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Discrepancies in Comprehension of Wind Band Terminology 

In 2014, the College Band Directors National Association and J.W. Pepper collaborated 

to create a performance record of all wind band performances at regional and national CBDNA 

conferences between the years 2008 and 2014. The data on the list was used to determine which 

pieces of music and which composers were most frequently performed by college wind bands 

during the seven-year span.  For this study, the investigator extracted all terminology from the top 

50 most performed works and determined which terminology college-level wind band students 

were most likely to encounter during their ensemble experiences. A survey of 86 undergraduate 

and graduate level music majors and non-majors polled participants on their knowledge and 

ability to perform the 50 most commonly encountered terms on their instruments. Data collected 

from the survey was used to determine exactly which terms were the most and least problematic. 

While the most and least problematic terms varied among the three Subgroups (Undergraduate 

Non-Majors, Undergraduate Music-Majors, and Graduate Music-Majors), all groups struggled 

with the unique terminology of Percy Grainger. The fact that Percy Grainger’s music was also the 

most performed by college-level wind bands at CBDNA conferences is a major concern for 

present day wind bands and suggests that these discrepancies of comprehension amongst wind 

band musicians with Percy Grainger’s terminology will likely result in reduced musical 

cohesiveness during the rehearsal process and performance. 
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Definitions  

 “Terminology” refers to all written instruction in sheet music from the composer to the 

performers. Some terminology exists as single words such as “dolce,” while others are short 

phrases such as “well to the fore.” Additionally, terminology is also interchangeable with 

“vocabulary” and “instructions.” These terms are all used to describe the same written 

instructions on the sheet music. 

 “College-level wind band musicians” are college students who participate in any type of 

wind band. These students are currently enrolled and range from undergraduates to doctoral 

candidates. They are also referred to as “students,” “musicians,” and “performers.”  

 “College-level wind band” refers to any wind instrument specific ensemble at the college 

level.  These could include concert bands, wind ensembles, marching bands, pep-bands, and 

chamber ensembles. These groups are also referred to as “wind bands,” “bands” and “ensembles.”  

 All of the wind band music discussed in this research is referred to as “repertoire,” 

“pieces,” works,” or “compositions.”  

 The “Student Survey” refers to the survey that was sent out to all participants. This 

survey was administered via email and hosted by Google Forms.  

 “Subgroups” refers to the three different participant groups in the Student Survey, 

“Undergraduate Non-Majors,” “Undergraduate Music-Majors,” and “Graduate Music-Majors.”  

 “Undergraduate Non-Majors,” when capitalized, refers specifically to those participants 

of the Student Survey who identified as undergraduate non-music majors. The same applies 

respectively to “Undergraduate Music-Majors” and “Graduate Music-Majors.” If these words 

appear uncapitalized, the investigator is not referring exclusively to the Student Survey 

participants.   

 “Sub-Questions” refers to the three separate questions connected to each of the fifty 

terms on the Student Survey. Sub-Question #1 asked participants if they knew what a given term 
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meant while Sub-Questions #2 and #3 asked if they felt confident in performing it and if they felt 

confident that others would interpret it the same.  

 “Top 10 List” refers to the ten terms with the lowest standard deviation. These Top 10 

Lists are separated for each Sub-Question, for all three Subgroups. Similarly, the “Bottom 10 

List” refers to the ten terms with the highest standard deviation for each Sub-Question, for all 

three Subgroups. In total, there are nine Top 10 Lists and Bottom 10 Lists each.  
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEM 

1. Introduction 

The idea for this project was born during the fall months of 2019. On the occasion, the 

investigator was observing a wind ensemble rehearsal under the direction of a prominent 

conductor. At one point during the rehearsal, the conductor stopped and asked that the mallet 

percussion make the sound “sparkle” more. The investigator was seated near this particular 

percussionist and observed his confused expression. The percussionist glanced towards the 

section-leader who shrugged and grabbed a pair of small brass mallets to replace the hard plastic 

ones that were currently being used. When the conductor rehearsed the same section again, the 

percussionist was rewarded with a big thumbs-up and a smile from the podium. “Sparkle” 

achieved.  

What exactly makes a sound “sparkle” more is entirely subjective and is a question 

explored in topics such as Musical Semantics.1 What was more important in this scenario, 

however, was whether the conductor and percussionists had the same interpretation of “sparkle” 

in mind. In this instance, the conductor wanted “sparkle” and the percussionists were not sure, so 

they took a lucky guess. It begs the question, how helpful are the instructions from the podium 

and at what point is it better to use more concrete language like “louder” or “softer?” Moreover, 

can we even safely assume that if we ask an ensemble to play more “dolce,” would 60 or more 

wind players have exactly the same interpretation of that term? In all likelihood probably not. 

These discrepancies of interpretation are the double-edged sword that concurrently make the 

musical collaboration process both special and difficult.  As Percy Grainger himself believed, 

 
1 Max Rieser, "On Musical Semantics," The Journal of Philosophy 39, no. 16 (1942): 421. 



   

 2 

musical interpretation is not universal but highly personal on an individual level.2 Thus, the 

problem was identified and the idea for this study born.   

2. Problem 

 The problem identified by this rehearsal observation was one of interpretation, semantics, 

and musical analogy. It dealt in the realm of interpretation and therefore lived in a gray area of 

academia. When concerning interpretations, there is not necessarily a correct answer or method, 

as interpretations are influenced by our experiences and vary from individual to individual. What 

we could discover, however, was the degree of agreeability amongst wind band musicians in their 

interpretations. After searching for studies concerning interpretation of terminology used in band 

works and finding none, the problem was clear. During preliminary research for this study, no 

prior studies were discovered that investigated which frequently encountered terminology was 

most and least confusing for wind band musicians, and this lack of knowledge made rehearsals 

less efficient. 

3. Need for the Study 

Beginning a new rehearsal cycle with wind band musicians that have fundamentally 

different ideas about how the music should sound is a challenge. Not only does this create 

disagreeability in the music, the conductor and musicians then need to take rehearsal time to unify 

these different approaches to create a greater sense of cohesion and uniformity. Anyone who has 

ever played in or directed an ensemble knows about the countless hours and instances of trying to 

get different instrument voices to play the same articulations, blend more cohesively, or just play 

more stylistically appropriate or “in character.” If conductors knew ahead of time exactly which 

directions in the score might result in the highest level of disagreement amongst players, they 

 
2 John Blacking, ‘A Commonsense View of All Music’ : Reflections on Percy Grainger's 

Contribution to Ethnomusicology and Music Education (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 
132. 
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could save a tremendous amount of time and energy during rehearsals. Even before the musicians 

learn their parts, or perhaps when the music is distributed, the conductor could give directions and 

guidance for how to approach anticipated problematic terminology and their corresponding 

passages. Not only does this establish better communication, but it might ultimately save a great 

deal of time and energy during the rehearsal process, allowing ensembles to progress even further 

with the music. Bruno Walter claimed that musical interpretation depends on understanding a 

given work in its entirety.3 While it would be a conductor’s dream that students in an ensemble 

consult a score, understand the idiosyncrasies of every instrument, have advanced degrees in 

performance, theory, and music history, this idealistic ensemble does not exist. Frank Battisti 

went further by outlining a list of the 26 skills he believed were needed in musical interpretation 

which included “comprehensive knowledge in musical history, skills in composing and arranging, 

piano playing skills, knowledge of world cultures,” and more.4 While an ensemble where every 

musician meets these standards would be ideal, it is not realistic. For the investigator, this affirms 

the need for the conductor’s role as chief interpreter. Additionally, it also highlights the 

conductor’s importance in creating a well-informed artistic interpretation of the work, and then 

communicating this vision clearly to the musicians. It is the investigator’s hope that this study 

will give wind band conductors greater insight into how their ensembles interpret common 

terminology, thus providing helpful information that could be used during the rehearsal process. 

Additionally, it is the investigator’s intention that this document serves as a foundation for future 

research that seeks to enhance and improve upon the work presented here.   

 

 
3 Bruno Walter, Of Music and Music-Making (New York: W. W. Norton, 1961), 23-24. 
4 Frank L. Battisti, The Conductor's Challenge: Finding Expressive Meaning in the Score 

(Galesville: Meredith Music Publications, 2016), 8-9. 
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Chapter 2: PROCEDURES 

 

The origins of this research were made possible by, and expand upon, a preexisting list 

published by the College Band Directors National Association in collaboration with J.W. Pepper. 

