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Abstract. Orchestration is the process of creating music for a group
of instruments, combining, blending, and contrasting their sounds to
produce a unique orchestral texture. In this research/creation project,
our team was commissioned to create an AI/human orchestration of
two movements of Angeles, a piano composition by Gissel Velarde. The
project turned out as a perfect case study for computational creativ-
ity in music and orchestration, where the role of the model is between
AI as a colleague and AI as a tool. Our main contribution is a prelimi-
nary framework for computer assisted orchestration. By modeling a layer
score and an orchestration plan in the orchestration process, we imple-
ment a simple Markov model that selects possible instrumentations for
each score segment. Personalization of the AI and AI/human interac-
tion occur through human segmentation of the score at two stages of the
process (layer score, orchestral segments with loudness profile), through
instrumentation presets, and finally through selection of the final orches-
tral plan and through the actual orchestration. We detail the research
aspects of this co-creative project and analyze the roles of the actors in-
volved in the creation of the final piece: the Music Information Retrieval
(MIR) researchers, the orchestrators, and the algorithms.

Keywords: Orchestration, Computational Creativity, Co-creativity, Mu-
sic Generation.

1 Introduction

1.1 Orchestration and Creativity

Orchestration Orchestration involves composing or arranging music for a large
group of instruments, mixing or contrasting their sounds to create an orches-
tral texture. Orchestration goes well beyond distributing the voices among the
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instruments. Formalization and teaching of instrumentation and orchestration
has improved over time, with various treatises covering topics such as the mu-
sical capabilities of each individual instrument, and their combination in or-
der to shape the sound of the orchestra, and to render specific perceptual ef-
fects [8,23,57,37,55,47,2].

We can characterize orchestral music and orchestration through musical tex-
ture. In Western music, there are several commonly discussed types of texture,
including monophony, polyphony, heterophony, and homophony [18]. In his defi-
nition of musical texture, Huron proposes to analyze the sound material accord-
ing to the number of elements happening simultaneously (density) and their
homogeneity or heterogeneity (diversity) [30]. Benward and Saker [7] describe
texture by identifying different parts (or layers), which have different roles, such
as melodies or (static, harmonic, or rhythmic) support. Complex textures can
be created through the varying timbers of the large number of orchestral instru-
ments and their combinations [47].

This richness of possible instrument combinations makes the analysis and
generation of orchestral music particularly challenging for computational musi-
cology [52,9,15,50,49,19]. Perceptual studies focused on how instruments com-
bination affects timbral response, blending qualities, and on the use of timbral
consonance and dissonance to create sounds [36,60,62]. Open corpora have been
created to help research in orchestration techniques, automation, and perception.
Crestel et al. published the Projective Orchestral Database (POD) linking piano
and orchestral scores [15]. We proposed with Le a bar-to-bar textural analysis
of 24 movements of symphonies [38]. The Orchestration Analysis & Research
Database (OrchARD, orchard.actor-project.org, data not published) rather
targets on specific auditory effects [44].

Computational Creativity and Music Generation The spread of systems for AI-
based music generation studies has contributed to drive a growing interest in
machine creativity [48]. Many questions emerge regarding the definition, evalua-
tion, and uses of creative machines [34,33]. Esling and Devis suggest considering
generative AI algorithms as creativity-enhancing tools [20]. This proposal finds
its place in Lubart’s classifications of modes of human-machine interaction in a
co-creative process [41]. Among them, the computer as a colleague mode implies
a direct involvement of algorithms in the creation of the final output, rather than
a mere assisting role (algorithm as a tool) for the creator. Similar categories are
found in Kantosalo and Jordanous’s description of the roles of AI in creative pro-
cesses. They divide them in the categories of co-creative colleague and creativity
support tool [35].

