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Abstract 

Arts-based Research (ABR) ‘can be defined as the systematic use of the 

artistic process, the actual making of artistic expressions in all of the 

different forms of the arts, as a primary way of understanding and 

examining experience by both researchers and the people that they 

involve in their studies’ (Knowles & Cole, 2008, p. 29). However, music is 

an art form that in Western culture, the practice of which is usually 

restricted to a few individuals with specific skills. Commonly, musical 

activities are left out of ABR works because of the inherent difficulties of 

the musical process. In this article, we review and provide multiple ways 

of how, through accessibility processes, music can be made by a wide 

range of participants regardless of their musical knowledge. The 

argument is made that the ways of accessibility presented open up the 

possibilities of using a wide-ranging use of participatory musical activities 

in research inquiries, assessment and evaluation. This chapter thus 

focuses on the ways in which music making can be made accessible and 

so increase the possibilities of its use partially or entirely as a provocation 

for inquiry, in collecting and analysing data, as a means of dissemination 

in research, assessment and evaluation processes. 

Keywords: music; arts-based research; accessibility; participation; music 

making. 

 

Introduction 

 

Arts- based Research (ABR) is a term commonly used to design a methodological 

approach in research in which the arts have a primary role in a part or the totality of 

the research process (Leavy, 2009; Sullivan, 2005). However, its theoretical 

framework can be interpreted in multiple ways and is used for different design 



approaches regarding the use of arts in inquiry. Vist (2015), offers six terms related 

to the Arts in research: Arts-based research, Arts-inspired research, Aesthetically 

based research, Arts-informed research, a/r/tography and Artistic research. Given 

that this could lead to some confusion ‘Arts-based Research’ in this chapter is used 

as an ‘umbrella term’. We also draw in particular on the definition proposed by 

Knowles and Cole (2008): 

the systematic use of the artistic process, the actual making of artistic 

expressions in all of the different forms of the arts, as a primary way of 

understanding and examining experience by both researchers and the 

people that they involve in their studies (p. 29). 

Hence, in ABR inquiry, all the arts, without exception have a place. Nevertheless, 

music, compared with other arts, is often excluded or poorly represented in Arts-

based Research inquiry processes (Daykin, 2004, Ledger and Edwards, 2011, Vist, 

2015). This lack of representation contrasts with agreement on the enormous 

potentiality of music in therapeutic and other settings and so represents an anomaly 

or contradiction.  

 

Some of the reasons for this situation were analysed by Daykin (2004), Ledger and 

Edwards (2011) and Vist (2015). For Daykin (2004), ‘The infrequent use of music 

may reflect particular problems of interpretation, reflection upon which may be useful 

in the context of current debates about representation that, to some extent, underpin 

the case for arts-based research’ (p. 37). She argues that difficulties about musical 

semantic meaning, representation and narrative aspects might be the possible 

causes of the infrequent use of music in ABR. The general argument seems to be 

that there are problems surrounding the interpretation of musical meaning. In the 

Music therapy context, Ledger and Edwards (2011) express a reluctance to engage 

with ABR methods, placing emphasis instead on the requirement for the results to 

have an artistic value. There is an intrinsic link here to the structure and complexity of 

Western music, and how it in itself represents barriers to the use of music in ABR 

inquiries. These barriers are concerned with access and can generate exclusion or 

difficulties when using music in a generalised way, especially in heterogeneous 

groups or with individuals who have no musical training or skills. Many of the ABR 

works either use music from an aesthetic perspective (audition) (McCaffrey, 2008) or 

entail interventions by professional musicians (Doğantan-Dack, 2012; Vist, 1992).  



 

As musicians and researchers, our vocation and social commitment revolves around 

the idea of accessing music. Overcoming barriers in music participation through 

formal or informal music making represents for the authors a goal to achieve, and 

one that allows for the provision of quality music-making for all (Poole & Solé, 2019). 

In this chapter, we approach and analyse these barriers in order to consider ways of 

ameliorating their effect with the aim of promoting broader access to musical 

practice. We propose ways of increasing accessibility which open- up possibilities for 

the wider use of music making in arts-based research, assessment and evaluation. 

