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This review aims to synthesize the literature on relations between context factors, learning activities, and
learning outcomes from collaborative learning in conservatoire education. 157 peer-reviewed full-text articles
were screened from an electronic database search and major journals in music education published between
2000 and 2023. Assessment resulted in 27 articles complying with all selection criteria. The results indicated
strong interactions exist between context factors, learning activities, and learning outcomes. Collaborative

learning appeared to support development of both cognitive and affective outcomes, more specifically the
development of craftsmanship, metacognitive skills, social and collaborative skills.

1. Introduction

Following online learning during the COVID-19-related lockdown of
their institution, conservatoire students stated that the live interaction
and collaborative effort with their peers was the aspect they had missed
the most, more than lessons and formal activities (Schiavio et al., 2021).
However, conservatoire education is generally centred around the
one-on-one interaction in the teacher-student dyad which has been
found to dominate also in group contexts such as group lessons, mas-
terclasses, and ensembles (Gaunt, 2008, 2010; Hanken, 2016). More-
over, contemporary professional performance and teaching practices
demand the ability to engage in a variety of collaborative settings with a
broad range of competencies and skills [see, e.g., Carey et al., 2013,
Carey and Grant, 2015, Gaunt, 2008, Hanken, 2016, Virkkula, 2016a],
such as ensemble, performance, teamwork, and self-critical skills; all
hard to address in a one-on-one learning context (Luff et al., 2013).
Based on their criticism of conservatoire curricula, Carey and Lebler
(Carey & Lebler, 2012) designed a different curriculum which better
prepares students for their prospective careers, including skills such as
critical awareness, functioning in groups, movement and improvisation,
self-assessment, and reflection. One of their recommendations included
offering a wider variety of pedagogical approaches and implementing
collaborative learning activities where appropriate. As argued by Gaunt
(Gaunt et al., 2013a) and Gaunt & Westerlund (Gaunt et al., 2013b) it is
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crucial to further investigate how collaborative learning can be imple-
mented in the conservatoire curriculum next to other approaches to
teaching and learning. It is potentially an excellent means to achieve
learning goals such as critical thinking and problem-solving skills; also,
students’ development of creativity and collaborative skills may be
facilitated through interaction with their peers. This systematic litera-
ture study aims to contribute insights into the teaching context, learning
activities, and learning outcomes of collaborative learning as applied in
conservatoire education.

Collaborative learning is used as an umbrella term for a range of
“educational approaches involving joint intellectual effort by students,
or students and teachers together” (Smith et al., 1992, p. 11), such as
cooperative, collective, peer, reciprocal, and team-based learning,
where students work in pairs or in small groups with the aim of learning
together (Hunter, 2006). In higher education, collaborative learning has
been found to foster academic, interpersonal, and educational outcomes
(see, e.g., Johnson et al., 2007, Slavin, 1996). Subsequently, according
to Udvari-Solner (Udvari-Solner and Seel, 2012) collaborative learning
changes the dynamics of the classroom by requiring discussion among
learners. Instead of the teacher’s interpretation of what they need to
learn, students are encouraged to question the curriculum and create
personal meaning. Possibilities to organise, clarify, elaborate, or prac-
tice information are included, and listening, disagreeing, and expressing
ideas are as important as coming up with the ‘right answers’

E-mail addresses: t.w.rumiantsev@iclon.leidenuniv.nl (T. Rumiantsev), rrijst@iclon.leidenuniv.nl (R. van der Rijst), w.f.admiraal @oslomet.no (W. Admiraal).
1 Present affiliation address: ArtEZ University of the Arts, the Netherlands. t.rumiantsev@artez.nl

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssah0.2023.100683

Received 21 July 2023; Received in revised form 29 August 2023; Accepted 11 September 2023

Available online 29 September 2023

2590-2911/© 2023 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


mailto:t.w.rumiantsev@iclon.leidenuniv.nl
mailto:rrijst@iclon.leidenuniv.nl
mailto:w.f.admiraal@oslomet.no
mailto:t.rumiantsev@artez.nl
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/25902911
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/social-sciences-and-humanities-open
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2023.100683
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2023.100683
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2023.100683
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

T. Rumiantsev et al.
(Udvari-Solner and Seel, 2012, p. 631).
2. Aims

This study is framed by two previous literature reviews regarding
collaborative learning in the context of conservatoire education. First,
this type of learning was under investigation in a narrative literature
review (Luce, 2001) in which the employed search led to only three
articles and the author concluded that social aspects of music-making
and learning had been quite ignored in higher music education up till
then. Regarding the three studies, the author pointed out some of the
learning outcomes of collaborative learning such as increased interde-
pendence between students and implications for the teaching context
like a change in teacher role. The second study, a systematic literature
review on creativity and collaboration includes a paragraph on collab-
orative learning in higher education, reviewing eight articles. In their
study, Barrett et al. (Barrett et al., 2021) provided short descriptions of
the collaborative learning activities, for example in performance and
improvisation workshops, taking place in the included studies. Howev-
er, the connections between factors from student learning processes,
learning outcomes, and teaching context, were not the explicit focus of
these two review studies. To our knowledge, no other literature review
on the subject of collaborative learning in conservatoire education has
been published after Luce’s (Luce, 2001); therefore, we will focus on
literature from after the year 2000. An investigation of empirical
research regarding educational system factors of conservatoire collab-
orative learning has not yet been conducted.

This study attempts to evaluate research on conservatoire-based
collaborative learning from the perspective of educational system fac-
tors (Biggs, 2003). According to Biggs (Biggs, 2003), educational system
factors form the basic components of student learning and are included
in the sequence of Presage-Process-Product stages. These three P stages
represent student factors and teaching & learning context,
learning-focused activities, and learning outcomes. The 3 P model
moves from left to right, although all aspects influence each other and
are interrelated. In the current study, we adapted the model to develop
understanding of collaborative learning in conservatoire education (see
Table A1). This study was directed by the following questions.

(1) How are student factors and teaching & learning context related
to collaborative learning?

(2) Which collaborative learning activities can be distinguished?

(3) What are learning outcomes from collaborative learning?

3. Methodology

In line with the methodology of a systematic literature review, we
used PRISMA principles (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Re-
views and Meta-Analyses) as guidelines to commence, carry out, and
report our review (Liberati et al., 2009; Moher et al., 2009) we also
consulted the updated version (Page et al., 2021).

3.1. Search strategy

An extensive electronic database search was performed on all data-
bases available at a European research university library to retrieve the
relevant literature. This meta-database includes databases such as Web
of Science, JSTOR, Springer Open, SAGE complete, ScienceDirect, and
Taylor & Francis. Search terms were grounded in the definition of
collaborative learning put forward by Smith and MacGregor (Smith
et al.,, 1992). Databases were searched using keywords and Boolean
logic, including conservatoire, higher music education, music academy,
collaboration, peer, group, team, and community. The first search
resulted in 1389 database items; the search was repeated using the same
keywords on March 1, 2023; this also served as the cut-off date for our
last check for evidence of published articles, resulting in 1454 database
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items.
3.2. Selection procedure

A PRISMA flow chart (Page et al., 2021) is used to demonstrate the
various steps in the study selection process (Fig. 1). Besides the database
search result of 1454 articles, we browsed a relevant selection of major
music education journals by hand, bringing about 62 extra items.
Searches were merged and overlap was removed in Endnote X9 soft-
ware, following which 894 items remained. Peer-reviewed studies were
included if they met these criteria.

(a) Must relate directly to the research questions.

(b) Recency: must have been published from 2000 onwards.

(c) Language: must be written in English.

(d) Participants: must include undergraduate students (Bachelor’s or
first cycle of studies).

(e) Must be based on empirical research (any design).

Based on these criteria, the first author assessed 894 studies to
determine “yes”, “maybe”, or “no” (Liberati et al., 2009). Studies with
“yes” or “maybe” were shifted into the next phase (see Fig. 1). The
combined total of full-text articles that were screened (n = 157), led to a
total of 27 articles to review, which complied with all selection criteria,
consisting of articles from automated search (n = 19) and from snow-
balling (Wohlin, 2014) (n = 8). For comparison of the study selection
procedure, we referred to randomly selected systematic literature re-
views across disciplines (Dakalbab et al., 2022; El Boghdady &
Ewalds-Kvist, 2020; Ordofa & Asgedom, 2022).

