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ABSTRACT 

In many rural school music programs in Texas, band directors are often 

responsible for teaching both middle school and high school bands.  For the purposes 

of this study, rural school programs in the state of Texas were defined as schools with 

a student population between 55 and 224 and city populations of less than 2,500.  

While it is possible that there is extant research focused on band directors that teach 

multiple age levels, no current research has been found that focuses on the comparison 

of rural band director verbalizations.  The purpose of this study was to compare the 

verbalizations of rural band directors who teach music to both middle school and high 

school students.   

A modified version of the studies of Cavitt (2003), Duke & Henninger (1998), 

and Siebenaler (1997) was used for the observations and design of this study.  

Participants (N = 5) were selected who teach both middle school and high school band 

in rural school settings, received consistent first and second division ratings at 

adjudicated events and recommended by their peers for exceptional teaching 

behaviors.  Each band director was video recorded teaching rehearsals on three 

consecutive calendar days to middle school and high school ensembles, which 

facilitated rehearsal continuity.   

Band directors' verbalizations considered for the current study included the 

following:  Directives, Feedback, Vocal Modeling, Teacher Questioning, Music 

Concept Explanation and Off-Task Talking.  SCRIBE (Duke & Stammen, 2011), a 

software program used to analyze teacher and learner behaviors, was used to 

systematically gather data on the teaching and learning observed.  Data analysis 
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included comparison of teacher verbalizations with regard to level of the ensemble as 

well as comparisons between band directors.   

Investigation of the verbalizations revealed band directors provided Directives 

with the highest frequency to both middle school and high school ensembles.  Director 

Feedback was provided with the second highest frequency.  Specifically, Positive 

Feedback was provided to the middle school bands at a higher frequency than to the 

high school bands.  Finally, it is evident that a longer duration of General Feedback 

was provided to students compared to Specific Feedback when considering all five 

band directors.  Discussion points included implications for future research regarding 

teach preparation and continuing education for current practitioners.   
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction and Justification 

Verbal communication has been a widely studied component of music teacher 

behavior (Blocher, Greenwood & Shellahamer, 1997; Cavitt, 2003; Dickey, 1991; 

Duke & Henninger, 1998; Goolsby, 1996).  Music teachers frequently identify and 

correct student errors quickly to best utilize finite rehearsal time.  Though gestural 

communication may be preferable, verbal communication is used for correction more 

frequently than nonverbal communication (Dickey, 1991).  Moreover, teacher 

verbalizations directly impact student achievement in the classroom.  Providing music 

teachers with information about teacher verbal behaviors may enable educators to 

deliver instruction and feedback effectively to their students, which could contribute to 

higher levels of music achievement.  Therefore, extant research has attempted to 

identify different teacher behaviors that result in high levels of student achievement 

(Blocher et al., 1997; Davis, 1998; Dickey, 1991; Duffy et al., 1986).     

In previous studies; verbal communication has been identified and classified 

based on word choice, recipient, and purpose (Cavitt, 2003; Duke & Henninger, 2002; 

Goolsby, 1997).  Teacher verbalizations have been categorized in a variety of ways to 

include the following:  Verbal directions, explanations, imagery, criticizing, praising, 

approving, disapproving, responding, evaluating, questions, academic information, 

reinforcement, social tasks, directive, information, positive feedback, negative 

feedback, proactive feedback, reactive feedback, and off-task talking (Cavitt, 2003; 

Davis, 1998; Dickey, 1991; Duke & Henninger, 2002; Duke & Madsen, 1991; 
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Napoles, 2006).  Differentiating verbalization types provides valuable data on 

frequency and duration of specific verbal instruction and feedback.  For example, 

verbal feedback of expert teachers differs from those of non-experts.  Experts give 

feedback frequently and rapidly, allowing for students to respond and receive feedback 

about their performance (Goolsby 1996; Goolsby; 1997; Goolsby, 1999).  For 

clarification, teacher feedback is "teacher responses, both positive and negative, that 

are given in reaction to specific student performance" (Broomhead, 2006, p. 15).  

Expert teachers also "give negative feedback at rates that are equal to or greater than 

corresponding rates of positive feedback" (Duke & Henninger, 2002, p. 76).  Goolsby 

(1997) compared verbalizations from expert, novice and student teachers.  Upon 

examination, novice teachers were found to provide the highest mean frequency of 

positive feedback, however, the feedback was often non-specific.  Expert directors 

provided the highest frequency of specific feedback.  Additionally, Goolsby found that 

expert teacher emphasized expressive performance variables more frequently while the 

novice and student teachers focused more time addressing rhythms and notes.   

Music teacher verbalizations have been observed and documented in middle 

school and high school instrumental programs (Blocher et al., 1997; Cavitt, 2003; 

Dickey, 1991).  However, these studies treated middle school and high school settings 

as separate subgroups.  In many rural music program settings, due to their school sizes 

and geographical locations, band directors are responsible for teaching both middle 

school and high school bands.  While it is possible that there is extant research focused 

on band directors that teach both middle school and high school bands, with regards to 

teacher verbalization comparisons, no current research has been found. Additionally, 
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previous studies may have used rural school programs, however the size of the 

school(s) studied is not often stated as part of the methodology.   

A comparative study of rural band director verbalization is needed to determine 

what, if any, teacher verbalizations differ when directors provide instruction to middle 

school (e.g., grades six through eight) and high school (e.g., grades nine through 

twelve) ensembles.  Understanding the verbal choices directors use when teaching 

ensembles on both the middle school and high school levels could inform current and 

future educators of instructional strategies that are deemed to be appropriate and 

successful with ensembles comprised of students representing different age groups.  

For example, differences may exist when a band director provides negative feedback 

to a high school band compared to when the same directors provides negative 

feedback to a middle school band.  Observing the same director teaching ensembles 

comprised of students representing different age groups may have important 

implications for feedback based on the experience level or age of the ensemble.  

 Additionally, it is plausible that band directors use specific positive feedback 

with greater frequency while rehearsing a middle school band than while rehearsing a 

high school band, possibly assuming younger students require a greater frequency of 

positive feedback in order to accomplish instructional goals.  Whereas, the same 

directors, when teaching a high school band, may provide a greater frequency of 

negative feedback since one might assume that high school students are at a different 

stage of development, which may impact the way in which they respond to such 

feedback.   
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The primary purpose of the current investigation is to determine whether the 

verbalizations of rural band directors change when they are teaching ensembles on the 

middle school and high school levels.  Investigations conducted on this topic should 

provide clarity regarding specific verbalizations used in middle school and high school 

rural band settings.  Additionally, data collected from this study would add to the 

extant body of research concerning music teacher verbalizations.  Finally, research 

analyzing the teaching of rural band directors, a demographic that is currently 

underrepresented in the research literature, would be added to the literature.  This may 

encourage further research to be conducted in the rural music classroom.   

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to compare verbalizations provided by rural 

band directors while rehearsing both middle school and high school bands.  Though 

previous studies have been conducted that examine band director verbalizations used 

in rehearsal settings, this study focused on the verbalizations of rural band directors 

that provided instruction and feedback to students of different age groups and levels of 

performance experience (i.e., middle school and high school bands).  Therefore, this 

study investigated whether the verbalizations of rural band directors change when they 

are teaching ensembles on the middle school and high school levels.   

Research questions this study addressed were: 

1.  What teacher verbalizations are being utilized during classroom instruction? 

2.  What is the frequency of each of these specific teacher verbalizations? 

3.  What are the similarities and differences of teacher verbalizations between 

 middle school and high school ensembles? 
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4.  What are the similarities and differences of verbalizations between band 

 directors? 

Limitations 

This study analyzed the content of rural band directors' verbalizations while 

rehearsing ensembles comprised of students representing different age groups and 

experience levels.  Schools were selected that offered heterogeneous (i.e., mixed 

instrumentation) middle school and high school band experiences for their students.  

Additionally, for the rural band programs that had multiple middle school and high 

school bands on their campuses, only the varsity ensembles from the middle school 

and high school campuses were observed.  Similarly, if there was a school that 

employed multiple band directors on the middle school and high school campuses, 

only one director that taught both middle school and high school bands was recorded 

and analyzed. 

Lastly, the researcher chose to observe and record the portions of ensemble 

rehearsals that contained the most subject-related student and teacher behaviors.  

Therefore, only minutes 15 to 35 of each band rehearsal were observed, transcribed, 

coded and analyzed (Blocher et al, 1997).  It was the researcher's intention that by 

limiting the observation to this 20-minute duration, pre-class procedures (e.g., warm-

up, announcements) would not be formally observed.  Furthermore, end of class 

procedures (e.g., instrument disassembly, announcements) would also be eliminated.  

Therefore, the 20 minutes observed from each class would represent the primary time 

allotted to an ensemble rehearsal.   
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Extant research has referenced band director verbalizations in the classroom 

setting (Blocher et. al, 1997; Cavitt, 2003; Dib & Sturmey, 2007; Grimland, 2005; 

Rutkowski & Snell-Miller, 2003).  Limited research, however, has been found which 

addresses rural band directors that teach multiple age levels.  The purpose of the 

current study was to analyze verbalizations from band directors that teach both middle 

school and high school bands in a rural school setting.  Verbalizations from five 

directors were coded and analyzed.  Data were used to compare verbalizations used by 

band directors when instructing middle school and high school level bands.  

Additionally, verbalizations were compared across the five participants in this study.  

For the purposes of this study, rural schools had a student population between 55.5 and 

224 according to small school classifications 1A and 2A schools 

(https://www.uiltexas.org).  Additionally, public records indicated that the city 

populations of the participating schools ranged from 412 to 1,317. 

The following review of related literature serves as context to understand the 

current study as well as highlight the necessity for continued research in a rural music 

setting.  The review of literature considered research concerning the following topics:  

Music teacher verbalizations, teaching students of varying ability levels and teaching 

in a rural setting. 

Music Teacher Verbalizations-Feedback 

One part of verbal instruction that can be considered an important tool for 

student learning is teacher feedback (Cranmore & Wilhelm, 2017).  Moreover, 
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"teacher feedback has been studied extensively as part of instructional interactions" 

(Siebenaler, 1997, pp. 6-7).  Feedback typically occurs after a student behavior or 

performance and, thereby, allows music educators to immediately identify either 

correct or incorrect demonstrations of skill, technique, behavior or knowledge. 

Numerous studies have researched teacher feedback within the music 

classroom (e.g., Cavitt, 2003; Dib & Sturmey, 2007; Duke & Henninger, 2002; Dunn, 

1997).  Cavitt (2003) investigated band directors' use of error correction within 

rehearsal frames, which are portions of a rehearsal dedicated to accomplishing specific 

goals through a series of teacher and student behaviors (Duke, 1994).  Giving 

consideration to the eight categories observed by Cavitt, the categories of positive and 

negative feedback yielded interesting data.  Across all rehearsal frames, results showed 

band directors used twice as much negative feedback (1.22 comments per minute) than 

positive feedback (.59 comments per minute) during error correction (p. 223).  Results 

further indicated the following:  "In some of the most effective examples of error 

correction...high rates of specific positive and negative feedback were given" (p. 228).  

Framework for the current study was largely based on the research conducted by 

Cavitt.  Positive and negative feedback are among the verbalizations which were to be 

analyzed.  Therefore, it is possible that the results garnered from this investigation 

might yield similar results. 

While Cavitt (2003) used quantitative methods to analyze band director 

feedback, Cranmore and Wilhelm (2017) recently conducted a qualitative study with a 

similar focus.  This study, in part, compared music teacher feedback as a part of 

student assessment.  Participants were secondary band, choir and orchestra directors in 
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a Texas high school.  Coded teacher feedback categories were created by the musical 

concepts that the teacher chose to address (e.g., tuning/pitch, dynamics and rhythm, or 

compliments and "positive assessments" of musical trials). Furthermore, data were 

collected which considered teacher feedback.  This feedback was described as 

"[teacher] provided techniques for the students to improve their work at home" (p. 14).   

This terminology differs from the Cavitt study which would have labeled this type of 

feedback as directives. 

Cranmore and Wilhelm (2017) observed that music teachers offered feedback 

following a performance assessment.  This feedback was given either verbally, 

written, or in a combination of both verbal and written.  While both choir and 

orchestra assessments were observed in this study, band assessments were not 

observed.  However, a subsequent interview provided insight to the band director's 

teaching practices.   

Feedback was both verbal and in written formats so students could   

 redo any pass off.  In general, the pass off grades were recorded in   

 the teacher grade books, but could be re-done for higher grades.   

 Both Goolsby (1999) and Hale and Green (2009) noted that this   

 type of diagnostic type of assessment offers specific feedback to   

 students, and can greatly improve individual performance    

 (p. 18). 

 

The current study analyzed feedback provided by band directors, in addition to 

other teacher verbalizations.  While General Feedback was provided with greater 

frequency to middle school and high school band students, high school students 

received Specific Feedback with greater frequency than did middle school band 

students. 
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Goolsby conducted two studies (1997, 1999) that, in part, analyzed band 

director feedback.  Goolsby (1997) investigated the verbal instruction used by expert, 

novice, and student teachers in a band setting.  This study had two purposes:  1.  

Analysis of the type and frequency of verbal instruction by expert, novice and student 

teachers; and 2. To determine if observation of expert teachers would have an effect on 

the presence of complete sequential patterns of instruction (the teacher presentation of 

a task, the student response to the task and teacher specific related feedback) in 

teaching episodes delivered by student teachers (p. 28).   

Band directors in this study (n = 30) were divided into expert, novice, and 

student teachers in both middle school and high school instrumental music programs.  

Two rehearsals were used for each director, and data were gathered and analyzed to 

see how much time the teacher stopped and verbally addressed any of 15 performance 

variables (e.g., posture, rhythm/tempo, tone quality), 10 rehearsal variables (e.g., 

teacher explanations, focused questions, unspecific positive feedback), and complete 

sequential patterns of instruction.   

Results indicated that the expert band directors used more specific positive 

feedback than either novice or student teachers.  The novice directors used the highest 

mean frequency of positive feedback.  However, the positive feedback used by the 

novice directors was mostly "unspecific."  Similar to the methodology of the 1997 

study, Goolsby (1999) compared teaching behaviors of 10 expert and 10 novice band 

directors.  The Goolsby (1999) methodology differs from the present investigation 

because Goolsby's participants included student teachers, and all band directors 

prepared the same piece of music.   
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Additionally, it was gleaned from the data that expert band directors used 

specific feedback significantly more often than did novice band directors.  This 

corroborates the results of the earlier Goolsby study (1997).  Unlike this 

aforementioned study of 1997, Goolsby (1999) showed expert directors had a greater 

frequency of positive feedback, whereas, novice band directors had a greater 

frequency of specific negative feedback.  This was not a variable in the earlier 

investigation (Goolsby, 1997). 

Band director verbalizations considered for the researcher's current study were, 

in part, extrapolated from Goolsby's 1997 and 1999 studies because of the specificity 

of band director verbalization.  Goolsby did not only consider feedback as positive and 

negative, but identified whether the positive and negative feedback statements were 

specific or non-specific.  This verbal distinction provides additional data worthy of 

consideration, therefore, was influential when considering band director verbalizations 

in the current study.   

Duke and Henninger (1998) conducted a study to determine whether teacher 

corrective feedback affected students' attitudes about a music lesson and the time 

required to learn a piece of music.  Participants were 25 undergraduate students and 25 

fifth- and sixth-grade elementary students.  Each participant was taught by the same 

experienced instructor.  Participants were to learn a musical accompaniment line to the 

theme from Sesame Street on the soprano recorder.  Participants in each age-group 

were randomly assigned to one of two different experimental conditions:  Directive 

Condition and Negative Feedback Condition.  In the Directive Condition, the 

instructor made corrections in response to students' performance trials by stating 
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specific commands regarding how the students should play the piece in a subsequent 

trial.  The instructor avoided giving negative feedback while in the Directive 

Condition.  In the Negative Feedback Condition, the teacher verbally identified errors 

in student performance trials and instructed the student to play the section again.  

Participants in both experimental conditions also received contingent positive 

feedback from the instructor.  After each lesson, the students completed a 

questionnaire evaluating their experiences in the lesson, experiences with learning the 

piece, and interactions with the instructor.  Data were also gathered by analyzing the 

videotapes of the lessons.  

Students in both experimental groups viewed the activity as positive because 

they learned the piece of music and received contingent positive feedback, regardless 

of the verbal correction they received.  Interestingly, the researchers offer caution with 

regards to the data.   

The results of this investigation must be considered carefully and in light of the 

 fact that the rates of positive feedback from the teacher were high in both 

 experimental conditions...In fact, even in the Negative Feedback Condition, 

 there were more positive feedback statements than negative feedback 

 statements (p. 491). 

 

Nonetheless, these results may indicate contingent negative feedback does not 

affect the students' perception of the lesson, especially if contingent positive feedback 

is also provided.  Furthermore, students' accomplishment of music goals had an impact 

on their perceptions of the teaching and learning experience.  Though the study of 

Duke and Henninger (1998) employed a different methodology than did the current 

study, both investigations involved teachers who used a variety of feedback statements 

to lead their students to the accomplishment of music goals.    
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Classification of teacher feedback varies depending on the required analysis of 

each study.  The previously cited studies analyzed feedback according to the following 

categories:  Positive feedback, negative feedback, general or specific feedback.  In 

addition to these categories, Duke and Madsen (1991) classified teacher verbalizations 

with the use of the following terms: Specific approval, specific disapproval, 

nonspecific approval, nonspecific disapproval, and nonspecific approval mistake.  

Though Duke and Madsen's study was not specific to band director verbalizations, 

considering music teacher verbalizations in multiple settings provided additional 

insight when analyzing the band director verbalizations in the current study.   

Duke and Madsen (1991) observed undergraduate students teaching guitar 

lessons to their peers in an attempt to determine which instructional techniques led to a 

"proactive" learning environment.  Proactive was defined as "the learning sequence is 

arranged specifically to bring about opportunities for student success" (p. 4).  The 

researchers conducted a two-phase experiment.  Phase One consisted of 84 non-music 

majors who were enrolled in class guitar.  These students taught a guitar lesson to a 

friend who didn't play the guitar.  

Condition One required students to teach a tune to a friend on the guitar by rote 

while creating a pleasant learning experience.  Condition Two gave students the same 

instruction as the participants in Condition one but they were also given a detailed, 12-

step task hierarchy to teach the tune.  Phase Two consisted of music education and 

music therapy graduate students (n = 42) analyzing the recorded Phase One.  

Parameters for the analysis were set forth in the Instruction Sequence Observation 

Form:  Instruction, response, feedback, time, task and direction.   
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There were no significant differences observed in the percentages of 

 specific or nonspecific Approval and Disapproval feedback between 

 instructional conditions.  Across both conditions, approximately 60% of the 

 teacher feedback comprised nonspecific verbal approval (e.g., "good," 

 "better," "yeah!"), whereas specific verbal approval (that which described 

 some aspect of the appropriate student behavior) occurred in only 7% of the 

 teacher feedback intervals.  Specific disapprovals were present in 14% of the 

 teacher feedback intervals, and nonspecific disapprovals comprised less than 

 4% of the total teacher feedback (p.8). 

 

Students that participated in Condition Two (a prescribed 12-step teaching 

hierarchy) had a greater percentage of correct student performance trials, however, 

they found the lesson more frustrating.  Likewise, the student instructors in Condition 

Two demonstrated fewer teacher mistakes.  This study was not intended to compare 

hierarchal teaching versus non-hierarchical teaching.  Nonetheless, according to the 

researchers, teacher feedback may be best observed when a proactive learning 

structure is put in place.   

The current study does not consider the band director verbalizations as part of a 

complete teaching sequence (i.e., instruction, response, feedback, time, task and 

direction) as referenced by Duke and Madsen (1991).  However, Duke and Madsen 

found interesting results regarding teacher verbalizations.  Nonspecific approvals and 

disapprovals were delivered disproportionately to specific approvals and disapprovals.  

Though the education setting used by Duke and Madsen was different from the current 

research, it is possible that band director participants also used a disproportionate 

frequency of specific and nonspecific language when providing feedback and 

directives.   

Dunn (1997) conducted a study that attempted to observe performance 

improvement of multiple teaching behaviors including teacher feedback in choir 
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rehearsals.  Dunn observed two high school choral classrooms that received one of two 

treatment conditions:  Teacher feedback or no-teacher feedback during six music 

sessions.  The high school choirs received a pretest assuring both choirs performed at 

the same level.  Both classrooms taught music using the same sequence in order to 

create matched instruction.  For example, during music sessions one and two, students 

were taught pitch and rhythm.  The instructor that provided feedback to the class did 

so in a prescribed manner.  In other words, the instructor was only able to provide 

feedback that was pre-categorized by type and assigned specific numbers.  "The 

instructor's approval and disapprovals were constantly monitored and displayed on 

cards that were observable by the instructor, but not the subjects" (p. 552). 

Contrary to the findings of an earlier investigation that found student 

participants that received feedback were more off-task than participants in the no-

feedback class (Madsen & Alley, 1979).  Results in Dunn's study indicated that the 

choir that received teacher feedback had a higher posttest performance score.  

Likewise, students that received feedback also had a more positive attitude toward the 

music, rehearsals and the conductor (p. 564).  Given the controlled nature of this 

study, the findings may contrast with what one might experience when observing the 

effects of teacher feedback in a more natural classroom setting.   