 

The problem of Western music 

 

Mithen et al. argue that musicality is an essential ‘part of being human, that this 

capacity is of great antiquity, and that a holistic protolanguage of musical emotive 

expression predates language and was an essential precursor to it’ (2006, p. 97). 

However, during the process of culturalization, a distance from the ability to make 

music has been produced in many traditions. Music is a natural process for humans, 

nonetheless, according to Blacking (1976) today’s Western culture has developed a 

complexity-based musical model that has created a high-level skill specialisation. 

Many non-Western societies have generated extremely sophisticated musical 

systems, therefore, to a greater or lesser extent, the exclusion of musical practice 

occurs for many people in many musical traditions.  

 

However, ‘music’ can refer to very different sound elements. Each culture and every 

era has generated multiple forms and musical structures, often with little in common 

structurally. Without going into how music is or is not defined, music is considered 

here as a product in which different processes may intervene and in which a plethora 

of skills are required. Most music includes one or more of the following elements: 

melody, rhythm, harmony, sounds generated by instruments and/or voices. It is for 

this reason that music is usually performed with one’s voice, with the use of musical 

instruments, or both. In this fact, the first disruptive aspect is perceived. While singing 

is a natural process for the human being, playing instruments is usually linked to the 

acquisition of specific skills. For many people, these skills may involve some limiting 

factor or other, a limitation that hinders access to musical practice. It is useful to 

explore these limitations as each can be a barrier to music practice more generally. 

This exploration promotes accessibility in music making to allow for the use of music 

in Arts-based Research inquiries. Music making in this sense has a performative role 



with utility beyond that of professional musicianship. In summary, in facilitating 

access to music-making, the use of music in arts-based research is also facilitated. 

The participatory approach to music could in a certain sense also be considered from 

an egalitarian or social justice perspective. In this line, promoting access to music 

making brings a paradigm shift to Blacking’s (1976) paradox described above.  

 

Accessibility ways for a participatory musical approach 

 

From a conceptual point of view, the access to instrumental music focuses on three 

frameworks or developing and delivering ways: On the musical structure, on the use 

of instruments, and finally on the musical result.  On a strictly musical-performative 

level, we propose four ‘ways’: 

1. Structure way: To use or import simplified musical structures from Western 

and non-Western cultural traditions in which musical contexts the social role 

of the music is ‘inclusive’ as a natural result (Blacking, 1974). 

2. ‘On-gaku’ way: To widen the range about what is considered music or not 

(Schafer, 1977). 

3. Sound generators way. To use more accessible musical instruments. 

Including technology (Dylon, 2004; Miralpeix 2013; Ruiz, 2013). 

4. Universal Design way: To apply accessibility principles to music playing and 

performing (Darrow, 2010, Mace, 1997, Sole, 2017, Wang, 2008). 

These four ways will now be discussed with practical examples. 

 

Structure way 

 

Some cultures have more participative music than others, though the participation 

level is considerably higher than others. Thus, for example Venda in South Africa 

(Blacking, 1974; Turino, 2016) and Gamelan in Indonesia (Brashier, 2013, McPhee, 

1949, Tenzer,2000) represents two good examples of a more participative musical 

practice. In both contexts, a wide range of participants often play music. 

 

According to Blacking (1974) the key understanding of the pronounced African 

participative outcome is ‘simplification.’ As Turino (2016) points out, ‘Community 

participation is valued in many African cultural traditions; repetition and long 

performances facilitate participation by giving non-specialized participants a chance 

to get their bearings and to enter the performance’ (p. 175). Although in many African 

traditions music can be assigned to certain social classes, families, or ‘caste groups’, 



three elements are characteristic of all of them (Turino, 2016): interlocking in a call-

and-response structure; aesthetic preferences for creating dense sound quality 

textures; and, cyclical, open-ended ostinato as the basic foundation of the 

performance. It is reasonable to assume that these three dimensions, and especially 

the third, encourage greater equity in music participation and promote greater 

inclusiveness. 