Some studies focused on human creativity in music [56], and on the way it
can be enhanced with Machine Learning (ML) models [43] through modes of
interaction between the artist and the model [24,5]. Difficulties emerge in the
evaluation of the creativity of such systems [4]. The impact of a good interface
for steering AI on the ability of users to express musical ideas and “own” the re-
sulting creation has also been highlighted [40]. Co-creative systems in music gen-
eration [21,27,10,11,31] can be divided into two categories: for live performance
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improvisation [5,22,54,65], and for composition and production [6,1,61,58]. The
AI song contest, a competition specifically focused on co-creation in songwriting,
inspired different uses of AI and reflexion [28]. Some of us have been part of such
a team, involving a composer the right from the beginning of the system design,
resulting in personalized AI models [16].

Machine Learning, Creativity, and Orchestration In the realm of orchestral mu-
sic, specific ML models were proposed for tasks related to arrangement [29,64],
instrumentation [17], orchestration [53,26,14,12], and generation of orchestral
music [39]. Beethoven X experiment was an AI-assisted composition of orches-
tral music that aimed to be a plausible Beethoven symphony [25], obtained by the
collaboration between the composer Walter Werzowa, musicologists, and compu-
tational methods including generative ML models. No code nor data are publicly
available, but their co-creative methodology is interesting, divided into contin-
uation (expanding melodic lines and themes, from the original melodic material
from Beethoven’s own sketches), harmonization (composition of accompaniments
parts for the melodic ideas, including, for example, homophony, counterpoint,
and fugue), transition (orchestral/polyphonic inpainting, to connect different
ideas), and orchestration (organizing across the available instruments and in-
strumental families of the orchestra).

1.2 Goal and Contents

We carried out this project to orchestrate two piano pieces by Gissel Velarde,
focusing on co-creativity, i.e. putting human beings and computer models in the
same loop to make music. In order to get an outcome of high quality scores,
ready to be distributed to the orchestra, in a limited time frame, we focused on
modeling the art of orchestration as a formal process, and on the possible ways
of interaction between a human orchestrator and computational algorithms. We
explicitly searched for a balance between having simple but high-level conceptual
data that can be handled by AI and patterns that can be explained so that the
musician can interact with them. Following Benward and Saker [7], we charac-
terize orchestration in the “classical style” as an overlay of different layers, which
have the roles of melodies or (harmonic/rhythmic) accompaniment, played by
the different instruments of the orchestra and their combinations.

Our workflow of orchestration is the following (Figure 1):

– The first step is an analysis: the goal is to extract from the piano score
a layer score, that is an abstract version of the piece analyzing musical
texture (Figure 2 and Section 2). Voices are represented together with their
role: melody, harmonic accompaniment, or rhythmic accompaniment. At this
stage we do not provide any information about the instrumentation.

– The second step is to build an orchestration plan: We assign each layer to
an instrument or a group of instruments, taking care of the balance between
the different timbres. We have developed a Markov model for this stage, that
uses probabilities of finding instruments together, of instrument sequences,
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Fig. 1: The workflow of the co-creative orchestration builds on a layer score and
on an orchestration plan.

and instrumental density, building from instrumentation presets as well as
from a segmentation of the score (Section 3).

– The last step is to write the actual instrumental parts, following the
orchestration plan and taking care of the peculiarities of range and dynamics
of each instrument (Section 4).

For this experiment, the first and third step were done by human orches-
trators, who are two of us: Mael Oudin (professional orchestrator, PO), and
Mathieu Giraud (amateur orchestrator, AO). They both are also researchers for
the project. The focus on human/AI co-creativity is thus here in the second step
but also in the very decision of modeling the layer score and the orchestration
plan to enable these three steps. We neither claim that this three-steps process
fully models the art of orchestration, nor that it represents an optimal process,
but rather that it is a plausible workflow to orchestrate a piece, which could
be followed by human orchestrators alone, but that has the advantage to allow
interaction between humans and AI.

The rest of the article details those three steps (Sections 2, 3, 4) and the
results of this orchestration model, analyzing the roles of the actors – MIR
researchers, orchestrators, and computational models. We conclude by discussing
the challenges encountered, our positioning in computational creativity research,
and perspectives (Section 5).