Multiple studies have analyzed teacher feedback by considering how the 

feedback was perceived by observers (Duke & Blackman, 1991; Duke & Henninger, 

2002; MacLeod & Napoles, 2012; Schmidt, 1995; Taylor, 1997; Whitaker, 2011).  

Duke & Blackman (1991) compared music and non-music majors' ratings of teacher 

behaviors including corrective academic feedback and corrective social feedback.  



Texas Tech University, Shawna Laity, August 2019 

 

15 

 

Students were asked to observe a 12-minute segment of a fifth-grade music class.  

After the participants watched the video, they were asked to rate the teacher's 

performance using a 6-point scale.  Of the many findings from this study, the 

researchers found that the data concerning teacher feedback may have been effected by 

the training received by both musicians and non-musicians. 

The subjects [music majors] may have ascribed greater importance to 

 teacher feedback than did their non-music major peers.  Although the 

 music majors may have recorded relatively the same number of teacher  

 approvals and disapprovals as did those who had not had training in contingent 

 feedback techniques, the music majors also have considered the frequency of 

 teacher feedback to be lower than they thought appropriate  for the teaching 

 setting observed (p.296). 

 

While Duke and Blackman (1991) involved university students, both musicians 

and non-musicians as participants, the following studies focused on involving 

preservice teachers as participants observing teacher feedback (Duke & Henninger, 

2002; MacLeod & Napoles, 2016).  Duke and Henninger (2002) conducted a study to 

determine whether observers' perceptions of private lessons are affected by different 

forms of verbal correction.  Data indicated that negative teacher feedback did not 

necessarily affect observer evaluations of the teacher.  Observers rated both lessons 

positively and recognized few differences in the lessons despite different ratios of 

positive and negative feedback. 

This study adds credibility to the findings of Duke & Blackman (1991) which 

found the participants' (preservice teachers) evaluations of teaching quality was not 

affected by the rate of teacher positive feedback.  However, the recent study of 

MacLeod and Napoles (2016) yielded results contrary to the aforementioned studies of 

Duke and Blackman (1991) and Duke and Henninger (2002).  Moreover, MacLeod 
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and Napoles' study attempted to control the ratios of positive to negative feedback 

whereas Duke and Henninger (2002) had "vastly different rations of positive and 

negative feedback" (p. 83). 

The purpose of the study by MacLeod and Napoles (2016) was to analyze 

preservice teachers' perceptions of music teacher effectiveness when observing lessons 

with both a four-to-one ratio of positive teacher feedback (using four approvals and 

one disapproval) and a four-to-one ratio of negative teacher feedback (using four 

disapprovals and one disapproval).  Eight music teachers were recorded teaching 

private lessons using one of the two previously mentioned teacher feedback 

conditions.  Half of the teachers were male and half were female.  

Results indicated that female music teachers that taught under the positive 

feedback condition were rated higher by the observers than were male teachers who 

also taught under the same positive feedback condition.  Likewise, females who taught 

under  the negative feedback condition were rated higher than were the males that 

taught under the same condition. 

Ratings showed that the negative male teachers were perceived as more 

 negative (M = 3.53, SD = 1.52) than the negative female teachers (M = 

 5.13, SD = 1.87).  It is likely that this discrepancy contributed to the 

 significant main effect of gender (p. 98).     

 Despite the consideration of gender, data indicated that teachers who were 

perceived as more positive were rated higher than were the teachers who were 

perceived as delivering more negative feedback.  MacLeod and Napoles noted that it 

was worth considering the age of the student when considering the observers' ratings 

of the teachers.  Cavitt (2003) included both junior high and senior high school age 

students when constructing study conditions.  MacLeod and Napoles instructed 
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observers to watch a student being instructed as if they were a beginner on that 

instrument.  It is possible that the observers believed the contingent negative feedback 

was too harsh for a "beginner".  This led the researchers to the consideration that "it is 

possible that effective rates of approval to disapproval change according to age and 

context" (p.99).  This precise consideration is a question that this study seeks to 

answer by observing the same director teaching students of different experience levels.  

Extant research considering teacher communication within the classroom and 

the effect it has on students has frequently been observed (Cavitt, 2003; Duke & 

Henninger, 2002; Dunn, 1997; Goolsby, 1999; Whitaker, 2011).  Furthermore, the 

research that has focused on the observation and evaluation of teacher effectiveness 

has included additional populations other than preservice and inservice teachers.  

Schmidt (1995), Taylor (1997) and Whitaker, (2011) conducted studies that analyzed 

verbal behaviors of music teachers with participant observers that were middle school 

and high school students.    

Taylor (1997) investigated the verbal praise of music educators (N = 4) as 

interpreted by seventh- and eighth-grade choral students (N = 80).  The student 

participant observers were asked to label teacher verbal praise by the intent of the 

praise, i.e., response to a student performance or behavior, or the teacher wanted to 

encourage students.  As the students were observing verbal praise from multiple 

directors, students had familiarity with at least one director in the observed lessons.  

Data indicated students were able to discriminate between praise given for a good 

performance versus praise intended for an instructional purpose (p. 544).  Data also 

revealed that familiarity with the teacher appeared to make a difference under certain 
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conditions.  For example, students were less likely to take praise at face value if they 

did not know the music teacher.  It is worth noting, however, that student-observed 

teacher feedback was not interpreted unanimously.  "What some students understood 

as deserved praise was interpreted by others as an attempt by the teacher to provide 

encouragement" (p. 544).  Even though Taylor sampled a large number of students, 

data considering the gender of the student observers were not analyzed.  This is unlike 

the earlier study of Schmidt (1995) that examined high school students' (N = 120) 

perceptions of choral directors' use of teacher feedback.   

Schmidt (1995) designed a study to investigate, in part, the interpretations of 

music teacher approval and disapproval as observed by junior and senior high school 

choir students.  The researcher analyzed the data to include the participants' grade 

level and gender compared to Taylor (1997) who did not divide the student observers 

into separate sub-groups.  A second difference between the aforementioned studies of 

Taylor and Schmidt was the number of coded categories used to describe the approval 

and disapproval of the teacher participants.  Taylor divided teacher feedback as falling 

into one of four categories, whereas, Schmidt coded teacher feedback to fall into one 

of seven categories with each category having multiple sub-categories for a total of 29 

possible teacher feedback categories.  Similarly, the current study considered teacher 

Feedback as a larger category as well as more specified sub-categories.   

Considering the large amount of data analyzed in this study, two findings were 

particularly interesting:  1.  Students appeared to value teacher feedback that focused 

on student improvement the most; and 2. The gender of the student, when observing 

teacher feedback, was found to be a significant factor while analyzing four of the six 
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music teacher approval categories. (p. 325).  While the methodologies of both Taylor 

(1997) and Schmidt (1995) used choir directors and choral students as participants and 

observers, Whitaker (2011) investigated the perceptions of teacher behaviors, 

including feedback, from band directors and their students.  Moreover, Whitaker also 

used a mixed method approach by having observers complete a teacher behavior 

evaluation form in conjunction with semi structured interviews of selected student and 

director observers to gather data.   

Contrary to both studies of Taylor (1997) and Schmidt (1995), Whitaker coded 

teacher feedback in only four ways:  Approval, disapproval, specific, nonspecific.  

This type of coding more closely resembles that of Duke and Henninger (1998).  Data 

trends found that student interview responses were related to feedback (p. 300). 

Students felt that they received more disapproving feedback than approving.  

 However, almost every student indicated that disapproving feedback was a 

 necessary "critique" that allowed ensemble performance to  improve and that it 

 did not have a negative connotation.  Even though they felt that constructive 

 criticism was necessary, the desire for more praise was a recurring them in 

 student interviews.  Students understood the need for feedback but wanted 

 more balance between approvals and disapprovals (pp. 300- 301). 

Data supported multiple students' sentiment of receiving more disapproval than 

approval teacher feedback.  Three of the six teachers used more verbal disapproval 

than approval, two directors used equal amounts of approval and disapproval and one 

director's observed lesson contained no feedback (p. 301).  This study found band 

directors to give more disapproving feedback than approving feedback.  This data is 

similar to the results of Cavitt (2003).  However, students "indicated that they 

considered the critique to be a necessary means for improvement" (p. 303).  Data also 

showed students rated director lessons high, even though they contained more teacher 

disapproval than approval.  These findings support those of Duke and Henninger 
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(2002).  Results garnered from the aforementioned studies provide context for the 

current research.  As referenced in these studies, it is possible that data from the 

current research may reveal a higher rate of Negative Feedback than Positive 

Feedback. 

While some studies categorize teacher feedback as a singular type of teacher 

verbalization, considering the previously mentioned studies concerning teacher 

feedback, the content of the feedback has been analyzed in the following ways:  

Positive, negative, specific, nonspecific, social, academic, and given by experts and 

non-experts.  "Interestingly the type of student behavior to which feedback is directed 

(e.g., social or academic) is not typically identified in music research that includes 

feedback as a dependent measure" (Duke & Henninger, 2002, p. 76).  Studies that 

have included music teacher directives, or instructions have categorized them similarly 

to teacher feedback (i.e., specific, nonspecific, positive, negative, and by academic or 

social content).   

Music Teacher Verbalizations-Directives 

Teacher directives have been studied in extant research.  However, the specific 

term "directives" may also be represented with the use of the following terms:  

Instruction, direction, or correction.  For example, Blocher et. al, (1997) labels teacher 

directives as verbal directions.   It is also worth noting that teacher directives, as well 

as other music teacher verbalizations, are often only part of the data collected and 

analyzed.  Therefore, studies that were referenced concerning teacher feedback were 

cited numerous times if other verbalizations were included in the data analysis.   
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Cavitt (2003) was referenced earlier concerning music teacher feedback.  

However, Cavitt also studied the use of music teacher directives when examining band 

directors' use of error correction within rehearsal frames.  The researcher videotaped 

four consecutive rehearsals for 10 band directors (five middle school and five high 

school) two weeks prior to their spring festival.  Data were only collected when 

rehearsal frames that included two or more performance trials with the same target 

were observed (p. 219).  The rehearsal frames analyzed for the study could address 

singular musical concepts such as articulation or dynamics or multiple musical targets.  

The frequency of directives was dependent upon the type and number of musical 

target(s) being addressed.  Frequently, the performance error being corrected only 

required one or two verbal directives from the teacher.  For example, teacher directives 

were "verbalized at a rate of approximately one to two minutes for each rehearsal 

frame category" (p. 225).   

Directives that were given to address instrument articulation, specifically, 

occurred at the highest rate of approximately 2.5 per minute.  The rate at which 

directives were given may have played an important part in effective teacher pacing.  

Siebenaler (1997) corroborated this statement by stating:  "The ability of the teacher to 

assess the problem quickly and to respond with an effective strategy contributed to a 

more efficient instructional pace as the ultimate task was broken down into 

manageable, specific directives" (p. 19).   

An earlier study (Duke and Madsen, 1991) considered a similar concept of 

"rehearsal frames."  As explained in the teacher feedback section, Duke and Madsen 

observed the timing and sequence of instruction teachers used to accomplish a music 
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objective in a study that contained two instructional conditions.  In both conditions, 

70-73% of the directions given included specific descriptions of "instructional tasks," 

i.e., specific directives were given for the student to follow for the subsequent trial.  

Additionally, about 20% of the instructions given by the teacher were nonspecific in 

content.  Both studies considered teacher directives given during small goal-oriented 

segments of the lesson as a whole.  However, Cavitt (2003) focused on segments that 

had two or more student performance trials that needed directives as a response to the 

trial.  Duke and Madsen, by comparison, studied the effects of appropriate teacher 

directives before the student performance trial in order for the first performance to be 

accurate.  Both the Cavitt and Duke and Madsen studies provided important data that, 

in the current research, explained the need to create sub-categories specific directions 

and general directives.  Adding directive sub-categories provided data that more 

accurately represented band director verbalizations in the classroom. 

As part of a three-study series, Goolsby (1996, 1997, 1999) examined the use 

of instructional strategies, which included teacher verbalizations, within videotaped 

band rehearsals.  Goolsby (1996) focused on band rehearsal time of experienced, 

novice and student teacher band directors.  Focusing on teacher verbal instruction, the 

data revealed the following trends:  Student teachers and experienced teachers spent 

similar amounts of time in teaching activities, which included verbal instruction.  

Goolsby surmised that this may have occurred because the student teachers in the 

study were under the instruction of the experienced teacher in the study.  Moreover, 

the experienced directors allowed for more performance time between episodes of 

verbal instruction and the duration of each verbal instruction was significantly shorter 
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than the novice teachers.  Goolsby hypothesized the following:  "These results may 

indicate the ability to verbalize more efficiently, or they may be a reflection on the 

experienced teachers' greater use of nonverbal instruction" (p. 299).  This hypothesis 

reflects a similar teaching strategy as described by Skadsem (1997) "verbal instruction 

is a necessary element in the teaching process; however, teachers must learn to use it 

in moderation" (p. 510).   

Goolsby (1997), contrary to the 1996 data, showed expert teachers stopped 

more frequently than did novice teachers and student teachers.  Moreover, the expert 

teachers frequently addressed more than one performance variable at a time.  

Interestingly, all three groups studied provided the most verbal instruction with 

regards to rhythm and tempo (p. 29).  Expert teachers also addressed performance 

variables such as intonation, expression and phrasing to a greater extent than the other 

two groups.  It is important to note that the specific performance variables analyzed in 

Goolsby (1997) was not part of the Goolsby (1996) study.    

Similar to Goolsby's previous studies (1996, 1997) teaching behaviors of both 

expert and novice band directors were observed.  However, unlike the previous 

research, Goolsby (1999) controlled the actual music that was rehearsed during the 

study.  The participants (N = 20) were asked to prepare the same composition.  In 

comparison, student teachers were not used as participants in this study.  Similar to the 

results of the previous study (1997) both expert and novice music teachers addressed 

rhythm and tempo more than any other variable.  Additionally, expert teachers 

confirmed results from the previous study by addressing music concepts such as 

balance, phrasing and intonation more frequently than novice teachers.  Further data 
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were supported from the 1996 study because novice teachers spent more time giving 

verbal instructions than in performance "where the expert teachers spent close to twice 

as much time in performance than in verbal instruction" (p. 185). 

These findings affirmed Siebenaler's (1997) assessment that "the frequency and 

duration of teacher directives and the quality and pace of student responses appeared 

to be important factors in experts' evaluations of teacher effectiveness" (p. 18).  

Additionally, Skadsem (1997) cautioned readers about the aforementioned findings:  

"Verbal instruction is a necessary element in the teaching process; however, teachers 

must learn to use it in moderation" (p. 510). 

Duke and Henninger (1998), was previously cited concerning teacher 

feedback, however, this study included a Directive Condition as well.  In the Directive 

Condition, the instructor made corrections in response to students' performance trials 

by stating specific commands stating how the students should play the piece in a 

subsequent trial.  The instructor avoided giving negative feedback while in the 

directive condition.  Compared to previously mentioned studies, command statements 

that are given by the teacher to indicate an action a student should take is called a 

directive instead of an instruction.  Duke and Henninger considered the effect that 

specific directives may have in accomplishing a performance goal. 

Thus, in the course of music instruction, specific directives and specific 

 negative feedback statements may serve similar functions (i.e., to communicate 

 to the student that something about his or her performance needs to change), 

 and, if this is true, then it may be appropriate to categorize teacher 

 verbalizations in a way that implies that all negative feedback statements are 

 similar, that all directive statements are similar, or that all negative feedback 

 statements are functional different from all directive statements (pp. 485-486).    

In 2002, Duke and Henninger conducted a study that used videos of the private 

lessons that were used in the previously mentioned study of 1998.  Observer 
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participants viewed the lessons and answered a questionnaire comparing the Negative 

Condition and Directive Condition.   Though the results were unexpected, observers 

rarely mentioned the teacher's verbalizations in their comparison.  This was interesting 

considering the vastly different ratios of negative feedback and specific directives  

used by the teacher dependent upon which teaching condition was being observed (p. 

83). 

Dickey (1991) also analyzed and compared teacher directives.  The purpose of 

this study was to compare the effects of music teacher verbal with nonverbal teacher 

modeling while working with ensembles.  Verbal communication is used more 

frequently to fix problems within instrumental settings, but "there is reason to believe 

that nonverbal modeling strategies may be more effective than verbal instruction in 

such situations" (p. 132).  Verbal instruction included directions, explanations, and 

imagery.  Posttest results indicated that those classes receiving nonverbal teacher 

modeling scored significantly higher than those that received verbal instruction.  

While Dickey focused on nonverbal modeling, multiple studies have considered the 

use of vocal modeling by music educators in the classroom (Brittin, 2005; Dye, 2016; 

Goolsby, 1999; Green, 1990; MacLeod, 2010; MacLeod & Napoles, 2012; Sang, 

1987; Siebenaler, 1997). 

Music Teacher Verbalizations-Modeling 

Another verbal behavior of music educators was analyzed in the current study:  

vocal modeling.  Grimland (2005) defined modeling as "demonstrating certain 

desirable or undesirable performance techniques or behaviors" (p. 5).  A second 

definition of modeling is provided by Dickey (1992):  "Instruction that consists of 
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alternations of teacher demonstrations and student imitations" (p. 27).  Brittin (2005) 

examined the use of teacher modeling when comparing lesson plans created by 

preservice and experienced band directors (N = 58).  Teacher modeling, in some form, 

was suggested in over half of the lesson plans created (p. 37).  These results 

acknowledge the importance of modeling in the classroom.  Colprit (2003) explained 

why modeling can be an effective tool used by music teachers:   

Teachers may need the ability to recognize the physical actions required to 

 replicate the imagined idea in performance, and then communicate the idea 

 through spoken language, which may not be adequate to describe what began 

 as an aural idea.  Perhaps this is why many teachers choose to communicate 

 musical ideas effectively through modeling (p. 58). 

 

Though previous research has considered the effects of teacher modeling in the 

classroom, not all studies explained whether they were considering verbal teacher 

modeling as part of the analysis or if they were only considering 

nonverbal/instrumental modeling.  For example, Cavitt (2003) analyzed teacher 

modeling as an observed teacher behavior but never explicitly defined if teacher 

modeling included techniques such as singing and instrumental demonstrations.  

Whereas, Dickey (1991) specified the analysis was dependent upon teacher 

verbalizations and nonverbal teacher modeling.  Sang (1998) addressed studies that 

did not specify the type of teacher modeling during instrumental rehearsals.  

Moreover, Sang acknowledged that modeling by instrumental conductors often 

included singing due to the observation that many conductors were not proficient 

enough on every instrument to model accurately.  Sang (1987) provided an operational 

definition that put forth four skills necessary for modeling to be effective: 

The first skill is the teacher's ability to demonstrate basic musical 

 performance behaviors on the instrument(s) he/she is teaching...The 
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 second skill is the demonstration of the more subtle aspects of musical 

 performance...such as phrasing or vibrato.  Third, and closely related to the 

 first two skills, is a teacher's ability to demonstrate a variety of musically-

 related performance behaviors such as posture, playing position, or 

 embouchure.  Finally, a teacher should be able to demonstrate a wide variety of 

 brief melodic and rhythmic sequences on an instrument by ear (p. 156). 

  

Considering the lack of specificity regarding the type of modeling that has 

been analyzed in some research and Sang's (1987) four skills necessary for effective 

modeling, it is plausible that both nonverbal and verbal modeling were worth 

consideration within the body of related literature for the present study.  For example, 

Goolsby's studies (1996, 1997, 1999) that were mentioned in previous sections of this 

chapter, noted that the experienced teacher spent nearly twice as much time in 

nonverbal modeling than did the novice teacher.  Additionally, Goolsby (1999) 

indicated while expert middle band directors model about the same amount as novice 

band directors, experts modeled stylistic concepts such as articulations and the shape 

of phrases more than novices.  Novice band directors tended to use modeling to "rote 

teach" sections of music.   

Similar to Goolsby's studies (1996, 1997 & 1999) that compared experienced 

and novice band directors, MacLeod (2010) compared the instructional strategies used 

by experienced band and orchestra directors.  In part, MacLeod sought an answer to 

the question, "Is there a difference in the amount of modeling used by the teachers in 

orchestra compared to band" (pp. 51-52).  Of the 12 teaching behaviors that were 

identified in MacLeod's study, four of the behaviors pertained to modeling:  Modeling 

with instrument, modeling with instrument during student performance, modeling 

without instrument and modeling without instrument during student performance.  

Among the numerous results analyzed in this study, those concerning teacher 
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modeling included the following:  1.  No significant differences between band 

directors and orchestra directors were found regarding modeling without an instrument 

and modeling without an instrument during student performance.   2.  A significant 

difference was found between the two groups when it came to modeling with an 

instrument.   

Orchestra teachers modeled with an instrument 91 times during instruction 

 and modeled 52 times using echoing techniques, compared to their band 

 colleagues who demonstrated 40 instances of modeling with an instrument 

 and 20 instances of echoing (p. 55).   

 

Dickey (1991) compared band director verbalizations to nonverbal teacher 

modeling.  Following this study, Dickey (1992) released a review of current research, 

at the time, of music teacher modeling.  Both the study and the review provided 

interesting insight regarding the use of modeling in the music classroom.  Dickey 

(1991) found that when comparing the effectiveness of verbal and nonverbal 

instruction results indicated that modeling is more effective in developing ear-to-hand 

skills and kinesthetic responses.      