This particular list collected data from all regional and national CBDNA conference 

performances from 2008 to 2014 and produced a composite spreadsheet of every piece performed 

by wind bands. Using this list, CBDNA and J.W. Pepper researchers were able to sort the data 

and see which pieces were the most and least performed at CBDNA conferences during the given 

seven-year period. While the original spreadsheet contained roughly 9,300 rows of data, 

composer and educator David Lovrein created a reduced list that included only the pieces that 

received 10 or more performances.1 This list was available for download on 

www.lovebirdmusic.com and also included performances of different editions. For example, in 

Lovrein’s reduced list, different editions of Stars and Stripes Forever, Candide, West Side Story, 

and Children’s March, were combined and tallied together. 

For the intentions of this research, this was both helpful and problematic because while it 

organized performances more clearly, it was possible that different editions of the same work 

contained different terminology. While this limitation was recognized, it did not seem to weaken 

the integrity of this study when evaluating the list in its entirety as very few pieces received 

performances from varying editions.  

 

 

 

 

 
1 David Lovrein, "Top 200 Most Performed College Band Works, 2008-2014," 2017, accessed 

July 6, 2020, https://lovebirdmusic.com/blogs/news/performance-frequency-at-cbdna-2008-2014. 
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 Table 2.1. 10 Most Performed Pieces from Lovrein’s List 

 

 

1. Selecting Repertoire 

The first step in this research project was to create a list of repertoire from which to 

extract terminology. This repertoire list could not be randomly selected works, but rather, needed 

to be comprised of works that were receiving the most performances by college-level wind bands. 

Furthermore, it was not enough to draw upon lists of works of “artistic merit” as produced by 

Ostling, Gilbert, and Towner.2 While these comprehensive studies surveyed the wind band 

repertoire for pieces of artistic merit, they did not reflect how often students actually encountered 

that music. A key example would be Arnold Schoenberg’s Theme and Variations, Op. 43a, which 

received a 91.8% in the Towner study but did not make the top 200 in CBDNA’s list.3 This is 

why the CBDNA and J.W. Pepper collaboration was so foundational to this project, as it was the 

largest, most recent, and most objective effort to determine what pieces college-level wind bands 

 
2 The investigator is referring to the 1978 study An Evaluation of Compositions for Wind Band 

According to Specific Criteria of Serious Artistic Merit by Acton Eric Ostling, Jr. The study was repeated 
in 1993 by Jay Warren Gilbert and Clifford Neil Towner in 2011.  

3 Clifford N. Towner, "An Evaluation of Compositions for Wind Band According to Specific 
Criteria of Serious Artistic Merit: A Second Update" (DMA diss., University Microfilms International, 
2011), 125. 
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were performing. While Lovrien’s list only included pieces with 10 or more performances, the 

top 200 most performed pieces all had 11 or more performances. Extracting a list of terminology 

from 200 different pieces created other issues that needed to be resolved. When considering the 

Student Survey, a list of vocabulary from 200 different pieces would have been impractical in that 

it would have generated a lengthy survey. For this reason, the decision was made to limit the 

survey to the top 50 ranked terms from the top 50 most commonly performed works from 

Lovrien’s list. The next step was to acquire physical copies of each score.   

Sourcing the scores of these 50 pieces was actually quite easy as most of them were 

readily available in the Indiana University Department of Bands’ library. What did require some 

effort, however, was determining what types of terminology and directions from the composer 

would be included in the composite list. 

After some consideration, it seemed logical to exclude anything in the score that was 

instrument specific. Terms like “arco,” “con sord,” and “hard mallets,” etc., were too idiomatic 

and therefore already came imbued with innate interpretation biases. Furthermore, instrument 

specific words would not work well on a survey that would go to everyone. It was for this reason 

that only generalized markings were included. These generalized markings included basic tempo 

and style markings such as “allegro” to more specific and nuanced terminology such as 

“allargando.” It also seemed logical to deconstruct directions that included multiple terms into 

their individual parts. For example, “molto espressivo” was broken down to “molto” and 

“espressivo” separately. This was done in case survey participants were confused by one word 

and not the other. This was an issue especially for terminology in languages other than English. In 

theory, this would help compartmentalize multi-term directions and pinpoint exactly which terms 

students did or did not struggle with. There were, however, a few examples of directions that 

could not be broken down into single words. One example of this was Percy Grainger’s direction 

to play “well to the fore.” Directions like these could not be separated into single words and make 

sense and so were included in their original form.  One last consideration the investigator would 
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like to point out is that the frequency of terminology used within each piece was not considered. 

Whether or not a composer used “legato” one or ten times was irrelevant to this study. If students 

did not understand a term the first time, reason would suggest they might not understand it 

entirely on a subsequent iteration. What did matter then was whether or not a term appeared in the 

score at all. With all parameters in place, the terminology collection process could proceed.  

2. Collecting Terminology 

Collecting terminology from each score was a matter of cataloguing and compiling onto a master 

list. As the investigator reviewed the scores, every new term was added to a spreadsheet. For each 

piece, an identification number was assigned based on its performance order from greatest to 

least. For example, Lincolnshire Posy was first on the top 50 list and received the identification 

number “1.” Similarly, Ecstatic Fanfare was 10th on the list and received the identification 

number “10.” Using this numerical code served as a quick reference tool and helped to remove 

any accidental duplicates of terms. After all terms were catalogued, the master list was sorted 

alphabetically and then numerically which allowed for any accidental duplicate entries to be 

identified and removed easily. This process served as a simple way to reduce human error in the 

terminology collecting process. Using a code system to organize terms by pieces was also useful 

as it provided an easy and organized way to apply a weighted scale to the terms. 

 

Table 2.2. List of Terms in Ecstatic Fanfare with ID# 
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3. Creating a Weighted Scale 

After cataloguing terms from all 50 pieces was completed, a weighted scale was applied 

to preserve the integrity of the results. Of the 344 different terms collected among the 50 most 

performed pieces, 248 terms were unique to a single composition. That meant that roughly 72% 

of the terms occurred in only one of the 50 pieces surveyed. This however did not mean that all of 

these 248 terms were equal in importance. The most commonly performed piece, Lincolnshire 

Posy, received 69 performances over the seven-year span. In contrast, the last two pieces on the 

list, Third Suite and Sketches on a Tudor Psalm, had 23 performances each. Since this survey 

sought to identify the most commonly encountered terms, a weighted system accounted for both 

the frequency of usage of terminology amongst all 50 pieces and the total number of 

performances for each piece.   

Considering these two aspects of the study, a scale was devised that would account for 

both. This was accomplished by determining the total performances of all 50 pieces and then 

calculating the performance percentage of each piece. This numerical value was assigned to every 

term by its aforementioned code. A re-sorting of terms by frequency made it easy to then add the 

weighted value to each term by its code. Afterwards, the total weight of each term could be 

totaled and re-sorted. This final re-sorting of terms produced a finalized list that accounted for 

both frequency of usage amongst all 50 pieces, as well as total performances of each piece. It was 

this final weighted list that was used to generate a list of terminology used in the student survey. 

Before the survey was created, one more level of screening was required. 
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Table 2.3. Total Weight for Accelerando 

 

 

Terminology of multiple words were separated into their individual elements. While this 

did ultimately help the integrity of the study, the sorting process did reveal some irregularities 

that required revision. Within the 50 highest ranking terms, several terms appeared that were not 

stand-alone terms, but rather were prefix terms dependent on being connected to other terms. 

Terms like “poco” and “piu” did not suggest performance attributes on their own, but rather, were 

used in conjunction with other terms such as “ritard” and “mosso” to create even more detailed 

performance directions for the musicians and conductor. For this reason, the final list for the 

student survey omitted prefix terms like those mentioned above.  

4. Creating the Student Survey 

Early in the survey writing process, it was clear that all materials for the students would 

be electronic. Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, and the lack of “in-person instruction,” 

students participated in the survey remotely. For this reason, the investigator decided to create a 

survey using Google. Furthermore, a survey on Google Forms allowed for anonymous 

participation which complied with IRB regulations and also provided exportable data files which 

could be analyzed in Microsoft Excel. What is more, the user-friendly formatting used by Google 
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Forms adapted to computers and mobile devices well. This increased the likelihood of student 

participation and decreased the total time needed to complete the survey. 

With many students quarantining at home and in-person classes limited, a survey link 

would be sent out electronically to several hundreds of students via email and through course 

rosters. Several background questions were created to further sort the data. These background 

questions asked students: 

   1. Whether or not they were a music major or minor.  

2. Their current year in college. 

3.What instrument they played.  