 

Gamelan from Indonesia also seems more accessible than many other musical 

traditions (Haddon, 2016; Tenzer, 2000b, Shah, 2017). Furthermore, many 

participative gamelans can be found throughout the world in which prior experience 

is not required. According to Tenzer (2000b), Gamelan music has a primary music 

approach to melodic and rhythmic village-culture organisation. Its structural 

coherence is supported on a symmetric and cyclic approach to rhythm and melody. 

In Balinese Gamelan, for example, melodies are pentatonic, strictly composed, 

orchestrated in stratified structure, ‘in which several realizations of the same melodic 

idea are presented simultaneously at different densities’ (Tenzer, 2000b, p. 2) and in 

hierarchic units. According to Tenzer (2000) the use of pentatonic scale, the use of 

bronze metallophones, the cyclic structure and the multilevel distribution of voices, 

have a fundamental role as participatory elements.  

 

Finally, a third example of this approach is from Western tradition found, among 

others, in Orff-Schulwerk settings for example in classrooms in the USA. The use of 

the harmonic ostinato form (repetitive harmonic patterns) represents an educationally 

focused structure simplification that offers considerable possibilities for music 

participation. (Solé, 2007; Taylor, 2012). As Taylor remarks ‘although simple, 

repetitive ostinato are often easy to learn’ (p. 32). They offer a great adaptive 

capacity and allow multilevel approaches to instrumental music (Solé, 2007). 

  

Such symmetrical and cyclic musical structure thus generates flexible and more 

accessible musical practices implying that any approach involving simplifications and 

iteration in music structures may be a significant step forward for accessibility in 

music participation. Iterative and cyclic or/and iterating in call-response patterns in 

music (Balinese gamelan, African traditional music or ostinato forms, among others), 

allows a multilevel and flexible approach that can be clearly used in participative 

focused music. Possibilities for this way are to: organize drum circles in cyclic or call-

response structure; playing Western renaissance-baroque ostinatos; performing 



Latin ostinato forms; and imitating or emulating gamelan forms with xylophones, 

metallophones or other pitched percussion instruments. 

 

‘On-gaku’ way 

 

The Japanese word for music is ‘On-gaku’, it consists of two linked ideograms 

representing sound (On) and enjoy (Gaku). As Furuta (2005) proposes, this ancient 

concept involves a wide vision of what music is. Our second approach for music 

accessibility is sustained on a broader conception of music through expanding limits 

about what we consider music or not and this is why we have named this way ‘On-

gaku’. 

  

If music is accepted as any sound manifestation, even silence, all limitations and 

difficulties in making music can be overcome. Without opening up a well-worn debate 

about whether Cage’s 4’33’’ is music or not (Davies, 1997), there is no doubt that all 

individuals are able to perform it regardless of their musical abilities. Approaches to 

music that emerged in the second part of the 20th century played a vital role in the 

paradigmatic shift in the extended use of sounds in music and, consequently about 

conceptions about what music is. As Battier (2007) argues, Pierre Schaeffer through 

inventing ‘musique concrète’, music that exploits acoustic listening of sounds derived 

from recordings, gives a conceptual status to the sound object: ‘Schaeffer wanted to 

explore the expressive possibilities of sound effects used in various radio and TV 

programs and to compose music using sounds of the acoustic environment. He tried 

to compose using recorded sound objects and called the result ‘musique concrete’ 

(concrete music)’ (Rakowsky, 1996, p. 272). 

 

Likewise, Cage, with a similar approach incorporates ‘noises’ in music (Rakowski, 

1996). During a television appearance on Feb 5, 1959 Cage used for playing his 

‘Water Walk’ 34 different materials related to water as, for example, bathtub, toy fish, 

pressure cocker, ice cubes, electric mixer, rubber duck. This broad frame about the 

musical ‘object’ marks a step forward in participative music making. 