Dickey (1992) drew conclusions after reviewing extant research pertaining to 

music teacher modeling, some of which included:  1.  Modeling was an effective 

means of communication in music classrooms; 2.  Modeling was more effective than 

verbal descriptions;  3.  In order for teachers to be effective when modeling, they must 

have the necessary skills to model both correctly and incorrectly; and 4.  Teachers that 

demonstrate they have musical skills to appropriately model for students tend to model 

more frequently in the classroom setting.  This finding is similar to that of Goolsby 

(1999) in that the experienced teacher spent almost twice as much time in nonverbal 

demonstration and modeling than did novice teachers.  These results were, likewise, 
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found in Siebenaler (1997):  "Higher rates of teacher modeling (Play/Talk) and 

Disapproval also were associated with higher rankings by the experts...Effective 

lessons contained very brief Directives, teacher modeling, and successful student 

performance" (p. 16).   

Small & McCachern (1983) observed that "classroom teachers frequently 

demonstrate singing with the expectation that students will imitate the performance 

from aural and visual cues" (p. 227).  Sang (1982 & 1987) conducted multiple 

investigations that, in part, analyzed the effectiveness of modeling in instrumental 

music education.  Sang (1987) found teachers spent about 26 percent of class time 

modeling with 13 percent of the time spent on playing an instrument and 13 percent 

using singing and movement modeling techniques. Additionally, Sang conducted a 

separate study that "found modeling to be a more efficient use of class time than 

verbalizing about performance behaviors" (p. 158).   Sang concluded that teachers' 

ability to model and the use of modeling in the classroom has an influence upon pupil 

performance levels.   

Grimland (2005) conducted a qualitative case study to analyze the 

characteristics of teacher-directed modeling of experienced high school choral 

directors.   

Three questions served to guide the inquiry.  First, what modeling  activities 

 were exhibited in each teacher's rehearsals?  Second, when they viewed a 45-

 minute composite videotape of the instructional activities they used in 

 rehearsals, what instructional behavior did the directors recognize and identify 

 as modeling?  Third, what instructional episodes on  the videotape not 

 identified by the teachers contained elements of modeling as determined 

 according to their own descriptions and categorizations (p. 6)? 
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Several modeling behaviors were observed from the three participants in the 

study:  melodic intervals, rhythmic patterns, musical nuance, sight-reading strategies, 

diction and phrasing.  It is worth noting that after reviewing terminology identified by 

participants in the study, Grimland adopted three labels for modeling:  Audible, 

visible, and process modeling.   

Audible models are instructional activities that require students to listen;  

 visible models rely on students watching the source of the model; and  

 process models are those that offer a step-by-step method for completing a 

 musical task (p. 8) 

 

The categories used to label teacher modeling in this study differed from the 

previously mentioned Cavitt (2003) study that identified teacher modeling but did not 

specify which modeling behaviors were being analyzed.  Moreover, studies such as 

Dickey (1991) and Sang (1987) specifically identified modeling techniques such as 

nonverbal, instrumental, and singing modeling.   

Researchers have also analyzed teacher modeling in the elementary music 

setting (Green, 1990; Rutowsky & Snell-Miller, 2003; Small & McCachern, 1983).  

Small and McCachern (1983) compared the effects of female vocal modeling to male 

vocal modeling when teaching first-grade children.  The purpose of the study was to 

determine whether first-grade students could match pitch more accurately with a 

female than a male vocal model.  The first-grade students were divided into one of 

three groups:  practice with a female model, practice with a male model, and no 

contact control.  Results indicated there was no significant difference found in the 

ability of the participants to match pitch with both male and female vocal models (p. 

232).  Participants that were able to match pitch with a female vocal model were able 

to match pitch with a male vocal model.  The results from these modeling studies were 
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useful in the design of the current study.  Though Small and McCachern focused on 

vocal modeling in the elementary setting, vocal modeling is also used in the band 

room.  Therefore, the analyses made by Small and McCachern could have application 

in the instrumental setting.   

The analyzed results of Small & McCachern (1983) contradicted a later study 

conducted by Green (1990) that compared the effects of vocal modeling from female, 

male, and child models when teaching elementary music students.  Student 

participants (n = 282) were recorded singing a descending minor third interval after 

receiving a demonstration from one of the previously mentioned models.  The pitches 

were then measured for accuracy.  "Results from this study indicated that adult female, 

adult male, and child vocal modeling had an effect on the pitch-matching ability of 

students in Grades one through six" (p. 229).  The vocal model that received the 

highest degree of pitch accuracy came from the child model.  The male vocal model 

received the most incorrect responses.   

This study differs from that of Small & McCachern (1983) because it included 

a child vocal model.  Green (1990) hypothesized that the child vocal model produced 

the most accuracy because children can match pitch more accurately when the voice 

shared a similar timbre.  This theory created a variable to consider in addition to 

octave displacement as considered by Small & McCachern (1983).  These results, 

moreover, supported the findings of Persellin (2006):  "The vocal model has been 

found to be an important factor in singing accuracy" (p. 39).  With consideration to the 

current study, it is important to understand to what extent vocal modeling is being used 

in middle school and high school bands.  If current research states identifiable benefits 
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of teacher modeling, then it is worth analyzing how frequently this behavior is being 

utilized in band rehearsals.   

Persellin (2006) studied the effects of vocal modeling, musical aptitude, and 

home environment on the pitch accuracy of kindergarten students (n = 134).  Three 

experienced elementary teachers taught intact music classes in one of three conditions:  

1.  Music teachers would only sing for the children and not with them; 2.  Music 

teachers would only sing with the class and not for the class; and 3.  Music teachers 

would sing both with the children and for the children.  Children participants received 

a pretest at the start of the school year and a posttest after the eighth-month of the 

treatment period.  Both the pretest and posttest contained, in part, a pitch accuracy 

assessment that followed the results of Green (1990).  A recorded child vocal model 

was played for each student in hopes that the participants would have the highest 

chance to accurately echo the model.   

Among the results, data contained pretest and posttest analysis of pitch 

accuracy.  Results indicated that no statistical difference was found contingent upon 

the treatment group.  Persellin considered the possibility that children may have the 

ability to adapt to different teaching strategies as long as students are taught by skilled 

educators (p. 47).  While it is plausible that teacher modeling allowed students to 

identify and correct subsequent music performance trials, teacher questioning, 

similarly, may be used by teachers to encourage problem-solving and concept 

development (Haston, 2013). 
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Music Teacher Verbalizations-Teacher Questioning 

With regards to teacher verbalizations, many experienced teachers choose to 

engage students using open and closed questions (Hughes, 2005).  Though little 

research exists in music education to support its effectiveness, teacher questioning 

may effectively assist in the development of critical thinking skills in music (Haston, 

2013).  Hughes (2005) gave a description of purposeful teacher questioning in the 

classroom: 

Pupils put up their hands when they wish to make a contribution, and the 

 teacher seems  to know who to choose for a response and when to choose 

 them.  Unfamiliar terms and concepts might be repeated by the teacher, 

 written up on the board for extra reinforcement, and answers offered by 

 pupils repeated by the teacher for clarity.  Pupils are thanked for their 

 contributions, names are known and used frequently, and gentle reminders 

 are made to those who have a tendency to lose concentration.  How simple 

 all this appears to the observer, but as every teacher knows, such expertise  is 

 not acquired overnight (p. 84).    

 

Haston (2013) states a similar idea as "teachers who employ this approach 

believe it fosters critical thinking and independent musicianship, while encouraging 

participation and ownership" (p. 79).  Freer (2009) studied teacher questioning, in part, 

as it pertains to a complete verbal sequential pattern as demonstrated by choir teachers.  

Freer identified two types of teacher questioning:  "Transfer of responsibility", which 

helped develop student strategic thinking and "initiation-response-evaluation," that 

tested student knowledge by asking known-answer questions.   

One such study that examined music teachers' use of questioning was 

conducted by Haston (2013).  In this study, music teachers' and music students' 

answered a questionnaire about the perceived use of teacher questioning in music 

rehearsals.  Music teachers (n = 9) and music students (n = 501) were sent 
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questionnaires   The researcher designed questions about the perceived use of musical 

components (e.g., tone, balance tempo and phrasing).  The questions were designed to 

be one of the following types:  Specific close-ended, general close-ended, open-ended, 

and questions that needed justification such as a definition, interpretation or judgment 

(p. 82).   

Among the considerable results garnered from this study it is interesting to 

note that the directors, on average, believed they asked more specific close ended, 

general close-ended and justification questions than the students reported.  

Furthermore, the majority of the students believed that their music directors asked 

justification questions regarding their musical decisions in the classroom.  Additional 

noteworthy findings included significant relationships between the type of ensemble 

observed and the students' perceptions of the type of questions asked by the directors.  

Choral students reported the highest frequency of teacher questioning, followed by 

band students, and then orchestra students.   

While current music research may contain teacher questioning as part of the 

data collected (e.g., Davis, 1998; Goolsby, 1997; MacLeod, 2010; Siebenaler, 1997), 

the previously mentioned study (Haston, 2013), was unique because teacher 

questioning was the main focus of the study.  Goolsby (1997) observed the following:  

"One area of verbal instruction that has received little attention in instrumental music 

education research is the use of questioning in instruction" (p. 23).  Similar to Haston 

(2013), Goolsby created categories for teacher questions:  "High-convergent" 

questions (focused questions) and "low-divergent" questions (vague questions).  

Focused questions were considered questions to which there was a single, correct 
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response that tests students' knowledge.  Vague questions were identified as questions 

that lacked enough clarity to elicit a proper response from the students.  Findings 

indicated that while expert teachers asked fewer questions than did student teachers 

and novice teachers, the questions asked by expert teachers were often focused and 

specific.  Comparatively, student teachers asked the largest number of vague 

questions. 

Music Teacher Verbalizations-Musical Concepts 

As referenced multiple times in this literature review, music teachers have 

repeatedly demonstrated the use of some types of teacher verbalizations while 

omitting, or using to a lesser extent, other verbal behaviors.  One such category of 

verbal instruction, as labeled in this study, is the teaching of musical concepts.  

Goolsby (1997) used the term "Teacher Explanations" to describe the teaching of 

performance variables to the band.  As previously referenced, Goolsby's study 

investigated the verbal instruction used by expert, novice, and student teachers in a 

band setting.  Expert teachers, compared to the novice and student teacher groups, 

provided techniques that allowed students to improve intonation and tone quality.  

Additionally, expert band directors consistently presented academic task explanations 

to achieve desired results such as instructing students to listen to other students for 

balance and matched articulation. 

While Goolsby identified the teaching of academic concepts as "Teacher 

Explanations," Blocher et al. (1997) identified similar teacher verbalizations as 

Conceptual Teaching.  Blocher et al. defined Conceptual Teaching as follows: 

Teacher reinforces or introduces a concept in such a way that the student is 

 give opportunities for awareness and understanding with a potential for transfer 
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 (e.g., Whenever we see tenuto markings, they indicate that we must give the 

 notes full value with a sustaining quality) (p. 462).  

 

Moreover, Blocher et al. (1997) adds additional categories for the teaching of 

academic musical concepts when asking and answering questions from students.  In 

this study, Blocher et al. observed 21 middle school and high school band directors to 

discover the amount of time that was spent on specific teacher behaviors to include 

"conceptual teaching behaviors."  Of the numerous results gathered, band directors 

engaged in conceptual teaching behaviors for 32 seconds out of average teaching 

episodes lasting approximately 19 minutes.  Middle school band directors used 

conceptual teaching behaviors less than high school band directors with five teachers 

using no conceptual teaching behaviors during the observed teaching segments (p. 

463).  

Blocher et al. focused on multiple educational concepts while Harris (2006) 

focused on the teaching of music theory in the ensemble setting.  Harris justified music 

theory as a necessary component to the band classroom as a means of providing 

academic validity to administrators, parents, colleagues and students.  Harris further 

explained due to the increased focus on marching bands and competitions, many band 

directors have lost perspective of their curricular responsibilities in lieu of preparation 

for the next performance (p. 1).  Imhoff (2003) shared a similar sentiment:  "Even after 

passing advance high school courses, students seemed to focus on specific and 

superficial details rather than underlying principles" (p. 42).   

The consequence for the lack of theory instruction in a secondary ensemble, 

according to Harris, is students that are grossly unprepared for music theory 

instruction in the university setting.  "As a result, many [universities] have begun their 
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own prerequisite fundamentals classes in an effort to find a solution to this problem" 

(p. 8).  Harris' dissertation reviewed past and current methods for providing music 

theory instruction in the band classroom.  Finally, using the author's own published 

material, Harris listed several possibilities for band directors to incorporate music 

theory with their students, to include topics such as:  Intervals, transposing exercises, 

scale analysis, rhythm, meter, modes and triads.   

With regards to teaching musical concepts beyond the "traditional" method, 

Faschun (2012) stated the following:  "One of the primary responsibilities of a 

conductor and music educator is to facilitate and enhance a deeper understanding of 

music in students" (p. 1).  Faschun went on to explain that in the ensemble setting, two 

methodologies appeared to be predominant:  One, traditional rehearsal which is 

performance-focused and two, teaching comprehensive musicianship through 

performance (p. 1).  Berg and Sindberg (2014) explain comprehensive musicianship 

through performance (CMP) as follows: 

Comprehensive musicianship and CMP advocate for the use of music 

 teaching and learning practices that broaden the musical experiences 

 beyond technical proficiency...This may include, for example, a study of the 

 historical background of a composition the ensemble is rehearsing (p. 62). 

 

Sindberg (2016) explains that traditional ensemble practices emphasized 

technical proficiency and performance preparation, whereas, "the CMP model 

provides a more comprehensive understanding of the music students perform" (p. 

204).  Berg and Sindberg observed eight student teachers' perceptions and practicality 

for implementing CMP in an ensemble setting.  Each participant was observed through 

interviews, lesson plans and written responses.  Results reflected the repeated 

difficulties for implementing CMP approaches in the classroom:  Mentors that did not 
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practice CMP in the classroom, lack of rehearsal time, and lack of teaching being 

dominant factors.   

While Berg and Sindberg (2014) observed student teachers, Kerzman (2017) 

conducted a qualitative case study of a high school choir and asked for students' input 

regarding music taught using a CMP model.  Results of this study indicated that 

students felt that CMP allowed for a "deeper understanding of the piece which allowed 

them to make a deeper, emotional connection with the piece as they performed it" (p. 

29).  However, results were mixed when considering students' preference for CMP 

versus traditional rehearsal methods.  Some students preferred the "in-depth 

knowledge" that followed a CMP unit of learning a piece of music, whereas, other 

students said the traditional rehearsal pace allowed participants to learn music quicker 

and produced good results (p. 30).   

First year band students traditionally spend the first year learning the technical 

proficiency to playing an instrument as well as basic musical concepts (Whitener, 

1983).  However, Whitener considered the implications of teaching of CMP to first 

year band students.  Six beginner band classes were selected and randomly received 

either treatment (CMP) or control (traditional) group lesson plans.  All students were 

given a musical assessment test (MAT) for both pretest and posttest scores.  While no 

significant difference was discovered with regards to the final music performance of 

both the treatment and control group bands or multiple areas of the MAT, two 

significant differences were observed posttest.  Significant differences existed for both 

the Interval Discrimination as well as the Auditory-Visual Discrimination sections of 

the MAT.  The investigator hypothesized the experimental groups may have scored 
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higher in the previously mentioned MAT sections because of the emphasis placed on 

teaching intervals in melodies, pulse and meter, and emphasis placed on teaching 

major and minor sonorities "as well as having the students compose elementary 

melodies" (p. 12).   

Teaching Students of Varying Ability Levels 

While multiple studies have involved participants of differing student age 

groups, (i.e., Blocher et. al, 1997; Cavitt, 2003; Goolsby, 1997) results from these 

studies may or may not have compared gathered data with regards to the age of the 

students.  Researchers that compared results between age groups, however, considered 

specific teaching behaviors as variables for the investigation rather than observable 

differences dependent on the age of the participants (Blocher et. al, 1997; Cavitt, 2003; 

Goolsby, 1997, 1999).  Moreover, few studies have been found within the scope of the 

literature review that examined specific teaching behaviors of music teachers that 

provide instruction to multiple student age groups (Siebenaler, 1997).   

The purpose of Siebenaler (1997) was to identify effective teaching behaviors 

from piano studio teachers that provided instruction to both children and adults.  

Independent piano teachers who regularly provided individual lessons to both adults 

and children were participants of the study.  A videotaped lesson of 8-12 minute 

segments of each lesson were selected for analysis.  Examples of observable teacher 

behaviors were coded in the following manner:  Teacher claps, sings or demonstrates 

for the student; Teacher plays the keyboard while talking simultaneously; Teacher 

general and specific directives; Teacher questioning; etc.   
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While much data were gathered and analyzed during Siebenaler (1997), data 

concerning the differences instructing adults and children were worth noting. 

The percentage of Backward Progress episodes was significantly higher in the 

 adult lessons.  According to the data summary, the Backward episodes were 

 generally longer for the older students, but occurred at approximately the same 

 rate in the lessons of the children.  Teacher Music Talk (total percentage and 

 rate) and Student questions and Music Talk (percentage, mean duration and 

 rate) were generally higher in the lessons of adults (p. 13).   

 

Additionally, Siebenaler also observed one teacher behavior that was 

significantly different between adult and child students in percentage of total time, 

mean episode duration, and rate of occurrence, Teacher Questions (p.14).  According 

to Siebenaler, Teacher Questions was defined as follows: 

The teacher questions the student about some pertinent aspect of the 

 lesson (does not include off-task questions).  Questions may be specific or 

 open-ended, with or without student response.  Any teacher verbalization 

 phrased as a question and pertinent to the content of the lesson was 

 included in this category (p. 8) 

 

Of particular interest, behaviors that included student and teacher talk (e.g., 

Teacher Questions, Music Talk, Student Questions, and Student Music talk) were of 

longer duration and frequency for adults then students.  Siebenaler hypothesized these 

results could have indicated "a need to fill time or an opportunity to converse with 

another adult of similar episodes" (p. 18).  Siebenaler was the only study found 

comparing verbalizations provided by a music teacher to multiple age levels.  

Therefore, the researcher anticipates that the current study will add to this area of 

research. 

Outside of the music classroom, other researchers have considered the effects 

of multigrade classroom settings on students (Quail and Smyth, 2014).  However, even 

Quail and Smyth acknowledge that this area of research has been, surprisingly, 
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overlooked.  "Given the prevalence of multigrade classes, it is remarkable that 

relatively little research has focused on its impact on teaching approaches and 

outcomes" (p.80).  This large-scale longitudinal study, conducted in Ireland, analyzed 

the effects of multigrade education on nine-year-old children.  Participating schools (n 

= 857) generated a total sample size of 8,578 nine-year-old students.  While, overall, 

multigrade classroom settings was found to have little impact regarding academic 

achievement among children, one finding was observed. 

The presence of older children was associated with more negative outcomes for 

 girls but not boys.  Thus, girls taught alongside older peers had lower reading 

 and math scores, poorer behavioural adjustment, and were more negative about 

 their academic abilities and their popularity than similar girls in single-grade 

 classes.  Furthermore, the presence of younger peers also impacted on self-

 image in a negative manner (p.88).   

While it is common practice in band rehearsals to place all high school students 

in one ensemble, the rural high school bands in this study were comprised of students 

8th grade through 12th grade.  Even though it is outside the purview of the current 

study, it is possible that this multigrade setting presents educational and social 

challenges unique to this type of music classroom. 

It is also worth considering music teacher preparation for preservice and novice 

teachers that will teach in multigrade classrooms and, as is the case in the current 

study, both middle school and high school rehearsal settings.  Mulryan-Kyne (2007) 

reviewed extant research conducted in multigrade classrooms and developed strategies 

and goals that could be provided to teachers for use in the classroom.  While Mulryan-

Kyne does not address multigrade instruction in a musical setting, this study 

acknowledges one of the greatest challenges which is to provide quality instruction to 

students at different academic levels.  This challenge also exists in band rehearsals.  In 
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the current study, 8th grade students are performing and competing next to and with 

students that have several additional years with their instrument.  It is the band 

director's responsibility to provide effective instruction that allows students to progress 

on their instrument individually as well as remain motivated and engaged while 

working on music that involves the entire ensemble.   

Teaching in a Rural Setting  

Apart from teacher verbalizations, another consideration of this study is the 

rural setting for each of the observed band directors.  The purpose of the rural setting 

was to identify school populations that would be conducive to a singular band director 

providing instruction to both middle school and high school band students.  In Texas, 

school classification is, in part, determined by student population.  Band director 

participants in the current study, directed bands at schools that were classified as 1-A 

(student population of 55.5 to 104.9) and 2-A (student population of 161.5 to 224) 

(https://www.uiltexas.org).  Additionally, the schools were located in cities that ranged 

in population from 412 to 1,317.   

