remain	
  separate	
  yet	
  connected.	
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   The	
   current	
   dominant	
   disciplinary	
   discourse	
   in	
   Performance	
  


Studies	
   does	
   not	
   allow	
   the	
   performer	
   a	
   subject	
   position,	
   i.e.	
   a	
  


discursive	
   location	
   from	
  which	
   to	
   speak	
   and	
   act	
  as	
   a	
   performer	
   (in	
  


contrast	
   to	
  prescribing	
  a	
   role	
  or	
  part	
   to	
  be	
  adopted	
  and	
  acted	
  out).	
  


Establishing	
   a	
   discourse	
   that	
   represents	
   the	
   performer’s	
   identity	
   is	
  


not	
   an	
   easy	
   task.	
   Discourses	
   are	
   not	
   simply	
   ways	
   of	
   speaking	
   and	
  


writing;	
   they	
   are	
   closely	
   bound	
   up	
   with	
   practices	
   (often	
  


institutionalized	
  practices),	
  which	
  means	
  that	
   they	
  are	
  connected	
  to	
  


ways	
   of	
   organizing,	
   regulating	
   and	
   administering	
   practices:	
   	
   even	
  


those	
   of	
   us	
   who	
   are	
   thoroughly	
   committed	
   to	
   advancing	
   the	
  


discipline	
  may	
   unconsciously	
   resort	
   to	
   ideological	
   prejudices	
   when	
  


representing	
  the	
  identity	
  of	
  the	
  performer	
  in	
  the	
  discipline.	
  	
  


	
   At	
   the	
   risk	
   of	
   provoking	
   controversy,	
   but	
   only	
   with	
   the	
  


intention	
   of	
   initiating	
   a	
   debate	
   about	
   the	
   representation	
   of	
   the	
  


performer’s	
   voice	
   in	
   the	
   discipline,	
  may	
   I	
   point	
   out	
   that	
   the	
   title	
   of	
  


today’s	
   event,	
   for	
   example,	
   as	
   an	
   instance	
   of	
   discourse,	
   implicitly	
  


supports	
   an	
   ideological	
   stance	
   that	
   is	
   susceptible	
   to	
   a	
   negative	
  


interpretation,	
   particularly	
   when	
   the	
   term	
   ‘practitioners’	
   means	
  


performers	
   or	
   even	
   composers?	
   The	
   title	
   ‘Stepping	
   out	
   of	
   the	
  


Shadows’	
  does	
  seem	
  to	
  emerge	
  from	
  the	
  assumption	
  that	
  performers	
  


have	
   somehow	
  been	
   in	
   the	
   shadow	
  –	
   even	
   if	
   not	
   the	
  musicologists’	
  


shadow,	
  at	
  least	
  a	
  shadow	
  in	
  the	
  abstract;	
  yet,	
  are	
  they	
  not	
  the	
  ones	
  


in	
   fact	
   who	
   are	
   continuously	
   in	
   the	
   spotlight	
   from	
   an	
   early	
   age	
  


onwards?	
   	
  Furthermore,	
   the	
   title	
  also	
  seems	
  to	
   imply	
   that	
   they	
  step	
  


out	
  of	
  this	
  presumed	
  shadow	
  by	
  becoming	
  researchers.	
  One	
  reason	
  I	
  


find	
  this	
  troubling	
  is	
  that	
  it	
  calls	
  to	
  mind	
  the	
  image	
  of	
  the	
  prisoners	
  in	
  


Plato’s	
   famous	
  Allegory	
   of	
   the	
  Cave,	
   dwelling	
   in	
   semi-­‐darkness	
  until	
  


they	
   somehow	
   break	
   away	
   from	
   their	
   chains	
   of	
   ignorance.	
   In	
   this	
  







	
   13	
  


sense,	
  it	
  seems	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  title	
  that	
  continues	
  to	
  see	
  the	
  performer	
  as	
  ‘the	
  


other’	
   of	
   the	
   researcher.	
   Moreover,	
   the	
   Call	
   for	
   Papers	
   for	
   today’s	
  


event	
   mentioned	
   an	
   exploration	
   of	
   ‘empowering	
   ways	
   of	
  


being/existing	
   in	
   the	
   discipline’	
   for	
   practitioners,	
   the	
   implication	
  


being	
  that	
  research	
  somehow	
  empowers	
  the	
  performer.	
  The	
  Call	
  for	
  


Papers	
   also	
   asked	
   participants	
   to	
   talk	
   about	
   how	
   engaging	
   in	
  


research	
   helped	
   to	
   improve	
   practice,	
   the	
   assumption	
   being	
   that	
  


research	
  does	
  indeed	
  improve	
  practice:	
  my	
  personal	
  position	
  in	
  this	
  


regard	
   is	
   that	
   research	
  about	
   live	
  performance	
  does	
  not	
  necessarily	
  


make	
  one	
  a	
  better	
  performer;	
   indeed,	
  such	
  an	
  expectation	
  would	
  be	
  


the	
   wrong	
   reason	
   for	
   undertaking	
   a	
   research	
   project.	
   	