2 Modeling a Layer Score

2.1 Behind Orchestral Music: Analyses, Sketches

Any music, any score, may be seen as a rendering of high-level musical ideas, that
may be intermediate steps when composing or improvising music, or serve ana-
lytical purposes. Describing and modeling these ideas is a challenge for (digital)
musicology and music analysis.
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Fig. 2: First eight measures of the first movement of Symphony #9 by L. van
Beethoven, op. 125. (a) The orchestral score can be decomposed into three layers:
one with an harmonic role (red), one with a rhythmic role (blue), and a third one
with a front role, that is nevertheless difficult to categorize as a melody (yellow).
(b) The layer score contains one part for each of these three layers, ℓharmony,
ℓrhythm, and ℓfront. (c) In the piano reduction, the harmonic and rhythmic layer
are blended together and rendered with a pianistic texture, which is different
from the orchestral version. The left hand alternates between that harmonic-
rhythmic layer, and the front layer.

(a) Full Orchestral Score 13 tracks/instruments (7 in this extract)
Transcribed by ClassicMan on musescore.com
Textural labels from [38]. Front: Vl1, Vla, Cb; Rhythm: Vl2, Vc; Harmony: Cl, Hrn

(b) Layer Score 3 layers

(c) Piano reduction Arr. by Franz Liszt, ed. Breitkopf & Härtel

musescore.com
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Analytical concepts. As usual in music analysis, an orchestral score can be stud-
ied at different levels. Taking an orchestral score as a “neutral level” [51], the
analyst can examine orchestration techniques. Focusing on textural/instrumental
aspects, music can be split into a number of parts, or layers, with a predominantly
melodic, rhythmic, or harmonic role, or a mix of them [7]. In orchestral music
functional layers are highlighted by combinations of instrumental timbres [38].
At a higher level, orchestral effects arise from auditory grouping processes [44].

Composer/orchestrator sketches. Were these layers and effects present in the
composer’s – or the orchestrator’s – mind? Composers may have some sketches
(in their mind and/or onto paper) of these parts and then complete those sketches
into more elaborated music [59,66]. The study of Beethoven’s sketches have re-
vealed precise musical ideas such as patterns, themes, and sometimes orches-
tration sketches [32]. The options available to composers for orchestral music
encourage them to explore textural spaces [63], but it is unclear to what extent
they can model complex organization of layers in their mind.

Concurrent musical parts and layers can thus pre-exist the orchestral score,
which can be heard as an expansion of these initial materials. Some MIR studies
on orchestration already used this idea: Gotham et al. name as a short score
a set of raw materials before orchestration [25]. Somehow, in jazz/pop styles,
lead sheets with melodies and chords may also be seen as a condensed version
of a music piece – or could correspond to a sketch of the final song. MIR and
AI methods aiming at (co-)creating such music often generate such lead sheets
at first, then proceed with accompaniment generation [28], even if the split is
debatable and an end-to-end generation is sometimes preferred [3].

2.2 Defining and Modeling a Layer Score

Inspired by such hypothetical intermediary “sketch scores” and by analytical
considerations, we define here the layer score as a score with a variable number
of layers, each one with a given role, following the description of roles we gave
in [38] for classical-romantic orchestral music, but without any indication on the
instrument.

On the opening of the Beethoven’s 9th Symphony, we analyze three layers
with different roles, ℓfront, ℓrhythm, and ℓharmony (Figure 2b). Those layers are dis-
tributed on several instruments in the full orchestral score. Here, one part in the
layer score roughly corresponds to one layer in the orchestral score, but the ac-
tual music in the orchestral part could be more different from the content of the
layer score, possibly depending on the capabilities of the instruments chosen to
render a layer. For example, rhythmic motion could be rendered with a different
density of notes if reproduced through a timpani roll, or through tremolo strings
sul ponticello.

At the opposite, if we consider now a piano reduction of an orchestral score,
the same layers will be blended together into the two staves of the piano reduction
– a single pianist should be able to play it. In the layer ℓrhythm of the opening of
the Beethoven’s 9th Symphony, the lower strings repeat chords made of A and
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E, whereas the piano reduction by Liszt alternates between the same pitches
(Figure 2c). Again, the actual music in the piano reduction could be different,
in the rhythm organization for instance. In practice, the octaves often differ in
piano reduction, the pianist hands not having the same ambitus as the orchestra.
In some cases, the actual pitches may even differ between instrumentations, for
example including patterns or scales in some of them.