It is worth noting, however, the definition and perspective that is considered 

when the qualifier "rural" is a variable.  While it is possible that the extensive literature 

cited in this chapter contained studies that were set in a rural population, no such 

variable was specifically identified.  Furthermore, despite numerous attempts at 

finding relevant literature, limited research was found which studied band directors in 

a rural setting.  Therefore, it was necessary to broaden the scope to consider other peer 

reviewed studies that investigated  music education and other educational settings in a 

rural setting (Gagnon & Mattingly, 2015; Howley, Howley & Yahn, 2014; Koziol, 
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Arthur, Hawley, Bovaird, Bash, McCormick, McCormick & Welch, 2015; Williams 

2016).   

Williams (2016) considered the status quo of rural string/orchestra programs 

and identified methods for expanding the number of rural string/orchestra programs.  

Williams surveyed rural string/orchestra directors from multiple states for a total of 

108 responses from rural directors.  Considering the large amount of data analyzed in 

Williams' study, most relevant to the current study was the clear underrepresentation 

of rural string/orchestra programs and music programs, regardless of discipline, in 

current research.  Additionally, director participants in William's study suggested 

logistical issues hindering successful string/orchestra programs (i.e., low budgets, 

scheduling difficulties, inadequate rehearsal situations and favoritism to wind band 

programs).  It is also important to note the following from Williams: 

Additional research is needed in the area of rural string programs.  Valuable 

 wisdom, data and recipes for success can be gained from those who have 

 effectively directed these rural programs for decades (p. 161).   

Williams' insights reinforced the intent of the current study.  There are multiple 

research aspects that could be researched when considering education in rural music 

settings.  An analysis of rural band director verbalizations could provide relevant data 

that, when analyzed, would provide valuable information for current and preservice 

rural music teachers.   

Koziol et al. (2015) stated "'Rural' is a theoretical construct, so identifying a 

theoretical perspective of rural is a critical first step in conducting research on rural 

education" (p. 1).  While the purpose of the current study was not to approach analysis 

from a "rural" standpoint but to identify those directors that teach multiple age groups, 

it is important to provide a concise definition (Koziol, et al., 2015).  However, 
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Williams (2016) acknowledged "The definition of rural is not consistent from study to 

study within rural research" (p. 131). Quantitative research often focuses on 

demographic and spatial considerations when identifying "rural" populations and 

occurrences analyzed in studies (Koziol et al., 2015).  This study would, likewise, 

consider "rural" based on spatial and population census.   

Howley et al. (2014) posed the following question:  "What's so special about 

rural?  Isn't good teaching the same everywhere?" (p. 2).  Howley et al., identified 

questions posed when curriculum and instruction were analyzed in research.  The 

study then stated a response to the above referenced questions: 

Many answers are possible, but over the years none has satisfied our 

 interlocutors.  In the field of curriculum and instruction, belief appear

 strong that best practice(for teaching and learning) is universally applicable 

 and, in fact, especially needful in deficient contexts ("inner" cities and 

 "isolated" rural communities) (p. 2).   

 

Therefore, if good teaching practices are appropriate in a setting, then an 

authentic rural education would also encompass rural ways of living (Howley, et al., 

2014).  Gagnon and Mattingly (2014) acknowledged specific challenges facing remote 

rural schools in that rural schools are more likely to have inexperienced teachers.  

Moreover, in a subsequent study, Gagnon and Mattingly (2015) found that distance 

can also be problematic when it comes to rural school settings: 

Remote rural schools are further challenged by their distance from areas of 

 high human capital.  The smaller size of many rural schools means that the 

 qualitative effect of losing a teacher may be greater than it is in larger 

 schools (p. 3).  

 

Howley et al. (2014) analyzed 188 dissertations that considered curriculum and 

instruction use in rural schools.  Upon examination and discussion of the 188 

dissertations, coding was agreed upon to create four motives.  The motives were used 
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to describe each dissertation's use of a rural population.  The four motives created were 

Rural Knowledge Motive, Rural Convenience Motive, Rural Justice Motive and Rural 

Caring Motive (Howley et al., 2014).  With regards to the current study, teacher 

verbalizations used by a band director that teaches multiple age groups and not the 

rural setting of each of the schools, the study would be considered a Rural 

Convenience Motive.  Rural convenience motive was defined as follows: 

Despite selection on the basis of partial information for inclusion in the 

 study, the complete study manuscript exhibits no concern for rural context  or 

 content, but instead notes only that the units of analysis are "set" rurally.  Such 

 a study will at best cite rural studies very thinly; will not define "rural"; and 

 will not form research questions or answers with respect to issues or 

 implications salient to rural schools or communities.  Such a study will 

 generally use the word "rural" in a proforma, self-evident fashion: and far more 

 rarely than studies in this data set (p. 6). 

The current study considered "rural" to be an appropriate setting within which 

to find a band director that instructed multiple age groups.  The term "rural" does not 

lend to a particular concept or substantive data that would fit within the confines of the 

study.   

Burkett (2011) conducted a qualitative case study to investigate subject 

specific Professional Development for rural music teachers.  "A 2-year series of PD 

workshops, seminars and individual coaching sessions were developed to address the 

needs of instrumental music teachers" (p. 54).  The PD activities were coordinated 

with local school districts and considered public school music performance standards 

and the National Standards for Arts Education when conceptualized.  The professional 

development activities were studied using a participating community symphony 

orchestra.  Music teachers (n = 56) were invited to participate in the professional 

development.   
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Data were collected about all the PD activities using questionnaires, 

 interviews, and videotape analysis of one-on-one master teacher and 

 conducting sessions with additional postsession feedback from the master 

 teacher, conductor, and music teachers (p. 56).   

Results indicated the professional development provided activities that music 

educators found relevant and were thought to improve self-development of music and 

teaching schools.  Burkett hypothesized rural music teachers, often located in isolated 

areas, could benefit from subject matter development and mentorship that could allow 

music teachers to "counteract the complacency that may occur from being in a fixed, 

isolated career path" (p. 63).  

In summary, the purpose of the current study is to compare the verbalizations 

provided by rural band directors when rehearsing middle school and high school 

ensembles.  The articles and dissertations referenced in this chapter provide context for 

the following:  Teacher verbalizations used in music settings; providing music 

instruction to multiple age levels; teaching in a rural environment.  Additionally, 

reviewing the literature leads the researcher back to the questions created for this 

study: 

1.  What teacher verbalizations are being utilized during classroom 

 instruction? 

2.  What is the frequency and duration of each of these specific teacher  

 verbalizations? 

3.  What are the similarities and differences of teacher verbalizations  

 between middle school and high school ensembles? 

4.  What are the similarities and differences of verbalizations between  

 rural band directors? 
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Analyzing the frequencies and durations of band director verbalizations will 

add to the extant research concerning music teacher verbal behaviors as well as 

highlight the need for continued research in rural music settings. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY AND MATERIALS 

Extant research has referenced band director verbalizations in the classroom 

setting (Blocher, et. al, 1997; Cavitt, 2003; Dib & Sturmey, 2007; Grimland, 2005; 

Rutkowski & Snell-Miller, 2003).  No such research, however, has been found which 

addresses rural band directors that teach multiple age levels.  The purpose of the 

current study was to analyze verbalizations from band directors that teach both middle 

school and high school bands in a rural school setting.  Verbalizations from five band 

directors were coded and analyzed.  Data were used to compare verbalizations used by 

band directors when instructing middle school and high school level bands.  

Additionally, verbalizations were compared across the five participants in this study.  

For the purposes of this study, rural schools had a student population between 55.5 and 

224 according to small school classifications 1A and 2A schools 

(https://www.uiltexas.org).  Additionally, public records indicated city populations of 

the participating schools ranged from 412 to 1,317. 

Selected Teacher Verbalizations for Observation  

Though multiple researchers have studied teacher verbalizations, a modified 

version of the studies of Cavitt (2003), Duke & Henninger (1998), Goolsby (1997) and 

Siebenaler (1997) were used for the observations in this study.  Five band directors 

were video recorded teaching three lessons to middle school and high school bands on 

three consecutive days.  All rehearsals were recorded in their entirety with the camera 

focused only on the director.  However, only the band director verbalization used 

during minutes 15 to 35 of each rehearsal were analyzed.  Considering band director 
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verbalizations from this 20-minute block of instruction provided verbalizations which 

best represented the music being taught during the rehearsals (Blocher et al., 1997).  

Therefore, the procedural beginning and end of class happenings (i.e., instrumental 

warm-ups, class announcements, and unpacking and packing of instruments) were 

avoided.   

After much consideration of extant band director verbalization research and 

transcripts of the band director participants in the current study, the following 

verbalizations were considered for analysis:  Directives, Feedback, Vocal Modeling, 

Music Concept Explanation, Teacher Questioning and Off-Task Talking.  

Additionally, Directives and Feedback were further divided into the following sub-

categories:  General Directives, Specific Directives, General Academic Positive 

Feedback, General Academic Negative Feedback, Specific Academic Positive 

Feedback, Specific Academic Negative Feedback, General Social Positive Feedback, 

General Social Negative Feedback, Specific Social Positive Feedback and Specific 

Social Negative Feedback.  The creation of sub-categories provided a more complete 

representation of verbalizations that were used in the classroom.  For example, sub-

categories of Directives were Specific Directives and General Directives.  Data 

included the six categories as well as sub-categorical analyses.   

Band Director Verbalizations 

 Verbal behaviors selected for the current study were modified from those 

defined by Siebenaler (1992) who observed piano teachers' behaviors while providing 

instruction to adults and children.  
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General Directive-Teacher instructional statement lacking specificity for a  subsequent 

 performance trial (e.g., "play it again," "listen to each other," "one more time") 

Specific Directive-Teacher instructional statement indicating a specific 

 requirement(s) for a subsequent performance trial (e.g., "Flutes, play the 

 dynamics in measure 18.") 

General Academic Feedback (Positive or Negative)-Teacher comment following a 

 performance trial that address a student performance/verbalization but 

 lacks specificity (e.g., "good," "better," "That sounded bad.") 

Specific Academic Feedback  (Positive or Negative)-Teacher comment addressing a 

 precise student performance/verbalization (e.g., "Trumpets, good job playing 

 the eight-note rhythm in measure 36.") 

General Social Feedback (Positive or Negative)-Teacher comment, lacking specificity, 

 that addresses student(s) classroom behavior (e.g., "Stop talking.") 

Specific Social Feedback (Positive or Negative)-Teacher comment specifically 

 addressing precise student(s) behaviors (e.g., "Thank you for being patient 

 and quiet.") 

Vocal Modeling-Teacher vocal demonstration of a select passage of music  

Music Concept Explanation-Teacher explanations of musical concepts related to the 

 lesson plan that are not presented as a directive or feedback (e.g., "This piece 

 switches between duple and triple meter.") 

Teacher Questioning-Music related questions asked by a teacher to elicit student(s) 

 response (e.g., "How many sharps and flats are in the key of C Major?") 
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Off-Task Talking-Teacher verbalization or class discussion that is not relevant to the 

 instructional objectives (e.g., I taught your mother to play this march when she 

 was in my band.")  

Study Design  

Researchers have videotaped/recorded ensemble rehearsals to determine the 

frequency of specific behaviors or verbalizations in the ensemble setting (Blocher, et 

al., 1997; Broomhead, 2006; Cavitt, 2003; Duke & Henninger, 1998;  Goolsby, 1996).  

Band directors (N = 5) were recorded providing instruction to middle school and high 

school bands.  The video recorded rehearsals occurred on three consecutive days for 

rehearsal continuity.   

Participants were limited to band directors that taught both middle school and 

high school band in a rural small-school setting.  Schools were selected that have 

received high ratings at multiple adjudicated events (i.e., ratings that are identified as 

"superior" and "excellent" performances).  Additionally, directors were recommended 

by their peers for exceptional teaching behaviors.   

Each video was edited to twenty minutes of instruction.  Minutes 15 to 35 were 

selected because this time frame contained the main block of musical instruction.  The 

edited videos were then transcribed for accuracy.  Approximately 100 pages of 

transcriptions were garnered from the 30 observed classes.  Verbalizations were 

identified and coded according to the definitions provided in this study.  The software 

SCRIBE (Simple Computer Recording Interface for Behavioral Evaluation; Version 

4.0.6; Duke & Stammen, 2007), was used to systematically record and analyze the 

frequency and duration of verbalizations used by each band director.   



Texas Tech University, Shawna Laity, August 2019 

 

52 

 

Recruitment of Participating Band Directors 

Participants for this study were selected using the following criteria:  1.  

Teachers were the head director of both middle school and varsity high school bands.  

2.  Teachers allowed the researcher to video record them teaching middle and high 

school rehearsals for the entire rehearsal.  3.  Participating middle school and high 

school bands were heterogeneous (classes contained mixed instrumentation) 

ensembles.  Participating directors (N = 5) were selected from an area in Texas that 

has a large number of rural small school bands in a centralized area. 

Each band director received a phone call (see Appendix B) explaining the 

research intent and his/her role in the study.  Additionally, school principals received 

an administrator's participant letter (see Appendix C) sent by e-mail.  The letter 

explained the purpose of the study and provided pertinent information for the directors 

and principals.  Participants and administrators were encouraged to ask any questions 

necessary for clarification of the study.  The researcher complied with each school's 

policy for conducting classroom research.  Moreover, the anonymity of the directors 

and the schools was and preserved.   

Prior to contacting participating schools and conducting observations, Texas 

Tech IRB permission was received and protocols were followed.  The researcher 

received IRB permission for the study January of 2014 (see Appendix A).   

Video Recording and Labeling Procedures 

The researcher traveled to each school and placed a Sony Handycam HDR-

CX330 video camera on a tripod.  The video camera was set appropriately in the band 

hall prior to the beginning of each observation period, (i.e., each director was visible, 
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the camera was positioned to capture teacher audio if they moved from camera site, 

and students were not identifiable in the video).  A test video was made prior to each 

class to identify and prevent technical issues.  At the start of each rehearsal, band 

director participants acknowledged the presence of a graduate student for the purpose 

of conducting research so the students were informed.  The researcher then left the 

band hall for the duration of the rehearsal and only returned after the rehearsal is 

concluded to turn off the camera.   

To protect anonymity, schools were given a code with letters and numbers that 

corresponded to the order in which the school was observed, band classification 

(middle school or high school), and the rehearsal number.  These codes served as a 

classifying system for the reliability observer and future data presentation.  The 

following table is provided as an example of this coding: 

Table 3.1 Director Anonymity Labels 

S1MSR1 School 1, Middle School, Rehearsal 1 

S1HSR1 School 1, High School, Rehearsal 1 

S2MSR2 School 2, Middle School, Rehearsal 2 

S2HSR2 School 2, High School, Rehearsal 2 

 

A total of 30 codes were used to identify six videos from each of five schools. 

Video Verification and Configuration of SCRIBE 

The researcher verified that all videos (N = 30) contained complete ensemble 

rehearsals and were quality recordings for analysis.  The videos were edited to only 
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contain minutes 15 to 35 minute of each rehearsal using Windows Movie Maker 

(Microsoft, 2012).  Then the edited videos were converted to MPEG4 videos using 

Windows Movie Maker (Microsoft, 2012).  Next, the MPEG4 videos had to be 

formatted using Ogg Theora video compression codec.  The video codec, Ogg Theora, 

was the only program found that would allow for video upload to the SCRIBE 

software used for the data analysis.  Additionally, the only browser that worked in 

conjunction with the videos and SCRIBE was an older version of Mozilla Firefox.  The 

computer used for this study was a Lenovo Yoga Pro 2 running Windows 10.     

Videos were uploaded to SCRIBE (Simple Computer Recording Interface for 

Behavioral Evaluation; Version 4.0.6; Duke & Stammen, 2007).  This software allows 

for analysis of frequency and duration of identified categories in real-time.  Each 

twenty-minute video was uploaded, one at a time, for observation.  The predetermined 

band director verbalizations were, likewise, entered into SCRIBE.  While watching the 

recording in real time, each band director verbalization was entered by clicking the 

mouse when the verbal behavior was observed.  The SCRIBE software allows for 

behavior to be given color and word-coded tabs to identify behaviors as they are 

watched on the video.  The software then calculates behavior frequencies, rates, total 

durations, mean episode durations, and standard deviations for each behavior entered 

into SCRIBE.  These data were considered as part of the final data analysis.  Figure 3.1 

provides an example of data collection from SCRIBE. 
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Figure 3.1 Example of Verbal Behaviors as calculated by SCRIBE 

Data Collection and Analysis Procedures 

The researcher used SCRIBE software to collect data.  While watching videos 

of the band directors, the researcher clicked specifically prescribed tabs assigned to 

each verbalization.  Only three teacher verbalizations were observed for a single video 

viewing.  This required repeat viewings of each video, but likely decreased coding 

errors.  The researcher paused the videos frequently and referenced the video 

transcriptions to ensure each teacher verbalization was coded appropriately.  If two or 

more verbalizations occurred simultaneously (e.g., a director makes a joke while 

telling the trumpets they played too loudly), the researcher coded the verbal episode as 

only one verbalization.  SCRIBE software  provided the frequency, duration, mean and 

standard deviation for each teacher verbalization.  These data were then used to find 

trends and differences regarding band director verbalizations.  Finally, data were 
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entered into Microsoft Excel (2007), to provide appropriate calculations and necessary 

graphs and tables.   

Selection and Training of Reliability Observers 

To account for individual bias which may arise during an observational study, 

a reliability observer was selected to independently corroborate data recorded by the 

researcher.  A reliability observer was selected from the PhD, Fine Arts-Music 

Education enrolled in a School of Music program at a southwestern research 

university.  The following criteria were used to select the observer: 

1.  A willingness to dedicate the necessary time to review the study in one 

 week 

2.  A minimum of three years teaching experience in elementary or secondary 

 music education 

3.  At least one degree in music education 

4.  Willingness to attend a training session where they observed an example 

 training video and, following the given research parameters, use SCRIBE to 

 analyze the video; and 

5.  Familiarity with using SCRIBE.  

The reliability observer was invited to participate as a reliability observer via e-

mail.  The e-mail explained the details of the study, listed the responsibilities, and 

instructed them to contact the researcher with any questions or concerns (see 

Appendix E).  After the observer agreed to participate as a Reliability Observer for this 

study, the observer received a Reliability Consent Form (see Appendix G) that 

explained the research and informed them of their rights as a reliability observer.   
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Additionally, the observer received a reference sheet (see Appendix F) for SCRIBE 

instructions (Williams, 2016) and a complete listing of definition and examples of 

teacher verbalizations to be referenced while viewing the videos (see Table 3.1).  The 

reliability observer was asked to observe approximately 20% of the data for 

confirmation.   

After the completed training period for SCRIBE, the reliability observer 

completed multiple viewings of randomly selected rehearsal segments.  The reliability 

observer submitted an electronic copy of the independent SCRIBE analysis to the 

researcher.  A statistical data analysis program, SPSS, was used to calculate the 

reliability of band director verbalizations for middle school and high school level 

rehearsals.  A  Cohen's Kappa was used to calculate the reliability.  For observed high 

school rehearsals, the resulting reliability level was 0.839.  The reliability level for the 

observed middle school rehearsals was 0.837.  These levels showed an acceptable 

level of agreement between the reliability observer and the researcher.   
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

Extant research has referenced band director verbalizations in the classroom 

setting (Blocher et. al, 1997; Cavitt, 2003; Dib & Sturmey, 2007; Grimland, 2005; 

Rutkowski & Snell-Miller, 2003), however, no such research has been found which 

addresses rural band directors that teach multiple age levels.  The purpose of the 

current study was to analyze verbalizations from band directors that teach both middle 

school and high school bands in a rural school setting.   

Verbalizations from five band directors were coded and analyzed.  Data were 

used to compare verbalizations used by band directors when instructing middle school 

and high school level bands in rural settings.  Additionally, verbalizations were 

compared across the five participants in this study.   

Band directors were recorded instructing middle school and high school band 

for three consecutive class periods.  Directors' verbal episodes were then transcribed 

and coded into 14 types of band director verbalizations.  Questions this study 

addressed were: 

1.  What teacher verbalizations are being utilized during classroom instruction? 

2.  What is the frequency and duration of each of these specific teacher  

 verbalizations? 

3.  What are the similarities and differences of teacher verbalizations between 

 middle school and high school ensembles? 
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4.  What are the similarities and differences of verbalizations among band  

 directors? 

Teacher Verbalizations 

Raw data used for analysis consisted of 14 identified band director 

verbalizations.  Selected teacher verbalizations were considered from the research of 

Siebenaler (1997).  The identified verbalizations, for purposes of this study, were 

divided into six categories:  Directives, Feedback, Vocal Modeling, Musical Concept 

Explanation, Teacher Questioning and Off-Task Talking.  Two categories, Directives 

and Feedback, were then divided into sub-categories to accurately analyze specific 

teacher verbalizations.  Directives were divided into General Directives and Specific 

Directives.  Feedback was divided into eight sub-categories:  General Academic 

Feedback - Positive, General Academic Feedback - Negative, Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive, Specific Academic Feedback - Negative, General Social 

Feedback - Positive, General Social Feedback - Negative, Specific Social Feedback - 

Positive and Specific Social Feedback - Negative.   

These categories and sub-categories were then analyzed individually and in 

combination to accurately represent the verbalizations given by each band director.  