   What	
   does	
  


improve	
  practice,	
   in	
  my	
  view,	
  is	
  the	
  cultivation	
  of	
  our	
  innate	
  human	
  


desire	
   to	
   learn,	
   and	
   to	
   know	
   the	
   world,	
   and	
   ourselves,	
   which	
   of	
  


course	
   is	
   the	
   very	
   foundation	
   of	
   research.	
   The	
   desire	
   to	
   know	
   is	
   in	
  


turn	
   rooted,	
   I	
   believe,	
   in	
   our	
   affective	
   experiences	
   of	
   wonderment	
  


and	
   awe	
   in	
   contemplating	
   existence.	
   If	
   we	
   remind	
   ourselves	
   Glenn	
  


Gould’s	
  wonderful	
  words	
  that	
  ‘the	
  purpose	
  of	
  art	
  is	
  not	
  the	
  release	
  of	
  


a	
  momentary	
  ejection	
  of	
  adrenalin	
  but	
  is,	
  rather,	
  the	
  gradual,	
  lifelong	
  


construction	
  of	
  a	
  state	
  of	
  wonder	
  and	
  serenity’2,	
   it	
   is	
  not	
  difficult	
   to	
  


see	
  that	
  artistic	
  practice	
  and	
  research	
  actually	
  meet	
  in	
  these	
  kinds	
  of	
  


deeply	
  affective	
  beginnings,	
  which	
  are	
  the	
  very	
  forces	
  that	
  have	
  drive	
  


each	
   of	
   here	
   today	
   to	
   become	
   practitioners	
   of	
   art,	
   researchers	
   or	
  


practitioner-­‐researchers.	
   	
  Even	
  though	
  we	
  are	
  only	
  at	
   the	
  beginning	
  


of	
   the	
   journey	
   towards	
   a	
   true	
   integration	
   of	
   the	
   epistemological	
  


principles	
   and	
   aesthetic	
   values	
   of	
   the	
   artistic	
   practice	
   of	
   musical	
  


	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
2	
  	
  Gould,	
  G.	
  (1984)	
  The	
  Glenn	
  Gould	
  Reader,	
  ed.	
  Tim	
  Page.	
  New	
  York:	
  Vintage,	
  246. 
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performance	
   within	
   contemporary	
   Performance	
   Studies,	
   the	
  


participants	
  in	
  today’s	
  event	
  here	
  have	
  made	
  it	
  clear	
  that	
  it	
  promises	
  


to	
  be	
  an	
  exciting	
  journey	
  we	
  can	
  all	
  look	
  forward	
  to.	
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Paper presentation 5.4.11 ‘Stepping out of the Shadows, Practitioners becoming researchers’ 


 


Recontextualising educational practice as educational research: from 


conservatoire teacher to educational researcher 


We’ve heard lots of compelling benefits of practitioners undertaking research to their 


practice, I’d like now, through an account of my own experiences of becoming a researcher, 


to explore some of the problems, difficulties and perhaps limits of practitioners becoming 


researchers. 


 


The first point I’d like to make is that becoming a researcher, especially if it entails a 


disciplinary shift as it did in my case from musicology to the social sciences, is hard work. 


 


My second point is that educational research and educational practice are not the same 


thing. Though one can have a bearing on the other, the act of research involves imposing 


principles of selection and organisation on what you are studying – your empirical setting – 


so that what comes out at the other end may not necessarily offer a representation of ‘the 


real world’, but rather, a theorised take on a small slice of the social world formed under 


controlled and preselected conditions. This controlled view is a far cry from the messy and 


unpredictable social world. 


 


I draw upon the process of doing doctoral research at the Institute of Education on the topic 


of ‘What are conservatoires for?’, an analysis of discourses of purpose in the contemporary 


conservatoire. I’ll tell some anecdotes based on some of my experiences along the way, 


particularly with regards to methods and methodology, changes I made to my research after 


my pilot study, the search for an appropriate mode of analysis of my data. I will conclude 


with some wider questions about the role of the practitioner-researcher. 


 


Becoming a researcher is hard work: 


I would like to put forward the idea that ‘becoming’ a researcher is not a simple step. Since 


generally we would not argue that a social science researcher become a professional 


musician in order to do music research, is it reasonable to expect practitioners to become 
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professional researchers? If indeed practitioners are to become researchers, what are some 


of the changes which have to be made? 


My first obstacle in embarking on social science research was that becoming a researcher 


could only take place by doing research; just like one can't read about being a musician as a 


route to becoming a musician, one cannot become a researcher by reading about it, or even 


going on a set of courses entitled ‘Research Skills’. Certainly, in my experience, the process 


of becoming a social science researcher, even though I knew my empirical setting through 


my activities as a teacher, only happened by engaging with research questions, making 


mistakes and realising inconsistencies. It was through doing research that I discovered that 


my experiences, thought processes and modes of action as a researcher were often quite 


different from those as a teacher. 