The layer score therefore generally has fewer staves than a full orchestral
score and more staves than a piano reduction, but could be (anachronistically)
viewed as the common ancestor between the two – or, more generally, an an-
cestor of any other instrumentation of the music. The layer score includes the
structural, melodic, harmonic content, and some of the textural content, but not
the actual music rendering. This concept of layer score allows thus to decouple
composition from instrumentation and orchestration (although this decoupling
may be artificial) and to devote our attention mainly to the latter ones.

Back to the question of composer sketches, a layer score is not intended to
reproduce an existing compositional practice. We do not claim either that writing
such layer scores would be a desirable practice. Writing music for the orchestra
(or for any other instrument) can be a non-linear process, with iterations between
high-level ideas and actual music content. For example, the constraints given
by the ambitus of each instrument influence the composition itself, forcing the
composer to rethink some of the choices they have already made, and even to
rewrite major sections of the composition.

Anyway, layer scores give new perspectives on topics related to orchestra-
tion. For example, piano reduction and orchestration from piano are symmetri-
cal tasks. Orchestration from piano usually requires “de-pianotizing” the piano
music, including voice separation [42] or texture analysis [13] – as piano reduc-
tion requires “de-orchestrating” the orchestral music. Modeling such a layer score
thus increases the possibilities for a human intervention.

2.3 Results on Angeles

We illustrate our methodology through the first two measures of El Jardin Etero,
the last movement of Angeles (Figure 3). In the layer score, we have separated
into two different staves the melodic ℓmel and rhythmic ℓrhy1 layers that emerge
from the piano score. We also decided to stress the two last notes in a separate
layer ℓrhy2 and to add another rhythmic layer ℓrhy3. Such decisions in the analyt-
ical process have their part of subjectivity and contribute to the co-creativity,
allowing to recreate new textures. The professional orchestrator states:

PO: My role was to make human musical choices during all stages of the
AI-assisted orchestration process. As an orchestrator, identifying the tex-
ture is my first job. Analyzing the piano score allows me to deconstruct
the music into different roles: the main melody, harmony, rhythm, res-
onance. . . I prepare the addition of new parts. The piano is limited by
its technique. As I orchestrate, I will add what is “absent but suggested”,
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Fig. 3: First two measures of movement 6 “El Jardin Etereo” from Angeles by
Gissel Velarde, op. 7. (a) Original Piano score, provided by the composer. Clearly,
the main melody is at the bass, and the right hand plays a rhythmic layer. (b)
Layer Score elaborated as an intermediate step of the orchestration process. A
melody in the low register ℓmel, and a rhythmic layer ℓrhy1 have been directly
identified by splitting the right and left hand of the piano score. Other layers
(ℓrhy2, ℓrhy3) have been added to stress the importance of some notes and to have
more possibilities of rhythms, departing from a typical pianistic texture. (c)
Layer instrumentation, assigning instruments to each one of these three layers.
The human orchestrator decided to have one rhythmic layer ℓrhy1+3, with added
notes in the downbeats. (d) Orchestration of the piece by Mael Oudin. The
instrumental parts have been written following the selected orchestration plan.
Scores and rendered audio for selected extracts of the piece are available at
http://www.algomus.fr/data.

(a) Piano score

(b) Layer score

(c) Layer instrumentation

LI =

 ℓimel = {Vc,Cb}
ℓirhy1+3 = {Horn1,Horn2,Trp1}
ℓirhy2 = {Fl1,Fl2,Cl1,Cl2}

(d) Full orchestral score

http://www.algomus.fr/data
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resonance, missing registers, textures to be recreated. The first stage in-
volved the creation of the “layer score” for this movement.

Creative choices, such as adding a layer, can already be made at this stage,
going beyond a pure analysis of the original score. For example, a music pattern
may have at the same time a melodic and an harmonic role. In that case, the
layer score should define a mixed melodic/harmonic layer (see Section 5).