3.3. Data extraction and analysis

Descriptive data (author(s), date, country, methodology, aims, re-
sults) and data related to our three research questions were extracted
from studies meeting all inclusion criteria (Table A3). Related to our
research questions data were extracted from the results and conclusion
sections. Given the rather limited amount of selected research articles,
we refrained from quality appraisal of those studies. The co-authors
independently reviewed twenty percent of the articles; all authors dis-
cussed their outcomes. The authors discussed disagreements until they
were resolved. Subsequently, a thematic analysis of selected studies was
performed in stages (Braun & Clarke, 2006). First, a systematic
description was made for the included studies in a descriptive map (see
Appendix Table A4). Subsequently, the analysis of our findings was
guided by the research questions and by the adopted conceptual
framework of Biggs’s 3 P model (Biggs, 2003). To organise and syn-
thesize our findings, we used an adapted version of the 3 P model
framework (Table Al). We categorized our findings according to the
educational system factors of Table Al.

Next, we compared and grouped our findings according to the verbs
and descriptors related to the Structure of the Observed Learning
Outcome (SOLO) taxonomy (Biggs & Collis, 1982; Biggs & Tang, 2007),
describing development in learning from basic to complex tasks,
including cognitive and affective outcomes. Verbs associated with
quantitative and qualitative cognitive outcomes, the uni- and
multi-structural, relational, and extended abstract levels of under-
standing (Biggs and Tang, 2007, p. 80), are displayed in Table A2. Af-
fective outcomes refer to involvement and engagement in the learning
situation including attitudes, emotions and values. Our findings are
summarized in Tables A5 and A6.

4. Results and discussion
The review included 27 studies on collaborative learning (Table A3).

In the paragraphs 3.1 to 3.4 we will refer to the selected research articles
with their ID (see Table A3). We did not find any overlap with Luce’s
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Fig. 1. Fig. 1 PRISMA flow chart of study selection procedure.

review of 2001 (Luce, 2001) since studies therein dated from before the
year 2000. Between Barrett et al. (Barrett et al., 2021) and underlying
review, we found a minor overlap of three studies (Blom, 2012; De Bruin
et al., 2020; Virkkula, 2016a). The focus, analysis and synthesis of these
two reviews was entirely different since Barrett et al. (Barrett et al.,
2021) focused on the combination of collaboration and creative aspects
such as improvisation and composition. In this section we provide an
analysis and synthesis of the collaborative learning context, activities
and outcomes of reviewed studies. Results of individual studies can be
found in Table AS5; results of their categorization are displayed in
Table A6.

4.1. Student factors and teaching & learning context in relation to
collaborative learning

Answers to our first research question ‘How are student factors and
teaching & learning context related to collaborative learning?’ are
addressed in this section, based on the tabulated and categorized find-
ings of Tables A5 and A6.

Within selected studies, students had backgrounds in pop music,
jazz, jazz/pop, classical music, and music technology. Fig. 2 demon-
strates the distribution of genres over the selected studies. Some studies
(e.g., A3 (Blom, 2012), A1l (Forbes, 2020), A13 (Hill, 2019), Al6
(Latukefu, 2009), A23 (Varvarigou, 2017a), A24 (Varvarigou, 2017b))
mentioned purposeful inclusion of a heterogeneity of students as this
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Fig. 2. Selected studies and genre distribution.

was found to optimize learning: students who differed in musical
training, level, age, life experience, gender, and personality increased
opportunities for interaction and negotiation. In a few studies, student
background was specifically taken into consideration as a factor influ-
encing the design of learning context and learning-focused activities (e.
g., A1l (Forbes, 2020), A18 (Lebler, 2007), A19 (Lebler, 2008)). Settings
varied from discussion groups as in A20 (Reid and Duke, 2015), to
recording studios (A9 (Dobson, 2019), A10 (Dobson and Littleton,
2016), A14 (King, 2008)), chamber music groups (A15 (Kokotsaki and
Hallam, 2007), A22 (Satre and Zhukov, 2021), A27 (Zhukov and Setre,
2021)) and jazz and pop ensembles (A7 (De Bruin, 2022), A8 (De Bruin
et al., 2020), A25 (Virkkula, 2016a), A26 (Virkkula, 2016b)). Integra-
tion of peer assessment in a setting led in some studies to students
assessing their peers in assessment panels (Al (Barratt and Moore,
2005), A6 (Daniel, 2004b), A18 (Lebler, 2007), A19 (Lebler, 2008)).

Although all studies used peer-to-peer interaction, some differences
in approach were discovered. We found four different approaches (i)
peer assessment, (ii) teacher-guided group lessons, (iii) participative
music making, and (iv) student-guided teamwork. In all studies, the
chosen approach was deliberately designed (e.g., A3 (Blom, 2012)),
implemented (e.g., A6 (Daniel, 2004b), A25 (Virkkula, 2016a)), or
piloted (e.g., A17 (Latukefu, 2010), A19 (Lebler, 2008)). According to
A4 (Blom and Poole, 2004), peer assessment may be regarded as an
extension of peer-to-peer interaction. Engaging students in the discus-
sion and development of assessment criteria formed a crucial aspect of
peer assessment. In teacher-guided group lessons one student would
perform while others were listening, observing, providing feedback, and
sometimes discussing specific topics (A21 (Rumiantsev et al., 2017)). In
teacher-guided group lessons, the teacher facilitated the feedback pro-
cess and took a similar position to that of the students according to some
set rules (A2 (Bjgntegaard, 2015), A5 (Daniel, 2004a), A12 (Hanken,
2016), A16 (Latukefu, 2009)). The approach of participative music mak-
ing generally took place in a community (of practice, of learning), where
students would work together with a professional musician (e.g., A25
(Virkkula, 2016a)). The approach of student-guided teamwork included
studies where the teacher took on the role of organiser of the course and
facilitator of the process, while not being present in the same room as the
students (e.g., A23 (Varvarigou, 2017a), A24 (Varvarigou, 2017b)). The
facilitating role consisted of design and organisation of the course or
project (e.g., A3 (Blom, 2012)), carrying out preparations (prescribing
exercises, providing course materials), being available for questions and
support, and clarifying and evaluating assignments.

4.2. Collaborative learning activities

Answers to our second research question ° Which collaborative
learning activities can be distinguished?’ are presented in this section.
We provide insights into the deep approach to learning, present in all
studies, through core factors like active participation and interaction.
Regarding these factors we analysed how they differed from the prev-
alent teacher-student dyad employed also in group contexts across
conservatoire education (see e.g., (Gaunt, 2008), (Gaunt, 2010),
(Hanken, 2016)). Collaborative learning processes were found to be
reinforced by interactive, supportive, progressive, structured, authentic,
and in some cases situated environments, and students were actively
engaged in the process. The different strategies that stimulated students
to learn included scaffolding (Vygotsky et al., 1978), legitimate pe-
ripheral participation (Lave & Wenger, 1991), and informal learning
(Green, 2001).

4.2.1. Active participation

Active participation as opposed to observational listening for
example in masterclasses (Creech et al., 2009; Haddon, 2014), was a
feature of all selected studies. Students participated actively in
teacher-guided small-group horn, piano, song-writing, violin/viola, and
vocal lessons (see Table A5). During group lessons, playing or presenting
prepared repertoire was followed by discussion, peer feedback, and
reflection on musical matters and on the provided feedback. Reflection
covered both asynchronous reflective journal-writing (looking back on
actions) and real-time synchronous reflection in the actual context or
situation (in action). Active participation in less formally organised ac-
tivities like group music-making within instrumentally heterogeneous
chamber music ensembles, popular music groups, and jazz and pop
ensembles, formed a starting point for extra activities such as reflective
journaling, managing and organising performances, providing peer
support, arranging, experimenting, and recording. Group creativity and
improvisation led to better developed creative skills as in A23 (Var-
varigou, 2017a) and A24 (Varvarigou, 2017b). In student-guided
teamwork, students participated in discussions, reflected on processes,
and employed critical listening and critiquing of peers as ways of
benchmarking themselves as in A20 (Reid and Duke, 2015). Together
with students from dance and theatre departments, students engaged in
interdisciplinary collaboration and improvisation (Blom, 2012)(A3).