 


Road to research 


I had done musicology degrees at a university before doing a performance course at a 


conservatoire. I was also performing as a freelance violinist. In my role as conservatoire 


teacher, I was teaching something called Tutorial Groups – a class aiming to make academic 


work relevant to practical performance, to merge theory and practice. Through teaching this 


class, I observed students preferred not to think, but to play. 


This got me thinking about the place of what I was trying to teach in the conservatoire. It 


was apparent from talking to colleagues that each of us had a different idea about what we 


were trying to achieve. If the aim was ‘to merge theory with practice’, what would count as 


‘useful knowledge’ in this context?  Or were we trying to teach students generic, 


transferable skills of ‘how to think’? 


After a few small scale action research projects, I realised I did not work in a vacuum, but 


rather, was a small cog in a larger, complex wheel. Action research on my own practice 


could only ask limited questions. Instead, I wanted to understand where my own practice 


fitted into the whole by asking ‘What are conservatoires for?’ 


Conversion from musicologist to social science researcher 







Biranda Ford 5.4.11 


I will admit now that I spent most of my first year of doctoral research lost about social 


science methods and methodology. My mind was stuck in the methods and modes of 


analysis of my musicology past which in the 1990s was dominated by historical, 


hermeneutical and analytical approaches. Right or wrong, historians do not tend to obsess 


over methodology to the same extent as social scientists. Whilst musical analytical 


strategies tend to be quite clearly defined and then applied to the bounded world of the 


musical score, the social world is inhabited by open-ended, constantly developing analytical 


strategies applied to an unbounded and ultimately unknowable social system. Though I 


went to courses on research design and was given reading lists which I attempted to apply 


to thinking about my own research, without having had much experience of social science 


research, these had limited resonance.  


For instance, one of the key methods which perplexed me was the interview, a common 


component of the social scientists’ toolkit of methods. What was the point of the interview? 


This was a question which exercised me for most of my first year. My musicological past had 


never required interviews as anyone of interest was dead, and besides, we were all taught 


to mistrust what composers say about their own work. For instance, using Harold Bloom’s 


theory of ‘anxiety of influence’, we could prove that Stravinsky lied through his teeth – or 


creatively reinterpreted his story to suit his own narrative – in his later interviews (Taruskin, 


1993). Alarm bells started ringing when one of the first sources I read on the social science 


interview claimed that interviews could give the researcher access to ‘what is inside a 


person’s head’ (Tuckman, cited in Cohen and Manion, 1994, 272).  


 


Despite suspicions that I ought to be sidestepping this dubious form of data collection and 


doing documentary research of historical and contemporary material, I embarked, at the 


advice of my supervisor, on pilot interviews, aimed at first to look at student aspirations. My 


first act of recontextualising the place I worked to the site of research was with the 


selections I made of who to interview. It was to be students, teachers and those in the music 


profession. Later I discovered that interviews with the first two categories yielded over 


40,000 words of interview material. I stopped there before I became swamped with data. 


 


My pilot interviews were with students. Whenever I’d asked students who I’d taught what 


their aspirations were, they’d always expressed a desire to play in orchestras, chamber 
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music, or be soloists. A few, by the third year, had even considered teaching. However, my 


pilot interviews were turning out different results. 


In my first interview, the first question I posed was: 


- I'd like you to tell me, as you see it, how your conservatoire training is helping 


you towards a future in the music profession? 


 


The student replied: 


- I don’t think it is helping. I want to be a banker 


The second student said she was planning to finish her degree as a wind player because she 


only had a year to go, but actually she wanted to be a singer-songwriter of pop music. She 


told me she was taking lessons for this outside college. This second student seemed to be 


pursuing her career aspirations despite being at the conservatoire. 


 


These students had a much more complex relationship between their studies and their 


career aspirations than my previous students had described. The worth of the research 


interview had been proven; Eric Clarke’s description of the process of empirical research as 


‘the rubbing of attractive ideas up against the hard and bumpy edges of empirical reality’ 


(2006, 31) described all too well how my assumptions about my research – informed by my 


experiences as a practitioner – came unstuck when challenged by my participants 


responses. 


Interviews turned out to be an excellent source of contradictory information which went 


against my own experiences, and contradicted much documentary evidence available 


through official conservatoire sources such as handbooks and websites. 


 


Transcribing my pilot interviews, I saw further evidence of the extent of my own mindset as 


a teacher/ performer creeping into the research process. I had not made that leap of 


recontextualising the research interview, particularly because at times it seemed to me too 


much like an individual tutorial that I was used to engaging with students on a regular basis, 


rather than a research encounter. 
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For instance, there was the fourth year student with what I judged to be ‘incorrect’ views on 


teaching. He seemed to want to be lectured – which went against my reading on social 


constructivist teaching theories of the student ‘doing’ the work (Biggs, 2004). I found myself 


suddenly compelled to turn off the tape to lecture him on the merit of different teaching 


styles before switching the tape back on to resume the interview.  