3 Modeling, Generating, Selecting an Orchestration Plan

3.1 Orchestration Plans

Once a score is split into layers, we have to map them to the available in-
struments, and instrument groups, in the ensemble, in order to describe the
envisioned instrumentation for the piece. Given a set of layers such as L =
{ℓmel, ℓrhy1+3, ℓrhy2}, a layer instrumentation is a list LI of instruments in each
layer, each instrument occurring in at most one layer (see Figure 3c).

Each orchestration change, being it progressive, or a contrast, uses a new layer
instrumentation. We thus define an orchestration plan as a set of layer instrumen-
tations LI1, LI2, . . . , LIn, one for each orchestration segment s ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}
of the score. In the current model, it is the musician who segments the score
at relevant points where they want orchestration changes. The syntax of the
orchestration plan describes, for each segment, the layers using instruments in a
predefined order and details the layers and roles (Figure 4c).

3.2 Personalized Orchestration Plan with Markov Models

Once they have set the orchestration segmentation, the artist could themselves
write the layer instrumentation for every segment, and create an orchestration
plan. Here, instead, we decided to have a simple knowledge-based algorithm to
experiment with AI/human interaction. This model for semi-automated layer
instrumentation follows two goals. The layers should include instruments that
blend together, drawn from presets of possible instrumentations. Moreover, the
“loudness” of the instrumentation at each segment should be close to the musi-
cian’s desired outcome, for which they provide a loudness profile as input. These
concepts are detailed in the following paragraphs.

Loudness profile and acoustic weights. To underline the form, the musician in-
puts a loudness profile as a list of targeted loudness values (λ1, λ2, . . . , λn) for
the n segments. The effective loudness depends on the dynamics, but also on
the number and the qualities of each instrument4. A simple model is to consider
that each instrument i has an acoustic weight wi. We decided here to have higher
coefficients for brasses and instrument of lower range, using the following values:

4 We call “instrument” an instrument group. Groups may include several people (Vl1).
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(Fl:1, Ob:1, Cl:1, Fg:1.5, Hrn:1.5, Trp:2, Vln1:1, Vln2:1, Vla:1, Vc:1, Cb:1.5)

The loudness could be estimated as the sum of the weights of the instruments
involved. However, selecting only the instruments according to such values would
not realize a proper orchestration, as it would ignore blending qualities and
orchestrator preferences.

Possible instrumentations. For each layer ℓα ∈ L, the musician will thus define
a set of possible layer instrumentations pℓiα = {pℓiα1 , pℓiα2 , . . .}, each one being
a weighted list of instruments. For instance, a rhythmic layer ℓrhy1 could be
associated to two distinct instrumentations, either on woodwinds, or brasses:

pℓirhy1 =

{
pℓirhy1wood = (Fl : .3,Ob : .1,ClBb : .2,Fg : .15) L(pℓirhy1wood) = .825

pℓirhy1brass = (HrnF : .7,TrpBb : .2) L(pℓirhy1brass) = 1.45

Each component (i, pi) tells that the instrument i should have a probability
pi of being used in this pℓi: The actual instruments that will be used will be a
subset of that pℓi. Selecting a pℓi ensures that these instruments blend together
for this particular layer. The sum

∑
pi of the probabilities of a pℓi is the expected

number of instruments in that pℓi. We rather use the expected loudness of the
pℓi, that is L(pℓi) =

∑
wipi, weighting each probability by the acoustic weight

of each instrument.

Selecting the pℓi then the instrumentation for each segment. Given a layer ℓα ∈ L
and a segment s ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, the pℓiα,s is selected in pℓiα according to a
Markov model (Figure 5) that depends on the previous pℓiα,s−1. In order to
match the prescribed loudness λs, the model also tries to minimize δα = |λs −
L(pℓiα,s)| by applying a further e|δ

ατ | coefficient with τ = 2.0.
For a given segment s, once all pℓiα,s are selected for all layers ℓα, instruments

are assigned following the individual probabilities pi. At the end of this step, it
may happen that either a layer has no instrument assigned, or that an instrument
is assigned to more than one layer. Such cases are resolved by further random
assignations, based again on the pi in the pℓi.