 

A similar conceptual approach has been developed from the proposals in 

soundscape (Schaeffer, 1977). As Kelman (2010) remarks: ‘One of the most useful 

and vexing terms offered to date has been Schafer’s ‘soundscape’. Like ‘landscape,’ 

to which it alludes, a ‘soundscape’ seems to offer a way of describing the relationship 

between sound and place. It evokes the sonic counterpart of a landscape in which 



one sees trees or buildings but hears wind, birds, or traffic’ (p. 215). Pierre Shaeffer 

(1977) defined Soundscape as the sonic environment. While Schaeffer’s approaches 

imply listening, recording, evaluating all sounds, this concept also has developed a 

projection on music making. Westerkamp (1990) reasons that: ‘Since audio 

technology enables everyone who has access to it, to make good quality recordings 

of any sound in the world, the sound environment has become a huge and rich 

'resource' for anyone interested in working with environmental sounds. All sounds 

can become part of a soundscape composition’ (p. 1).  As we now proceed to 

discuss in more detail, implications of this framework open a range of possibilities in 

access to music making. 

 

Three examples of practices in the ‘On Gaku’ way that bring the opportunity to 

participate in making music to a wide range of people are: Phill Minton’s ‘Feral Choir’ 

(Myers, 2011), Walter Thompson`s ‘Sound Painting’ (Duby, 2006) and ‘Soundscape 

Composition’ (Schafer, 1977). ‘Feral Choir’ or ‘The 17’. No prior musical knowledge 

is required for participation, and the results include non-verbal sounds as whistles, 

grunts, screams, sighs, hums and cries, onomatopoeic sounds, and a lot of vocal 

effects, organised in call response or repetitions structures among others. In a similar 

way, but applied to instrumental music, Duby (2006) defines the Soundpainting as: 

‘The method of ‘live composition’ invented by ‘New-York based composer and 

saxophonist Walter Thompson uses physical gestures for the spontaneous creation 

of music. Although Thompson developed his sound-painting with professional jazz 

musicians (Tonelli, 2016), it has subsequently been used for musicking with non-

professional musicians, including adults with disabilities and children.   

 

Finally, a third ‘On-gaku’ way to music making is represented through the 

soundscape composition conceptual framework. Linked to the soundscape concept 

(Schafer, 1977) a soundscape composition is a musical composition using 

environmental sounds as ‘instruments’. In 1937 Cage wrote:  

I BELIEVE IN THE USE OF NOISE. Wherever we are, what we hear is 

mostly noise. When we ignore it, it disturbs us. When we listen to it, we find 

it fascinating. The sound of a truck at fifty miles per hour. Static between the 

stations. Rain. We want to capture and control these sounds, to use them 

not as sound effects but as musical instruments. Every film studio has a 

library of ‘sound effects’ recorded on film. With a film phonograph, it is now 

possible to control the amplitude and frequency of any one of these sounds 



and to give to it rhythms within or beyond the reach of the imagination. Given 

four film phonographs, we can compose and perform a quartet for explosive 

motor, wind, heartbeat, and landslide (p. 1).  

With the use of the new accessible technological tools today it is possible for 

everyone to record and organise sounds. 

 

As pointed out by Westerkamp (2000) ‘Since audio technology enables everyone 

who has access to it, to make good quality recordings of any sound in the world, the 

sound environment has become a huge and rich ‘resource’ for anyone interested in 

working with environmental sounds. All sounds can become part of a soundscape 

composition’ (p. 1). According to Koops (2013) soundscape composition can be used 

as an elementary and basic training exercise to composition learning. Clearly, this 

proposal underlies any kind of accessibility in the creative process in music. 

Examples of this way of making music include: using informal instruments as natural 

elements (stones, wood sticks, leaves water) domestic objects (kitchen elements, 

any object); group free singing; playing with all kind of sounds; and, creating 

soundscapes from images or other sources. 

 

Sound generators way 

 

In this section the discussion turns to how accessible musical instruments can be 

used as musicking tools. First, we address acoustic and traditional musical 

instruments and then focus on technology. It is not unusual that musicians are asked 

by non-musicians about which musical instrument is the most difficult to play. It is 

however practically impossible to answer this question satisfactorily because for 

every musical instrument that exists there is a musical composition that pushes the 

instrument to the limit of its capacity. However, for beginners or non-experienced 

players, the difficulties of playing instruments are different for each instrument. This 

includes among others, aspects, the way to generate sound, the tone control, the 

energy or force needed or even the position.  It’s easier to make any kind of 

recognisable music with keyboards or metallophones than with oboes and horns. It is 

clearly for this reason that Orff-Shulwerk and other pedagogies have used 

instruments with fixed tone and easy access to play.  