4. What state they attended high school.  

These questions were useful sorting tools to identify inconsistencies or relationships 

among different groups. For example, examining all the data would paint a different picture than 

isolating music majors and non-majors separately. The same could be possible for graduate and 

undergraduate music majors. Furthermore, more analysis could be done by reviewing results 

amongst like instruments or states. This could potentially identify differences of interpretation on 

a systemic level. For example, if it were discovered that students from a particular state struggled 

or excelled with certain terms and not others, it might indicate an association between 

interpretation and region.  

 After these four background questions, the 50 highest ranking terms were presented with 

three questions per term. Asking students to define each term was problematic to this research 

because it added too many variables. In addition to effectively being a vocabulary quiz, this 

method would require additional rubrics to determine whether or not a student provided a correct 

definition of a term. Thresholds would need to be set in order to determine if the definition of the 

term was correct. This provided too many layers of potential human error and would have 

significantly increased the time for survey completion and analysis by the investigator. For these 

reasons, a 1-5 scale was ideal as it allowed students to easily mark their responses, resulting in a 
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more accurate analysis. Using a scale from 1-5 with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 5 being 

“strongly agree,” students were asked the following three questions about each term: 

1. I understand what this term means. 

2. I am confident that I could accurately perform what this term is directing on 

my instrument. 

3. I am confident that other musicians would perform what this term is 

implying similarly to me. 

The first question was the most fundamental and sought to identify how confident 

students felt with their understanding of each term. This was the most important question because 

if a student did not know the meaning of a term, they would not know how to perform it, nor 

would they be able to determine if other students would interpret it similarly. The second question 

was of great importance also because it recognized the fact that knowing a term does not 

necessarily mean that students would know how to perform it. Knowing that “leggiero” is an 

Italian musical term that means “lightly” does not guarantee that students will know how to 

perform a given passage lightly. This opens up a Pandora’s Box of interpretation which is 

explored in great depth in the topics of Musical Semantics and Musical Analogy. Different people 

could certainly have very different ideas about what “lightly” sounds like, and furthermore, it 

could vary from instrument to instrument. “Lightly” on a flute could be sonically different than 

“lightly” on a tuba. This research did not intend to explore these areas of study but rather, 

recognized them and accounted for them with this second question in the student survey. The 

third and final question examined each student’s confidence in themselves or their ensemble. 

Students who self-selected high scores for the first two questions but low on the third would 

indicate a lack of confidence in their peers or their ensembles. Conversely, scoring low for the 

first two questions and also low for the third would indicate that students are not confident in 

their interpretation of a given term and they believe their peers might feel similarly.  
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5. Administering the Survey 

After securing Indiana University Internal Review Board approval for the survey, an 

invitation to participate was sent out to students via email. The window to participate was three 

weeks in length and went from November 23rd, 2020 to December 11th, 2020. During this time, 

three emails were sent out to members currently enrolled in the Indiana University Marching 

Hundred and members of Indiana University’s Concert Band, Symphonic Band, Wind Ensemble, 

and chamber wind groups. Email solicitation was limited to these means to help ensure that the 

survey was being taken by college-level wind band musicians only. The aforementioned 

ensembles were all considered to help ensure that a wide demographic of students participated. 

By including these various ensemble types, both music major and non-majors could be reached, 

as well as graduate and undergraduate students.  

6. Analysis of Results 

Participants were given three weeks to complete the survey. An analysis of the data 

began immediately following the three-week survey window. Before responses were sorted by 

background questions, all responses were sorted together by mean and standard deviation. The 

mean is the average and is calculated by dividing the sum of all responses by the number of 

responses themselves. Standard deviation shows the variance in responses and accounts for the 

range of answers. A low standard deviation means that responses fell within a smaller range while 

a higher standard deviation means responses had a wider range. While means are useful in 

organizing and sorting numerous responses, they do not accurately show the spread of responses 

amongst students. For example, two students who selected a response of 4 would receive a mean 

of 4 and a standard deviation of 0. Since there is no variation in their response, the mean is the 

same and there is no spread in response, hence the 0 in standard deviation. In contrast to this 

example, two students who selected a “3” and a “5” would still have a mean of 4, but the standard 

deviation would be 1.41. If this study compared only means, these two examples would have 
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yielded the same results. Using the standard deviation, however, offered insight into how well 

students agreed on a question, which better served the purposes of this study.4 Results were then 

organized by each term’s three sub-questions and sorted by standard deviation from smallest to 

greatest. Organizing the data in this way showed which terms had the smallest and largest values 

in standard deviation in order for each term’s three sub-questions separately. After this step was 

complete, the same procedure was used in three subgroups.  

The three subgroups that were selected were formed based on the responses of the 

participants. At the conclusion of the survey completion window, a total of 86 responses were 

submitted. Of these responses, 45 were from music majors, 40 were from non-majors, and only 1 

response was from a music minor. Of these responses, only seven were from graduate students 

who were also music majors and zero responses were submitted by graduate non-majors. Sorting 

students by their high school state resulted in sample sizes that were far too small to be useful 

when looking for associations between region and responses as the margin of error was too high.5 

For this same reason, instrument types and the one participant who was a music minor were also 

omitted from the final results. Because of these statistics, the three subgroups that were analyzed 

in this study were Undergraduate Music-Majors, Graduate Music-Majors, and Undergraduate 

Non-Majors. While the Graduate Music-Major group also had a small sample size of seven 

participants, putting them in their own group made for a more consistent analysis when 

comparing Undergraduate Music-Majors with Undergraduate Non-Majors. Furthermore, these 

three subgroups collectively created an appropriate representation of the different types of 

students in various college-level wind bands. Examining the results of this study collectively 

would not have been as useful to someone directing a non-major all-campus band, but the non-

 
4 S. Dowdy, S. Wearden, and D. Chilko, Statistics for Research, (Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons, 

2011), 44. 
5 Robert V. Krejcie and Daryle W. Morgan, "Determining Sample Size for Research Activities," 

Educational and Psychological Measurement 30, no. 3 (1970): 607. 
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major results would. Conversely, a top-level wind ensemble at a major institution could benefit 

from data that included only undergraduate and graduate music majors.  

 Once these three subgroups were determined, the aforementioned process of separating 

the three sub-questions of each term and reorganizing by standard deviation was repeated. 

Organizing the data in this way allowed the investigator to determine which terms had minor or 

major discrepancies in comprehension in each subgroup and sub-question.
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Chapter 3: RESULTS 

 

The results attained by this study revealed what terminology the college-level musicians 

surveyed were most likely to encounter in their ensembles as well as their understandings and 

perceptions of these common terms. The results showed, in order, which terms were most and 

least confusing to understand, perform, and whether or not musicians felt their peers would 

interpret the terminology similarly. The results comprised a wide variety of collegiate wind band 

musicians that were enrolled in degree programs that ranged from Undergraduate Freshmen to 

Doctoral students.  

1. Collection of Terminology 

Once scores were examined and all terminology was added to a master spreadsheet, some 

interesting associations were revealed. After each term was coded with an identification number 

that correlated to the piece in which it was used, all terms were sorted to show frequency of 

usage. This process revealed, in order, which terms were used most and least often throughout the 

50 pieces surveyed. At the top of the list with a frequency of 31 was the term “crescendo.” 

Having been used in 31 of the 50 pieces means it was used in 62% of the pieces surveyed and 

occurred four more times than the second most frequently used term “molto.” The remaining 

seven terms in the top 10 of the list were “poco, diminuendo, poco a poco, legato, marcato, 

subito, espressivo,” and “ritard.” In total there were 344 different terms identified which had a 

combined frequency of 807, meaning that 344 terms were used 807 times. Looking at the terms 

organized by frequency, however, revealed a very steep slope with a long tail. This result was 

because the top 30 terms had a combined frequency of 382. Shown as a percentage, the top 30 

pieces (8.72% of total) comprise 47.34% of all terminology used. A total of 248 terms were used 

in only one piece which meant that 72.09% of all terms used were unique to a particular piece.  
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Table 3.1. Top 50 Terms by Frequency (zoomed out) 

 

 These observations described above called for a weighted system to accurately sort 

terminology into a final ranking. Since there were 248 terms that were used in only one piece, this 

weighted system was required to account for total performances over the seven-year span of a 

given work. In total, the top 50 performed pieces at CBDNA conferences had a total of 1,707 

performances. A weighted system was devised by finding the percentage of each individual 

piece’s performances of the 1,707.  
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Table 3.2. Weight of Each Term on Lovrein’s Top 50 
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 Once the weight of each term was calculated, the resulting value was applied to all terms 

that were used within their respective pieces. The term “allegretto,” for example, was used in four 

pieces. The weight of all four pieces was added together to give the term a weighted score of 