Equally annoying was when I agreed with interviewees. I found there were points at which I 


nodded to indicate ‘yes, I understand’, because my participant’s statement seemed to be 


similar to my own experiences. However, later when reading through transcripts, I realised 


this assumption of a shared experience might not have existed at all. Had I not been 


listening to students’ accounts of their conservatoire experiences filtered through my own 


educational experiences, invested with my own stake in my narrative as a performer, I could 


surely have asked pertinent follow up questions rather than just nodding in empathy. 


Lapses in my nascent social science researcher facade led me to harbour secret suspicions 


that I was a faulty researcher, but I found other researchers with similar stories of slips 


between their practitioner and researcher identities (see for instance, Lapping, 2008). Over 


time, it seems to me that these mistakes are an inevitable part of recontextualising the 


place of work to the focus of research. Becoming a researcher is hard work because it 


entails a change and challenge to habitual modes of thinking, and it is only by doing 


research that one can really begin to understand what it is that one has embarked on with 


all the attendant pitfalls.  


 


Key revisions to my methodology after my pilot interviews: 


I decided to assume nothing; discovering the discourses of purpose became my aim, rather 


than starting from a viewpoint which privileged a notion of employability in the 


conservatoire. I also threw out my semi-structured interview schedule in favour of narrative 


style interviews. Instead I asked ‘tell me how you came to be at this conservatoire?’ I would 


then proceed to tease out relevant elements of what participants were saying in the rest of 


the interview. This approach had the advantage that richly different accounts emerged, 


however a downside was that since no two interviews were the same, comparisons were 


sometimes difficult to make. 
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Though narrative style interviews helped me to take my assumptions out of the interview 


questions I was asking, I realised I still brought my own practitioner’s mindset to the act of 


analysis. Searching for a mode of analysis which would distance me from the everyday 


assumptions and beliefs which I held as a practitioner and would circumvent a tendency to 


insert ones’ own opinions into the data analysis, presenting it as ‘research’ (however much 


one tries not to), I adopted an approach which looks at the work achieved by words and 


social practices. I chose a type of discourse analysis to analyse my texts based on a 


Foucauldian (1972) notion of discourse. Though from the array of discourse analyses which 


are available to the social science researcher this seemed to be one of the most obscure and 


difficult to get to grips with –  one which attempts to see under which conditions certain 


statements are possible, to look at texts for their rhetorical strategies, the work they 


achieve, rather than their content. Difficulty and remoteness from my regular modes of 


thinking conferred advantages as discourse analytical strategies became a conscious choice I 


made in recontextualising the conservatoire as my site of research rather than a habitual 


mode of thinking from my teacher mindset. 


The second important advantage of using discourse analysis was that it allowed me a 


theoretical route to dissociating my participants from their interview scripts, a route to 


avoid claiming I was getting at ‘what was inside my participants’ heads’. The prospect of this 


latter approach had had uncomfortable ethical implications; I was uncomfortable with 


taking interview texts from my colleagues and then, using my researcher’s role, making 


value judgements on their interview texts. One can end up writing things in a research 


account which you know you wouldn’t say to someone’s face, so it’s an odd, slightly 


duplicitous experience extracting an agreement to a research interview on the basis of a 


colleague relationship, but then subjecting these words to judgements as a researcher. 


What discourse analysis allowed me to do was to sidestep making value judgments about 


the statements my colleagues were making through conceptually severing the link between 


the person who made the statement and the statement itself. It provided a theoretical 


route to analyse the statement as part of a network of other statements and social practices 


current in society, rather than as the result of my participants’ individual and personal 


idiosyncrasy. I found my analytical method served an ethical purpose too. 
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What does research achieve? 


To fast forward to the end of my research – it’s all quite new (I passed last week), so I’m still 


evaluating its effects and potential uses. I embarked on research to learn something of the 


institutional dynamics outside of my own classroom, however, when thinking about any 


implementation of my research findings, there is a problem of scope. If researchers are 


using an action research model to view their own practice, then there can be a direct 


feedback loop into continuing practice. However, when it comes to implementing any 


implications of asking broader questions such as ‘what are conservatoires for?’ there remain 


limits to what one can personally change in an institution as a whole as a result of research.  


Because of this, I would say the primary effect of undertaking social science research is that 


I now think like a social scientist; I’m aware of pitfalls, research design and the relevant 


literature. Though I also feel like I have a useful set of tools for evaluating the conservatoire 


environment as well as a set of principles which motivate my own work as a teacher, the 


primary effect of undertaking social science research has been to affect my transformation 


into a social science researcher. 