 

The case of Baschet Instrumentarium (Ubach and Bousquet, 2008) offers an insight 

in to this way or participative music making. Half musical instrument, and half sound 



sculpture, Fracçois Baschet developed a set of musical instruments with a huge 

participative dimension.  The instruments allow the performance of any kind of music, 

either arrangements of traditional or conventional compositions such as experimental 

or improvised music. For our proposals results especially interesting that as Riuz 

(2013) remarks, de development of Baschet Instruments allow anyone can play them 

without prior training. These instruments make collaborative musical opportunities 

possible in creative settings for individuals from a wide range of areas. In the words 

of Ruiz (2013) ‘Full range of possible sounds are configured to be juxtaposed as in 

contemporary music they are not in a fixed tune, but another criteria that can be 

developed working on the sounds themselves’ (p. 76). 

 

On the other hand, technology opens a new range of possibilities in accessible 

sound generation and, therefore, in making music.  According to Oh et al. (2010): 

with the increasing popularity of smartphones that offer advanced 

capabilities and user-friendly interfaces, mobile phones have become 

powerful yet intimate devices that serve a myriad of functions far beyond 

their original intended usage. Music is one such domain in which mobile 

phone users have found new cultural and social trends (p. 82).  

In the same direction but referred to tablets, Miralpeix (2013) states:  

The real innovation of tablets is the way of use. The user interacts with the 

dispositive through the direct touch of their fingers, in an easy and intuitive 

way. User guides or instructions are not needed. Many apps, for example, 

produce and allow a sound manipulation directly through fingers without the 

need of intermediates. The result is instantaneous, and our imagination is 

the only limitation in combining, changing and modifying them (p. 39).  

Other instruments as the Tangible interface ‘reacTable’ (Jordà et al., 2007) is 

‘conceived for casual users at home or in installations, as well as for professionals in 

concert’ (p. 7). In different contexts, reacTable has been played for thousands of 

users, including amateur people, families with young children or teenagers, and other 

people without a full understanding, and in all cases, the response has been very 

positive, even passionate or ‘addictive’.  These new tools engage people in a 

participative musical framework and involve everyone actively in music creation. This 



includes mobile phones orchestras (Oh et al., 2010) aiming for a collective and social 

interaction through music making. 

 

Examples of this way of making music include: having a preference for the most 

accessible percussion, string or keyboard instruments; avoiding instruments with 

sound generation difficulties (brass, reed, bowed strings, etc.); using musical loops 

software; mobile phones or tablet apps; and, Baschet and other non-tonal 

instruments. 

 

The Universal Design way 

 

Finally, our fourth approach consists of applying accessibility principles to group 

instrumental music design, making possible the creation of Universal Designed 

Instrumental Ensembles, accessible for all participants, regardless their musical skills 

and abilities, interested in performing the Western (eclectic) repertory.  Universal 

Design (UD) is theoretical framework emerged from architectonic environments that 

purposes accessibility for all users. Developed by an interdisciplinary team through 

the leadership of Ron Mace (Conell et al., 1998) it was defined as: ‘The design of 

products and environments to be usable by all people, to the greatest extent 

possible, without the need for adaptation or specialised design’ (Mace, 1997). 

Universal Design proposes 7 principles that represent broad purposes for action and 

that set guidelines to follow in order to make the environments more accessible. For 

each principle, some specifications or examples are proposed in the form of 

guidelines. For ‘orchestras’ in a wide sense of the term, these guidelines have been 

identified by Solé Salas (2017).  

 

An important principle of UD is ‘equitable use’. In general terms, this establishes the 

idea that design must be useful and marketable to people with diverse abilities. In 

music making, this might take for example take the form of providing free activities 

without any previous learning; the availability of keyboards or Orff instruments; 

attitudes of listening and respect towards all participants; or delivering equitable and 

adjusted individual parts to be played. Factors such as these can all contribute to 

equity in music. 