7.26. The unique phrase “brisk with plenty of lilt” was used only once, but since it was used in 

Lincolnshire Posy it received a weighted score of 4.04. The phrase “a thoughtful pause” which 

was also unique to Give Us this Day, received a weighted score of 2.17 as the piece ranked #13 in 

performances. See Table 3.3. below for the final ranking of the top 50 terms.1 

 

Table 3.3. Top 52 Terms by Weight 

 

 

 
1 Please note that Table 3.3. shows a total of 52 terms. This is because the highlighted terms (poco 

and piu) were later removed from the survey. For an explanation of this process, please refer to pg. 9.  
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2. Survey Background Questions 

At the conclusion of the survey window, a total of 86 students had participated. Based on 

contact information, the survey was sent to approximately 250 students, yielding a participation 

rate of 34%. Of these 86, 45 selected the option “I am neither a music major nor minor.” While 

only 1 student selected “I am a music minor,” 40 students selected “I am a music major.” With 

percentages of 52.3% and 46.5%, non-majors and music majors had a very close level of 

participation. This fact makes the findings of this study more applicable to a variety of wind 

bands throughout the country whether their hosting institution has a school of music or not. This 

fact also made the results of this study helpful for larger institutions that have multiple wind 

bands that might be separated by music majors and non-majors.   

 
Figure 3.1. Survey Percentage of Music-Majors vs Non-Majors 

 

 

 The second question in the “Background Questions” portion of the survey asked students 

their current year of study. Students could choose between all four years of a typical 

undergraduate program, or three different types of graduate level degree programs. These three 

graduate level programs were Performance Diploma, Masters, and Doctoral degrees. With only 

8.2% of student participation coming from graduate students, the overwhelming majority of the 
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survey was completed by students who were currently enrolled in an undergraduate program. 

With a total participation of 31.4%, Undergraduate Juniors were the most represented group in 

the survey. Freshmen participation encompassed 18.6%, Sophomores 22.1%, and Seniors 19.8%. 

These results suggest that the results from this study would best serve ensemble types that are 

predominantly comprised of undergraduate level student or mixed ensembles with small graduate 

level participation.  

 
Figure 3.2. Current Year in College of Survey Participants 

 

 

Two additional background questions that were asked but omitted from this study were 

“State in which you attended high school” and “Instrument.”2 Of the 19 states represented, 42 

(48.8%) survey participants attended high school in the state of Indiana. The state with the second 

largest participation was Illinois, which had only seven (8.1 %) participants. While there was an 

option included for international students or those who attended high school out of the United 

States, this option received zero submissions.  

 
 

 
 

2 For reasons why these questions were omitted, please refer to Chapter 2, Section 4: “Creating the 
Student Survey.”  
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Figure 3.3. State Survey Participants Attended High School 

 
 

3. Survey Questions: Musical Terms 

At the conclusion of the survey window, all responses were exported from Google Forms 

to a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. In this format, the investigator was able to organize and analyze 

results more efficiently and effectively. Furthermore, using formula functions in Excel allowed 

for accurate calculations of the mean and standard deviation of all terms, per question, per sub-

group. Tables 3.4.-3.6. show the results of each of the three Sub-Questions organized by standard 

deviation. Terms that received a standard deviation of 0 had no spread and were the most 

agreeable. The larger the standard deviation, the greater the spread of responses. Therefore, the 

higher the standard deviation, the less agreeable a given term was. For cleaner presentation, the 

three Sub-Questions have been simplified on the charts to “1. I Know,” “2. Can Perform,” and “3. 

Others Same.” The investigator has chosen to present only the top 10 most and least agreeable 

terms in this chapter. For a more comprehensive listing of all terms sorted by Subgroups and Sub-

Questions, please refer to Table 4.3. and Table 4.4.  
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Table 3.4. Sub-Question #1 Sorted by Standard Deviation (All Participants) 
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Table 3.5. Sub-Question #2 Sorted by Standard Deviation (All Participants) 
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Table 3.6. Sub-Question #3 Sorted by Standard Deviation (All Participants) 

 



   

 25 

 While the above tables show rankings of each term for all students combined, the 

investigator recognized that this would represent an unrealistic composition of students for a 

typical college-level wind band. The reason for this is because analyzing the results as a whole 

would indicate an ensemble that was comprised of about half undergraduate non-majors, just 

under half undergraduate music majors, and the rest being graduate music majors. For this reason, 

it was most logical to look at the standard deviation of each term for all of the three Subgroups 

separately. This also accounted for the fact that far fewer graduate students participated in the 

survey than undergraduates. To look at all three Subgroups combined would give an unfair 

weight to a smaller group like the Graduate Music-Majors. Table 3.7. shows this clearly as the 

Graduate Music-Majors group had more than 10 terms due to a tie in standard deviation. Sub-

Question #1 (I Know), for example, had a 32-way tie for first place. Since they all had a standard 

deviation of 0, they were all of equal rank and their order on the chart was inconsequential. The 

Undergraduate Music-Majors, on the other hand, had seven terms with a standard deviation of 0 

and the Undergraduate Non-Majors had only two.  

 For the Subgroup Undergraduate Non-Majors, the top 10 terms for Sub-Question #1 (I 

Know) with the lowest standard deviation were “crescendo, staccato, accelerando, legato, 

glissando, marcato, ritard, gently, a tempo,” and “heavy.” These were the 10 terms the group 

knew best. The 10 terms with the highest standard deviation were “sostenuto, con brio, sempre, 

louden, piu mosso, grazioso, pesante, scherzando, louden lots,” and “cantabile.” These were the 

10 terms of which the group were the least knowledgeable. For Sub-Question #2 (Can Perform) 

the top 10 terms were “crescendo, staccato, accelerando, legato, a tempo, marcato, ritard, soften, 

gently,” and “heavy.” These were the 10 terms the group felt most confident they could perform 

on their instruments. The 10 terms they felt least confident about their ability to perform were 

“grazioso, sempre, meno mosso, louden, piu mosso, scherzando, sostenuto, rubato, louden lots,” 

and “cantabile.” For Sub-Question #3 (Others Same), the top 10 terms with the lowest standard 

deviation were “crescendo, staccato, ritard, accelerando, legato, gently, marcato, a tempo, 
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allegro,” and “soften.” These were the 10 terms they felt their peers would most likely interpret 

the same way. The 10 terms the group felt least confident about were “marked, rallentando, 

scherzando, pesante, meno mosso, sempre, louden, piu mosso, simile,” and “louden lots.” 

 

Table 3.7. Top 10 Terms by Standard Deviation (Subgroups) 

 



   

 27 

Table 3.7. Continued  
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Table 3.7. Continued 
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For the Subgroup Undergraduate Music-Majors, the top 10 terms with the lowest 

standard deviation for Sub-Question #1 (I Know) were “a tempo, accelerando, crescendo, 

diminuendo, glissando, legato, staccato, moderato, ritard,” and “vivace.” The 10 terms with the 

highest standard deviation were “cantabile, sempre, sostenuto, louden, grazioso, con brio, 

marked, leggiero, secco,” and “well to the fore.” For Sub-Question #2 (Can Perform) the top 10 

terms were “a tempo, accelerando, crescendo, diminuendo, moderato, ritard, staccato, tutti, 

vivace,” and “legato.” The bottom 10 terms were “glissando, louden, sempre, sostenuto, grazioso, 

marked, leggiero, con brio, secco,” and “well to the fore.” For Sub-Question #3 (Others Same) 

the top 10 terms were “accelerando, crescendo, diminuendo, a tempo, ritard, vivace, staccato, 

legato, moderato,” and “tutti.” The bottom 10 terms (highest standard deviation) were “louden, 

simile, marked, grazioso, leggiero, ad lib, sempre, con brio, secco,” and “well to the fore.”  