4.2.2. Interaction
Peer interaction appeared to be another significant factor in the
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learning process. A peer is generally considered to be a student in the
same learning situation, or, in the conservatoire context, of the same
instrument. Peer interaction has been regarded as a process of collabo-
ration needed to reach learning goals (Webb, 1989), including both
domain-specific content and social aspects. Next to musical skill devel-
opment, peer interaction (including working with like-minded people
and making friends), social involvement, group success, social skill
development, and teamwork skills were amongst the highest rated
outcomes related to participation in ensembles (Kokotsaki and Hallam,
2007)(A15). We found in all studies that collaborative learning activities
and situations offered ample opportunity for peer-to-peer interaction,
resulting in increased talk, discussion and debate, peer feedback,
observation, negotiation, and group awareness. Interactions taking
place in peer-assessment engaged students in forms of discussion,
critique, observation, attentive listening, questioning, peer feedback,
and reflection. Questioning, making mistakes, and peer-to-peer expla-
nations have been found to better stimulate learning when learners do
engage in such interactions (Webb, 1989).

Negotiation as a form of interaction took place when student asses-
sors negotiated assessment criteria (A4 (Blom and Poole, 2004), A17
(Latukefu, 2010)) when students negotiated their ideas in discussions
and peer feedback (A2 (Bjgntegaard, 2015), A3 (Blom, 2012)), and when
co-constructing knowledge and in reflection on experiences (Virkkula,
2016a)(A25). Another type of interaction we found concerned novice
vocal students achieving tasks while scaffolded by a more capable
learner or expert (Latukefu, 2009)(A16), with just enough support to
reach their zone of proximal development (Vygotsky et al., 1978).

4.3. Learning outcomes from collaborative learning activities

Answers to our third research question * What are learning outcomes
from collaborative learning?’ are provided in this section. Nearly half
(48%) of selected studies (see Table A6) reported on uni- and multi-
structural level quantitative cognitive learning outcomes related to the
development of basic musical, technical, analytical, aural, performance,
creative, improvisational, inner listening, ear-training, sight-reading
skills, musical knowledge, repertoire and style knowledge, remembering
music, knowledge of instruments studies, the operation of studio
equipment, and identifying, describing, and discussing skills related to
listening to their peers’ playing, for example in (Bj¢ntegaard, 2015)(A2)
and (Daniel, 2004a)(A5).

All studies reported on relational and extended abstract qualitative
cognitive learning outcomes, such as the practical application and the
integration of thinking and management skills, organisational and
problem-solving skills and effective planning (A26 (Virkkula, 2016b)).
In other studies, students exhibited a comprehensive understanding of
the complexities of the music they were studying (A22 (Satre and
Zhukov, 2021), A27 (Zhukov and Sztre, 2021)), better understanding of
the significance of players’ mutual interactions (A25 (Virkkula, 2016a)),
more risk-taking in thinking, and increased identification of others’
creative styles (A3 (Blom, 2012)). Furthering relational aspects and
showing the ability to transfer these to other contexts or domains are
described in the extended abstract level (Biggs & Collis, 1982). Students
showed a sense of ownership through critically evaluating the perfor-
mances of peers and through self-reflection, revealed other approaches
to learning, and were ready to take on more and other roles in the
context of performance (A4 (Blom and Poole, 2004)). The transfer of
acquired knowledge and skills to other contexts was found in an
inter-arts project, where students had transformed existing knowledge
through proximity, embedded reflection, and interactional dynamics
(A3 (Blom, 2012)). Evidence of metacognitive development and the
construction of new knowledge and skills in reviewed studies was traced
to sociocultural perceptions of learning by (Barrett et al., 2021).
Reduced guidance, with or without the teacher present, resulted in
increased teamwork, collaboration, communication, feedback skills, and
metacognitive development, including (self-)reflective, critical, and
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evaluative skills (A16 (Latukefu, 2009), A17 (Latukefu, 2010), A23
(Varvarigou, 2017a), A24 (Varvarigou, 2017b)).

Affective outcomes in 22 out of 27 studies were related to involve-
ment, level of engagement, and students’ attitudes towards their
learning. (Varvarigou, 2017a) (A23) described how students gained
confidence by playing together, how they complemented and supported
each other, developed social skills, taught one another, and developed
leadership, social awareness, communication, and teamwork skills in
their group classes in playing by ear. Students worked on joint enter-
prises, created solidarity, and reflected critically on personal and
collaborative actions (A25 (Virkkula, 2016a)). Furthermore, students
reported having greater self-confidence and self-efficacy beliefs, and
increased agency over their learning process (A7 (De Bruin, 2022), A8
(De Bruin et al., 2020)).

Students behaved like responsible group members, were more
constructive in their remarks, and showed more interest in each other’s
playing (A2 (Bjontegaard, 2015)). (Forbes, 2020) (A11) described how
students in heterogeneous ensembles experienced influential connec-
tions, fun and inspiring challenges followed by changed perspectives,
access to new ideas, and engagement in new learning experiences and
skills resulting in improved performance standards. Students showed
more consciousness of belonging, doing, and experiencing. Students
displayed more openness and flexibility towards new musical ideas, and
enhanced intrinsic motivation for music through group music-making
(A15 (Kokotsaki and Hallam, 2007), A22 (Satre and Zhukov, 2021),
A27 (Zhukov and Satre, 2021)).

4.4. Synthesis of results

In reviewed studies, a large variety of curricular activities was
included, ranging from small-group lessons to participative ensembles
with professional musicians collaborating with students, to short-term
interdisciplinary projects. Results provided strong evidence of four
different approaches, peer assessment, teacher-led group lessons,
participative music making, and student-guided teamwork, having
positive effects on employed collaborative learning activities, through
core factors like active participation of and interaction between stu-
dents. The inclusion of reflection on content, process, and self, increased
self-evaluation and appeared to bring new perspectives and levels of
awareness to students, and encouraged self-regulated learning. Teachers
engaged as designers of a learning environment and facilitators of a
process rather than as transmitters of expertise, which proved to posi-
tively impact students’ self-regulated learning. Significant outcome of
this review is the overall positive effect collaborative learning proved to
have on both cognitive and affective learning outcomes.

5. Limitations of review processes

A first important limitation of evidence concerns differences in
empirical settings in the reviewed studies, as well as limited compara-
bility of included aspects due to differences in the theories, concepts,
and terminology used. While conducting the review, aspects such as
methodological quality, methodological relevance, and topic relevance
were screened; however, quality appraisal of these aspects was not a
component in the selection process. We regarded the peer-review pro-
cess the articles had been subjected to as an assurance of quality. The
selection criterium of including literature in the English language only,
forms a limitation and explains the large number of anglophone studies
in our sample and the neglect of studies in other languages. Another
potential limitation is publication bias (Dickersin, 1990), meaning that
generally positive outcomes or positive experiences lead to publishing: i.
e., positive results are published more often.

6. Conclusion and future research

In sum, collaborative learning was found to foster and sustain a
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positive, safe, student-centred environment, including co-construction
of knowledge and understanding, development of social, meta-
cognitive, and professional skills, and high feelings of self-efficacy
amongst students. Personal, social, and self-regulated learning compe-
tences were addressed through collaborative learning, forming building
blocks for lifelong learning (European Commission, 2019). Future de-
velopments in conservatoire education could include moving to a more
multi-faceted curriculum and reconsidering the teacher’s role in devel-
oping a more student-centred environment. Reduced hierarchical
structures in the organisation of learning would support self-regulated
learning, for example in student-guided teamwork. Such a
student-centred learning environment could encourage students to take
more responsibility for and agency over their own learning, which, with
increased self-reflective skills, assists in the shaping of a professional
identity and increased feelings of self-efficacy. The knowledge resulting
from this review will assist us and we hope may assist others too, in the
development of collaborative learning approaches and activities for
implementation in music courses. From the results of this review, we
propose to undertake future studies into the role, perspectives and