 


I said at the outset that the first point I wanted to make was that becoming a researcher, is 


hard work, and that the second was that in my experience educational research and 


educational practice are not the same thing. I actually think both these points are different 


sides of the same phenomena – that moving from educational practice to educational 


research involves an act of recontextualisation. Recontextualisation at its simplest is the 


shift which takes place when you change your position from that of a participant to that of 


an observer. The sociologist Bourdieu talks of how ‘the objectification of your activities is 


always a different experience from your experience of those activities themselves’ (Brown 


and Dowling, 2010, 7; Bourdieu, 1977, 1990). Brown and Dowling (2010, 53) talk of this as 


being an ‘epistemological paradox’ that is, the act of making your experience explicit of 


necessity entails its transformation. I would argue that the transformation is not something 


isolated to yourself and how you view your environment but also transforms your 


interactions with others. 
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However, having undergone this process of transformation, the route back to practice is not 


so clear. In trying to find out something new – the point of the research process – you really 


do get something new out at the other end, and this outcome of research may not 


necessarily offer a representation of ‘the real world’, but rather a particular model or 


theorisation of it as mediated by the principles of selection you made at the outset and 


during your research.  


 


With this in mind, I’d like to end with asking the following questions along the theme of: 


To what extent is it viable for practitioners to ‘become researchers’ and to what end? 


 


- If there is a more complex relationship between research outcomes and the 


social world, then what are the benefits of becoming a researcher for the 


practitioner-researcher? 


 


- Would there be an alternative case for the model of the practitioner who 


engages with scholarship – and gets recognition and time off to do so? Is there 


just as important a role for reflective practice, keeping up with new practice and 


incorporating it into your own practice, much like GPs have to do?1 GPs do not 


do the research, but they have to keep up with new developments for continuing 


practice. Does the rhetorical force of ‘research’ involve devaluing the process of 


‘merely’ keeping up with new currents and thinking imaginatively about your 


own practice because it’s not actively producing research in recognised outputs?  
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Research findings: from implications to implementation?  


 


Elizabeth Haddon 


Research Fellow, Department of Music, University of York, UK 


 


This paper discusses the trajectory of institution-specific research with particular 


reference to the disbursement of findings amongst the institutional community and the 


issues of implementation and integration. These ideas are explored through a recent study 


I undertook on the teaching and learning of musical theatre in my department as a 


practitioner-researcher (piano teacher, research fellow and PhD student in the 


department). The genre of musical theatre emerged as a subject for study arising from my 


interest in areas of instrumental and vocal learning that may be described as ‘hidden’ to 


teachers and/or staff. In this department, which was not set up to teach musical theatre, 


work in this area is largely student-led, with very little staff support or input. In fact, the 


findings show negative attitudes towards the genre which students perceive as impinging 


on their activities, as well as on provision of facilities and parity of assessment. However, 


the findings also demonstrate exciting possibilities for collaborative teaching of a kind 


not yet seen in this department and the potential for the application of musical theatre 


teaching techniques to classical vocal teaching.  


This study raises several issues: how is research valued in the institution; how can 


findings be disseminated to all; who is responsible for further action, and how credible is 


the status of a researcher with so many different roles? In attempting to shed light on 


these questions I draw on the process of my qualitative study of musical theatre, evaluate 


my approach, consider the dissemination of my findings and response from staff and 


students, and contemplate the wider picture - contributing towards a transformative 


culture in which staff and teachers, as well as students, may benefit.  
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Research Findings: from implications to implementation 


Some notes from the presentation at Stepping out of the Shadows, 5th April 2011 


 


Involvement at my institution - began as a student many years ago, and continued after a 


gap, as a piano teacher and Research Fellow. I’m also now in the process of completing a 


PhD. Since becoming a practitioner-researcher I’ve been involved with one large scale 


multi-institutional research project – Investigating Musical Performance – and several 


smaller ones of my own. My research explores aspects of instrumental and vocal learning 


within a university music department which may be hidden to students’ teachers and 


staff.  


 


Questions, notes and problems 


Issues of loyalty towards institution – can be difficult for the insider-researcher to present 


a balanced viewpoint; and also to feel free to disseminate findings if they are not always 


positive. However, the issues that the research raises are probably typical of many music 


departments in higher education. These involve questions concerning how research is 


valued in the institution; how can findings be disseminated to all; who is responsible for 


further action, and how credible is the status of a researcher with so many different roles?  


 


Research project which examined the teaching and learning of musical theatre was used 


to explore some of these issues. Current status of musical theatre in my department is 


somewhat uneasy – varying attitudes towards it and some difficulties for those students 


who wanted to be involved in it.   