For example, each band director was analyzed by the Feedback they provided to both 

ensembles.  Therefore, three tables exist for each band director concerning Feedback 

provided to high school and middle school ensembles.  The three tables are Positive 

Feedback versus Negative Feedback, Academic Feedback versus Social Feedback and 

General Feedback versus Specific Feedback.  Each table contains data for both middle 

school and high school ensembles.  This analysis was necessary to provide an accurate 
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and specific representation to the types of verbalizations used by band directors.  For a 

complete list of band director verbalizations with definitions, refer to Chapter 3.   

Data Analysis of Participant Directors 

The frequency and duration of each verbalization were garnered from 20-

minute excerpts  from participants' middle school and high school band classes 

(minutes 15 to 35).  Table 4.1 consists of the average frequency of band director 

verbalizations, the average duration of verbalizations and the average percentage of 

class time spent on band director verbalizations.  The averages were computed using 

the three observed class periods from each director providing instruction to both 

middle school and high school level ensembles.   

It is important to note that a high frequency of band director verbalizations 

does not necessarily mean there were lengthy duration of total director verbalizations.  

Therefore, it is possible for a band director to have a greater frequency of band director 

verbalizations that are short in duration.   This can equal a lower percentage of time 

spent in vocal episodes with the ensembles.  This is true when you compare Director 1 

to Director 5.  Director 5 had an average of 197 verbalizations when instructing the 

middle school band and 149.33 with the high school band.  However, Director 1, with 

111 verbalizations with the middle school band and 113.67 verbalizations with the 

high school band had a longer duration of verbal episodes than did Director 5. 
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Table 4.1 Average Frequency, Duration (minutes:seconds) and Percentage of Class 

Time for Each Band Director 

Verbalizations of 

Directors 

Average 

Frequency: 

Average 

Duration: 

Average 

Percentage 

HS MS HS MS HS MS 

Director 1 113.67 111.0 16:03 14:22 80.25 71.83 

Director 2 75.33 123.33 06:27 11:22 32.25 56.83 

Director 3 110.33 165.0 10:01 12:48 50.1 64.0 

Director 4 145.0 141.33 11:45 11:39 58.75 58.25 

Director 5 149.33 197.0 14:56 13:33 74.67 67.75 

 

With the exception of instruction provided to the high school band by Director 

2, each band director spent more than 50 percent of every class providing 

verbalizations.  Director 1 provided the highest percentage of teacher verbalization 

versus ensemble playing when instructing the high school band.  Band Director 1 

averaged 80.25 percent (16 minutes and 3 seconds) of the 20-minute instructional 

period observed.  Band Director 2 provided the lowest percentage of teacher talk time 

versus ensemble time to the high school band at 32.25 percent (6 minutes and 27 

seconds).   

Three band directors (Directors 1, 4, and 5) engaged in verbalizations for a 

longer duration while teaching on the high school level than they did while teaching 

the middle school band.  Director 4 spent more time providing verbalizations to the 

high school band than the middle school band by 6 seconds.  Additionally, Director 4 

had little difference in average duration of verbalizations between the middle school 

and high school ensembles while Director 2 had the greatest difference at 4 minutes 
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and 16 seconds.  These differences were not true for the average frequency of 

verbalizations.  Director 1 had the smallest frequency difference with a difference of 

2.67 verbal episodes between middle school and high school ensembles and Director 4 

had a difference of 3.67 verbal episodes.   

Though observed band classes were recorded as entire classes, videos were 

edited to 20 minutes in length.  Specifically, the recording of each class was observed 

from minute 15 to minute 35 to gather data on the portion of the lesson that contained 

the most teaching and learning.  This block of time was selected to allow for 

differences in warm-up procedures for each band director as well as to eliminate end 

of class announcements and procedures.  The 20 minutes analyzed for each director 

were spent rehearsing pieces for spring adjudicated events.  While Table 4.1 provides, 

in part, the average duration of teacher talk, Figure 4.1 provides a more concise 

comparison on teacher talk episodes.  This graph allows for easier comparison of each 

director teaching both age levels as well as making comparisons between band 

directors. 

As referenced in Figure 4.1, this graph makes for direct comparisons between 

middle school and high school ensembles as well as cross comparisons of band 

directors.  Directors 2 and 3 spent more time in talking episodes with the middle 

school band compared to the high school band.  There is also less difference in the 

duration of teacher talk when comparing Directors 3 and 4.  Director 1 and Director 5 

were, likewise, similar in their duration of talking between high school and middle 

school ensembles.  Director 1 spent 2 minutes and 20 seconds longer speaking with the 
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high school band than the middle school band, similarly, Director 5 spent 2 minutes 

and 10 seconds longer in talking episodes with the high school band.   

 

Figure 4.1 Average Duration of Verbalizations for Each Band Director 

Directives 

Pertaining to this investigation, a General Directive is considered an 

instructional statement lacking specificity for a subsequent performance trial (see 

Chapter 3).  Verbalizations among band directors were different when comparing the 

frequency and duration of General Directives versus Specific Directives.  Figure 4.2 

includes the frequency of General Directives given by each band director for both high 

school and middle school ensembles.  The total frequency equals the number of 

General Directives observed during the three class periods observed for both ensemble 

levels by each band director.     

Director 1 had the smallest difference (five verbalizations) in total General 

Directives given to high school and middle school ensembles.  Comparatively Director 

5 provided 92 more General Directives while teaching middle school band than while 
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teaching the high school band.  Likewise, Directors 2, 3, and 5 provided more General 

Directives to the middle school bands.  However, duration must also be considered 

when comparing band director verbalizations.  This is an important consideration 

because it is possible to make several verbalizations but, if the verbalizations were 

brief, then the verbalizations totaled a shorter duration than a band director that gives 

longer verbalizations.  Figure 4.3 provides the total duration of General Directives 

provided by each band director.   

 

Figure 4.2 Total Frequency of General Directives Given by Each Band Director 

As mentioned previously, frequency of verbalizations does not necessarily 

equate to similar comparisons when considering the duration of each verbalization.  

According to Figure 4.2, Director 1 had the smallest difference between age groups 

and Director 3 had a difference of 16 General Directives between ensembles.  

However, when considering the duration of the verbalizations, as represented in Figure 

4.3, Director 3 spent 2 seconds more giving General Directives to the high school band 
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compared to the middle school band.  Therefore, it is worth considering both 

frequency and duration when analyzing band director verbalizations.   

 

Figure 4.3 Total Duration of General Directives Given by Each Band Director 

A similar occurrence is observed between Directors 2 and 5.  Frequency for 

General Directives reveals that Director 5 provided 92 more General Directives to 

middle school band students than to the high school band students while Director 2 

gave the middle school band 51 more General Directives which equals a difference of 

41 General Directives.  When considering the amount of time spent giving each 

General Directives, Director 2 spent a longer duration providing the verbalizations 

than did Director 5.  Director 2 spent 4 minutes and 45 seconds providing General 

Directives to the middle school band compared to Director 5 who gave 4 minutes and 

2 seconds.  It is also worth noting that Directors 1, 3, and 4 had less than 1 minute 

difference when providing General Directives to both ensembles.   
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Specific Directives, which are defined as teacher instructional statements 

indicating a specific requirement(s) for a subsequent performance trial (Chapter 3).  

Examining the frequency of Directives, band directors gave more general directives to 

students than specific directives.  Figure 4.4 provides the total frequency of Specific 

Directives coded from each of the six classes observed for each band director. 

 

Figure 4.4 Total Frequency of Specific Directives Given by Each Band Director 

Total number of General Directives observed by all band directors totaled 

1,047 whereas the total frequency of Specific Directives spoken by each of the five 

band directors totaled 568, a difference of approximately 30%.  Directors 3, 4, and 5 

had a larger discrepancy than Directors 1 and 2 when providing Specific Directives to 

high school ensembles compared to middle school ensembles.  Similar to the total 

frequency of General Directives given, Director 1 had the smallest difference between 

Specific Directives given to high school band compared to the middle school band (n 
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= 4).  While providing instruction to the middle school ensemble, Director 2 provided 

7 more Specific Directives than to the high school ensemble. 

Interestingly, Directors 1, 2 ,3 and 4 were consistent when providing both 

Specific and General Directives to middle school and high school bands when 

considering which ensemble received the greater frequency of Specific and General 

Directives.   For example, Director 3 provided more General and Specific Directives to 

the middle school band than to the high school band.  Director 4 was, likewise, 

consistent delivering directive by providing more General and Specific Directives to 

the high school band than to the middle school band.  Only Director 5 differed from 

this pattern.  Director 5 provided about 36% more General Directives to the middle 

school band than to the high school band but gave approximately 14% more Specific 

Directives to the high school band than to the middle school band. 

Duration of each Specific Directive was also an important factor when 

considering verbalizations provided by band directors.  Figure 4.5 shows the total 

duration of Specific Directives provided by the five band directors to middle school 

and high school bands.  As speculated previously, a greater frequency of General and 

Specific Directives does not necessarily equate to a longer duration of the same 

Directives.  For example, Director 2 had a greater total frequency of Specific 

Directives with the middle school band than the high school band, however, Director 2 

spent more time giving Specific Directives with the high school band by 33 seconds. 
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Figure 4.5 Total Duration of Specific Directives by Each Band Director 

Furthermore, each Specific Directive spoken can vary greatly when it comes to 

duration.  Director 5 had a frequency difference of 26 Specific Directives between age 

levels but 9 minutes difference in duration between middle school and high school 

bands.  This time discrepancy concerning Specific Directives from Director 5 is larger 

than the time discrepancies between the other band directors.  The second greatest 

difference happens with Director 4.  Director 4 gave the high school band 26 more 

Specific Directives than the middle school band with a durational discrepancy of 3 

minutes and 7 seconds.   

Feedback 

In addition to General and Specific Directives, comparisons of band director 
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of Positive Feedback given by each band director.  The following four graphs 

considered director feedback that is both academic and social.  Specifically, feedback 

that is given in response to a student music demonstration (academic) and Feedback 

that is given after a student demonstration of classroom behavior (social).   

Unlike the previous graphs of General and Specific Directives, each of the five  

band directors provided a greater frequency of Positive Feedback to middle school 

bands.  Additionally, only Director 2 provided a Positive Feedback frequency 

difference greater than 10.  Director 2 had a difference of 13 Positive Feedback 

occurrences between middle school and high school ensembles, whereas, Director 4 

had a difference of 2 Positive Feedback iterations.  The average difference of 

frequency of Positive Feedback between middle school and high school bands is 6.2.   

 

Figure 4.6 Total Frequency of Positive Feedback Given by each Band Director 

Figure 4.7, which displays a similar graph contour as was seen in Figure 4.6, 

illustrates the duration of Positive Feedback provided by each band director.  Director 
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5 provided the greatest frequency of Positive Feedback, compared to the other 

directors, for both high school and middle school bands.  Likewise, in Figure 4.7 

Director 5 spent the longest duration providing Positive Feedback.  The high school 

band received 2 minutes and 1 second of Positive Feedback and the middle school 

band received 2 minutes and 10 seconds.  This is a 9 second difference in duration 

even though there was a difference of 5 Positive Feedback examples when frequency 

is considered.   

Director 1 provided the fewest examples of Positive Feedback as well as the 

shortest duration.  Director 1 gave the high school band a total of five examples of 

Positive Feedback compared to nine examples with the middle school band.  The five 

examples of Positive Feedback took a total of 9 seconds to be delivered.  Additionally, 

Director 1 spent 34 seconds with the middle school band giving Positive Feedback.  

Director 5, however, provided the longest durations of Positive Feedback to both high 

school and middle school ensembles.  Director 5 provided the high school band with 2 

minutes and 1 second of Positive Feedback and the middle school band received 2 

minutes and 10 seconds.  It is also interesting to note that Directors 4 and 5 provided 9 

seconds additional Positive Feedback to the middle school bands than to the high 

school bands.  Therefore, Directors 4 and 5 provided the shortest difference in duration 

of Positive Feedback between age levels.   
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Figure 4.7 Total Duration of Positive Feedback Given by each Band Director 

Director 2, while rehearsing middle school ensembles provided a higher 

frequency and longer duration of Positive Feedback statements than while rehearsing 

high school ensembles.  The middle school band received 13 more examples of 

Positive Feedback than did the high school band.  In this case, the additional Positive 

Feedback equated to an additional 30 seconds of time spent delivering Positive 

Feedback to the middle school band.  Interestingly, Director 2 also provided 30 

seconds more Negative Feedback to the middle school band than to the high school 

band.  Additionally, Director 2 provided six more Negative Feedback examples to the 

middle school band than to the high school band.  Figures 4.8 and 4.9 provide for the 

frequency and durations of Negative Feedback that were provided by the band 

directors to high school and middle school level ensembles.   
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Figure 4.8 Total Frequency of Negative Feedback given by each Band Director 

Unlike the contour seen in Figure 4.6 regarding Positive Feedback, Directors 
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examples of Negative Feedback than the high school band received.  Additionally, the 

middle school band received an additional 3 minutes and 25 seconds of Negative 

Feedback.  Director 1, likewise, provided more than 1 minute difference of Negative 

Feedback between ensemble levels.  Directors 2, 4, and 5 had about 30 seconds 

difference of Negative Feedback delivery between middle school and high school 

bands.   

 

Figure 4.9 Total Duration of Negative Feedback given by each Band Director 
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Director 5 spent 2 seconds more providing Academic Feedback to the high school 

band than to the middle school band. 

Directors 1, 4, and 5 spent more time providing Academic Feedback to the 

high school band than to the middle school band.  While both Director 2 and Director 

3 spent more time providing Academic Feedback to middle school ensembles than 

high school ensembles, only Director 2 had more than 1 minute difference between 

age levels.  Director 2 spent 50 seconds providing Academic Feedback to the high 

school band and an additional 1 minute and 2 seconds providing Academic Feedback 

to the middle school band. 

 

Figure 4.10 Total Duration  of Academic Feedback given by each Band Director 
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Figure 4.11 has only Directors 1 and 4 giving a higher frequency of Academic 

Feedback to high school ensembles than to middle school ensembles.   

It is worth noting the duration compared to the frequency of Academic 

Feedback verbalizations provided by Director 4.  While Figure 4.10 has Director 4 

providing 50 seconds of Academic Feedback to the high school, Figure 4.11 shows 

that the 50 seconds of Academic Feedback equated to 40 separate teacher 

verbalizations of Academic Feedback.  This means that the average time spent giving 

each Academic Feedback took about 1.25 seconds.  Director 4 was also the only band 

director to have an Academic Feedback frequency discrepancy greater than 10 

between middle school and high school ensembles.  The high school band received 40 

separate examples of Academic Feedback, whereas the middle school band received 

59 iterations of Academic Feedback. 

 

Figure 4.11 Total Frequency of Academic Feedback given by each Band Director 
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Academic Feedback is a teacher comment addressing student musical 

demonstrations, and Social Feedback is a teacher comment addressing student 

classroom behavior.  According to Figure 4.12, with the exception of Directors 1 and 

3, each of the other classes received more Academic Feedback than Social Feedback.  

Interestingly, Director 2 provided no examples of Social Feedback to either middle 

school or high school ensembles.  This is reflected in Figures 4.12 and 4.13.  

Additionally, Directors 1,3,4, and 5 provided a greater duration of Social Feedback to 

the middle school band than to the high school band.  However, as seen in Figure 4.13, 

Director 4 provided a greater frequency of Social Feedback to high school level 

students.   

Director 3 provided the greatest duration of Social Feedback when combining 

middle school and high school totals.  The high school band received 2 minutes and 13 

seconds of Social Feedback and the middle school band received 5 minutes and 23 

seconds.  Therefore, the middle school students received 3 minutes and 10 seconds 

more Social Feedback than did the high school.  Moreover, Director 3, compared to 

the other band directors, had the greatest frequency of Social Feedback given for both 

the middle school and high school ensembles.  The high school band received 22 

examples of Social Feedback, whereas the middle school band received almost twice 

as much (43 examples). 

Director 1 provided the second longest duration of Social Feedback.  The high 

school received 1 minutes and 15 seconds, and the middle school received more than 

twice that amount at 3 minutes and 4 seconds.  Though there was more than 3 minutes 

difference between middle school and high school concerning Social Feedback 
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duration, there were 5 more Social Feedback iterations provided to middle school (n = 

19) compared to the high school (n = 14).   Comparatively, Director 2 did not provide 

any Social Feedback for either middle school or high school levels. 

 

Figure 4.12 Total Duration of Social Feedback given by each Band Director 
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Figure 4.13 Total Frequency of Social Feedback given by each Band Director 

Music Concept Explanation  
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Figure 4.14 Total Duration of Musical Concepts explained by each Band Director 
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Figure 4.15 Total Frequency of Musical Concepts explained by each Band Director 
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middle school and high school bands. compared to Director 3 who spent the greatest 

duration in Teacher Questioning. 

 

Figure 4.16 Total Duration of Teacher Questioning provided by each Band Director 
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iterations of Teacher Questioning for both middle school and high school bands.  

Director 5 provided the greatest frequency of Teacher Questioning to middle school 

students (n = 95). 

 

Figure 4.17 Total Frequency of Teacher Questioning by each Band Director 
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1 had the greatest use of Vocal Modeling during the three observed class periods for 

high school and middle school bands.  The total observed band director instruction for 

each level was 60 minutes.  Each band director was observed teaching for 20 minutes 

on 3 consecutive calendar days for both middle school and high school bands.  

Director 1 used vocal modeling for the longest duration with the high school band at 

18 minutes and 59 seconds and for a total of 14 minutes and 45 seconds with the 

middle school band. 

 

Figure 4.18 Totals Duration of Vocal Modeling demonstrated by each Band Director 
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and 5 had fewer than 2 minutes difference in duration on Vocal Modeling between age 

levels. 

Unlike Figure 4.18, Figure 4.19 does not demonstrate as great a difference in 

Vocal Modeling usage between band directors.  Figure 4.18 showed Director 1 

providing the longest duration of Vocal Modeling by 12 minutes and 42 seconds and 

the second longest duration was provided by Director 5.  Figure 4.19 shows Directors 

1 and 5 are closer in the frequency of Vocal Modeling.  Director 1, like the duration of 

Vocal Modeling, provides the largest frequency of Vocal Modeling examples to the 

high school band (118 examples).  However, unlike the duration of Vocal Modeling, it 

is Band Director 5 that provides the second highest frequency of Vocal Modeling (99 

examples).  As seen in previous analyses of band director verbalizations, the 

difference in the duration and frequency bar graphs of Vocal Modeling is caused by 

Director 5 providing several examples of Vocal Modeling that are shorter in duration. 

 

Figure 4.19 Total Frequency of Vocal Modeling used by each Band Director 
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Directors 2, 3, 4 and 5, similar to the duration of Vocal Modeling, provided 

more vocal demonstrations to middle school level than high school level students.  It is 

also worth noting that Director 3 provided the fewest Vocal Modeling demonstrations 

to the high school band (15 examples).  Additionally, Director 4 had the smallest 

difference between middle school and high school bands (9 examples).  

Comparatively, Director 1 had the greatest difference between age levels (38 

examples).  

Off-Task Talking 

Figure 4.20 represents the total duration of time spent in Off-Task Talking by 

each band director.  For the purposes of this study, Off-Task talking is defined as 

discussion that is not relevant to the musical learning objectives.  It is important to 

understand that, in this study, the use of the term Off-Task Talking does not infer that 

the verbalizations provided by the band directors was unimportant or flippant in 

nature.  The term Off-Task Talking is used to analyze the band director verbalizations 

that are given in class but do not relate to the music that is being taught to middle 

school and high school students.   
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Figure 4.20 Total Duration of Off-Task Talking by each Band Director 

Director 1 provided the longest duration, 11 minutes and 22 seconds, of Off-
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Figure 4.21 Total Frequency of Off-Task Talking provided by each Band Director  
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verbalizations were used with greatest frequency and duration.  Furthermore, data 

were used to determine what, if any, difference exists when directors provide 

verbalizations to high school and middle school levels. 

Director 1 provided a two percent higher frequency of verbalizations to the 

high school band than the middle school band (Table 4.1).  The high school band 

received an average of 113.67 total verbalizations while the middle school band 

received 111.  Figure 4.22 shows Vocal Modeling was provided to the high school 

band (M = 39.33) with the greatest overall frequency.  Therefore, Director 1 spent 

approximately 35% of total verbalizations providing Vocal Modeling to the high 

school band. 

 

Figure 4.22 Average Frequency of Verbalizations for Band Director 1 
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lowest average frequency was Teacher Questioning.  High school students were asked 

an average of 1.67 questions per class, whereas, middle school students were asked an 

average of 3.67 questions.   

Overall, Band Director 1 provided a greater frequency of Directives, Feedback 

and Vocal Modeling to the high school band while the middle school band received a 

higher frequency of Music Concept Explanation, Teacher Questioning and Off-Task 

Talking.  It is also worth noting that four verbalizations had a small discrepancy in 

frequency between high school and middle school levels.  Directives, Feedback, 

Teacher Questioning and Off-Task Talking differed by three or less when provided to 

both high school and middle school ensembles.   

Table 4.2 shows the average duration spent providing verbalizations by type, 

the percentage of observed class time spent providing specific verbalizations, the mean 

verbalization duration and standard deviations.  Averaging the three 20-minute 

observed class periods, Director 1 spent 16 minutes and 3 seconds providing 

verbalizations to the high school band and 14 minutes and 22 seconds providing 

verbalizations to the middle school band.  Therefore, the high school band received 1 

minute and 41 seconds more teacher verbalizations than the middle school band. 

