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What Can the Language of Musicians Tell Us about Music Interaction Design
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Abstract:

It is difficult to create good interaction designs for music software or to substantially improve existing
designs. One reason is that music involves diverse and complex concepts, entities, relationships,
processes, terminologies, and notations. An open challenge for interaction designers is to find
systematic ways of channeling the tacit, specialized knowledge of musicians into designs for intuitive
user interfaces that can capably support musically skilled users, without excluding those with less
technical musical knowledge.One promising new approach to this challenge involves the application
of research from the theory of image schemas and conceptual metaphors (Lakoff and Nufiez 2000;
Johnson 2005; Rohrer 2005, 2007). This theory posits that all human conceptual abilities are
ultimately grounded in universal, prior, sensory-motor experiences of space, force, containment, and
orientation, although the development of such groundings may be culturally influenced. The theory
further posits that the nature of these groundings is amenable to empirical investigation, for example,
by analyzing linguistic constructs in texts and discourse.This theory has already been applied with
some success to analyzing musical concepts (Saslaw 1996; Zbikowski 1997a, 1997b; Brower 2000;
Eitan and Granot 2006; Eitan and Timmers 2010), mathematical concepts (Lakoff and Nufiez 2000),
general-purpose user-interface design (Hurtienne and Blessing 2007; Hurtienne and lIsrael 2007;
Hurtienne, Israel, and Weber 2008), and sound-generation interaction designs involving simple
musical parameters such as tempo, volume, and pitch (Antle, Droumeva, and Corness 2008; Antle,
Corness, and Droumeva 2009). The present research appears to be the first to investigate the
potential of conceptual metaphor theory for investigating music interaction designs for dealing with

more complex musical concepts, such as harmonic progressions.
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Abstract:

This paper sets forth a new technique for working with young children as design partners. Mixing
ideas is presented as an additional Cooperative Inquiry design technique used to foster effective
collaboration with young children (ages 4-6). The method emerged from our work with children on
the Classroom of the Future project at the University of Maryland. A case study of this work is

presented along with the implications of this method for future research.
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