The personalization of the AI “to the style of the orchestrator” and the possi-
bility to steer the AI are thus done both on the presets/pℓi selections and on the
loudness profile input. Moreover, the implemented method generated segments
with three levels of relative loudness for each segment (Figure 4b), enabling the
orchestrator to further select instrumentations at each segment, but still keeping
the coherency of the pℓi.

3.3 Results on Angeles

PO: To develop the model that generates orchestration plans, I collabo-
rated with the Algomus team to propose instrument combinations that I
enjoy using, and to fine-tune the model.
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Fig. 4: Creating the orchestration plan of Angeles, mvt 6. (a) The score is split by
the musician into 16 instrumentation segments, each with a target loudness. (b)
The model generates, for each segment, three layer instrumentations taking into
account the expected segment loudness and another relative loudness coefficient
(0.5, 1.0, 4.0) (c) In the selected orchestration plan, for the segment [p01] (first
two measures), there are four layers instrumentations ℓrhy1brass, ℓ

rhy2
wood, ℓ

rhy3
brass, and

ℓmel
mel2. The layers are mapped to the instruments appearing in the order declared

in InstList: For example, the "<2.2.|" bloc in the woodwinds refers to the layer
instrumentation ℓrhy2wood, with here flutes (Fl) and clarinets (ClBb).

(a) Loudness profiles

LOUDNESS = [ 0.20, 0.40, 0.20, 0.50, 0.30, 0.40, 0.20, 0.50,
0.30, 0.50, 0.30, 0.60, 0.40, 0.50, 0.60, 0.70 ]

(b) Generated orchestration plans, with several relative loudness

InstList: <Fl.Ob.ClBb.Fg|HrnF.TrpBb|Vln1.Vln2.Vla.Vc.Cb>
## Gen 104a (0.5) 104b (1.0) 104c (4.0)
[p01] <..2.|13|...m.> <2.2.|13|...m.> <2.2.|13|...mm> {0.20}
[p02] <....|..|123mm> <....|..|123mm> <...3|m3|123mm> {0.40}
[p03] <....|13|..2m.> <....|13|.22m.> <....|13|.22m.> {0.20}

(c) Final orchestration plan

InstList: <Fl.Ob.ClBb.Fg|HrnF.TrpBb|Vln1.Vln2.Vla.Vc.Cb>
[p01] <2.2.|13|...mm> 1:rhy1:brass 2:rhy2:wood 3:rhy3:brass m:mel:mel2 (0)
[p02] <....|..|123mm> 1:rhy1:string 2:rhy2:string 3:rhy3:string m:mel:mel2 (4)
[p03] <....|13|.22m.> 1:rhy1:brass 2:rhy2:string 3:rhy3:brass m:mel:mel1 (0)

According to our orchestrator, there are several goals that a good orches-
tration should pursue: respecting and enhancing the piano composition, a good
balance between layers (especially, the melody should not be muzzled by accom-
paniment), variation (contrasting moments in the piece should carry different or-
chestrations), and efficient dynamics (through loudness values and coefficients).

Respecting the piano composition means that the score brings constraints
in register and dynamics that need to be reflected in the orchestration plan.
For example, movement 6 was a Vivace, with the melody on the bass and an
accompaniment more rhythmic than harmonic. The orchestration then had to
address the character of the piece and abide by the register of each layer.

PO: The bass melody could only be performed by three instruments in the
orchestra: the cellos, the contrabasses, and the bassoons. But not every
choice would give a satisfying balance to the other layers played by the rest
of the orchestra. The bassoons or contrabasses alone, for instance, would
not be prominent enough so cellos were necessary here. Any generated
orchestration plan that would not nominate cellos for that layer would be
in practice almost unusable.
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Fig. 5: Extract of the transition table of the Markov model modeling the evolu-
tion of pℓimel = {pℓimel

H1 , pℓi
mel
H2 , pℓi

mel
B , . . .} for movement 6. The transition table

was created through iterations between the MIR researchers and the orchestra-
tor. These coefficients are further adjusted by a loudness factor, then normalized.