 


Research began by emailing all the students (around 65 students in each of the three 


undergraduate years and over 100 postgraduates) asking those who were interested in 


musical theatre to contact me. Interested students were then emailed a questionnaire 


seeking their views on a number of areas of musical theatre, for example, provision, 


attitudes and reception, involvement pre-university and during their degree course, 


teaching of musical theatre and learning preferences. This created a mass of data from 19 


students, to which were added interviews with a musical theatre vocal teacher and a 
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professor in the department with a particular interest in the genre. This data was analysed 


and written up as a paper.  


 


Dissemination of research findings 


Within the institution, there may be several ways in which research findings may be 


presented. These might include: 


 


1. Emailing staff and students  


2. Talking individually to interested people 


3. Giving a research seminar 


4. Focus group/open discussion 


5. Posting a report for internal access only on the website or virtual learning environment 


6. Emailing links to published articles 


7. Producing and displaying posters and leaflets 


8. Presentation at a conference taking place in the department/institution 


9. Creating an online forum for anyone interested to discuss the research 


 


Dissemination of this project: first, I presented a research seminar to some postgraduates 


and some members of staff. Secondly, the paper was emailed to all staff and to the 


student respondents. 


 


Questions raised: does the researcher present the findings and leave it at that – or does 


giving a presentation set up expectations of change? Perhaps this is a danger of 


practitioner-research – the instinct to be ‘hands-on’ and to hope that research findings 


will lead to implementation which will lead to improvements. At best, a seminar can be a 


useful tool for developing awareness, but it is unlikely that change might result from it, at 


least not initially. Important question is therefore raised as to how change occurs in the 


institution – who instigates it, and why? 


 


Reception of the research findings: issues of awareness and attitude, issues of relevance, 


and broader themes arising from these areas. 
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1. Issues of awareness and attitude 


Seminars and discussion – may result in improved awareness of the issues surrounding 


the topic and create a platform for discussion, often for the first time in a context where 


staff and students are both present.  


 


Difficulties – attendees interested in learning culture etc; non-attendees perhaps more 


individually domain-specific, but the findings of institutional research nevertheless 


should concern them. 


 


Issues of attitude – problems raised by occasional unguarded comments – negative 


impact on students. Also provision of facilities – rehearsal space, library resources, the 


degree of visibility of student involvement – often concealed from staff for fear of 


negative judgements etc. 


 


How a department can be proactive in developing itself as a learning community? 


Consideration of developing a teaching community with open discussion of the core 


aims, values and objectives of the institution, its short- and long-term plans, involving all 


staff in consideration of issues of learner equality, style and delivery of teaching, ways of 


collaboration etc.  


 


2. Issues of relevance 


Difficulty of perceived validity of research relying on a small sample of students; 


however, it was suggested that the nature of the project meant that students might not be 


‘visible’, wanting to conceal their interest. But, in a higher education institution we 


should be taking seriously the aims and interests of all our students, not just the ones 


whose interests match those of the staff. At the very least – making sure that genres are 


all treated fairly, with equal facilities etc. 
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Questioning of status based on the fact that the department ‘was never set up to facilitate 


musical theatre, therefore, why should it now provide for it, particularly as students 


would not, on the basis of the prospectus information, come with a special interest in it?’  


But shouldn’t a department should be responsive to changing student interests? In this 


case, a musical theatre singing teacher was recruited after students had asked to have a 


specialist teacher – could this response be extended? 


 


Research important as a monitoring tool for a department – to consider how well 


provision, priorities and ethos are communicated and experienced by students 


 


Is there a culture of status quo or one of active change? Change needs an investment of 


staff time, an open climate for discussion, with reassurance of people’s skills and 


expertise given in an unthreatening environment. In creating a transforming culture it’s 


important to have active leadership, and visible agenda of a culture of change. An 


institution cannot be passive or merely responding in a partial way to students – it should 


be actively examining its practice and continually assessing how well that meets student 


needs. It should further be prepared to implement research findings to meet those needs, 


if it has not already considered issues before they arrive at the stage of needing ‘rescue’ 


treatment.  


 


The practitioner-researcher may be well-placed to develop opportunities for students, but 


the practitioner-researcher should not be the one person investing energy in changing a 


culture.  


 


One way in which to circumvent some of these problems may be through what might be 


called ‘research-in-dialogue’ - comparison of self-initiated research, and that instigated in 


a collaborative manner with other staff in the institution. 


 


Difficulties of other staff accepting research that may challenge their beliefs, methods 


etc; difficulties of administration; perceptions of more senior staff relating to less senior 


researcher etc. 
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Conclusion 


There are deep issues within institutional culture probably of most university music 


departments in the UK relating to aspects of tradition, willingness to change, 


communication, status and impulse for the research, also to financing it.  


 


The focus on practice-lead research bears implicit association with openness to change, 


and the idea of research findings being applicable, in some form or other, to all within the 


institution.  


 


University research – often purely academic and may only relate to the specific interest of 


the individual lecturer undertaking the research which explains why it can perhaps be 


difficult for some members of staff to engage with dissemination from other research 


projects which may have an overarching span across staff, students, policy, provision, 


institutional history and future. 