Interestingly, Vocal Modeling was the verbalization that had the longest 

duration for high school and middle school ensembles.  The high school band received 

6 minutes and 20 seconds (M = 00.10, SD = 7.28) of Vocal Modeling while the middle 

school band received 4 minutes and 55 seconds (M = 00:08, SD = 5.31) for a 

difference of 1 minute and 25 seconds.  Similarly, Teacher Questioning was the 

teacher verbalization that had the shortest duration for both age levels. 
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Table 4.2  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Verbalizations 

(minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, 

the Mean Verbalization Duration and Standard Deviation 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 1 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

Directives 03:16 02:32 17.01 12.76 00:10 00:08 7.28 5.31 

Feedback 01:21 01:50 6.84 9.25 00:55 00:32 10.57 12.76 

Vocal Modeling 06:20 04:55 31.92 24.73 03:27 00:11 9.57 10.43 

Music Explanation 01:13 03:06 6.18 15.60 00:06 00:08 5.84 8.24 

Teacher Questioning 00:06 00:19 0.47 1.55 00:01 00:05 0.48 3.74 

Off-Task Talking 03:47 01:40 19.03 8.34 00:59 00:19 92.52 16.15 

 

Music Concept Explanation, according to Table 4.2, demonstrated a large 

difference between age levels.  Director 1 provided the longest duration of Music 

Concept Explanation to the middle school band at 3 minutes and 6 seconds (M = 

00:06, SD = 5.84).  This duration of Music Concept Explanation equaled 15.6% of 

observed class time, which is more than twice the duration spent providing Music 

Concept Explanation to the high school band.   
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Table 4.3  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Directives (minutes:seconds), 

Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, the Mean 

Verbalization Duration and Standard Deviation 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 1 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Directive 02:13 01:59 11.72 9.99 00:05 00:05 3.24 3.23 

Specific Directive 01:03 00:33 5.29 2.77 00:06 00:03 4.04 2.08 

Total 03:16 02:32 17.01 12.76 

 

Teacher Directives, which was referenced in Table 4.2, was sub-categorized as 

General Directives and Specific Directives for Table 4.3.  Director 1 provided more 

General Directives than Specific Directives for both high school and middle school 

age levels.  The high school band received approximately twice as many General 

Directives (2 minutes and 13 seconds) as Specific Directives (1 minute and 3 seconds).  

A larger discrepancy between General and Specific Directives occurred when being 

provided to the middle school band.  Director 1 provided 33 seconds of Specific 

Directives (M = 00:03, SD = 2.08) to the middle school band and 1 minute and 59 

seconds of General Directives (M = 00:05, SD = 3.23).   

For the purposes of this study, Teacher Feedback was divided into eight 

categories.  Four of these categories referenced a type of teacher Positive Feedback 

and four were Negative Feedback.  Table 4.4 represents the individual analysis of each 

of the eight categories as well as the total duration and percentage of time Band 

Director 1 spent providing Positive and Negative Feedback to high school and middle 

school bands.   
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Overall, Band Director 1 spent more time providing Negative Feedback to both 

high school and middle school levels.  The high school band, on average, received 

6.57% of band director verbalizations from Negative Feedback.  Positive Feedback 

was delivered to the high school band for 0.26% of each observed class.  These 

percentages equaled the high school receiving a total of 1 minute and 18 seconds of 

Negative Feedback and 3 seconds of Positive Feedback.  By comparison, the middle 

school band received 21 seconds more Negative Feedback (1 minute and 39 seconds) 

and 8 seconds more Positive Feedback (11 seconds) than the high school band. 

4.4  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Positive and Negative Feedback 

(minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, 

the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total Duration and 

Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 1 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:02 00:09 0.19 0.78 00:01 00:04 0.55 0.39 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:01 00:02 0.07 0.17 00:01 00:02 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Total 00:03 00:11 0.26 0.95 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:08 00:26 0.68 2.72 00:02 00:05 1.43 3.33 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:45 00:11 3.79 0.94 00:05 00:04 4.66 1.90 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:04 00:41 0.37 3.40 00:02 00:13 0.49 4.76 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:21 00:21 1.74 1.74 00:04 00:04 3.43 2.39 

Total 01:18 01:39 6.57 8.30 
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It is important to note that two of the four categories concerning Positive 

Feedback were not provided by Band Director 1.  Neither General Social Feedback - 

Positive nor Specific Social Feedback - Positive were provided to high school and 

middle school ensembles.  Considering individual Negative Feedback verbalizations, 

Director 1 provided the longest duration to the high school band when providing 

Specific Academic Feedback - Negative.  The high school band received 45 seconds 

of Specific Academic Feedback - Negative (M = 00:05, SD = 4.66).  The middle 

school band received the most Negative Feedback (41 seconds) from General Social 

Feedback - Negative(M = 00:13, SD = 4.76). 

Teacher Feedback, as represented in Table 4.5, was also analyzed considering 

Academic Feedback compared to Social Feedback.  These sub-categories, similar to 

the analysis of Positive and Negative Feedback, require eight individual teacher 

verbalizations, four Academic and four Social.  Director 1 spent a longer duration 

providing Academic Feedback to the high school band (56 seconds) but provided the 

middle school band with more Social Feedback (1 minute and 1 second).   
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4.5  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Academic and Social Feedback 

(minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, 

the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total Duration and 

Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 1 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:02 00:09 0.19 0.78 00:01 00:04 0.55 0.39 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:08 00:26 0.68 2.22 00:02 00:05 1.43 3.33 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:01 00:02 0.07 0.17 00:01 00:02 0.00 0.00 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:45 00:11 3.79 0.94 00:05 00:04 4.66 1.90 

Total 00:56 00:49 4.73 4.11 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:04 00:41 0.37 3.40 00:02 00:13 0.49 4.76 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:21 00:21 1.74 1.74 00:04 00:04 3.43 2.39 

Total 00:25 01:01 2.10 5.14 

 

Considering each category individually, Director 1 spent the most time (45 

seconds) providing Specific Academic Feedback - Negative to the high school band 

(M = 00:05, SD = 4.66).  General Social Feedback - Negative is the verbalization that 

the middle school received for the longest duration.  On average, Band Director 1 

provided this verbalization to the middle school band for 41 seconds (M = 00:13, SD = 

4.76).  This equaled 3.4 % of observed instructional time.     

Two verbalizations were not provided by Band Director 1:  General Social 

Feedback - Positive and Specific Social Feedback - Positive.  The verbalization that 
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received the lowest overall duration for both high school and middle school ensembles 

is Specific Academic Feedback - Positive.  The high school band received one 

iteration of Specific Academic Feedback - Positive which lasted 1 second, and the 

middle school band received one iteration of the same verbalization which lasted 2 

seconds.   

The final way Teacher Feedback was analyzed for this study was to consider 

whether the Feedback was General Feedback or Specific Feedback. According to 

Table 4.6, Director 1 spent 1 minute and 7 seconds providing Specific Feedback to the 

high school band and 15 seconds of General Feedback.  Therefore, the high school 

band received 52 seconds more Specific Feedback compared to General Feedback.  

However, Band Director 1 provided General Feedback that was  42 seconds longer in 

duration (1 minute and 16 seconds) to the middle school band when compared to 

Specific Feedback (34 seconds). 

Analysis of the individual teacher verbalizations revealed that Specific 

Academic Feedback - Negative was delivered to the high school band for the longest 

duration at 45 seconds (M = 00:05, SD = 4.66).  Comparatively, the high school band 

received 1 second of Specific Academic Feedback - Positive.  The middle school band 

received the longest duration of Feedback from General Social Feedback - Negative.  

Director 1 provided this feedback for an average of 41 seconds (M = 00:13, SD = 4.76.  

It is worth noting that, like the high school band, the middle school band received the 

shortest duration of Feedback from Specific Academic Feedback - Positive (2 

seconds). 
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Table 4.6  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering General and Specific Feedback 

(minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, 

the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total Duration and 

Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 1 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:02 00:09 0.19 0.78 00:01 00:04 0.55 0.39 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:08 00:26 0.68 2.22 00:02 00:05 1.43 3.33 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:04 00:41 0.37 3.40 00:02 00:13 0.49 4.76 

Total 00:15* 01:16 1.23 6.40 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:01 00:02 0.07 0.17 00:01 00:02 0.00 0.00 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:45 00:11 3.79 0.94 00:05 00:04 4.66 1.90 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:21 00:21 1.74 1.74 00:04 00:04 3.43 2.39 

Total 01:07 00:34 5.60 2.85 

 

Band Director 2 

Band Director 2, according to Figure 4.23,  provided a larger frequency of 

verbalizations to the middle school band (M = 123.33) than the high school band (M  = 

75.33).  Except for Teacher Questioning, Director 2 had a greater frequency of verbal 

interactions with the middle school band.  However, an analysis of each verbalization 

is needed to understand which specific verbalizations were provided to each ensemble. 
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Figure 4.23 Average Frequency of Verbalizations for Band Director 2  

Both high school (M = 32.67) and middle school (M = 52.00) levels received 

the greatest frequency of verbalizations from Directives.  Director 2 provided an 

average of 19.33 more verbalizations to the middle school.  Similarly, both middle 

school (M = 6.67) and high school (M  = 2.33) ensembles received the least amount of 

Off-Task Talking from Director 2.   

Two additional findings worth noting occur with Teacher Explanation and 

Teacher Questioning verbalizations.  As mentioned previously, Teacher Questioning is 

the verbalization that Director 2 provided with a greater frequency to high school band 

than middle school.  However, the difference is less than 1.  The high school band 

received 14.67 iterations of Teacher Questioning, whereas, the middle school band 

received 14.33.  The second finding worth noting is that three of the six categories in 

Figure 4.23 show more than twice as many verbalizations provided to middle school 

than high school ensembles.  Vocal Modeling, Teacher Explanation and Off-Task 
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Talking were provided to the middle school band more than twice as much than the 

high school band.   

Table 4.7  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Verbalizations 

(minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, 

the Mean Verbalization Duration and Standard Deviation 

Verbalization 

Band Director 2 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

Directives 02:35 03:59 13.01 19.95 00:10 00:08 7.44 4.85 

Feedback 00:37 00:37 3.08 3.12 00:07 00:06 2.67 2.04 

Vocal Modeling 00:22 01:19 1.89 6.62 00:03 00:05 1.35 1.94 

Teacher Explanation 01:00 02:24 5.05 12.05 00:09 00:08 7.99 6.36 

Teacher Questioning 01:01 00:52 5.15 4.36 00:04 00:04 2.51 3.17 

Off-Task Talking 00:52 02:11 4.41 10.91 01:44 00:19 20.75 11.50 

The previously referenced Table 4.1 shows Band Director 2 provided a longer 

duration of verbal iterations to the middle school ensemble than the high school 

ensemble.  The middle school band received an average of 11 minutes and 22 seconds 

while the high school received 6 minutes and 27 seconds.  This is a difference of 4 

minutes and 55 seconds.  According to Table 4.7, Directives were provided to the 

middle school band and to the high school band for the longest duration.  The middle 

school band received 3 minutes and 59 seconds of Directives (M = 00:08, SD = 4.85) 

which equaled 19.95% of observed instructional time.  Director 2 provided the high 

school band with 2 minutes and 35 seconds of Directives (M = 00:10, SD = 7.44) 

which equaled 13.01 % of observed class time.  Therefore, the high school students 

received 1 minute and 24 seconds less Directives than the middle school students. 
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However, the teacher verbalizations that had the shortest duration for both the 

middle school and high schools bands differed for Band Director 2.  On average, the 

high school band received the shortest duration of Vocal Modeling from Band 

Director 2, while the middle school band received the shortest duration of Feedback.  

Director 2 provided 22 seconds (M = 00:03, SD = 1.35) of Vocal Modeling to the high 

school band.  The middle school band received 57 seconds more Vocal Modeling.  

Whereas, the middle school band received 37 seconds (M = 00:06, SD = 2.04) of 

Feedback from Director 2.  It is worth noting that the high school band, similarly, 

received 37 seconds (M = 00:07, SD = 2.67) of Feedback from Band Director 2. 

Table 4.8 Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Directives (minutes:seconds), 

Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, the Mean 

Verbalization Duration and Standard Deviation 

Verbalization 

Band Director 2 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Directive 01:48 03:23 9.08 16.98 00:04 00:05 2.81 2.94 

Specific Directive 00:47 00:36 3.93 2.98 00:06 00:03 4.63 1.91 

Total 02:35 03:59 13.01 19.95 

 

As mentioned previously, Band Director 2 spent more time providing 

Directives to the middle school band than the high school band.  Table 4.8 shows that 

an analysis of General Directives compared to Specific Directives reveals 

discrepancies between middle school and high school ensembles.   Director 2 provided 

a longer duration of General Directives to the middle school ensemble but a longer 

duration of Specific Directives to the high school ensemble.  Specifically, the middle 
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school band received 1 minute and 35 seconds more General Directives than the high 

school band, and the high school band received 11 seconds more Specific Directives. 

The high school band received 47 seconds (M = 00:06, SD = 4.63) of Specific 

Directives which equaled an average of 3.93% of observed instructional time.  Yet the 

high school band received 1 minute and 48 seconds (M = 00:04, SD = 2.81) of General 

Directives from Director 2.  This equates to 1 minute and 1 second more General 

Directives than Specific Directives provided to the high school band. 

Interestingly, there was a larger difference when comparing General to Specific 

Directives for the middle school band.  Director 2 provided an average of 36 seconds 

(M = 00:03, SD = 1.91) of Specific Directives to the middle school ensemble and 3 

minutes and 23 seconds (M = 00:05, SD = 2.94) of General Directives to the high 

school ensemble.  Moreover, the Specific Directives the middle school received 

equaled 2.98% of the observed instructional time but received 16.98% of observed 

class time as General Directives.  

Compared to other verbalizations, Band Director 2 provided an overall low 

duration of Feedback.  Tables 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10 show individual Feedback 

verbalizations were either not used with middle school or high school levels or were 

used for durations that total less than 40 seconds.  Considering Table 4.9, Positive and 

Negative Feedback, Director 2 provided an overall 12 seconds of Positive Feedback to 

the high school band and 22 seconds to the middle school.  

Band Director 2 provided 12 seconds more Negative Feedback to the high 

school band when compared to Positive Feedback.  Specific Academic Feedback - 

Negative received the longest duration at 23 seconds (M = 00:04, SD = 2.05).  The 
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middle school band, on the other hand, received more Positive Feedback (22 seconds) 

compared to Negative Feedback (15 seconds). 

Table 4.9  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Positive and Negative 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 2 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:11 00:22 0.92 1.81 00:01 00:02 0.57 0.79 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:01 00:00 0.08 0.00 00:01 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Total 00:12 00:22 1.0 1.81 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:01 00:07 0.12 0.62 00:01 00:02 0.05 0.89 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:23 00:08 1.96 0.70 00:04 00:03 2.05 0.36 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Total 00:24 00:15 2.08 1.32 

Table 4.10 shows that Band Director 2 provided no Social Feedback to either 

high school or middle school ensembles.  Additionally, even though Academic 

Feedback was provided for less than 40 seconds for both age levels, it was provided 

for nearly identical durations.  The high school band received approximately 36 

seconds and the middle school band received 37 seconds of Academic Feedback. 
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Table 4.10  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Academic and Social 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 2 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:11 00:22 0.92 1.81 00:01 00:02 0.57 0.79 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:01 00:07 0.12 0.62 00:01 00:02 0.05 0.89 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:01 00:00 0.08 0.00 00:01 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:23 00:08 1.96 0.70 00:04 00:03 2.05 0.36 

Total 00:36* 00:37 3.08 3.13 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Total 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Analyzing the sub-categories concerning Academic Feedback shows that the 

high school band received the majority of the Academic Feedback from Specific 

Academic Feedback - Negative.  Director 2 provided the high school band with 23 

seconds (M = 00:04, SD = 2.05) of Specific Academic Feedback - Negative compared 

to the middle school band that received 8 seconds (M = 00:03, SD = 0.36).  The middle 

school band received the longest duration of Academic Feedback from General 

Academic Feedback - Positive.  Director 2 provided the middle school band with 22 
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seconds (M = 00:02, SD = 0.79) of General Academic Feedback - Positive  compared 

to the high school band that received 11 seconds.   

Table 4.11  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering General and Specific 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 2 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:11 00:22 0.92 1.81 00:01 00:02 0.57 0.79 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:01 00:07 0.12 0.62 00:01 00:02 0.05 0.89 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Total 00:12 00:29 1.01 2.42 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:01 00:00 0.08 0.00 00:01 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:23 00:08 1.96 0.70 00:04 00:03 2.05 0.36 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Total 00:24 00:08 2.04 0.70 

Table 4.11 shows the amount of General Feedback and Specific Feedback 

Band Director 2 provided to middle school and high school ensembles.  As 

demonstrated in Tables 4.9 and 4.10, Director 2 provided brief durations of General 

and Specific Feedback.  Moreover, as shown in Table 4.6, Feedback was provided 

with the lowest overall duration.   
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As referenced previously, Director 2 provided no Feedback referencing 

classroom Social situations.  Therefore, all Feedback for this director was related to 

Academic material as defined by this study.  Band Director 2 spent the longest 

duration providing General Feedback to the middle school band.  The middle school 

band received an average of 29 seconds of General Feedback.  This is 17 seconds 

more than the high school band received from Director 2.  The high school band 

received the majority of the Feedback from Specific Feedback (24 seconds).  Specific 

Feedback was provided to the middle school band for 8 seconds.  Interestingly, the 

only Specific Feedback the middle school band received was Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative. 

Band Director 3 

 

Figure 4.24 Average Frequency of Verbalizations for Band Director 3 

Table 4.23 shows the average frequency of the teacher verbalizations given to 

both high school and middle school level students by Director 3.  Director 3 provided 
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the greatest duration of verbalizations to the middle school band.  Table 4.1 shows the 

high school received an average of 10 minutes and 1 second teacher verbalizations 

compared to the middle school band that received 12 minutes and 48 seconds.  This 

difference equals 2 minutes and 47 seconds.   

Director 3 provided a longer duration of teacher verbalizations to the middle 

school band in five of the six categories as shown in Figure 4.23.  Both the middle 

school and high school ensembles received Directives more than other teacher 

verbalizations.  The middle school band received an average of 49.33 verbalizations 

while the high school band received fewer at 34.33.  It is worth noting that, according 

to Figure 4.23, Feedback, Music Concept Explanation and Teacher Questioning 

received similar frequencies from Director 3.  The following tables further explains the 

similarities and differences of teacher verbalizations when considering the duration of 

each verbalization sub-category. 

Table 4.12  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Verbalizations 

(minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, 

the Mean Verbalization Duration and Standard Deviation 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 3 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

Directives 02:35 02:42 13.33 13.57 00:09 00:08 7.99 5.26 

Feedback 01:26 02:39 7.51 13.32 01:23 00:28 11.47 10.85 

Vocal Modeling 00:13 00:30 1.10 2.53 00:02 00:04 0.71 1.25 

Teacher Explanation 02:24 04:30 12.51 22.60 02:06 00:07 8.75 6.81 

Teacher Questioning 01:10 01:49 5.97 9.14 00:04 00:03 2.73 2.16 

Off-Task Talking 02:14 00:39 12.65 3.26 00:10 00:20 9.53 4.71 
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Though Figure 4.23 shows Band Director 3 providing a greater frequency of 

Directives to both middle school and high school ensembles.  Table 4.12 shows that 

more time was spent providing Music Concept Explanation to the middle school band.  

The middle school band received an average duration of 4 minutes and 30 seconds (M 

= 00:07, SD = 6.81) from Music Concept Explanation, whereas the high school band 

received almost 2 minutes less.  The high school band received the longest average 

duration of Directives at 2 minutes and 35 seconds (M = 00:09, SD = 7.99).  The 

middle school band received 7 seconds longer duration of Directives at 2 minutes and 

42 seconds (M = 00:08, SD = 5.26).   

The verbalization that was provided for the shortest duration for middle school 

and high school ensembles was Vocal Modeling.  Director 3 provided 13 seconds (M = 

00:02, SD = 0.71) of Vocal Modeling to the high school band and 30 seconds (M = 

00:04, SD = 1.25) to the middle school band.  It is worth noting that Director 3 spent 

39 seconds providing Off-Task Talking to the middle school band but provided an 

additional 1 minute and 35 seconds to the high school band.  Therefore, the Off-Task 

Talking equaled an average of 3.26% of observed instructional time for the middle 

school band compared to 12.65% of observed instructional time to the high school 

band.   

Table 4.13 shows the breakdown of Directives into General and Specific 

Directives.  Band Director 3 provided a small discrepancy between high school and 

middle school ensembles when providing General and Specific Directives.  Director 3 

provided an average of 1 minute and 19 seconds (M = 00:04, SD = 3.43) of General 

Directives to the high school band and 1 second less to the middle school band.  The 
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middle school received 1 minute and 18 seconds (M = 00:04, SD = 2.71).  Similarly, 

the middle school band received 2 minutes and 42 seconds of Specific Directives 

while the high school band received 7 seconds less.   