 

The second principle is about ‘flexibility of use’. The design should accommodate a 

wide range of individual preferences and abilities. For music groups, design taking 

account of this principle might be deemed useful through the use of notational 



technology that facilitates flexibility. It could also for example be interesting to 

encourage the collaborative working between peers. Finally, flexibility in the 

repertoire and participation have been identified as key flexibility elements (Solé 

Salas 2017). 

 

The third principle concerns ‘simplistic and intuitive use’ it establishes the concept 

that the use of the design must be easy to understand, regardless of the user's 

experience, knowledge, language skills, or current concentration level. In this case, 

and for music playing the need to consider the possibility of both complicating and 

simplifying parts has also been identified (Solé Salas, 2017). The simplicity can be 

perceived in music as boring or repetitive creating a lack of interest in the participant. 

In this sense, we prefer the term ‘adapted’ or ‘adjusted use’. Otherwise, aspects such 

as clarity and precision in a conductor’s gesticulation and movements; call-response 

structures; or, multimodal delivery of scores are practices that contribute to simplicity 

or intuition. 

 

The fourth principle is about ‘perceptivity’. The design should communicate 

necessary information effectively to the user, regardless of ambient conditions or the 

user's sensory abilities. In this case the multimodal delivery of scores, the recording 

and listening of rehearsals, and a good line-of-sight between the conductor and the 

musicians and amongst the musicians themselves are fundamental aspects to 

consider. 

 

According to principle five, ‘tolerance to error’ is essential. The design should 

minimize hazards and the adverse consequences of accidental or unintended 

actions. This aspect can be critical in group music performing. Research has shown 

the relevance of this principle as the most important factor perceived by and for 

musicians (Solé Salas, 2017). The most important aspects to consider in this regard 

are: to provide positive feedback; to maintain an accepting and optimistic attitude 

towards errors. A balance between requirements and tolerance is needed when 

applying this principle. 

 

The sixth and seventh principles are disability focused. According to the sixth 

principle, the design must be used efficiently, comfortably and with the minimum 

degree of fatigue as possible. The seventh principle exposes the need to consider 

how the size of a space and the space itself must be appropriate for the approach, 

reach, manipulation, and use of an instrument or technology, regardless of the user's 



body size, posture, or mobility. In both cases, and for non-disabled people too, 

measures such as avoiding repetitive parts or providing comfortable spaces and 

components increase the wellbeing perception of users. 

 

The application of these principles in organising and designing instrumental musical 

groups allows for the participation in instrumental groups of heterogeneous user 

groups with a diversity of musical abilities and skills. Undoubtedly, factors such as 

the repertoire, the instrumental characteristics of the ensemble, the continuity (or 

discontinuity) of the group, and many other factors, can determine the result or the 

design. In any case, the application of UD can be a useful tool for access into 

Western musical instrumental groups. 

 

Discussion 

 

The proposed four ‘ways’ of making music accessible are not mutually exclusive, and 

considerable interactions exist between them. The proposal for an accessible 

gamelan laptop (Wiriadjaja 2013) is an example of such an interaction. This 

accessible technological tool that allows for creating and playing Indonesian music 

simultaneously applies the ‘structure’ and the ‘sound generator’ approaches. Another 

example of these interrelationships is the use of Baschet Instruments. As Riuz (2013) 

makes clear, the sound nature of these instruments implies a contemporary and 

broad vision of music.  

 

All four ways can be used at the same time in a music-based workshop mixed with 

traditional and orthodox ways of making music. A particular use of one or more of 

these approaches depends, partially, on the specific use that the researcher needs 

for his inquiry. As Hallam suggests (2003): 

 in a Western musical culture at this time, musical ability is perceived to be 

exemplified by actual musical skills in performing, composition and 

improvisation, through listening, valuing and appreciating music and through 

being able to communicate through music (p. 431).  