Appendix

Table Al
Educational system factors of the adapted 3p Model (Biggs, 2003, p.22)
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perceptions of teachers in collaborative learning. Finally, the inclusion
of alumni studies, providing views of career paths and lifelong learning
as perceived by conservatoire alumni, might increase understanding of
collaborative learning experiences and longer-term influences.
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Uni-structural Multi-structural Relational Extended abstract
count classify analyse compose
draw combine apply create
identify describe argue hypothesize
memorize discuss conclude invent
name illustrate explain originate
recognize narrate review reflect
recite outline summarize theorize
Table A3
Selected Research Articles
Reference ID Title
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[8] Blom and Poole A4 “Peer assessment of tertiary music performance: Opportunities for understanding performance assessment and performing through experience
and self-reflection"
[15] Daniel A5 “Innovations in piano teaching: A small-group model for the tertiary level"
[16] Daniel A6 “Peer assessment in musical performance: The development, trial and evaluation of a methodology for the Australian tertiary environment”
[17] De Bruin A7 “Collaborative learning experiences in the university jazz/creative music ensemble: Student perspectives on instructional communication"
[18] De Bruin et al. A8 “Apprenticing the jazz performer through ensemble collaboration: A qualitative enquiry"
[20] Dobson A9 “Talk for collaborative learning in computer-based music production”
[21] Dobson and A10  “Digital technologies and the mediation of undergraduate students’ collaborative music compositional practices"
Littleton
[24] Forbes All  “The value of collaborative learning for music practice in higher education”
[31] Hanken Al12  “Peer learning in specialist higher music education"
[32] Hill Al13  ““Give me actual music stuff!”: The nature of feedback in a collegiate songwriting class"
[35] King Al4 “Collaborative learning in the music studio"
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Reference ID Title
[36] Kokotsaki and Al15  “Higher education music students’ perceptions of the benefits of participative music making"
Hallam
[37] Latukefu Al16  “Peer learning and reflection: Strategies developed by vocal students in a transforming tertiary setting"
[38] Latukefu Al17  “Peer assessment in tertiary level singing: Changing and shaping culture through social interaction"
[40] Lebler Al18  “Student-as-master? Reflections on a learning innovation in popular music pedagogy"
[41] Lebler A19  “Popular music pedagogy: Peer learning in practice"
[48] Reid and Duke A20  “Student for student: Peer learning in music higher education"
[49] Rumiantsev et al. A21 “Collaborative learning in two vocal conservatoire courses"
[50] Saetre and Zhukov A22  “Let’s play together: Teacher perspectives on collaborative chamber music instruction”
[55] Varvarigou A23  “Promoting collaborative playful experimentation through group playing by ear in higher education"
[56] Varvarigou A24  “Group playing by ear in higher education: The processes that support imitation, invention and group improvisation"
[57] Virkkula A25  “Communities of practice in the conservatory: Learning with a professional musician"
[58] Virkkula A26  “Informal in formal: The relationship of informal and formal learning in popular and jazz music master workshops in conservatoires"
[62] Zhukov and Setre A27  ““Play with me”: Student perspectives on collaborative chamber music instruction"

Table A4

Descriptive map of study characteristics, aims, methodology, and results

Study Aims Methodology Results
D Country Musical Bullet point description (study design; Bullet point summary
genre data collection; data analysis)
Al UK Jazz Investigating group assessment practices e Research paper eone third of the assessed combos showed
that reflect a jazz practice eGroup interviews interactive skills
eAnalytical descriptions egroup marking more appropriate to
interactive combo-playing
eless interaction in playing when only the
soloist was assessed
A2 Norway Classical Investigating the role of a cooperative eResearch paper o three-way interaction
learning group eObservations, interviews (n = 3) o teaching and learning as a combination of
eAnalytical descriptions performing, listening and commenting in
different situations
o through given responsibility, students
developed faith, self-confidence,
independence
A3 Australia Inter-arts Exploring a collaborative inter-arts e Qualitative questionnaire study e students as equal members of a team
improvisation project e Open-ended questionnaire (n =17) o felt they had built confidence, felt valued by
e Constant comparative analysis peers through acceptance of ideas
e environment was perceived as positive
o learning of different creative styles and
modes of thought
A4 Australia Various Examining peer assessment and performing e Qualitative questionnaire study e students experienced assessing their peers as
e Open-ended questionnaires (n =16) difficult
e Coding e peer learning and self-reflection
e peer evaluation
o sense of ownership and reality check
o prepared different roles such as assessor and
critic
A5 Australia Classical Investigating small group approach e Longitudinal study e increased levels of interaction
e Open-ended questionnaires (n =18) o improved ability to critique and assess
e Thematic analysis e peer influence
e less teacher-dependent
e more varied activities
o variety of feedback
e self-critical and peer-critical analysis
o developing independent learning
o (self-)evaluation skills
e increased interaction and problem-solving
A6 Australia Classical Investigating peer assessment procedures e Quantitative questionnaire study e understanding the function and purpose of
and practices for implementation within a e Student evaluation data from peer assessment mechanisms
music performance context questionnaires (n = 36) e 91% of students perceived improved critical
e Descriptive statistics skills
A7 Australia Jazz Exploring students’ learning experience in e Qualitative case study o increased social interaction developed better
participative, authentic, collaborative jazz e Semi-structured interviews with understanding of groups’ needs
ensembles with guest performers students (n =12) e improved cognitive, behavioural, creative
o Inductive content analysis development
e enhanced persistence, goal striving, self-
regulated learning
A8 Australia Jazz See de Bruin et al. (2020) e Qualitative case study o authentic situated learning environment

Semi-structured interviews with
students (n=12)
Phenomenological analysis

clear differences between students in
participation and interaction

developed initiative, decision-making, lead-
ership skills

(continued on next page)
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e increased profiling and positioning
A9 UK Music Exploring the inter-relationship between e Case study e collaborative talk builds local common
Technology talk and learning in collaborative o Audiovisual recordings knowledge, fosters peer confidence and
computer-based music production e Sociocultural discourse analysis feelings of shared effort
e collaborative computer music production
practices led to new strategies of meaning
making
Al0 UK Music Exploring students’ (re)negotiation of e long-term case study with an e collaborative digital music practices foster
Technology common knowledge, shared meaning, and ethnographic perspective exploration of hypothetical future activities
collective understanding while using e 24h of audiovisual recordings e composition as digitally-mediated creative
digital technologies in their collaborative e semi-structured interviews work becomes a complex interactional
creating e Sociocultural discourse analysis accomplishment
e collaboration promotes reflection on choices
regarding digital technologies
All Australia Pop Exploration of instrumentally e Qualitative questionnaire study e peer learning created value which cultivated
heterogeneous small student groups e Open-ended questionnaires (n =10) new skills and improved performance
e Thematic analysis e students experienced being part of a learning
community
e changes in perspective
e expanded social relationships supported
learning, new learning experiences;
increased confidence and motivation
o students reframed their criteria for musical
and personal success
Al2 Norway Classical Elaborating and documenting three e Research paper e students gained more self-esteem and
different practices of peer learning e 3 Project descriptions (n=3; n=9; confidence
n=10) e group was experienced as safe learning
environment
o students felt free to experiment and share
work in progress with each other; perceived
being part of a learning community
e more open to other musicians’
understanding of music; developed greater
independence and ownership of learning
processes
A13 USA Pop Examining factors supportive of peer e Qualitative case study with action e sincerity was considered an important
feedback research and ethnography elements aspect in peer feedback
e Observations, field notes, individual e peer feedback was perceived as having
interviews (n = 15), focus group different functions: accountability; rapport
interview building; affirmation and validation
e Thematic analysis e students took different roles within the
group
o the teacher was an important factor in the
experienced safe environment
Al4 UK Music Investigating effects of learning technology =~ e Mixed-methods case study e the application of a learning interface
Technology on collaborative task performance in a e Between subjects design encouraged more effective planning
situated environment e Video-recordings (n = 64) o students engaged in better peer
e Video data captured, transcribed and collaboration with a learning interface
analysed with Interactive Process o students had better results in pre-production
Analysis and quicker completed their tasks
Al5 UK Classical Investigating perceived effects and impact e Qualitative questionnaire study e development and deepening of musical skills
from participation in group music making e Open-ended questionnaires (n =78) and knowledge
o Interpretative Phenomenological o development of social involvement and skill
Analysis e contributing actively, strong sense of
belonging, popularity gain, making friends
e strong sense of self-esteem and satisfaction
e developed leadership skills and increased
self-confidence
Al6 Australia various Development and evaluation of a vocal e Design-based research with o reflection and social interaction led to
pedagogy model influenced by qualitative approach identity construction, self-regulated
sociocultural theories o Reflective journals (n = 70) learning; new and deeper understandings
e Analysis of journals with regarding vocal development
Interpretative Phenomenological e vicarious reinforcement
Analysis e peer learning valuable for both classical and
non-classical singers at undergraduate level
Al7 Australia various Exploration of the integration of peer e Design-based research e quality descriptors were developed in
assessment in a singing class e Focus groups (n =6) collaboration with students
e Open-ended questionnaire (n = 30); o 83.3% of students strongly agreed on critical
reflective journals; field notes thinking being developed through peer
e Documentation, analysis, and assessment
reflection e students felt more responsible for their peers
o developing quality descriptors led to
students’ vocal development
A18 Australia Pop Exploring a learning community as an e Practitioner research o students developed as self-regulated learners

alternative approach to master/apprentice
model

Survey (n = 41); formal and informal
student feedback; interviews

e valued collaboration and reflective practice
and initiating and receiving feedback