Table 4.14 shows a greater difference in Positive and Negative Feedback 

compared to the General and Specific Directives of Table 4.13.  Director 3 provided 

the high school band 27 seconds or Positive Feedback and the middle school received 

32 seconds.  However, the high school band received 32 seconds more Negative 

Feedback than Positive Feedback and the middle school received approximately 1 

minute and 35 seconds more Negative Feedback than Positive Feedback. 

Table 4.13 Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Directives (minutes:seconds), 

Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, the Mean 

Verbalization Duration and Standard Deviation 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 3 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Directives 01:19 01:18 2.42 6.53 00:04 00:04 3.43 2.71 

Specific Directives 01:16 01:24 6.55 7.04 00:05 00:04 4.56 2.55 

Total  02:35 02:42 13.33 13.57 

 

An individual analysis of Negative Feedback provides interesting results.  

Director 3 provided the longest duration of Negative Feedback to the high school band 

when delivering Negative: General Social Feedback and Negative: Specific Social 

Feedback.  Both verbalizations were provided to the high school band by Band 

Director 3 for 22 seconds.  Director 3, likewise, provided the majority of Negative 

Feedback to the middle school band also using General Social Feedback - Negative 

and Specific Social Feedback - Negative.   
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Director 3 provided 32 seconds (M = 00:06, SD = 3.63) of Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative to the middle school band.  The longest duration of Negative 

Feedback provided by Director 3 to the middle school band was General Social 

Feedback - Negative at 1 minute and 16 seconds (M = 00:06, SD = 6.05).  Director 3 

provided this verbalization 54 seconds more to the middle school band than the high 

school band.  It is also important to note that the approximate 2 minutes and 7 seconds 

of Negative Feedback averaged 10.65% of observed class time.   

Table 4.14  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Positive and Negative 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 3 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:16 00:24 1.39 1.98 00:02 00:02 0.86 0.64 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:11 00:08 0.98 0.65 00:04 00:05 0.59 0.16 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:000 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Total 00:27 00:32 2.37 2.67 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:05 00:11 0.46 0.91 00:02 00:03 0.44 0.93 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:09 00:09 0.79 0.75 00:04 00:04 1.63 0.91 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:22 01:16 1.94 6.34 00:06 00:07 4.33 6.05 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:22 00:32 1.96 2.65 00:06 00:07 3.63 2.17 

Total 00:59* 02:07* 5.14 10.65 
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According to Table 4.15, Band Director 3 spent 41 seconds providing 

Academic Feedback to the high school band compared to the middle school band that 

received 52 seconds.  Both middle school and high school ensembles received the 

majority of the Academic Feedback from General Academic Feedback - Positive.  

Director 3 provided 16 seconds (M = 00:02, SD = 0.86) of General Academic 

Feedback - Positive to the high school band.  The middle school band received 8 

seconds more of the same verbalization. 

Table 4.15  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Academic and Social 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 3 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:16 00:24 1.39 1.98 00:02 00:02 0.86 0.64 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:05 00:11 0.46 0.91 00:02 00:03 0.44 0.93 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:11 00:08 0.98 0.65 00:04 00:05 0.59 0.16 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:09 00:09 0.79 0.75 00:04 00:04 1.63 0.91 

Total 00:41* 00:52 3.62 4.29 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:22 01:16 1.94 6.34 00:06 00:07 4.33 6.05 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:22 00:32 1.96 2.65 00:06 00:07 3.63 2.17 

Total 00:44 01:48 3.90 8.89 
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Director 3 provided the greatest difference between age levels when providing 

Social Feedback.  The high school band received 44 seconds of Social Feedback from 

Band Director 3.  Social Feedback was divided equally at 22 seconds from both 

General Social Feedback - Negative and Specific Social Feedback - Negative.  

Director 3 provided an average of 1 minute and 48 seconds of Social Feedback to the 

middle school band.  Therefore, the middle school level students received 1 minute 

and 4 seconds more than the high school level students.  Director 3 provided the 

middle school band the longest duration of General Social Feedback - Negative at 1 

minute and 16 seconds (M = 00:07, SD = 6.05).   

Table 4.16 shows Band Director 3 provided more General and Specific 

Feedback to the middle school band compared to the high school band.  The middle 

school band received 1 minute and 51 seconds of General Feedback compared to the 

high school band which received 43 seconds.  Therefore,  the middle school band 

received 9.23% of class time from General Feedback and the high school band 

received 3.79% of observed class time as General Directives from Director 3.   
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Table 4.16  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering General and Specific 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 3 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:16 00:24 1.39 1.98 00:02 00:02 0.86 0.64 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:05 00:11 0.46 0.91 00:02 00:03 0.44 0.93 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:22 01:16 1.94 6.34 00:06 00:07 4.33 6.05 

Total 00:43 01:51 3.79 9.23 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:11 00:08 0.98 0.65 00:04 00:05 0.59 0.16 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:09 00:09 0.79 0.75 00:04 00:04 1.63 0.91 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:22 00:32 1.96 2.65 00:06 00:07 3.63 2.17 

Total 00:42* 00:49 3.73 4.05 

 

When considering the Specific Feedback provided by Band Director 3, the 

difference between middle school and high school ensembles is smaller.  The middle 

school band received an average duration of 49 seconds, and the high school received 

seven seconds less at 42 seconds.  It is interesting to note when considering General 

Feedback, Director 3 provided the longest and shortest durations to both middle school 

and high school levels.  An individual analysis of each verbalization shows that both 

the high school and middle school ensembles received the most General Feedback 
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from General Social Feedback - Negative and the least amount of General Feedback 

from General Academic Feedback - Negative. 

Band Director 4 

 

Figure 4.25 Average Frequency of Verbalizations for Band Director 4 

Director 4, as seen in  Figure 4.25, spent the greatest frequency providing 

Directives to both high school and middle school ensembles.  The high school 

received an average of 80 separate iterations of Directives compared to the middle 

school band which received an average of 68.33.  The verbalization that received the 

lowest frequency for both high school and middle school ensembles was Off-Task 

Talking.  Band Director 4 spent an average of 1 iteration of Off-Task Talking for the 

high school band and less than 1 (M = 0.67) for the middle school band. 

Director 4 provided three verbalizations (Directives, Feedback and Off-Task 

Talking) with higher frequency to the high school band.  However, Vocal modeling, 

Music Concept Explanation and Teacher Questioning was provided to the middle 
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school band with a higher frequency.  An important takeaway from Figure 4.25 is the 

small discrepancies of teacher verbalizations between middle school and high school 

age levels.  Director 4 provided Feedback, Vocal Modeling, Teacher Questioning and 

Off-Task Talking to middle school and high school bands with a frequency difference 

of 4 or less iterations.   

Table 4.17  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Verbalizations 

(minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, 

the Mean Verbalization Duration and Standard Deviation 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 4 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

Directives 06:03 04:49 30.29 24.18 00:09 00:09 8.37 6.72 

Feedback 01:32 01:24 8.79 7.06 00:22 00:28 9.91 9.22 

Vocal Modeling 01:09 01:41 5.81 8.40 00:04 00:08 2.83 3.58 

Teacher Explanation 02:28 03:07 12.39 15.62 00:09 00:07 6.54 8.73 

Teacher Questioning 00:29 00:29 2.40 2.44 00:04 00:03 1.83 1.36 

Off-Task Talking 00:04 00:08 0.32 0.76 00:03 00:08 0.62 0.00 

 

As seen with the frequency of verbalizations in Figure 4.24, Band Director 4 

spent the longest duration providing Directives to both middle school and high school 

bands when compared to other verbalizations.  The high school band, as seen in Table 

4.17, received the longest average duration of Directives at 6 minutes and 3 seconds 

(M = 00:09, SD = 8.37).  Directives from Director 4 equaled an average of 30.29% of 

observed instructional class time.  Additionally, Director 4 provided the high school 

band with 1 minute and 14 seconds more Directives than the middle school which 
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received 4 minutes and 49 seconds (M = 00:09, SD = 6.72).  This duration of 

Directives by Director 4 averages 24.18% of observed instructional time for the 

middle school band.   

Similar to the results seen in Figure 4.24, Director 4 provided a duration 

difference of less than 9 seconds for the teacher verbalizations:  Feedback, Teacher 

Questioning and Off-Task Talking.  Director 4 provided the high school band with an 

average of 1 minute and 32 seconds (M = 00:22, SD = 9.91) of Feedback.  The middle 

school band received 8 seconds less Feedback at 1 minute and 24 seconds (M = 00:28, 

SD = 9.22). 

The teacher verbalization that received the second longest duration after 

Directives was Music Concept Explanation.  Band Director 4 provided the longest 

duration to the middle school band at 3 minutes and 7 seconds (M = 00:07, SD = 8.73).  

The high school band received 39 seconds less Music Concept Explanation from 

Director 4 at 2 minutes and 28 seconds (M = 00:09, SD = 6.54).  Percentage of class 

time from Director 4 providing Music Concept Explanation averaged 15.62% for the 

middle school and 12.39% for the high school band.    

A closer look at Directives is found in Table 4.18.  Analysis of the Directive 

sub-categories showed Director 4 provided more General and Specific Directives to 

the high school band.  The high school received 3 minutes and 18 seconds (M = 00:04, 

SD = 3.50) of General Directives.  This represented 16.50% of observed instructional 

time.  Additionally, Director 4 provided 11 seconds more General Directives to the 

high school band than the middle school band at 3 minutes and 7 seconds (M = 00:04, 

SD = 2.97). 
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Table 4.18 Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Directives (minutes:seconds), 

Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, the Mean 

Verbalization Duration and Standard Deviation 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 4 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Directives 03:18 03:07 16.50 15.61 00:04 00:04 3.50 2.97 

Specific Directives 02:45 01:43 13.79 8.57 00:05 00:05 4.87 3.76 

Total  06:03 04:49 30.29 24.18 

 

Director 4 provided 2 minutes and 45 seconds (M = 00:05, SD = 4.87) of 

Specific Directives to the high school band.  The middle school band received 1 

minute and 2 seconds less Specific Directives than the high school band received at 1 

minute and 43 seconds (M = 00:05, SD = 3.76).  Therefore, the average Specific 

Directives provided by Band Director 4 equaled 13.79% of observed instructional time 

to the high school band and 8.57% to the middle school band.   

Table 4.19 shows the specific verbalizations provided by Band Director 4 for 

Positive and Negative Feedback.  When considering the duration of Positive and 

Negative Feedback provided to the middle school ensemble, Director 4 provided the 

middle school students with 15 seconds of Positive Feedback.  However, the middle 

school band received an average of 55 seconds more Negative Feedback.  The Positive 

Feedback provided by Band Director 4 averaged 1.22% of observed class time while 

the Negative Feedback provided to the middle school students averaged 5.83%. 
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Table 4.19  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Positive and Negative 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 4 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:07 00:09 0.63 0.73 00:02 00:02 0.71 0.73 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:04 00:06 0.34 0.49 00:02 00:03 0.48 0.95 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Total 00:11 00:15 0.97 1.22 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:15 00:14 1.24 1.16 00:04 00:04 2.52 1.51 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:43 00:30 4.75 2.48 00:05 00:04 2.55 2.51 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:12 00:17 0.99 1.43 00:05 00:11 2.86 1.46 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:10 00:09 0.84 0.76 00:04 00:03 0.78 2.06 

Total 1:20 1:10 7.82 5.83 

 

Analysis of the Positive and Negative Feedback provided to the high school 

band yielded a larger discrepancy.  Director 4 provided an average of 11 seconds of 

Positive feedback to the high school band.  The high school band received an average 

of 1 minute and 9 seconds more  Negative Feedback.  The 11 seconds of Positive 

Feedback Band Director 4 provided to the high school band average 0.97% of 

observed instructional time.  The high school band received 1 minute and 20 seconds 

of Negative Feedback which averaged 7.82% of observed classroom instruction.   
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Table 4.20 shows Band Director 4 provided, overall, similar durations of 

verbalization of Academic and Social Feedback for both middle school and high 

school levels.  It is interesting to note that the ranking of verbalizations, that is 

verbalizations that received the longest and shortest durations, were the same for 

middle school and high school.  Band Director 4 provided an overall shorter duration 

of Social Feedback for both ensembles.  Director 4 provided 32 seconds of Social 

Feedback to the high school band and 6 seconds less to the middle school band. 

Table 4.20  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Academic and Social 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 4 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:07 00:09 0.63 0.73 00:02 00:02 0.71 0.73 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:15 00:14 1.24 1.16 00:04 00:04 2.52 1.51 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:04 00:06 0.34 0.49 00:02 00:03 0.48 0.95 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:43 00:30 4.75 2.48 00:05 00:04 2.55 2.51 

Total 1:09 00:59 6.96 4.86 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:12 00:17 0.99 1.43 00:05 00:11 2.86 1.46 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:10 00:09 0.84 0.76 00:04 00:03 0.78 2.06 

Total 00:32 00:26 1.83 2.19 
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Director 4 provided a longer duration of Academic Feedback for both middle 

school and high school bands compared to Social Feedback.  Both the middle school 

and high school bands received the shortest duration of Academic Feedback from 

Specific Academic Feedback - Positive.  The middle school received 6 seconds of this 

verbalization and the high school received 4 seconds.  Director 4 provided the longest 

duration of Academic Feedback for both levels giving Specific Academic Feedback - 

Negative.  The high school received 43 seconds (M = 00:05, SD = 2.55).  The middle 

school band averaged 13 seconds less Specific Academic Feedback - Negative at 30 

seconds (M = 00:04, SD = 2.51). 

Table 4.21 shows the analysis of General and Specific Feedback provided by 

Band Director 4.  Considering the Feedback from Director 4 from this analysis shows 

less than 30 seconds difference between middle school and high school bands as well 

as General and Specific Feedback.  Director 4 provided General Feedback to high 

school band for 34 seconds and the middle school for 40 seconds.  The specific 

verbalization that received longest duration for both middle school and high school 

ensembles was General Academic Feedback - Negative.  The middle school band 

received this verbalization for 14 seconds and the high school band for 15 seconds.   
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Table 4.21  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering General and Specific 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 4 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:07 00:09 0.63 0.73 00:02 00:02 0.71 0.73 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:15 00:14 1.24 1.16 00:04 00:04 2.52 1.51 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:12 00:17 0.99 1.43 00:05 00:11 2.86 1.46 

Total 00:34 00:40 2.86 3.32 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:04 00:06 0.34 0.49 00:02 00:03 0.48 0.95 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:43 000:30 4.75 2.48 00:05 00:04 2.55 2.51 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:10 00:09 0.84 0.76 00:04 00:03 0.78 2.06 

Total 00:59 00:45 5.93 3.73 

Director 4 provided the longest duration of General Feedback to the middle 

school band.  However, Table 4.20 shows that the high school band received 14 

seconds more Specific Feedback than the middle school band.  Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative was the Specific Feedback provided for the  longest duration for 

both age levels.  The high school received Specific Academic Feedback - Negative for 

an average of 43 seconds (M = 00:05, SD = 2.55).  The middle school band received 

13 seconds less Specific Academic Feedback - Negative at 30 seconds (M = 00:04, SD 

= 2.51). 
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Band Director 5 

Figure 4.2 shows the average frequency of verbalizations provided by Band 

Director 5 for high school and middle school age levels.  Considering the data 

presented in Figure 4.26, it is worth noting that Director 5 provided more 

verbalizations to the middle school band in every category except Music Concept 

Explanation.  Music Concept Explanation was provided with the same average 

frequency to both high school and middle school bands (M = 21.33).  Director 5 

provided the largest frequency of verbalizations using Directives.  The high school 

band received an average of 62.67 Directives and the middle school band received an 

average of 84.67.  Off-Task Talking received the smallest frequency of verbalizations 

for both age levels. 

 

Figure 4.26 Average Frequency of Verbalizations for Band Director 5 

Multiple times in this chapter, it was referenced that a larger frequency of 

verbalizations does not necessarily equal longer durations.  Director 5 had several 
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examples where this was evident.  For example, according to Figure 4.26, Director 5 

provided a greater frequency of Directives to the middle school band.  However, Table 

4.21 shows the longest duration of Directives was provided to the high school.  

Director 5 provided 6 minutes and 33 seconds (M = 00:14, SD = 18.79) of Directives 

to the high school band.  This is 1 minute and 33 seconds more than the middle school 

band received at 5 minutes (M = 00:07, SD = 4.97).   

A second example of frequency and duration discrepancy occurs with 

Feedback.  Figure 4.26 shows Feedback to receive the second largest frequency of 

verbalizations by Director 5, however, Music Concept Explanation received the 

second longest duration according to Table 4.22.  The high school band received 3 

minutes and 30 seconds (M = 00:04, SD = 14.22) of Music Concept Explanation 

compared to 1 minute and 18 seconds (M = 00:13, SD = 7.16) of Feedback.  Similar 

results are found for the middle school band.  Band Director 5 provided 2 minutes and 

16 seconds (M = 00:06, SD = 0.48) of Music Concept Explanation to the middle 

school band and 1 minute and 33 seconds (M = 00:16, SD = 4.73) of Feedback.   

Another point worth noting is the difference between age levels with regards to 

frequency and duration.  As mentioned previously, Figure 4.26 shows Director 5 

providing a greater frequency of verbalizations to the middle school band in five of the 

six categories.  However, the duration of verbalizations as listed in Table 4.22 does not 

provide similar results.  Director 5 provided longer durations of Directives and Music 

Concept Explanation to the high school band instead of to the middle school band. 
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Table 4.22  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Verbalizations 

(minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, 

the Mean Verbalization Duration and Standard Deviation 

Verbalization: 

Director 5 

Duration % Time Mean SDev 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

Directives 06:33 05:00 32.82 25.02 00:14 00:07 18.79 4.97 

Feedback 01:18 01:33 6.51 7.75 00:13 00:16 7.16 4.73 

Vocal Modeling 01:39 02:06 8.24 10.49 00:05 00:04 2.95 3.07 

Teacher Explanation 03:30 02:16 17.49 10.82 00:04 00:06 14.22 9.48 

Teacher Questioning 00:29 00:41 2.42 3.42 00:04 00:03 1.96 1.24 

Off-Task Talking 01:29 01:58 7.42 9.86 00:23 00:19 25.22 10.60 

While Table 4.22 shows Band Director 5 provided a longer duration of  

Directives to high school band than middle school.  A further analysis of specific 

verbalizations in Table 4.23 reveals Director 5 spent a longer duration providing 

Specific Directives to the high school band but a longer duration of General Directives 

to the middle school band.  The high school band received an average of 4 minutes and 

20 seconds (M = 00:09, SD = 15.49) of Specific Directives.  This duration is 3 minutes 

longer than the Specific Directives Director 5 provided to the middle school band. 

Considering General Directives, Band Director 5 provided 3 minutes and 40 

seconds (M = 00:04, SD = 2.13) to the middle school band and 2 minutes and 13 

seconds (M = 00:05, SD = 3.29) to the high school.  Therefore, Director 5 provided 1 

minute and 27 seconds more General Directives to the middle school band than the 

high school.  It is also worth noting that the General Directives provided to the middle 

school band averaged 18.34% of observed class time compared to 5% to the high 
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school.  Additionally, the Specific Directives provided to the high school averaged 

21.73% of observed instructional time compared to 6.68% to the middle school band. 

Table 4.23 Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Directives (minutes:seconds), 

Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing Verbalization, the Mean 

Verbalization Duration and Standard Deviation 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 5 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General 

Directives 
02:13 03:40 5.00 18.34 00:05 00:04 3.29 02:13 

Specific 

Directives 
04:20 01:20 21.73 6.68 00:09 00:03 15.49 04:20 

Total  06:33 05:00 26.73 25.02 

Director 5 provided similar durations of Positive Feedback to both middle 

school and high school ensembles according to Table 4.24.  The Band Director 5 

provided an average of 42 seconds of Positive Feedback to the middle school band.  

The high school received 1 second less at 41 seconds.  Interestingly, the specific 

verbalizations utilized to provide the Positive Feedback also had similar durations 

from Director 5.  Both the middle school and high school band received the most 

Positive Feedback from General Academic Feedback - Positive.  The middle school 

band received 36 seconds and the high school received 38 seconds.  The remainder of 

the Positive Feedback for both age levels was garnered from Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive. 
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Table 4.24  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Positive and Negative 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 5 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:38 00:36 3.15 3.02 00:02 00:02 1.22 0.87 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:03 00:06 0.23 0.53 00:02 00:03 0.81 0.27 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

Total 00:41 00:42 3.38 3.55 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:11 00:15 0.96 1.22 00:04 00:03 2.49 1.43 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:21 00:16 1.79 1.31 00:02 00:02 2.36 0.49 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:01 00:04 0.12 0.38 00:01 00:03 0.00 0.41 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:03 00:15 0.25 1.22 00:02 00:02 0.27 1.27 

Total 00:36 00:50 3.12 4.13 

There was a larger discrepancy of Negative Feedback between middle school 

and high school levels.  Director 5 provided 50 seconds average Negative Feedback to 

the middle school and 36 seconds to the high school band.  It is interesting to note that, 

unlike Positive Feedback, Director 5 provided middle school and high school 

ensembles with all four individual Negative Feedback verbalization sub-categories.  