 


This area of research, focusing on inter-relationships between people and practice in a 


music department, may expose a lack of alignment within the institution that people 


might be reluctant to acknowledge. Perhaps working collaboratively with academic 


colleagues on projects that they would like to be researched will make it easier for 


findings to be accepted and for changes to be implemented that will benefit the whole 


community. Perhaps establishing a co-institutional research project may also help to 


define the status of the project and perhaps the nature of the response.  


 


Difficulty of exploring and exposing elements other than existing good practice: in order 


for research to make a real contribution to the learning culture, institutions must be 


prepared to accept that they may have to face truths and realities previously concealed. 


Only then will a culture begin to move towards a transformative community of teaching 


and learning, in which students, as well as staff and teachers, may gain full benefit of the 


opportunities around them.  
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Rehearsing popular 


Conference: STEPPING OUT OF THE SHADOWS 


Guildhall School of Music & Drama    5th April 2011


Dr Mark Pulman


University of Huddersfield


Rehearsing popular 


music in a band 







• the research 


process, individual, 


collaborative, 


institutional and 


This presentation is about…


Rehearsing Popular Music in a Band


institutional and 


development


• the outcomes for 


individual and 


institution, rather 


than research 


findings







Tutor As a Band Member


• Band rehearsing and performance modules


• Invitations to join bands 


• Supporting learning• Supporting learning


• Tutor as equal band member rather than MD


• Entering their life-world


• Ethnographic experience stimulates research







An ‘Interpersonal Underworld’


Willingness to help others?


Personal responsibility?


Creative input ?Verbal contribution?


Effective leadership -


Interpersonal skills?


Able to accept feedback appropriately? 


Open to ideas?


Patience? 


Give and take?


Effective leadership -


an Alpha Male?


Able to listen to 


the others?


Gives constructive 


feedback? 







Module Evaluation


Performance Management – a year one module 


includes rehearsing and performing for 3 gigs: 


‘Christmas Party’ (for a club)                          


‘Venues and Audiences’ (at schools)        ‘Tribute 


evening’ (in a pub)


Thoughts/ideas for improving practice?


Informed by practitioner research?


evening’ (in a pub)







Thoughts and Ideas


Involve students in the ownership of the assessment 


Employ a peer learning and assessment system for the rehearsals


Use third year student peer panels to assess band performances


Improve my practice and build confidence in these techniques


Peer learningPerformance 


Management


A year one module







The Performance Management


‘Rehearsing and Performing’ Cycle


Introduction and 


training activities


Devising 


assessment criteria


Feedback


Rehearsing  


Assessing rehearsingPerformances


Assessing performances


assessment criteria







An Action Research Cycle


Next cycle1


24 24


3


1.Planning the activities


2.Action (rehearsing and performing)


3.Collecting data (assessments, observations, interviews, etc)


4.Reflecting (evaluating learning and tutor practice)







My Action Research Cycle


The assignment:


•Class discussion   


•Peer assessment training


•Criteria setting


Bands 


rehearsing


Peer assessment


of rehearsals


Interventions


Bands 


performing


Interventions


performing


Assessing


performances


Assessment feedback


Interventions


Analysis of dataReflection


Revision and 


re-application 


of the cycle







Interventions


Examples of interventions


• changing the method of assessment and assessment criteria 


• altering the sequence or timing of the peer assessment 


• altering how the senior student peer panels assess the performances 


Considerations


• does the intervention disadvantage any bands/members? 


• are there occasions where no interventions should be made, in order   


to clarify, compare, or corroborate any effects?







Interventions:
Method of assessment 


Formulation of the peer assessment criteria







Did everyone contribute equally? If so, each member of the group should be 


given 25 % if the band is a four-piece (or 20% if the band is a five-piece, etc). 


If two members of the group contributed significantly more than their 


colleagues the distribution of % weighting might reflect this in the following 


allocation: 15+15+35+35. Allocate a mark for each member of the group. 


Ensure that marks together total 100%.


Band member % Band % Band member %


Peer Feedback Form


Band member % Band 
member


% Band member %


1(self) 3 5


2 4 6







Comment on your mark that you awarded to yourself: 


………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..


Which two personal qualities or attributes in rehearsals do you think you could improve?


(i)--------------------------------------------------------------------------------


(ii)--------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Which personal quality or attribute do you think was your strength?


---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Comment on the mark that you awarded to band member 2:


Peer Feedback Form


Comment on the mark that you awarded to band member 2:


…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………


Which two personal qualities or attributes in rehearsals do you think they could improve?


(i)--------------------------------------------------------------------------------


(ii)--------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Which personal quality/attribute do you think was their strength?