 For the subgroup Graduate Music-Majors, the 32 terms with a standard deviation of 0 for 

top terms of Sub-Question #1 (I Know) were “a tempo, accelerando, ad lib, allegretto, allegro, 

andante, cantabile, crescendo, detached, diminuendo, dolce, espressivo, glissando, legato, louden, 

marcato, meno mosso, poco a poco, rallentando, ritard, rubato, sempre, simile, soften, sostenuto, 

staccato, subito, tenuto, tutti,” and “vivace.” The bottom 10 terms were “allargando, con brio, 

flowingly, leggiero, feelingly, secco, pesante, waywardly, grazioso,” and “well to the fore.” For 

Sub-Question #2 (Can Perform) the top 10 terms were “a tempo, cantabile, crescendo, 

diminuendo, dolce, espressivo, legato, louden, ritard, soften,” and “tutti.” The bottom 10 terms 

were “feelingly, flowingly, leggiero, waywardly, glissando, molto, pesante, grazioso, well to the 

fore,” and “secco.” The top 10 terms for Sub-Question #3 (Others Same) were “tutti, a tempo, 

crescendo, ritard, leggiero, simile, cantabile, diminuendo, dolce, legato, moderato, molto, subito,” 

and “vivace.” The 10 lowest terms were “flowingly, marked, feelingly, tenuto, detached, 

glissando, heavy, freely, well to the fore,” and “ad lib.”  
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Table 3.8. Bottom 10 Terms by Standard Deviation (Subgroups) 
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Table 3.8. Continued 
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Table 3.8. Continued 
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 After the top 10 terms with the highest and lowest standard deviation were determined for 

each Subgroup, terms appeared in multiple Subgroup lists were identified. Table 3.9. shows all 

terms for each Sub-Question and how many of the three Subgroups’ top 10 they were in. Terms 

with a frequency of 2 or 3 were found in two or all of the Subgroups, indicating the term was 

common among multiple groups. A frequency of 1 would indicate that the term was unique to 

only one of the Subgroups. Table 3.10. shows the same but for the bottom 10 (highest standard 

deviation) of each term for each Sub-Question.  

For Sub-Question #1 (I Know), terms that were shared by all three Subgroups’ top 10 

lists were “a tempo, accelerando,” and “crescendo.” Terms that were common between two 

Subgroups were “diminuendo, glissando, legato, ritard,” and “staccato.” Terms that were unique 

to only one of the three Subgroups were “ad lib, allegretto, allegro, andante, cantabile, detached, 

gently, heavily, marcato, moderato,” and “vivace.” For Sub-Question #2 (Can Perform), terms 

that were shared by all three Subgroups were “a tempo, crescendo, legato,” and ritard.” Terms 

that were shared by two of the Subgroups were “accelerando, diminuendo, soften, staccato,” and 

“tutti.” Terms that were unique to only one of the Subgroups were “cantabile, dolce, espressivo, 

gently, heavy, louden, marcato, moderato,” and “vivace.” For Sub-Question #3 (Others Same), 

the terms that were shared by all three Subgroups were “a tempo, crescendo, legato,” and “ritard.” 

Terms that were shared by two of the Subgroups were “moderato, staccato, tutti,” and “vivace.” 

Terms that were unique to only one of the Subgroups were “accelerando, dolce, gently, leggiero, 

marcato, molto, simile, soften,” and “subito.”  
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Table 3.9. Term Frequency in Three Subgroups (Lowest Standard Deviation)  

 

 

Conversely, looking at the commonalities in terms with the highest standard deviation 

between the three Subgroups, terms that were shared by all three Subgroups for Sub-Question #1 

(I Know) were “con brio” and “grazioso.” Terms that were shared by two or more groups were 

“cantabile, leggiero, louden, pesante, secco, sempre, sostenuto,” and “well to the fore.” Terms 

that were unique to only one Subgroup were “allargando, feelingly, flowingly, louden-lots, 

marked, piu mosso, scherzando,” and “waywardly.” For Sub-Question #2 (Can Perform), only 1 

term was shared by all three Subgroups which was “grazioso.” This suggests that all three 

Subgroups could have issues knowing how to perform “grazioso” on their instruments. Terms 

that were shared by two of the Subgroups were “glissando, leggiero, louden, secco, sempre, 

sostenuto,” and “well to the fore.” Terms that were unique to only one of the three Subgroups 

were “cantabile, con brio, feelingly, flowingly, louden lots, marked, meno mosso, molto, pesante, 

piu mosso, rubato, scherzando,” and “waywardly.” Just as in Sub-Question #2, Sub-Question #3 

(Others Same) only had 1 term that was shared by all three Subgroups. This shared term was 

“marked.” Terms that were shared by two of the three Subgroups were “ad lib, louden, sempre, 
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simile,” and “well to the fore.” Terms that were unique to only one of the three Subgroups were 

“con brio, detached, feelingly, flowingly, freely, glissando, grazioso, heavy, leggiero, louden lots, 

meno mosso, pesante, piu mosso, rallentando, scherzando, secco,” and “tenuto.”  

 

Table 3.10. Term Frequency in Three Subgroups (Highest Standard Deviation) 
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Chapter 4: ANALYSES, COMPARISONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

The goal of the previous chapter was to present the results of the procedures described in 

Chapter 2 in a clear, and matter of fact format. In this chapter, these results will be analyzed 

through a variety of perspectives so that they may be clear and meaningful to the reader. In the 

first section, general observations about the vocabulary collection process and Student Survey 

will be discussed. In the second section, relationships and observations of three Subgroups will be 

discussed separately. Lastly, in the final section, the investigator will draw attention to areas of 

weakness and make recommendations for further research on the topic of terminology in 

frequently performed wind band music.  

1. Composer Representation 

At the beginning stages of the study, the investigator noticed that some composers were 

preferred over others, as indicated by the total number of pieces and performances they received 

at CBDNA Conventions between 2008 and 2014. Within the top 50 performed pieces used for 

this study, five pieces were by Percy Grainger and received a total of 226 performances in total. 

The second most performed composers were Gustav Holst and Ralph Vaughan Williams who 

both had two pieces on the list and a total of 85 performances each. Composer Frank Ticheli 

actually had the second highest number of pieces performed (three) but received a total of 84 

performances. It is of great interest to the investigator that the three most performed composers 

on the top 50 list all wrote wind band music that was influenced by folk music. Pieces such as 

Lincolnshire Posy, Irish Tune from County Derry, First Suite in Eb, Second Suite in F, and 

English Folk Song Suite, stand out as timeless repertoire that receive numerous performances, 

decades after their premieres. The fact that these composers and their music would still be some 

of the most frequently performed pieces at CBDNA conventions in the 21st Century is a testament 

to their impact on wind band history. Moreover, of the top 10 most performed pieces, Percy 
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Grainger appears three times and is the only composer to have more than one piece make it to the 

top 10. With Lincolnshire Posy being the most frequently performed piece (69 performances) and 

Irish Tune from County Derry being second (52 performances), his piece Children’s March ties 

with Schuman’s Chester with 44 performances. To put Grainger’s share of performances into 

perspective, his music received more performances than Holst’s and Vaughan William’s 

performances combined (226 vs. 170). If we expand the list to the top 100 performed pieces, a 

slightly different picture emerges.  

When comparing the 100 most performed works, the music of Percy Grainger still tops 

the list. With a total of 14 performed works, Grainger received a total of 360 performances. What 

was different, however, was that Holst and Vaughan Williams were replaced by Ticheli, who 

with 12 pieces received a total of 248 performances. John Mackey also moved up in the list to 

secure a total of 139 performances, just three more than Vaughan Williams, who had 136. 

Expanding the list from 50 to 100 is not an accurate depiction of artistic merit, but rather, 

mathematically favors composers who had multiple pieces performed. While Holst and Vaughan 

Williams only ever wrote a handful of pieces for wind band, Frank Ticheli made a career writing 

for the medium, composing dozens of pieces of varying difficulty. What these numbers indicate is 

a sentiment held by band directors across the country. While many directors find the music of 

Ticheli to be agreeable for performance, they are less agreeable as to exactly which pieces are 

most worthy. This is why Ticheli had so many pieces performed, but none of which received 

more than 31 performances (Angels in the Architecture). This is not to say the music of Frank 

Ticheli is inferior, but rather, that the music of Percy Grainger has withstood the test of time and 

continues to headline concert programs 50 years after his death (1961). Table 4.1. shows all 

composers who had two or more pieces on the top 50 list. Additionally, Table 4.1. also shows that 

28 of the top 50 pieces were composed by only 12 different composers with Percy Grainger 

leading in both pieces performed and total performances.  
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 Table 4.1. Composers with Two or More Pieces on the Top 50 List 

 

 

2. Terminology Analysis 

As the results have demonstrated in Chapter 3, there was a very clear bias of select 

terminology. Out of the total 344 unique terms collected, 248 were unique to a specific piece. 

Furthermore, when looking at frequency of use, 47.34% of all terms combined were from the top 

30 most frequently used terms. These results suggest that composers tend to draw upon a core 

vocabulary that are expected to be standardized in interpretation, as well as unique instruction 

that should be interpreted on a case-by-case basis. Furthermore, these statistics also validate the 

decision to analyze only the top 50 weighted terms, as expanding the list further to 100 or more 

would only include more terms that were unique to only a specific piece.  