However, all these processes are not equal and have different requirements. For 

example, evaluating underlying needs for hierarchizing the musical tasks and 

research goals depends on whether the focus is on performing, playing, composing 

or improvising, and on the way chosen to collect data, assess, evaluate or 



disseminate.  

 

The bridge between ways of participative music making and research inquiry 

At the heart of this chapter are the possibilities of how music-based research can be 

used in inquiry processes; in research, assessment and evaluation. An accessible 

approach to music making allows for a wider range of participatory possibilities. 

Group dynamics, leadership, creativity, perception of well-being, changes in long 

processes, culturalization, musical structures, use and significance of rhythm, 

melody, harmonies or textures, between others, are just a few examples of 

processes in which data can be collected analysed and evaluated using groups of 

heterogeneous participants of differing music abilities. Likewise, accessible 

technological tools can be used in composing processes that open the door to the 

dissemination of research results through music to many people. 

  

Finally, we acknowledge three critiques of the approach presented.  Firstly, many 

people are resistant to making music and because of possible shortcomings of the 

aesthetic value of the results. Resistance to making music has been clearly 

documented in music-therapy settings (Austin and Dvorkin, 1993). We suggest that 

these ways have to be understood as selectable according to need as Ruiz Bel et al. 

(2012) suggest of universal accessibility. The removal of barriers can then be 

considered as an opening up of possibilities rather than a proactive imposition, 

promoting inclusion as an individual option. Secondly, we acknowledge that the 

relevance of accessible approaches in music making will be different in different 

cultural contexts. Thirdly, the underlying question about the aesthetic and artistic 

value of results in accessible musical experiences is well known. As Ledger and 

Edwards (2012) suggest, this limitation on the aesthetic result can be a critical 

question in ABR processes and has been particularly controversial in music therapy 

settings. Referring to Thompson, Duby (2006) states: 

Thompson similarly has little to say about the relative aesthetic value of his 

Soundpainting compositions. What interests him seems rather to be the 

success of the musicking as process, not making judgements about its 

artistic quality as product. What he is suggesting is that access to this 

mysterious process called composition is no longer the exclusive province of 

the trained composer. Defining composition in its simplest terms as ‘a labor 

on sounds’ points to a democratization of music as signifier, at the same 



time making few aesthetic judgements about the value of such activity.’ (p. 

6-28).  

Our response to this is informed by Miralpeix (2013) who suggests that technological 

tools enable anyone to play music and so realise hitherto unseen possibilities whilst 

masking some shortcomings and lack of knowledge. Our position is that without 

underestimating the aesthetic value of high-skill-level musical performance, the 

proposed accessibility ways allow for wider engagement and participation in making 

music for many people who could otherwise consider music an inaccessible activity. 

 

Conclusion 

Opening up the possibilities of access to music participation enables the possibility of 

non-musicians participating in musical ABR experiences. For a broader spectrum of 

participation in music making, we have proposed four different ways of 

conceptualising and practising music making. Perhaps one of the more personal 

reflections that the process of outlining these ways has reminded the authors of, is 

the unfathomable capability and potential of music to transcend language and 

cultures; that it is a holistic, embodied expression that allows individuals to share 

moments imbued with the entire range of human emotion. While writing this paper 

we played music and sang every time we met (usually on found pianos in distant 

lands), more often than not, these performances were practical enactments of how 

music is accessible, they were explorations of us, as humans, coming to know one 

another without conversation. Certainly, symbolic of how music accessibility can be 

used in art-based research experiences: our playing was testing the limits of music’s 

use in such contexts and for such means; it was evoking the otherwise hibernating 

tacit understandings, and misunderstandings, we shared, despite having never made 

music before together. As such, we are fully aware that there are limitations within 

these proposals but prefer to focus in this instance on the possibilities. While there 

exists literature on concrete experiences, unfortunately there is still a lack of research 

in praxial music accessibility and it is for that reason that we encourage new 

investigations and the exploration of new approaches. For example, the myriad of 

combinations of these four ways alone can bring numerous opportunities for learning 

and music making and could similarly open up a wide range of possibilities for 

research, assessment and evaluation inquiry through music making regardless of the 

musical abilities and skills of participants. 
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