pℓimel,s−1
H1 −→ pℓimel,s

H1 : .8 pℓimel,s−1
H2 −→ pℓimel,s

H1 : .6 pℓimel,s−1
B −→ pℓimel,s

H1 : .3

−→ pℓimel,s
H2 : .6 −→ pℓimel,s

H2 : .8 −→ pℓimel,s
H2 : .3

−→ pℓimel,s
B : .1 −→ pℓimel,s

B : .1 −→ pℓimel,s
B : .8

Balance in an orchestration is also reached through the separation of the
orchestra into different groups (namely, the strings, the woodwinds, the brass,
and the percussion). Harmonic blending is best achieved when all the notes of
a chord are performed by instruments in the same group. This was a constraint
to our model if we wanted to avoid too much disparity in the instrument com-
binations proposed in the orchestration plans. Movement 6 had a continuous
3-voice rhythmic layer and we wanted these three voices to be performed by in-
struments from the same group. This wasn’t always the case in the orchestration
plans generated so this was also a criteria in the selection of the best outputs.

The ensemble of these parameters creates many constraints on orchestration
possibilities, so one of the first human tasks when analysing the output generated
by the model is to remove what seems impossible, for reasons as varied as reg-
ister limitations, number of voices to be played, and poor blending or contrast.
Perspectives include (semi-)automatizing some of these tasks. At the same time,
the challenge was to foresee the potential of each generated combination when
formalized into a musical score at the next stage of the process. Some combina-
tions, such as opening the rhythmic layer with brass only, were unexpected by
the orchestrators but rather “proposed” by the model (Figure 4c).

PO: I worked on the outer sections of “El Jardin Eterno” using several
dozens of orchestration plans generated by the model. It was my responsi-
bility to sort through them and select the most convincing ones according
to my taste (while also being open to surprises).

4 Writing and Performing the Orchestral Score

Once the orchestration plan is decided, the orchestrator has a large space of pos-
sibilities related to the range, dynamics, and playing techniques of each instru-
ment that can still be creatively explored. The orchestration plan only suggests
the instruments to be used in every portion of the piece, but many decisions still
need to be taken to get a playable score, in particular to have idiomatic patterns
for each instrument of the orchestra.

In the final orchestral score, on the same first two measures (Figure 3d), the
choice has been made to fill the rest of the first beat of the rhythmic texture
to provide a more efficient and easier line to the brass instruments at this fast
tempo. The rhythmic layer is then rendered differently from the original pianistic



Co-creative orchestration 13

texture, but it preserves the intention. Likewise, the choice of writing pizzicati
for the contrabass part, to lighten the orchestral texture and express the mezzo-
piano dynamic, was taken at that stage of the process.

Our orchestrator shared some reflections on the artistic side of this final step:

PO: The distribution of instruments is suggested by the model, but there
is still considerable freedom in the choice of notes and registers. It is also
up to me to choose and indicate nuances, phrasing, playing modes and
expressive indications. Some of the model’s choices wouldn’t have been
what I would have done, like starting directly with the trumpets at the
beginning of movement 6. But it’s stimulating!

Movement 2 “Inexorable” and the outer sections of movement 6 “El Jardin
Eterno” have been orchestrated with this procedure whereas the middle section
of movement 6 has been orchestrated with a “traditional” method. The other
movements have been commissioned to orchestrators outside of our team. The
whole suite has been performed by the Orquesta Kronos conducted by Andrés
Guzmán-Valdez at Nuna Theatre in La Paz, Bolivia, on 19th July 2023.

The experience of working with different methods showed that the AI-assisted
method starts to offer a gain in productivity once the orchestration plan is
reliable. It is also a tool for creative thinking:

AO: Like any creative work, an orchestrator may face the anxiety of
the blank page. Especially as an amateur orchestrator, I enjoyed having
such suggestions. Even when they were inappropriate, they stimulated
creativity through reinforcement, contrast, or opposition.