(continued on next page)
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e Analytical descriptions o the learning community enhanced their
creative process,
o the opportunity to collaborate was very
important at all stages in the process
Al19 Australia Pop Exploring how a community-based e Practitioner research o students reflected on their learning
approach relates to self-directed learning e Survey (n = 98); journal entries o they increased their awareness of how they
activities of students e Analytical descriptions learn
e students reported to have gained critical
thinking skills
o students developed as self-regulated learners
A20 Australia Classical Exploring instrument-specific peer e Research paper with a e students developed peer-learning networks
discussion groups on what learning is to phenomenological approach o developed shared perspective on learning
participants e Analysis of student reflections and and working
video-recordings from 2 groups o showed a sense of belonging and
(n=5;n=9) commitment
o reflected in action
e communicated their instrument-related
thoughts and activities, opening up to stu-
dents in similar contexts
A21 The Jazz/Pop Examining developed professional e Practitioner research e group lessons were valued highly
Netherlands competencies in vocal group lessons e Mixed-methods case study design e professional competency development rated
with 2 questionnaires (closed/open rather low
questions) (n = 34; n=21); e teacher intentions were not clear to the
interviews (n =9) students
o Descriptive statistics for quantitative e students expected and preferred more active
data; thematic analysis of qualitative participation and interaction
data e a purposeful design aimed at collaborative
learning and development of professional
competence is needed for group lessons
A22 Norway/ Classical Exploring teacher attitudes towards e Qualitative multiple case study o teaching-through-playing as a form of
Australia teaching-through-playing in collaborative, e Focus group and 3 individual semi- apprenticeship
participative chamber music instruction structured interviews in 2 countries e chamber music instruction as a community
(n=4;,n=2) of practice
e Thematic analysis e learning through regular interaction and
guided participation
e hierarchical power issues did occur;
however, teaching staff was more attentive
to student involvement and student voice
e joint participation requires more active and
involved students
A23 UK Classical Investigating small group ear playing e Practitioner research e listening, creativity and improvisation skills
including group creativity and e Qualitative design with individual were developed through group ear playing
improvisation reflective logs and end-of- e peer support
programme questionnaires (n = 46) o students employed different improvisational
e Thematic analysis strategies
e appeared to be very motivated to improvise
together
e experienced more confidence regarding
playing by ear and improvising
o felt more confident musicians
A24 UK Classical See Varvarigou, 2017a e Practitioner research e self-guided interaction among students
e Qualitative design with individual e group ear playing involved peer learning,
reflective logs (n = 194); end-of- development of leadership, social
programme feedback forms (n = 36); awareness, teamwork, and communication
interviews (n = 4) skills
e Thematic analysis o collective decision-making, identity and
relationship development, valuing partici-
pation over competition, celebrating group
risk-taking, and valuing musical collabora-
tion and experimentation
e development of aural skills, repertoire
comprehension, harmonisation of melodies
e imitation, invention and genre-free impro-
visation developed creativity
A25 Finland Jazz/Pop Examining informal learning in jazz e Practitioner research o workshops functioned as a community of

workshops and ensembles

Qualitative case study including practice and supported informal learning
students’ individual workshop plans learning experiences through doing and
and reflective logs (n = 62) reflecting

Content analysis negotiations of meaning through sharing
knowledge and peer support

motivation for joint enterprise through a
shared common repertoire, commitment,
and reciprocal responsibility

community membership supported identity
construction

(continued on next page)
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A26 Finland Jazz/Pop Examining professional competency See Virkkula, 2016a e collaboration with professional musicians
development in a workshop-based developed students’ understanding of the
community of practice music profession
e increased understanding of professional
musicianship and work environment
o developed initiative, responsibility, and
problem-solving skills through interaction,
which in turn enhanced identity
construction
o key competences for lifelong learning and
musical skills were developed
A27 Australia/ Classical Exploring a teaching-through-playing e Qualitative multiple case study e participative chamber music teaching as
Norway approach in collaborative, participative e Focus group semi-structured in- successful approach for musical and social
chamber music instruction terviews in 2 countries (n=9; n=>5) skills development
e Thematic analysis e engagement in authentic professional
experiences
e positive impact of group discussions
e collaborative atmosphere
o developed effective and focused rehearsal
techniques, technical skills, and stylistic
knowledge
o different roles of teachers challenging for
students
o shift in practice goals due to better musical
understanding
Table A5
Analysis of presage, process, and product factors in selected studies

Study Presage Process Product

P Student factors Teaching & learning context Collaborative learning activities Learning outcomes
Background Setting Approach Teacher role* Active participation Interaction Quantitative  Qualitative Affective

Cognitive Cognitive

Al Jazz students (year Project with 9 Peer process developing musical interaction repertoire analytical, critical, involvement;

1,2,3) participating combos assessment  organisation; assessment criteria; in combos knowledge; assessment, engagement
of 4-5 students each; developing criteria; participation in playing from communicative, &
heterogeneous reading reports; mock assessment memory interactive skills
groups based on observing; panels
instruments interviewing

A2 Classical horn Instrumentally Teacher- concept, design, listening; choosing commenting; peer describing; listening, self-confidence;
students (n=3)  homogeneous small guided group development and  group’s repertoire; feedback; discussing; critiquing, & self-evaluation;

group lesson organisation of the performing; negotiating; being identifying reflective skills independence;
learning developing self- responsible group responsibility
environment; formulated goals; members
providing feedback evaluation of own
learning process

A3 Music (n=17); Short Student- preparatory engaging in dialogue in various improvisation; involvement;
dance (n =16); interdisciplinary guided exercises; interdisciplinary forms; common discussion; engagement; self-
theatre (n=20); improvisation teamwork supportive exercises; knowledge negotiation; reflection
no previous project; environment improvisation; development; reflection;
interdisciplinary  heterogenous groups performance discussion; transformation of
experiences of 7/8 students negotiating existing

common vision knowledge;
constructive and
communicative
skills

A4 Vocal Project including Peer process performing; self- discussing, discussion; involvement;
performance, heterogeneous assessment  organisation, evaluating; commenting, critiquing; engagement; self-
piano, clarinet, groups reading reports assessing; allocating critiquing, & reflection; evaluation
trumpet, providing feedback grades; addressing  providing peer- evaluative,
saxophone, guitar, written comments  evaluation communicative
bass guitar skills
(n=16)

A5 Classical piano; Instrumentally Teacher- course structuring ensemble work; discussion and technique; analysis, critical, & involvement;
three different homogeneous small guided group commenting, listening; observing; analysis; repertoire; collaborative skills; engagement; self-
levels (n=18) groups of 3-5 lesson suggesting, commenting; questioning; sight-reading; feedback reflection

students discussing keeping practice comparing; peer  discussing
repertoire, skill journal including assessment
teaching, reflection; self-
motivating, assessment; self-

critical analysis of
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Study Presage Process Product

b Student factors Teaching & learning context Collaborative learning activities Learning outcomes
Background Setting Approach Teacher role* Active participation Interaction Quantitative  Qualitative Affective