This is not to say that these one-off terms were insignificant. As shown above, Percy 

Grainger received the most performances of any composer on the list. Instead of using common 

Italian, French, and German terminology, Grainger was famous for utilizing his own unique 

terminology. Considering the tremendous number of performances his music received, it might 

not be surprising that the weighted system favored terms that were extracted from his 
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compositions. It is unfortunate, then, that Grainger’s inclination to avoid common musical 

terminology was not entirely benevolent. It is well documented that his personal philosophies 

showed signs of Social-Darwinism. 1 Furthermore, he believed English speaking countries to be 

the “superior” civilizations of mankind.2  It is possible that his tendency to use directions like 

“louden” rather than “crescendo” and “high voices” instead of “soprano” were tied to his personal 

philosophy that the Romans and Greeks were inferior.3 When comparing the top 50 terms by 

frequency with the top 50 weighted terms, only five words were replaced. Words that were in the 

top 50 by frequency, but were removed after applying the weighted scale, were “brillante, divisi, 

flowing, largamente,” and “lightly.” The five terms that took their place were all Grainger 

specific terms and were “well to the fore, freely, marked, louden lots,” and “waywardly.” The fact 

that applying a weighted scale only included terms by Grainger and no other composer further 

asserts his dominance in programming at CBDNA conventions. Table 4.2. shows all of the top 50 

terms by frequency and by weight. Terms that are highlighted were those that were affected as a 

result of the weighted scale.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Percy Grainger, Self-Portrait of Percy Grainger, ed. Malcolm Gillies, David Pear, and Mark 

Carroll (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 170.  
2 Percy Grainger, The All-Round Man: Selected Letters of Percy Grainger, 1914-1961, ed. 

Malcolm Gillies and David Pear (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 264-65. 264-265. 
3 Brent Wells, "Percy Grainger, Champion of the Folk Songs: The Collecting and Composition of 

Grainger’s Choral Folk-Song Settings," The Choral Journal 51, no. 9 (2011): 47-53. 
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Table 4.2. Top 50 Terms by Frequency and Weight 
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3. Student Survey Participation 

When considering the total number of students who participated in the Student Survey, it 

is interesting to note that the majority of all participation was from undergraduate students. Of 

these undergraduates, the greatest concentration was from Sophomores and Juniors who 

represented 22.1% and 31.4% of the total participation respectively. With Seniors accounting for 

19.8% of the total participation and Freshmen accounting for 18.6%, the strongest participation 

came from the inner two years of study while the outer two years had weaker participation. While 

the nature of this study cannot determine exactly why this occurred, it does suggest that this could 

be a topic for further study. As the survey was sent out via email and course rosters, it would 

make sense that Freshmen would be less likely to participate in the survey as they would have 

less experience checking and using these resources. Seniors on the other hand, could have been 

busy with internships and final projects and also have been less likely to participate in volunteer 

surveys. While the exact reason is unknown, the investigator recognizes that these ideas are 

speculative, and that further research is required to make any definitive claims.  

4. Undergraduate Non-Majors 

When reviewing the survey results for the Undergraduate Non-Majors, it was anticipated 

that there would be more uncertainty and less agreeability when compared against the Music-

Major groups. Assuming the participants received less college-level musical instruction than the 

other groups, the Non-Majors as a group would be expected to be less knowledgeable and 

experienced than the other two. This is not to say that an individual from the Non-Major group 

could not have musical knowledge and ability on par or beyond that of a Music-Major, but rather, 

that the group as a whole was expected to perform lower than the Music-Major groups. After 

reviewing the data, this assumption was supported. When looking at the top 10 lists, the 

Undergraduate Non-Majors Sub-Question #1 (I Know) only had two terms with a standard 

deviation of 0. These two terms were “crescendo” and “staccato.” Plainly stated, these are the 
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only two terms that every Undergraduate Non-Major participant felt 100% confident in their 

understanding of the terms’ meaning. Furthermore, these same two aforementioned terms also 

scored the top two positions for both Sub-Questions 2 and 3 (Can Perform and Others Same). 

What is interesting to note, however, is the fact that only Sub-Question #1 (I Know) had terms 

with a standard deviation of 0. While both terms still had a very high mean (above 4.95 for both), 

“crescendo” and “staccato” had standard deviations of 0.17 and 0.21 respectively for Sub-

Question #2 (Can Perform). While these standard deviations are still low, the data still indicates a 

disconnect between knowledge and performance application. Of all the participants in the 

Undergraduate Non-Major group, all of them felt confident that they knew what these terms 

meant but did not feel confident they knew how to perform them on their instrument.  

Another interesting observation discovered in the Undergraduate Non-Major results was 

the disconnect between the terms “soften” and “louden.” While the terms are dialectical and 

paired as opposites, the data would suggest that the group did not identify these terms as such. 

With a mean of over 4.4 and a standard deviation below 0.84, the term “soften” made it on the 

Top 10 List for both Sub-Questions 2 and 3. This means that “soften” was one of the top terms 

the group felt confident in performing and also felt their peers would perform it the same. With 

such a high mean and relatively low standard deviation, it would be expected that the opposite of 

soften, “louden,” would also perform well; however, this was not the case. In fact, “louden” 

scored so poorly that it made it on the Bottom 10 List for all three Sub-Questions. It is important 

to mention that “louden” scored poorly when looking at standard deviation. When looking at the 

mean, the term actually fared better (above 3.7 for all three questions). A medium high mean and 

a high standard deviation would indicate a hard divide in responses. Clearly, many students knew 

what “louden” meant and how to perform it. This is why the term still had a mean over 3.7. The 

high standard deviation, however, indicates that the spread is great. While many students had 

high confidence for all three Sub-Questions, other students had very low confidence. In other 

words, the term was a “hit or miss,” which is why the standard deviation was so high. Regardless 
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of the high mean, “louden” still deserves its position on the bottom lists because of its high 

standard deviation. Any term that has a high level of disagreeability could prove problematic 

during the rehearsal process and would require intervention on the part of the conductor for 

clarification. It is again, for this reason, that standard deviation would be the favorable metric 

over mean.  

5. Undergraduate Music-Majors 

Of the three Subgroups, the Undergraduate Music-Majors were the most consistent. 

When looking at the bottom 10 lists for all three Sub-Questions, the Undergraduate Music-Majors 

had the lowest standard deviation when compared with Graduate Music-Majors and 

Undergraduate Non-Majors. This means, as a group, the Undergraduate Music-Majors were the 

most similar in their answers and had the lowest level of disagreeability in all three Sub-

Questions. When looking at the mean for all terms in each Sub-Question, proportionately very 

few terms scored below a 4. Terms that had a mean below 4 in any of the three Sub-Questions 

were “allargando, grazioso, con brio, marked, leggiero, secco, well to the fore, sostenuto, 

scherzando, ad lib, sempre,” and “waywardly.” Of these 12, the only terms to score a mean below 

3 were “well to the fore” and “waywardly,” terms unique to the works of Percy Grainger.  

6. Graduate Music-Majors 

One of the most noteworthy observations from the Graduate Music-Major group was the 

difference in scores between Sub-Question #1 (I Know) and Sub-Question #3 (Others Same). 

With Sub-Question #1 having a 32-way tie of terms with a standard deviation of 0, the Graduate 

Music-Majors felt most confident in their own comprehension of the terms. For Sub Question #3, 

however, terms at the bottom of the top 10 list had a standard deviation of 0.95, which was the 

highest standard deviation of any of the three Subgroups’ top 10 lists. While it is worth 

mentioning again that the small sample size for this group could yield greater spreads, these high 

standard deviations on the top 10 list indicate a low confidence that others would perform terms 
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similarly. While these numbers would suggest that Graduate Music-Majors have high confidence 

in their own abilities and lower confidence in others, this perspective would not be entirely fair or 

accurate.  The nature of the questions in the survey did not go into the nuance of why participants 

felt confident or not, and therefore their individual reasons remain unknown. It is possible that 

with their experience, Graduate Music-Majors understand that music making is highly subjective 

and nuanced and therefore likely that two musicians would perform the same term differently. 

Alternatively, the Graduate Music-Majors could have such a high level of refinement in their 

playing that they would be able to detect slight variances that less experienced players would not. 

This point is demonstrated clearly by the scores for the term “Ad lib” Short for the Latin Ad 

Libitum and often defined as “freely,” “Ad lib” indicates that the performer should vary tempo 

and rhythm at their own discretion. In jazz notation, it is sometimes used to indicate an 

improvised solo. “Ad lib,” as a term, scored a standard deviation of 0 for Sub-Question #1 (I 

know), but was the very lowest term on the bottom 10 list for Sub-Question #3 (Others Same). 