-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------







Please name three personal attributes or qualities (‘personal weaknesses’) 


that you believe can be developed/ improved in your rehearsing


1 Patience with others in Take That!


2 More focus and concentration


3 Learning my part at home


Please list two personal attributes or qualities (‘personal weaknesses’) for each 


of your previous band members that you believe they can develop/improve


Name: Robbie Williams


of your previous band members that you believe they can develop/improve


Lady 


Gaga


Being a team member


Responsible for learning lyrics ahead of rehearsal


Eric 


Clapton


Being more open to feedback


Contributing more ideas


Bono More willing to help band mates


Listening to others’ views


Chad 


Smith


Being enthusiastic


Confidence







Please name three personal attributes or qualities, which, in your 
rehearsing, you think you can improve or develop in yourself over 
the next few weeks.  Describe what is the opposite/negative of each.


1………………………………………………………………………


Opposite………………………………………………………………


Self Selected Personal Attributes


2………………………………………………………………………


Opposite………………………………………………………………


3………………………………………………………………………


Opposite………………………………………………………………







Example of a Completed Peer Feedback Form


Mark


out of 5 ‘Personal weaknesses’ that you wish to improve
1 = poor


2 = below 


average


3 = neutral


4 = above 


average


5 = excellent


Open to 


feedback


Or


Blinkered


Willing to 


help others


Or


Doesn’t 


Enthusiastic


Or


Lacking 


Team 


member


Or


Control 


Confident


Or


Lacking 


Learns


lyrics 


Or


Leaving it 


Listening


to others


Or


Ignores 


Contributing 


ideas


Or


Too quiet5 = excellent
Blinkered Doesn’t 


help others
Lacking 


enthusiasm


Control 


freak
Lacking 


confidence


Leaving it 


until last 


minute


Ignores 


others


Too quiet


L Gaga x x x 3/5 x 4/5 x 3/5


E Clapton 3/5 x x x 3/5 x x 2/5


Bono 3/5 1/5 x x x x 3/5 x


C Smith x 5/5 4/5 x 5/5 x x x







Group Agreed Attributes


Please describe three group qualities/attributes that you as a band


agree are important to you and on which you will try to improve or


develop in rehearsing and be used as peer assessment criteria:


1…………………………………………………


2………………………………………………


3…………………………………………………


Describe the opposite/negative of each of these: 


1………………………………….                       


2………………………………….. 


3…………………………………..


I agree to these personal attributes being used as peer assessment criteria.


Name ………………………………………………………..          Date……… 







Please name three qualities/attributes or ‘personal weaknesses’ that as


a band you all agree ________________ should try to develop/improve


in rehearsing: 


1……………………………………………………………………………


2……………………………………………………………………………


3……………………………………………………………………………


‘Personal weaknesses’ devised by the band for each member


Describe the opposite/negative of each of these three:


1…………………………………..………………………………………..                


2……………………………………………………………………………                    


3……………………………………………………………………………


I agree to these personal attributes to be used as assessment criteria for


rehearsing with my next band.  


Signed……………………………………………       Date……………………







Other interventions:


Altering the place in the cycle 


where band members carry out their 


peer assessments


• after the final rehearsal, before 


the gig?the gig?


• after the performance, before 


receiving feedback about it?


• after the performance, after 


receiving feedback about it?







Further interventions: 
Changing the assessment methods with which 


the peer panels assess the band performances


• assess collaboratively as a panel?


• assess individually and then try • assess individually and then try 


to reach agreement as a panel?


• assess using category weighted 


criteria?


• assess using holistic criteria?







Rehearsing and Performing Cycles


• 32 cycles between 2000-2011 


• Year one undergraduate popular music students 


• Performance Management group module 


• University of Huddersfield







Spirals of Cycles


Cycles 1-3 (2000-2001)


Cycles 4-6 (2001-2002)


Cycles 7-9 (2002-2003) 


Rehearsing and 


performing cycle 3


Rehearsing and 


performing cycle 2
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Cycles 10-12 (2003-2004)


Cycles 13-15 (2004-2005)


Cycles 16-32 (2006-2011)


performing cycle 2


Rehearsing and 


performing cycle 1
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Data Collection and Analysis


Data collection methods Analysis procedures


Quantitative peer assessment data Correlation analysis


Interviews with band members Grounded Theory


Direct tutor participant observation Thematic AnalysisDirect tutor participant observation Thematic Analysis







Barriers and Problems


• Peer assessment is a time consuming process 


• Occasional student absence in peer assessment 
activities leading to incomplete data


• Learning process for tutor• Learning process for tutor


• Balancing and integrating Tutor and 
Researcher roles







Outcomes for Institution


• Module evaluation


• Peer learning process model







Transparency Agreement


Student ownership


Outcomes for My Practice


Trust HonestyA Moral Dimension


Transparency Agreement


Belief in peer learning/assessment







Appropriating course/module cycles


Practice based research


Outcomes for My Research


Mixed methods


Action Research


Interventions


Publication of findings







End of Presentation
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