Cognitive Cognitive
encouraging, video-recorded
advising performances
A6 Classical piano Project within Peer process performing; assessing peers; assessment; co-
(n=36) weekly performance assessment organisation and  involvement in discussing; construction;
seminar facilitation, setting developing models debating discussion; debate;
criteria, reading of peer assessment feedback; critical &
reports collaborative skills
developing models
of peer assessment
with students,
observing,
assessing,
evaluating,
feedback on
feedback
A7 2nd/3rd year jazz 3 diverse Participative providing initial preparations; initial co-planning; identifying metacognitive self-confidence;
A8 performance collaborative music making examples; hands-on journaling; communal goal-  musical skills; reflection in/ self-efficacy
(n=12): projects across 9 performative recording setting; discussing; materials on action; self- beliefs;
saxophone, months with 1-week demonstration; communicating; (scales, regulation; differences in
trumpet, intensive periods discussion; evaluating chords) as collaborative, improvisatory
trombone, piano, including 3 clarification of the technical discussion, dialogue;
drums, bass rehearsals of 3-4h creative concept; building creative, & increased
length, workshops, history; anecdotes blocks feedback skills motivation,
performances, and curiosity, interest
recordings with
visiting guest artists

A9 Creative music Cross-discipline Student- design of the idea generation; dialogue; developing greater peer
technology (2); collaboration guided module; facilitating applying digital negotiation; joint common confidence, self-
film (1); dance (2) module; co- teamwork learning technologies exploration; knowledge; awareness

producing a environment, conversations; meaning-making;
contemporary dance equipment feedback; co- reflection
film soundtrack creating

A10 Creative music Involved factors: see
technology A9
(n = 2); theatre
(n=2)

All  1styear; singing Instrumentally Participative creating student-  self-assessment; collaboration on collaborative & self-confidence;
(n=5), piano heterogeneous small music making directed learning  arranging; chart open-ended tasks; feedback skills; independence;
(n = 2), guitar groups of 3-5 environment; writing; problem-  peer feedback; performance; self- responsibility
(n=1), drums students, organised teacher assistance solving; presenting negotiating; assessment
(n=1), saxophone in workshops and only when needed work in progress rehearsing;

(n=1) ensembles urgently performing

Al2  (Under)graduates: Instrumentally Teacher- development of reflective peer feedback; collaborative, involvement;
violin/viola homogeneous small guided group learning journaling; seeking advice; feedback, engagement
(n =9); singing groups (3) lesson environment; presenting work-in- collaborative performance,

(n=10); piano questioning; progress; observing; exploration; peer reflective, &
n=3) encouraging; providing support; teaching teaching skills
supporting articulating opinions
newcomers
(legitimate
peripheral
participation)

Al13 Music and non- Heterogeneous Teacher- facilitating safe song writing; discussing, presentation, involvement;
music majors group in weekly song guided group learning composing; providing, & collaborative, engagement
(n=15) writing workshops  lesson environment; presenting; listening receiving feedback feedback, &

structured discussion skills
feedback;

observing,

supporting

newcomers

Al4 Pop/music Music production Student- set-up pre-test; making a drum kit working in pairs  technical &  collaborative,
technology project in a guided supplying learning recording; with interface or  production discussion, &
(n=64) recording studio teamwork technology & completing a manual; skills problem-solving

with students manual; workbook; collaborating; skills; effective
working in pairs distributing producing a CD communicating planning
surveys;
no teacher
interference in
collaborative work

Al15 Undergraduates Instrumentally Student- no teacher rehearsing; developing repertoire listening; self-reflection;
and post-graduates heterogeneous guided interference in performing; friendships; knowledge rehearsing; peer support;
(n=78) teamwork collaborative work listening cooperating; performing, responsibility;
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Study Presage Process Product
b Student factors Teaching & learning context Collaborative learning activities Learning outcomes
Background Setting Approach Teacher role* Active participation Interaction Quantitative  Qualitative Affective
Cognitive Cognitive
chamber music compromising; communicative, & self-esteem; self-
groups being supportive; collaborative skills achievement;
sharing ideas for self-confidence;
common goal; self/ intrinsic
peer comparison motivation
Al6 Classical/non- Instrumentally Teacher- design & setup of  reflective critiquing; giving performance,
classical singing ~ homogeneous guided group learning journaling; and receiving peer collaborative,
(n=70) groups lesson environment; practicing; feedback; discussion, &
instruction of vocal performing vocal negotiating reflective skills;
techniques; exercises; listening critiquing;
providing feedback negotiating
and assistance
when required
Al17  Singing; 2nd Project within Peer introduction; developing quality discussing in performance,
(n=20) and 3rd instrumentally assessment  explanation; descriptors; assessment-panels; collaborative,
year (n=15) homogeneous providing examples allocating marks providing written discussion, &
groups encourage feedback reflective skills;
discussion; critiquing;
critiquing critique; feedback;
scaffolding assessment
A18 Popular music One semester with ~ Peer process presenting work-in- collaborating; technical collaborative, involvement;
production 11 panels of each assessment  organisation and  progress; planning; providing skills; discussion, & self-assessment
(n=75) 6-7 students in a facilitation; composing; feedback; marking recording &  reflective skills;
recording studio. maintenance of performing; and assessing in  production feedback;
how often equipment recording; reflective panels; reflecting  skills assessment
provide feedback  journaling; self- on peers
and guidance assessment
where/when
necessary; feedback
on feedback
A19 Popular music Panels of each 6-7  Peer course facilitation; presenting work-in- collaborating; technical collaborative, self-reflection
production students in a assessment  participation in progress; creative  providing skills; discussion, &
(n=109) recording studio assessment panels  studio work; feedback; marking recording &  reflective skills;
provide feedback  reflective and assessing in  production feedback;
and guidance journaling; panels; reflecting  skills assessment
where/when participation in on peers
necessary; feedback assessment panels
on feedback
A20 Piano (n=5); Project-based Student- set up of informal developing a DVD  self-reflecting on collaborative, involvement;
saxophone (n=9) instrumentally guided environment to for incoming learning; discussion, & engagement; self-
homogeneous teamwork foster peer-learning students; discussing means reflective skills; reflection
discussion groups interactions; summarizing of communication feedback;
student-facilitators discussions for incoming assessment
organised the students
sessions and made
video-recordings;
no faculty
interference in
discussion groups
A21  Undergraduate Weekly Teacher- organizing group  presenting; providing and performance,
jazz/pop vocalists homogeneous guided group lessons; preparing observing; receiving feedback; collaborative,
(n=10) groups with 6-8 lesson content and improvising; song-  critiquing peers discussion, &
students** materials; writing reflective skills;
collaboration with critiquing;
other teachers; feedback
explaining;
listening; giving
feedback
A22 Undergraduates  Four instrumentally Participative participating in providing input for imitating teachers’ illustrating;  listening; being supportive;
(n=12); heterogeneous music making chamber music sessions; playing; group narrating; rehearsing; self-reflective;
graduates (n=2) chamber music rehearsals instead ~ experimenting with discussions combining; performing, responsibility
(voice, piano, group (of two of teaching different technical repertoire communicative, &
strings, winds); institutions) leading rehearsals; and interpretative knowledge collaborative skills
teachers (n = 6) playing with approaches
students;
demonstrations and
explanations
A23 1styear (n=46) Weekly small group Student- set up of course copying music by  imitating; playful recognizing; listening; being supportive;
A24 ear playing with 8  guided material; ear; keeping experimentation  identifying;  rehearsing; self-reflective;
groups of 5-7 teamwork organisation of reflective log; memorizing; performing skills; group
students per group lessons; clarifying  selecting music; combining; composing; responsibility;
assignments; listening; playing; discussing; arranging; confidence; joy
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Study Presage Process Product
b Student factors Teaching & learning context Collaborative learning activities Learning outcomes
Background Setting Approach Teacher role* Active participation Interaction Quantitative  Qualitative Affective
Cognitive Cognitive
no tutor present in inventing; ear-training communicative,
sessions improvising; skills collaborative, &
experimenting; creative skills
exploring cognitive,
auditory, & social
strategies
A25  Jazz/pop Heterogeneous Participative planning; discussing; band rehearsals; listening; being supportive;
A26 undergraduates  groups participating music making organisation of planning; listening; ensemble playing; rehearsing; self-reflective;
(n=62) in workshops workshops; reading performing; feedback; composing; responsibility
student plans and  reflection on collaborating in arranging,
reflections collaborative the organisation performing,
professional actions; composing; communicative,
musician in arranging; collaborative,
workshops: instrumental creative, and
working with practice; reflection; problem-solving
students on self-assessment skills; effective
materials; guiding planning
workshop; playing
with students;
challenging;
encouraging;
confronting; linking
to music
community
A27 see A22
Note.
*Teacher role’ applies to all teaching staff, tutors, coaches, and instructors.
**part of this study was on a large group of 30 classical vocalists; this part has been neglected in the current review.
Table A6
Categorization of presage, process, and product factors in selected studies
Presage Process Product
Teaching & Approach Collaborative learning activities Learning outcomes
learning
context:
Peer Teacher- Participative Student- Active participation Interaction Quantitative Qualitative Affective
assessment guided music making guided Cognitive Cognitive
group teamwork
lessons
Al, A4, A6, A2, A5, A7, A8, All, A3,A9,A10, Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6, Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, Al, A2, A5, A7, Al, A2, A3, A4, Al, A2, A3, A4,
Al7,A18, Al2 Al3, A22,A25 A26, Al4, Al5, A7, A8, A9, A10,All, A6, A7, A8, A9, Al0, A8, Al4, Al5, A5, A6, A9, A10, A5, All, Al2,
A19 Ale, A21 A27 A20, A23, A12, A13, Al4, A15, All, A12, A13, Al4, A18, A19, A22, Al1, A14, Als, A13, A17, A18,
A24 Al6, A17, A18, A19, Al15, A16, A17, A18,  A23, A24, A27 A17, A20, A21, A19, A20, A22,
A20, A21, A22, A23, A19, A20, A21, A22, A22, A26, A27 A23, A24, A25,
A24, A25, A26, A27 A23, A24, A25, A26, A26, A27
A27
References Blom, D. (2012). Inside the collaborative inter-arts improvisatory process: Tertiary music