This shows that while Graduate Music-Majors feel confident that they understand what the term 

means, they recognize the fact that it is highly unlikely that two people would play a musical 

passage “ad lib” the same, based on the very definition of the term.  

7. Knowing vs. Performing 

When looking at the results for all three Subgroups it was observed that all groups shared 

a common attribute. All three Subgroups scored higher for Sub-Question #1 (I Know) than they 

did for Sub-Question #2 (Can Perform). For all three Subgroups, terms for Sub-Question #1 had 

both higher means and lower standard deviations than those in Sub-Question #2. This finding is 

of the utmost importance and indicates a disconnect between the intellectual component of music 

and the performance aspect. What this data indicates is that while students might feel confident 

that they know what a term means, they are a likely to be less confident in their ability to perform 

it on their instrument. This issue is of great importance because it illustrates the fact that 
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knowledge and application are two separate issues. While a performer would not be able to 

perform a term they did not know, knowing what a term means does not mean they would be able 

to perform it either. Even the most self-confident group, Graduate Music-Majors, experienced a 

significant drop from Sub-Questions #1 to #2. The 32-way tie in Sub-Question #1 was reduced to 

11 terms in Sub-Question #2, a reduction of over 65%.   

8. Recommendations 

In this section, the investigator will outline which terms were most problematic amongst 

all Sub-Groups as well as recommendations to wind band-conductors when encountering these 

terms. Similarly, terms that were the most agreeable and least problematic will also be presented 

in a consolidated format.  

Table 4.3. contains all terms for each Subgroup’s Bottom 10 list for all three Sub-

Questions. The data is arranged by frequency and visually shows which terms were problematic 

for each Sub-Question and Subgroup. Since there are three Subgroups and three Sub-Questions, 

the maximum frequency is 9 with the minimum being 1. The higher the frequency, the more 

problematic the term was for the different Subgroups. An “X” is used to indicate if a term was 

present on any given Bottom 10 List. This data is useful because it can be used both in broad 

strokes, but also allows the reader to see exactly which terms were problematic for individual 

Subgroups. For a general overview, the term “grazioso” would likely be the most problematic as 

it had the highest frequency. What is more, it was on a Bottom 10 List for two Sub-Questions for 

Undergraduate Non-Majors and Graduate Music-Majors, while it was on the Bottom 10 List for 

all three Sub-Questions for Undergraduate Music-Majors. Other terms that had at least a 

frequency of 5 were “louden, sempre, well to the fore, con brio, leggiero, marked,” and “secco.” 

While the data suggests that these terms would be most likely to have higher levels of 

discrepancies of comprehension amongst performers, Table 4.3. shows clearly that terminology 

comprehension is unique to each Subgroup. The second and third highest terms on the list, 



   

 46 

“louden” and “sempre,” for example, both have a frequency of 6. Both Undergraduate Non-

Majors and Undergraduate Music-Majors had low confidence with these terms for all three Sub-

Questions. When looking at the Graduate Music-Major group, however, these terms are not on 

any of the Bottom 10 List for any of the Sub-Questions. Similarly, the Grainger term “well to the 

fore” was highly problematic for both Music-Major groups but did not appear on any of the three 

Sub-Questions Bottom 10 List for Undergraduate Non-Majors. It is for these reasons that the 

investigator suggests the wind band conductors consider how the data in Table 4.3. relates to the 

student population in their own ensemble and plan accordingly. For example, an ensemble 

comprised mostly of graduate and undergraduate music majors should take extra caution with the 

treatment of terminology such as “grazioso, louden, sempre, well to the fore, con brio, leggiero, 

secco, feelingly,” and “flowingly.” An ensemble comprised entirely of undergraduate non-majors 

could be more likely to struggle with terms such as “louden, sempre, louden lots, piu mosso, 

scherzando,” and “sostenuto.”  
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Table 4.3. All Terms Found on the Bottom 10 List for All Subgroups and Sub-Questions 
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 When using Table 4.3., the investigator suggests that the reader also consider if a term is 

problematic for 1, 2, or all 3 of the Sub-Questions for a particular Subgroup. For example, a wind 

band conductor who conducts an ensemble of undergraduate non-majors should note that the term 

“louden” reported low confidence in all three sub questions. Not only did these participants have 

low confidence in their knowledge of what “louden” means, they were not confident they could 

perform it on their instrument and also had low confidence that others would interpret it similarly.  

While terms that appear on all three Sub-Question are the most likely to be problematic during 

the rehearsal process, an argument can be made that even terms that appear on only one Sub-

Question could also cause issues amongst the musicians. Looking at the Undergraduate Music-

Majors Subgroup, the term “cantabile” only reported low confidence for Sub-Question #1 (I 

know). While these students felt they know what the term means, they report having low 

confidence in their ability to perform it on their instruments, and also that others would interpret 

it similarly. This reinforces the concept that knowledge of terminology definitions does not 

guarantee performance application.  

 Opposite of Table 4.3., Table 4.4. shows all terms that were found on the Top 10 Lists for 

all Subgroups and Sub-Questions. The reader will observe that the table is organized the same as 

Table 4.3., with the highest frequency terms being the least likely to cause discrepancies of 

interpretation. What is remarkable and encouraging about Table 4.4. is that there were four terms 

that scored the maximum frequency of 9. This means that for these terms, Undergraduate Non-

Majors, Undergraduate Music-Majors, and Graduate Music-Majors all reported high confidence 

in their understanding of the terms’ meaning, their ability to perform them on their instrument, 

and that others would interpret them similarly. These four terms were “a tempo, crescendo, 

legato,” and “ritard.” It is of great interest to the investigator that opposite terms such as 

“diminuendo, accelerando,” and “staccato” would not also have a frequency of 9. Being the 

opposite of the terms “crescendo, ritard,” and “legato,” it seems unusual that musicians would 

have high confidence in one opposite and not the other, as they are often defined by one another. 
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Regardless, these aforementioned opposites also scored high and had frequencies of 6 and 7. 

Understanding why students feel more confident in one half of an opposite versus the other is 

beyond the scope of this research and could be a topic explored further in a future study.  

 

Table 4.4. All Terms Found on the Top 10 List for All Subgroups and Sub-Questions 

 

 

In conclusion, the investigator will present several suggestions to college-level wind band 

conductors in dealing with problematic terminology. Firstly, the conductor could use Tables 4.3. 

and 4.4 to identify which terms are most likely to be problematic for their ensembles in upcoming 

rehearsal cycles. This should be done first by consulting the scores for terminology used and 

cross-referencing these with Tables 4.3. and 4.4. If the conductor should identify any terms, 
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communication to the musicians early in the rehearsal process would be most beneficial as it 

would create greater cohesion and musical continuity sooner. Several ideas for approaching this 

could be an email with an explanation of how to perform these terms, markings in the parts, a 

handout for the first rehearsal, or verbal communication on the first rehearsal. As McGill has 

pointed out, we need to be able to justify every artistic decision we make.4 It is therefore 

reasonable to assert that an understanding of terminology within the music would be 

advantageous and necessary to the musicians while practicing at home. It is also the investigator’s 

recommendation to wind band conductors not to assume that all players in an ensemble will feel 

confident performing a term just because it is seemingly simple or commonly used. However, it is 

possible to overexplain or allocate too much time to defining terminology, which could in turn be 

counterproductive to the rehearsal process. These terms with low frequencies of occurrence 

should be addressed on a case-by-case basis when problematic, and better yet, could be 

communicated through the conductor’s conducting gesture during the rehearsal itself.  

Lastly, it is the investigator’s recommendation that wind band conductors take special 

care when rehearsing and performing the music of Percy Grainger. Grainger was the most 

performed composer during the years investigated in this study, yet his terminology made 

numerous appearances on the Bottom 10 Lists for all Subgroups and Sub-Questions. Either before 

the first rehearsal or early in the rehearsal process, guidance and clarification on what Grainger 

specific terminology means and how the conductor would like them to be performed could be 

very helpful in achieving greater uniformity and musical cohesiveness from the ensemble.  

 

 

 

 
4 David McGill, Sound in Motion: A Performer's Guide to Greater Musical Expression 

(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2007), 14. 
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9. Research Limitations 

In this section the investigator will discuss any limitations or flaws discovered during the 

course of this study. In addition, recommendations will be made that could improve the integrity 

of future research on the topic of terminology comprehension further.  