5 Discussion and Perspectives

In [16] the use of low-tech AI is advocated, to ease the communication between
the composer and the researchers, and to obtain tailor-made models with scarce
data. We adopted a similar approach here, to focus on modeling the process
of orchestration by identifying possible steps, and adapting it to the co-creation
environment. The computational model used to generate orchestration plans has
been conceived and designed with a continuous back and forth between the artist
and the research team. It is meant to be the simplest possible, so that it can be
more easily modified to experiment with different inputs and controls. Concepts
like loudness profiles and coefficients have been added to the model to respond
to the ideas and the necessities of the orchestrator.

We believe that we have succeeded in individuating three well-separated
stages of orchestration (Fig. 1), which could be performed by three different
(human or algorithmic) actors. Each step included a self-refining feedback loop.
For example, the human task at the final stage of the process (3. writing or-
chestral score) can be described in two phases, the second of which is usual
for "traditional orchestration": (3.1) interpret and adapt the orchestration plan,
(3.2) write notes for the instruments. In the first stage, the orchestrator will read
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the output made by the machine and mentally link it to the score to find the best
strategy to transform these outputs into music notes (this phase is fundamental
to selecting the best outputs from the machine). The second phase consists of
writing the notes idiomatically for the instruments, but also the dynamics and
the phrasing and expressive instructions.

The current model has limitations. The process is not always linear: it was
sometimes in phase (3.2) that choices made in phase (3.1) retrospectively ap-
peared to be pitfalls, and the entire process had to be made again (when, for
example, a particular arrangement was not compatible with the plan selected for
the subsequent section). Other points could also be improved, as for example the
formation of mixed layers. More generally, a challenge is to better model large-
scale orchestral thinking. Orchestral contrast is typically achieved when the same
instrument (or combination of instruments) is not used in the same way in two
successive contrasting parts. This may lead orchestrators to “reserve” an instru-
ment on purpose for a specific moment in the piece. Somehow, the pℓi presets
combined to the acoustic weights and the targeted loudness profiles help such a
large-scale homogeneity and steerability, but these models could be refined.

Looking back to the categories proposed by Kantosalo and Jordanous [35],
we have experimented with a process rooted in the interaction between the
computational models and the artist, in which the role of the model is in between
AI as a colleague and AI as a tool. Dividing the orchestration process into steps
has facilitated the introduction of computational models. In this way, the role
of the AI is to act on a well defined and specific task, making the model an
essential tool in the overall process. The algorithm is acting on the product of
human actions (the layer score), and is enabling further human processing with
its output (writing the final orchestral score). At the same time, the model is
able to “suggest” unforeseen ideas to the humans, acting more as a co-creative
colleague, who can inspire and enhance the inspiration of the human artist.

Any co-creative project confronts us with questions related to the authentic-
ity and the ownership of the such art [46]. When dealing with AI-generated art,
ethical, legal, and moral concerns emerge, questioning the status of the product
itself as having artistic qualities [45]. In this research and creation project, the
development of the algorithm and the artistic creation of the orchestrated score
were intertwined processes. For this reason, the score have been signed with Or-
chestrated by Mael Oudin and the Algomus team, recognizing authorship to all
members of the project, musicians and computer scientists.

In summary, we proposed a framework for AI assisted orchestration, in which
the orchestrators craft their art in collaboration with AI algorithms. We divided
the process into three steps, modeling layer scores and orchestration plans as
intermediate objects. The code for generating orchestration plans is available
under an open-source licence at algomus.fr/code. Through this preliminary
project, this approach has proven to be effective in formalizing the art of or-
chestration, enabling the involvement of both machine and human actors, each
contributing at different moments. The possibilities for the employment of AI
in the process are not limited to the ones selected for the scope of this project.

algomus.fr/code
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Perspectives include modeling other tasks in the process with Deep Learning
AI, both for texture analysis tasks related to the creation of the layer score, and
for constrained notes generation, in the creation of the final score. Co-creative
interactions would be allowed through model parameters, and through creative
modifications of the outputs at several stages: when writing the layer score, the
orchestration plan, and the final rendering of the notes. All these steps can be
accomplished partly by the machine and partly by the human being, with a
fruitful continuous exchange of information.
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