Barratt, E., & Moore, H. (2005). Researching group assessment: Jazz in the conservatoire.
British Journal of Music Education, 22(3), 299-314. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0265051705006467

Barrett, M. S., Creech, A., & Zhukov, K. (2021). Creative collaboration and collaborative
creativity: A systematic literature review. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, Article 713445.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.713445

Biggs, J. B. (2003). Teaching for quality learning at university: What the student does (2nd
ed.). Maidenhead: SRHE/Open University Press.

Biggs, J. B., & Collis, K. F. (1982). Evaluating the quality of learning: The SOLO taxonomy
(structure of the observed learning outcome). New York, N.Y.: Academic Press.

Biggs, J., & Tang, C. (2007). Teaching for quality learning at university: What the student
does (3rd ed.). Maidenhead: SRHE/Open University Press.

Bjgntegaard, B. J. (2015). A combination of one-to-one teaching and small group
teaching in higher music education in Norway - a good model for teaching? British
Journal of Music Education, 32(1), 23-36. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S026505171400014X

13

students’ perspectives. Psychology of Music, 40(6), 720-737. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0305735611401127

Blom, D., & Poole, K. (2004). Peer assessment of tertiary music performance:
Opportunities for understanding performance assessment and performing through
experience and self-reflection. British Journal of Music Education, 21(1), 111-125.
https://doi.org/10.1017/50265051703005539

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative
Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77-101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp0630a

Carey, G., & Grant, C. (2015). Teacher and student perspectives on one-to-one pedagogy:
Practices and possibilities. British Journal of Music Education, 32(1), 5-22. https://
doi.org/10.1017/50265051714000084

Carey, G., Grant, C., McWilliam, E., & Taylor, P. (2013). One-to-one pedagogy:
Developing a protocol for illuminating the nature of teaching in the conservatoire.
International Journal of Music Education, 31(2), 148-159. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0255761413483077

Carey, G., & Lebler, D. (2012). Reforming a bachelor of music programme: A case study.
International Journal of Music Education, 30(4), 312-327. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0255761412459160


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051705006467
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051705006467
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.713445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref5
https://doi.org/10.1017/S026505171400014X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S026505171400014X
https://doi.org/10.1177/0305735611401127
https://doi.org/10.1177/0305735611401127
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051703005539
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051714000084
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051714000084
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761413483077
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761413483077
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761412459160
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761412459160

T. Rumiantsey et al.

Creech, A., Gaunt, H., Hallam, S., & Robertson, L. (2009). Conservatoire students’
perceptions of master classes. British Journal of Music Education, 26(3), 315-331.
https://doi.org/10.1017,/5026505170999012X

Dakalbab, F., Abu Talib, M., Abu Waraga, O., Bou Nassif, A., Abbas, S., & Nasir, Q.
(2022). Artificial intelligence & crime prediction: A systematic literature review.
Social Sciences & Humanities Open, 6(1), Article 100342. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ssah0.2022.100342

Daniel, R. (2004a). Innovations in piano teaching: A small-group model for the tertiary
level. Music Education Research, 6(1), 23-43. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1461380032000182911

Daniel, R. (2004b). Peer assessment in musical performance: The development, trial and
evaluation of a methodology for the Australian tertiary environment. British Journal
of Music Education, 21(1), 89-110. https://doi.org/10.1017/50265051703005515

De Bruin, L. R. (2022). Collaborative learning experiences in the university jazz/creative
music ensemble: Student perspectives on instructional communication. Psychology of
Music, 50(4), 1039-1058. https://doi.org/10.1177/03057356211027651

De Bruin, L. R., Williamson, P., & Wilson, E. (2020). Apprenticing the jazz performer
through ensemble collaboration: A qualitative enquiry. International Journal of Music
Education, 38(2), 208-225. https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761419887209

Dickersin, K. (1990). The existence of publication bias and risk factors for its occurrence.
JAMA, the Journal of the American Medical Association, 263(10), 1385-1389. https://
doi.org/10.1001/jama.263.10.1385

Dobson, E. (2019). Talk for collaborative learning in computer-based music production.
Journal of Music, Technology & Education, 12(2), 141-164, 10.1386/JMTE_00003_1.

Dobson, E., & Littleton, K. (2016). Digital technologies and the mediation of
undergraduate students’ collaborative music compositional practices. Learning,
Media and Technology, 41(2), 330-350. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17439884.2015.1047850

El Boghdady, M., & Ewalds-Kvist, B. M. (2020). The influence of music on the surgical
task performance: A systematic review. International Journal of Surgery, 73, 101-112.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2019.11.012

European Commission. (2019). Key competences for lifelong learning. Luxembourg:
Publications Office of the European Union. https://doi.org/10.2766/569540

Forbes, M. (2020). The value of collaborative learning for music practice in higher
education. British Journal of Music Education, 37(3), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1017/
$0265051720000200

Gaunt, H. (2008). One-to-one tuition in a conservatoire: The perceptions of instrumental
and vocal teachers. Psychology of Music, 36(2), 215-245. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0305735607080827

Gaunt, H. (2010). One-to-one tuition in a conservatoire: The perceptions of instrumental
and vocal students. Psychology of Music, 38(2), 178-208. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0305735609339467

Gaunt, H. (2013a). Promoting professional and paradigm reflection amongst
conservatoire teachers in an international community. In H. Gaunt, & H. Westerlund
(Eds.), Collaborative learning in higher music education (pp. 49-61). Farnham: Ashgate.

Gaunt, H., & Westerlund, H. (2013b). Prelude: The case for collaborative learning in
higher music education. In H. Gaunt, & H. Westerlund (Eds.), Collaborative learning in
higher music education (pp. 1-12). Farnham: Ashgate.

Green, L. (2001). How popular musicians learn: A way ahead for music education. London:
Ashgate.