When generating the list of terminology, the investigator decided to deconstruct 

terminology of multiple words down into their individual elements. While this made sense for 

certain terms, it was problematic for others. Because of this, terms such as “piu” and “poco” were 

catalogued as unique terms but were dependent on their paired terms to carry meaningful 

directive. This flaw was not exposed until several months into the research when all terms were 

sorted by frequency and weight and the above-mentioned terms made it to the top of the list. 

Because of this, the investigator had to manually curate the final list so that all terms presented to 

the musicians in the Student Survey would make sense on their own. Because of this, the 

investigator would recommend that in future research, all terms be extracted in their original form 

and not broken down into individual components.  

Because of COVID-19 restrictions on in-person instruction, the dissemination of the 

Student Survey was done entirely through email. While this method was compliant with all 

COVID-19 safety guidelines, the three-week submission window did not yield as many 

participants as the investigator had hoped. This was especially evident in the Graduate Music-

Major Subgroup. Additionally, because of Institutional Review Boards rules and regulations, the 

survey was only administered to students enrolled at Indiana University. In future study, the 

investigator would recommend a much wider submission window and an IRB Protocol that 

allows the participation of students from other colleges and states. Having an even larger sample 

size, and one that represents a larger area geographically, would produce data that was more 

representative of a greater number of wind bands throughout the country.  
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Another limitation of the study could be that the original list produced by J.W. Pepper in 

conjunction with CBDNA was between the years 2008 and 2014. While this is not very long ago, 

the aftermath of COVID-19, political division, and racial injustices, of the past year are likely to 

cause changes in programming priorities. Because of COVID-19, for example, many ensembles 

are limited to chamber music performances only, if they are even allowed to rehearse in their 

states. In an effort to promote and celebrate diversity, the programming of underrepresented 

composers should also increase. Because of this, the music that college-level wind band 

musicians encounter most often is likely to change. In the coming years, a similar survey could be 

conducted to reassess what music is being performed most often by college wind bands.  

Concerning the Student Survey, asking students how confident they feel about knowing a 

given term is not an assessment of whether they actually know it or not. A student could have 

self-selected a high score for knowing what a term means, but still be incorrect. For example, a 

student could have selected a score of “5” for “crescendo” but thinks the definition is to “play 

softer.” A high level of confidence does not make this association correct. An alternative to this 

could be to ask students to define terms. While this could be a better indicator of comprehension, 

the investigator warns future researchers of the additional time and variables that are introduced 

while making rubrics and assessing participants’ responses.  

When analyzing data from the Student Survey, responses were organized by both 

standard deviation and mean. While these two methods are useful in producing meaningful data, 

they do not necessarily paint a complete picture on their own. Having a low standard deviation 

alone does not mean that the term was less problematic, but rather, that the responses had a 

smaller spread. This is most problematic with smaller sample groups like the Graduate Music-

Majors. Because their sample size was so small, variances of responses resulted in higher spreads 

while still maintaining relatively high means. In addition to mean and standard deviation, metrics 

such as mode and median could be useful in future research, especially in groups with smaller 

sample sizes.  
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Appendix A: A Comparison of Terminology Definitions 
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Appendix B: Sample Student Survey 
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Appendix C: Bibliography of Scores Used 

Barber, Samuel. Commando March. Edited by R. Anderson Collinsworth. New York: G. 
Schirmer, 2009. 

 
Bernstein, Leonard. Overture to ‘Candide’. Edited by Clare Grundman. New York: Boosey & 

Hawkes, 1991. 
 
———. West Side Story: Selection for Band. Edited by W. J. Duthoit. New York: G. Schirmer, 

1958. 
 
Bryant, Steven. Dusk. 2012. 
 
———. Ecstatic Fanfare. 2012. 
 
Chance, John Barnes. Variations on a Korean Folk Song. Oceanside: Boosey & Hawkes, 2010. 
 
Dello Joio, Norman. Scenes from the Louvre. New York: Edward B. Marks Music Corp., 2011. 
 
Gandolfi, Michael. Vientos Y Tangos. New York: Boosey & Hawkes, 2004. 
 
Grainger, Percy. Children's March: Over the Hills and Far Away. New York: G. Schirmer, 1919. 
 
———. Colonial Song. Edited by Timothy Topolewski. New York: C. Fischer, 2001. 
 
———. Lincolnshire Posy. Edited by Frederick Fennell. Boca Raton: Ludwig Masters, 2008. 
 
———. Molly on the Shore. New York: C. Fischer, 2002. 
 
Hanson, Howard. Chorale and Alleluia. New York: Carl Fischer, 1955. 
 
Hindemith, Paul. March from Symphonic Metamorphosis of Themes by Carl Maria Von Weber. 

Schott, 2000. 
 
———. Symphony in B Flat for Concert Band. London: Schott, 1951. 
 
Holst, Gustav. First Suite in Eb for Military Band. Edited by Colin Matthews. London: Boosey & 

Hawkes, 1984. 
 
———. Second Suite in F for Military Band. Edited by Colin Matthews. London: Boosey & 

Hawkes, 1984. 
 
Ives, Charles. Variations on ‘America’. Edited by William E Rhoads. King of Prussia: Theodore 

Presser, 1968. 
 
Jager, Robert. Third Suite. Van Nuys: Alfred, 1995. 
 
Jenkins, Joseph Willcox. American Overture for Band. King of Prussia: Theodore Presser 

Company, 2016. 
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Lauridsen, Morten. O Magnum Mysterium: For Concert Band. Edited by H. Robert Reynolds. 
USA: Songs of Peer, 2013. 

 
Lo Presti, Ronald. Elegy for a Young American. Bryn Mawr: Theodore Presser Company, 1967. 
 
Mackey, John. Hymn to a Blue Hour. Los Angeles: Osti Music, 2010. 
 
———. Strange Humors. Los Angeles: Osti Music, 2006. 
 
Maslanka, David. Give Us This Day: Short Symphony for Wind Ensemble. New York: Carl 

Fischer, 2007. 
 
———. Mother Earth: A Fanfare. New York: Carl Fischer, 2006. 
 
Mennin, Peter. Canzona. New York: Carl Fischer, 1958. 
 
Milhaud, Darius. Suite Francaise. New York: Leeds, 1947. 
 
Nelson, Ron. Rocky Point Holiday. Oceanside: Boosey & Hawkes, 1969. 
 
Pann, Carter. Hold This Boy and Listen: For Concert Band. New York: Carl Fischer, 2009. 
 
Persichetti, Vincent. Divertimento for Band, Op. 42: An Original Composition for Band. King of 

Prussia: Theodore Presser Company, 2016. 
 
———. Pageant. New York: C. Fischer, 2016. 
 
Reed, H. Owen. La Fiesta Mexicana: A Mexican Folk Song Symphony for Concert Band. Miami: 

Belwin, 2003. 
 
Salfelder, Kathryn. Cathedrals. New York: Boosey & Hawkes, 2008. 
 
Schuman, William. George Washington Bridge, an Impression for Band. New York: G. 

Schirmer, 1951. 
 
———. New England Triptych: For Band. Edited by William Billings. King of Prussia: 

Theodore Presser Company, 2016. 
 
Shostakovich, Dmitri. Festive Overture Op. 96. Edited by Donald Hunsberger. New York, NY: 

G. Schirmer, 1965. 
 
———. Folk Dances for Concert Band. Edited by H. Robert Reynolds. New York: Carl Fischer, 

1979. 
 
Sousa, John Philip. The Stars and Stripes Forever. Bryn Mawr: John Church Co., 1897. 
 
Strauss, Richard. Serenade in E Flat Major, Op. 7. New York: International Music Co., 1943. 
 
Ticheli, Frank. Angels in the Architecture: For Concert Band. New York: Manhattan Beach 

Music, 2016. 
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———. Blue Shades. New York: Manhattan Beach Music, 1997. 
 
———. Symphony No. 2, for Concert Band. New York: Manhattan Beach Music, 2004. 
 
Tull, Fisher. Sketches on a Tudor Psalm. New York: Boosey & Hawkes, 1973. 
 
Vaughan Williams, Ralph. English Folk Song Suite. Edited by Greg Morris. New York: Boosey 

& Hawkes, 2019. 
 
———. Folk Song Suite. New York: Boosey & Hawkes, 1924. 
 
———. Toccata Marziale. New York: Boosey & Hawkes, 2011. 
 
Ward, Samuel A. America, the Beautiful. Edited by Carmen Dragon, Alfred Music, 1963. 
 
Whitacre, Eric. October. Los Angeles: Hal Leonard, 2001. 
 
Williams, Clifton. Symphonic Dance No. 3: ‘Fiesta’. Van Nuys: Alfred, 2010. 
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