Haddon, E. (2014). Observational learning in the music masterclass. British Journal of
Music Education, 31(1), 55-68. https://doi.org/10.1017/50265051713000223

Hanken, I. M. (2016). Peer learning in specialist higher music education. Arts and
Humanities in Higher Education, 15(3-4), 364-375. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1474022216647389

Hill, S. C. (2019). “Give me actual music stuff!”: The nature of feedback in a collegiate
songwriting class. Research Studies in Music Education, 41(2), 135-153. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1321103X19826385

Hunter, D. (2006). Assessing collaborative learning. British Journal of Music Education, 23
(1), 75-89. https://doi.org/10.1017/50265051705006753

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Smith, K. (2007). The state of cooperative learning in
postsecondary and professional Settings. Educational Psychology Review, 19(1),
15-29. https://doi.org/10.1007/510648-006-9038-8

King, A. (2008). Collaborative learning in the music studio. Music Education Research, 10
(3), 423-438. https://doi.org/10.1080/14613800802280167

Kokotsaki, D., & Hallam, S. (2007). Higher education music students’ perceptions of the
benefits of participative music making. Music Education Research, 9(1), 93-109.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14613800601127577

Latukefu, L. (2009). Peer learning and reflection: Strategies developed by vocal students
in a transforming tertiary setting. International Journal of Music Education, 27(2),
128-142. https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761409102320

Latukefu, L. (2010). Peer assessment in tertiary level singing: Changing and shaping
culture through social interaction. Research Studies in Music Education, 32(1), 61-73.
https://doi.org/10.1177,/1321103X10370091

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Social Sciences & Humanities Open 8 (2023) 100683

Lebler, D. (2007). Student-as-master? Reflections on a learning innovation in popular
music pedagogy. International Journal of Music Education, 25(3), 205-221. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0255761407083575

Lebler, D. (2008). Popular music pedagogy: Peer learning in practice. Music Education
Research, 10(2), 193-213. https://doi.org/10.1080/14613800802079056

Liberati, A., Altman, D. G., Tetzlaff, J., Mulrow, C., Gotzsche, P. C., loannidis, J. P. A,
Clarke, M., Devereaux, P. J., Kleijnen, J., & Moher, D. (2009). The PRISMA statement
for reporting systematic reviews and meta-analyses of studies that evaluate health
care interventions: Explanation and elaboration. PLoS Medicine, 6(7). https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000100

Luce, D. (2001). Collaborative learning in music education: A review of the literature.
UPDATE: Applications of Research in Music Education, 19(2), 20-25. https://doi.org/
10.1177/87551233010190020105

Luff, P., & Lebler, D. (2013). Striking a balance in brass pedagogy: Collaborative learning
complementing one-to-one tuition in the conservatoire curriculum. In H. Gaunt, &
H. Westerlund (Eds.), Collaborative learning in higher music education (pp. 173-177).
Farnham: Ashgate.

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D. G., & The PRISMA Group. (2009).
Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA
statement. PLoS Medicine, 6(7), Article e1000097. https://doi.org/10.1093/ptj/
89.9.873

Ordofa, B., & Asgedom, A. (2022). School accountability and its relationship with
learning outcomes: A systematic literature review. Social Sciences & Humanities Open,
6(1), Article 100358. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssah0.2022.100358

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, 1., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D., ,
... McDonald, S., et al. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline
for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ, 372. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71.
n71-n71

Reid, A., & Duke, M. (2015). Student for student: Peer learning in music higher
education. International Journal of Music Education, 34(2), 222-232. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0255761415569107

Rumiantsev, T. W., Maas, A., & Admiraal, W. F. (2017). Collaborative learning in two
vocal conservatoire courses. Music Education Research, 19(4). https://doi.org/
10.1080/14613808.2016.1249363

Seetre, J. H., & Zhukov, K. (2021). Let’s play together: Teacher perspectives on
collaborative chamber music instruction. Music Education Research, 23(5), 553-567.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14613808.2021.1979499

Schiavio, A., Biasutti, M., & Antonini Philippe, R. (2021). Creative pedagogies in the time
of pandemic: A case study with conservatory students. Music Education Research, 23
(2), 167-178. https://doi.org/10.1080/14613808.2021.1881054

Slavin, R. E. (1996). Research on cooperative learning and achievement: What we know,
what we need to know. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 21(1), 43-69. https://
doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0004

Smith, B. L., & MacGregor, J. T. (1992). What is collaborative learning? In A. S. Goodsell,
M. R. Mabher, V. Tinto, B. L. Smith, & J. MacGregor (Eds.), Collaborative learning: A
sourcebook for higher education (pp. 9-22). PA: National Center on Postsecondary
Teaching, Learning and Assessment. University Park.

Udvari-Solner, A. (2012). Collaborative learning strategies. In N. M. Seel (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of the sciences of learning. Boston, MA: Springer. https://doi.org/
10.1007/978-1-4419-1428-6_818.

Varvarigou, M. (2017a). Promoting collaborative playful experimentation through group
playing by ear in higher education. Research Studies in Music Education, 39(2),
161-176. https://doi.org/10.1177/1321103X17704000

Varvarigou, M. (2017b). Group playing by ear in higher education: The processes that
support imitation, invention and group improvisation. British Journal of Music
Education, 34(3), 291-304. https://doi.org/10.1017/50265051717000109

Virkkula, E. (2016a). Communities of practice in the conservatory: Learning with a
professional musician. British Journal of Music Education, 33(1), 27-42. https://doi.
org/10.1017/5026505171500011X

Virkkula, E. (2016b). Informal in formal: The relationship of informal and formal
learning in popular and jazz music master workshops in conservatoires. International
Journal of Music Education, 34(2), 171-185. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0255761415617924

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). In M. Cole, V. John-Steiner, S. Scribner, & E. Souberman (Eds.),
Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Webb, N. M. (1989). Peer interaction and learning in small groups. International Journal
of Educational Research, 13(1), 21-39. https://doi.org/10.1016,/0883-0355(89)
90014-1

Wohlin, C. (2014). Guidelines for snowballing in systematic literature studies and a
replication in software engineering. In Proceedings of the 18th international Conference
on Evaluation and A in software engineering (EASE '14). New York, NY, USA:
Association for Computing Machinery. https://doi.org/10.1145/2601248.2601268.
Article 38, 1-10.

Zhukov, K., & Satre, J. H. (2021). “Play with me”: Student perspectives on collaborative
chamber music instruction. Research Studies in Music Education, 3(23), 1-14. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1321103X20974804

14


https://doi.org/10.1017/S026505170999012X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2022.100342
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2022.100342
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461380032000182911
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461380032000182911
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051703005515
https://doi.org/10.1177/03057356211027651
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761419887209
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.263.10.1385
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.263.10.1385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref20
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2015.1047850
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2015.1047850
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2019.11.012
https://doi.org/10.2766/569540
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051720000200
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051720000200
https://doi.org/10.1177/0305735607080827
https://doi.org/10.1177/0305735607080827
https://doi.org/10.1177/0305735609339467
https://doi.org/10.1177/0305735609339467
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref29
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051713000223
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474022216647389
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474022216647389
https://doi.org/10.1177/1321103X19826385
https://doi.org/10.1177/1321103X19826385
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051705006753
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-006-9038-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/14613800802280167
https://doi.org/10.1080/14613800601127577
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761409102320
https://doi.org/10.1177/1321103X10370091
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref39
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761407083575
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761407083575
https://doi.org/10.1080/14613800802079056
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000100
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000100
https://doi.org/10.1177/87551233010190020105
https://doi.org/10.1177/87551233010190020105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref44
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptj/89.9.873
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptj/89.9.873
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2022.100358
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71. n71&ndash;n71
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71. n71&ndash;n71
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761415569107
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761415569107
https://doi.org/10.1080/14613808.2016.1249363
https://doi.org/10.1080/14613808.2016.1249363
https://doi.org/10.1080/14613808.2021.1979499
https://doi.org/10.1080/14613808.2021.1881054
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0004
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref53
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1428-6_818
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1428-6_818
https://doi.org/10.1177/1321103X17704000
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265051717000109
https://doi.org/10.1017/S026505171500011X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S026505171500011X
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761415617924
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761415617924
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2590-2911(23)00288-7/sref59
https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-0355(89)90014-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-0355(89)90014-1
https://doi.org/10.1145/2601248.2601268
https://doi.org/10.1177/1321103X20974804
https://doi.org/10.1177/1321103X20974804

	A systematic literature review of collaborative learning in conservatoire education
	1 Introduction
	2 Aims
	3 Methodology
	3.1 Search strategy
	3.2 Selection procedure
	3.3 Data extraction and analysis

	4 Results and discussion
	4.1 Student factors and teaching & learning context in relation to collaborative learning
	4.2 Collaborative learning activities
	4.2.1 Active participation
	4.2.2 Interaction

	4.3 Learning outcomes from collaborative learning activities
	4.4 Synthesis of results

	5 Limitations of review processes
	6 Conclusion and future research
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Appendix Declaration of competing interest
	References