Concerning individual Negative Feedback verbalizations, both middle school and high 

school ensembles received the longest duration from General Academic Feedback - 

Negative. 
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Table 4.25  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering Academic and Social 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 5 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:38 00:36 3.15 3.02 00:02 00:02 1.22 0.87 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:11 00:15 0.96 1.22 00:04 00:03 2.49 1.43 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:03 00:06 0.23 0.53 00:02 00:03 0.81 0.27 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:21 00:16 1.79 1.31 00:02 00:02 2.36 0.49 

Total 1:13 1:13 6.13 6.08 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:01 00:04 0.12 0.38 00:01 00:03 0.00 0.41 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:01 0.00 0.07 00:00 00:01 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:03 00:15 0.25 1.22 00:02 00:02 0.27 1.27 

Total 00:04 00:20 0.37 1.67 

Table 4.25 shows Band Director 5 provided Academic Feedback to high school 

and middle school bands both for 1 minute and 13 seconds.  Additionally, individual 

verbal analysis shows both levels  received General Academic Feedback - Positive for 

the majority of Academic Feedback.  Director 5 provided General Academic Feedback 

- Positive for 38 seconds (M = 00:02, SD = 1.22).  The middle school band received 

this verbalization for 2 seconds less at 36 seconds (M = 00:02, SD = 0.87). 

Director 5 provided less Social Feedback to both age levels.  The middle 

school band received 20 seconds of Social Feedback and the high school received 4 
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seconds.  Though the duration is short, the most interesting finding from Table 4.25 

concerns Specific Social Feedback - Positive.  Band Director 5 was the only director to 

provide this verbalization to an ensemble.  The middle school band received 1 iteration 

of Specific Social Feedback - Positive which averaged to 1 second.   

Director 5 provided similar duration of General and Specific Feedback to both 

middle school and high school bands.  Table 4.26 shows the high school band 

receiving 50 seconds of General Directives while the middle school band received 5 

seconds more at 55 seconds.  Additionally, Band Director 5 provided the longest 

average duration to both ensembles while providing General Academic Feedback - 

Positive.  The high school band received this verbalization at 38 seconds (M = 00:02, 

SD = 1.22).  Director 5 provided General Academic Feedback - Positive for 2 seconds 

less to the middle school band at 36 seconds (M = 00:02, SD = 0.87). 

Similar to the General Feedback provided by Director 5, the middle school 

band received more Specific Feedback than to the high school band.  Specific 

Feedback provided to the middle school band averaged 38 seconds which is 11 

seconds more than Specific Feedback provided to the high school band at 27 seconds.  

Moreover, both age levels received the majority of Specific Feedback from the same 

verbalization; Specific Academic Feedback - Negative. 
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Table 4.26  Average Duration of Time Spent Delivering General and Specific 

Feedback (minutes:seconds), Percentage of Observed Teaching Period Providing 

Verbalization, the Mean Verbalization Duration, Standard Deviation and Total 

Duration and Percentage of Time 

Verbalization: 

Band Director 5 

Duration % Time Mean SD 

HS MS HS MS HS MS HS MS 

General Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:38 00:36 3.15 3.02 00:02 00:02 1.22 0.87 

General Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:11 00:15 0.96 1.22 00:04 00:03 2.49 1.43 

General Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 00:00 00:00 0.00 0.00 

General Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:01 00:04 0.12 0.38 00:01 00:03 0.00 0.41 

Total 00:50 00:55 4.23 4.62 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive 
00:03 00:06 0.23 0.53 00:02 00:03 0.81 0.27 

Specific Academic 

Feedback - Negative 
00:21 00:16 1.79 1.31 00:02 00:02 2.36 0.49 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Positive 
00:00 00:01 0.00 0.07 00:00 00:01 0.00 0.00 

Specific Social 

Feedback - Negative 
00:03 00:15 0.25 1.22 00:02 00:02 0.27 1.27 

Total 00:27 00:38 2.27 3.13 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine what, if any, trends or differences 

exist when comparing the verbalizations from rural band directors that teach in middle 

school and high school rehearsal settings.  Band Directors were recorded teaching 

three middle school band rehearsals and three high school band rehearsals on 

consecutive calendar days.  Middle school and high school bands observed were 45 

min class periods.  Minutes 15 to 35 of each class were considered in the analysis for 

continuity.  Additionally, participating directors were preparing high school and 
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middle school bands for a spring adjudicated event.  Each class was transcribed, coded 

and analyzed.  An analysis of the 14 observed band director verbalizations revealed 

the following results.  

Band directors in this study spent more time providing verbalizations to the 

middle school and high school bands than the ensembles spent playing music.  

Investigations of the verbalizations revealed band directors provided Directives with 

the highest frequency compared to the other observed director verbalizations.  

Directives averaged 248.34 occurrences for the high school bands and 290 for the 

middle school bands.  Additionally, both high school and middle school ensembles 

received a greater frequency of General Directives than they did Specific Directives 

Director Feedback was the verbalization provided with the second highest 

frequency.  Directors averaged 110 iterations of Feedback to the high school bands 

compared to 128 iterations to the middle school bands.  Additionally, Positive 

Feedback was provided to the middle school bands more frequently compared to the 

high school bands.  Finally, it is evident that a longer duration of General Feedback 

was provided to students compared to Specific Feedback when considering all five 

band directors.  Further consideration of the data is discussed in Chapter V.   
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to determine what, if any, trends or differences 

exist when comparing rural band directors' verbalizations while teaching in both 

middle school and high school settings.  Each band director was video recorded 

teaching six band classes:  three middle school rehearsals and three high school 

rehearsals.  In order to capture the main musical instruction for each class, minutes 15 

to 35 were analyzed from each rehearsal.  These videos were subsequently transcribed 

and coded based on the presence of 14 pre-determined teacher verbalizations.  The 

videos and categories of verbalizations were entered into the computer program 

SCRIBE,  which allowed for the tabulation of frequency and duration specified teacher 

verbalizations.  Data for this study included frequency, duration, mean, percentage of 

time and standard deviation for each category of teacher verbalizations.  The research 

questions for this investigation were: 

1.  What teacher verbalizations are being utilized during classroom instruction? 

2.  What is the frequency and duration of each of these specific teacher 

 verbalizations? 

3.  What are the similarities and differences of teacher verbalizations between 

 middle school and high school ensembles? 

4.  What are the similarities and differences of verbalizations between band 

 directors? 

The identified verbalizations, for purposes of this study, were divided into six 

categories:  Directives, Feedback, Vocal Modeling, Musical Concept Explanation, 
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Teacher Questioning and Off-Task Talking.  Two categories, Directives and Feedback, 

were then divided into sub-categories to accurately analyze specific teacher 

verbalizations.  Directives were divided into General Directives and Specific 

Directives.  Feedback was divided into eight sub-categories:  General Academic 

Feedback - Positive, General Academic Feedback - Negative, Specific Academic 

Feedback - Positive, Specific Academic Feedback - Negative, General Social 

Feedback - Positive, General Social Feedback - Negative, Specific Social Feedback - 

Positive and Specific Social Feedback - Negative.  Definitions for the aforementioned 

verbalizations can be found in Chapter 3. 

Overall Results 

It is clear that there is much variability among individual directors on virtually 

every factor examined.  A more fruitful examination involves the comparison of all 

five directors averaged across both middle school and high school settings.  These then 

are the major findings of my study.   

 Directives 

 Directives were provided more frequently to middle school bands than 

to the high school bands. 

 

 A greater frequency of Specific Directives was provided to high school 

bands. 

 

 A greater frequency of General Directives was provided to middle 

school bands. 

 

 Both high school and middle school ensembles received more General 

Directives than they did Specific Directives. 

 

 Feedback 

 All five directors provided more Negative Feedback to middle school 

and high school ensembles than they did Positive Feedbacks. 
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 All five directors provided a greater frequency and duration of Positive 

Feedback to middle school bands compared to high school bands.  

 

 Band directors, overall, provided a longer duration of Academic 

Feedback compared to Social Feedbacks. 

 

 Longer durations of General Feedback were provided by band directors 

compared to Specific Feedback.  However, high school bands received 

more Specific Feedback while middle school bands received more 

General Feedbacks. 

 

 Vocal Modeling 

 All five band directors provided Vocal Modeling to both middle school 

and high school ensembles. 

 

 Middle school bands received more Vocal Modeling than did the high 

school bands. 

 

 Music Concept Explanation 

 Music Concept Explanation was provided for at least a minute to both 

middle school and high school students by each band director. 

 

 Middle school band students received a longer duration of Music 

Concept Explanation than did the high school band students. 

 

 Teacher Questioning 

 Overall, band directors provided less than 1 minute of Teacher 

Questioning to students. 

 

 Band directors in the middle school setting utilized a greater frequency 

of Teacher Questioning than did band directors in the high school 

setting. 

  

  

A more detailed summary of results follows that includes the following:  1.  A 

comparison of gathered data to include individual director analyses; 2.  Relevant 

research that is either supported or contradicted by the current study; and 3.  

Suppositions to provide possible explanations for observed teacher verbalizations.   
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Directives 

When considering all classifications of verbalizations provided by band 

directors, results indicated that band directors spent the most rehearsal time providing 

Directives to the high school and middle school ensembles.  Comparing the totals of 

all directors, more Directives were provided more the middle school band than to the 

high school band.  However, a greater frequency of Specific Directives was provided 

to the high school band while the middle school band received a larger frequency of 

General Directives.  It was unexpected that both the middle school and high school 

ensembles received considerably more General Directives than they did Specific 

Directives.  Previously cited research conducted by Duke and Madsen (1991), found 

70-73% of directives provided to students to be specific directives compared to 

general directives which was provided about 20% of the time.  Additionally, since 

each of the five band director participants  were preparing for spring adjudicated 

events, it was anticipated that Specific Directives would be provided at a higher 

frequency during this stage of the learning process. 

An analysis of the individual band directors individually revealed, Director 5 

was the only band director to provide more Specific Directives to the high school 

ensemble as compared to General Directives.  However, this was not true for the 

middle school band.  Band Director 5 averaged of 58.67 General Directives to the 

middle school band and only 26 Specific Directives to the high school band.  When 

comparing General and Specific Directives for Director 3, those frequencies were most 

consistent between age levels.  
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Interestingly, it was Director 4 who provided both the largest number of 

Directives to the high school band as well as demonstrated the greatest disparity 

between General and Specific Directives.  Director 4 provided almost double the 

number of General Directives (average = 50) compared to the other participants.  

Moreover, Director 4 provided only 30 Specific Directives to the high school band 

which equals a difference of 20 Directives between the two different categories.  

However, this was not the greatest disparity between General and Specific Directives.  

Director 4, likewise, provided 47 examples of General Directives to the middle school 

and approximately 31 fewer Specific Directives.  While the reason for the discrepancy 

is not clear, Director 4 frequently had students repeat musical passages.  It is possible 

that Director 4 was hoping that repeating passages would allow the students to, 

independently, make corrections and adjust to the rest of the ensemble.   

Considering the duration of Directives of all five participants provided results 

that were similar to the frequency analysis but still yielded distinct differences.  For 

example, while Director 5 was the only director who provided a higher frequency of 

Specific Directives, this is not true when considering the duration of Specific 

Directives.  Specific Directives provided by Director 3 was 6 seconds longer in 

duration while working with the middle school band than it was with the high school 

band.  Additionally, the frequency of a verbalization does not always provide a 

comprehensive understanding of the analysis.  Though Band Director 5 provided 

approximately six more Specific Directives to the high school, when considering 

duration, Director 5 provided an additional 2 minutes and 7 seconds of Specific 

Directives to the high school band.  Therefore, according to the data generated by 
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SCRIBE for Director 5, the high school band received an average of 5% of observed 

class time of General Directives but 21.73% for Specific Directives. 

Possibly the most noticeable difference concerning Directives is the average 

duration of General Directives compared to Specific Directives by all five directors.  

Specific Directives were provided for an average of 5 minutes and 35 seconds to the 

middle school band.  However, middle school students received 13 minutes and 27 

seconds of General Directives for a difference of 7 minutes and 52 seconds.  The high 

school ensembles only received 40 seconds more General Directives when considering 

the average duration from all five band directors.  It is difficult to understand what 

could have contributed to such a large discrepancy between the distribution of General 

and Specific Directives.  However, it is possible that the band directors in this study 

did not believe Specific Directives were necessary when providing them to musically 

inexperienced ensembles.   

Feedback 

Since Feedback was divided into eight subcategories, this category of 

verbalization contains the lengthiest analysis.  This discussion considered the broad 

category of Feedback followed by the various subcategories of Feedback.  As 

expected, each director provided several examples of Feedback during their observed 

classes.  However, there are distinct differences in the types of Feedback that were 

delivered as well as which age level received various forms of Feedback.   

Band Director 5 provided the most frequent Feedback to both high school 

(average = 31.67) as well as middle school (average = 38.33) bands.  Comparatively, 

Director 1 provided the middle school with the least amount of Feedback (average = 
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16.33) while Director 2 provided the high school band (average = 13.33) with the 

lowest Feedback frequency.  When considering overall Feedback from all participating 

directors, there was no trend regarding which level received the highest frequency.  

Directors 1 and 4 provided the highest frequency of Feedback to the high school band, 

and Directors 2, 3 and 5 provided the greatest number of Feedback iterations to the 

middle school band.   

Compared to Feedback frequency, Feedback duration yielded different results.  

Band Director 4 provided the longest average duration of Feedback to the high school 

band at 1 minute and 32 seconds.  Director 3 provided the middle school band with the 

longest average duration of Feedback at 2 minutes and 39 seconds.  The shortest 

duration of Feedback was distributed by Band Director 4 who provided both middle 

school and high school ensembles with just 37 seconds of Feedback .  Possibly the 

most interesting finding when considering the duration of Feedback is that four of the 

five band directors provided similar Feedback durations in one or both ensemble levels 

to a total of six classes: 

Director 1 High School = 1 minute 21 seconds 

Director 3 High School = 1 minute 26 seconds 

Director 4 High School = 1 minute 32 seconds 

Director 4 Middle School = 1 minute 24 seconds 

Director 5 High School = 1 minute 18 seconds 

Director 5 Middle School = 1 minute 33 seconds 

  

Feedback is the only teacher verbalization that was provided to this number of 

classes within a difference of only 15 seconds.  Whereas, a larger population could 

yield a more definitive conclusion, it is possible that Feedback is frequently provided 

with an intuitive pacing that could yield similar durations between band directors.  A 

further analysis of specific types of Feedback yielded additional pertinent results. 



Texas Tech University, Shawna Laity, August 2019 

 

136 

 

When examining the frequency and duration of Positive Feedback compared to 

Negative Feedback, it is interesting to see that all five directors provided a greater 

frequency and duration of Positive Feedback to the middle school band compared to 

the high school (MacLeod & Napoles, 2016).  However, results were not as consistent 

with Negative Feedback.  Additionally, the total duration of Negative Feedback is 

considerably higher than the total duration of Positive Feedback amongst all five 

directors (Cavitt, 2003; Whitaker, 2011).  The directors provided a total of 10 minutes 

58 seconds of Positive Feedback versus a total of 31 minutes and 3 seconds of 

Negative Feedback.  The durational difference is 20 minutes and 5 seconds more 

Negative Feedback than Positive Feedback.  It is worth noting that the researcher did 

not observe any examples of undeserved Negative Feedback.  Based on observations 

conducted by the researcher, all feedback was delivered in a professional and 

appropriate manner.  That being said, many music educators may believe they are 

providing a higher frequency of Positive Feedback than Negative Feedback when 

teaching their learners (MacLeod & Napoles, 2016).   

A further analysis of individual Positive and Negative Feedback provides three 

interesting results with considerations. First, all five band directors in both middle 

school and high school rehearsals provided the greatest average duration of Positive 

Feedback as General Academic Feedback - Positive.  In the current study, it was 

uncommon for the five band directors to provide  similar results within verbalizations 

and between age levels.  Therefore, these data were worth further discussion.  It is 

plausible that directors provided a greater frequency of General Academic Feedback - 

Positive because one and two word general compliments (e.g., "Good job") tend to 
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take less time than do Specific Positive Feedback statements when teaching multiple 

students.   

The second point worth considering is regarding Negative Feedback.  Four of 

the five directors in this study provided the longest average duration of Negative 

Feedback to the high school students as Specific Academic Feedback - Negative.  

Additionally, upon calculating the total of the average of General Academic Feedback 

- Positive provided by all five band directors for both levels (2 minutes and 54 

seconds), this duration is still less than the average duration of the four band directors 

that provided Specific Academic Feedback - Negative to high school and middle 

school bands (3 minutes and 6 seconds). 

When feedback is analyzed concerning Academic and Social Feedback, 

different trends emerge than when feedback is analyzed as Positive and Negative 

Feedback.  Band directors in this study, overall, provided a longer duration of 

Academic Feedback compared to Social Feedback.  Considering a majority of the 

feedback is Academic, it could be inferred that the band directors in this study did not 

find it necessary to provide frequent verbal corrections for student behavior.  The 

exception would be Directors 1 and 3.  These directors provided over 1 minute of 

Social Negative Feedback to the middle school band compared to Directors 2, 4 and 5. 

While no definitive patterns emerged when considering specific verbalizations 

of Academic Feedback, this is not true for Social Feedback.  All five directors 

provided the longest durations of either Specific Social Feedback - Negative or 

General Social Feedback - Negative.  This corroborates the previously discussed data 

concerning Positive and Negative Feedback.  Furthermore, all five band directors 
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provided little or no Social Positive Feedback for either middle school or high school 

ensembles.  Possibly the most surprising data point with regards to Social Feedback 

concerns the verbalizations Specific Social Feedback - Positive.  This Feedback is the 

only verbalization in this study that was provided by only one director (Director 5) for 

one iteration for one ensemble (middle school).  Since the data show that directors 

tend to provide more Negative Feedback than Positive Feedback, it is apparent that 

directors could benefit from developing a greater understanding of the benefits of 

Positive Feedback so they become more willing to use it in their classrooms.   

The final examination of teacher Feedback concerns General Feedback 

compared to Specific Feedback.  While it is evident that a longer duration of General 

Feedback was provided to students compared to Specific Feedback when all five 

directors are considered.  However, if you consider the age levels being instructed it is 

interesting to note that high school bands received more Specific Feedback and middle 

school bands received more General Feedback.  This finding is unsurprising because it 

is possible that directors might believe differences exist between students and their 

ability to respond to General Feedback depending on their level of development.  

MacLeod and Napoles (2016) hypothesized that it was possible that the research 

participants believed contingent negative feedback was too harsh for a young 

musician.  However, this is just one possible explanation for the trend found in this 

study.  A second plausible reason for these results could involve the directors' spring 

adjudicated event preparation.  The directors may be more inclined to provide specific 

feedback in rehearsals prior to a pressured competition. 
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While no apparent trend existed concerning General Feedback, this is not true 

for Specific Feedback.  Four of the five directors presented to either middle school or 

high school ensembles a longer average duration of Specific Academic Feedback - 

Negative.  Moreover, a longer average duration of Specific Academic Feedback - 

Negative was provided to the high school band than to the middle school band.  The 

high school band received an average duration of 2 minutes and 12 seconds, while the 

middle school band only received an average of 54 seconds.  This not only 

corroborates that the high school band received more Specific Feedback but identifies 

the individual verbalization that the students receive most often.   

It can be reasoned that Specific Feedback provides more information than 

General Feedback because students are given specific compliments or critiques 

regarding their academic or social behaviors.  Specific Feedback can clarify for 

students academic or social behaviors that either need to improve or are performed at 

an adequate level.  However, Specific Feedback could require a director to provide 

Feedback for a longer duration of limited rehearsal time.  Therefore, in certain 

circumstances, General Feedback might be a more practical option.   

Vocal Modeling 

All of the directors in this study provided both middle school and high school 

students with Vocal Modeling (Brittin, 2005).  Directors were observed providing 

Vocal Modeling in one of two ways:  rote teaching of notes and rhythms; or singing 

melodic lines or chanting rhythms while the students were performing.  Concerning 

the average frequency and duration of Vocal Modeling for all participant band 

directors, the directors teaching in middle school band settings provided more Vocal 
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Modeling than did the high school.  These results were expected.  The 30 videos 

observed the majority of rote teaching was taught using vocal modeling instead of 

instrumental modeling.  Additionally, considering multiple instruments makeup each 

middle school and high school band observed for the current study, Vocal Modeling 

may be preferable rather than using a singular wind or percussion instrument to model 

music passages.  Moreover, Sang (1998) acknowledged that Vocal Modeling may be 

preferable to instrumental conductors because instrumental conductors may not be 

sufficiently proficient on enough instruments to model for students. 

An individual analysis of band directors presents differences in the amount of 

Vocal Modeling presented to students on the high school and middle school levels.  

Director 1 provided both the highest frequency and longest duration of Vocal 

Modeling to both high school and middle school ensembles.  The high school received 

an average of 6 minutes 20 seconds of Vocal Modeling and the middle school band 

received  an average of 4 minutes 55 seconds.  These durations were higher than the 

other directors because Director 1 frequently sang while the ensemble was playing.  

The absence of a director interview makes it difficult to know whether the director was 

singing to provide purposeful instruction to the bands or if the director was singing out 

of habit.  Additionally, Band Director 1 was the only band director to provide a longer 

duration of Vocal Modeling to the high school band. 

Director 3, in comparison, provided the lowest frequency and shortest duration 

of Vocal Modeling.  The high school band received an average of five examples of 

Vocal Modeling, whereas, the middle school band received an average of 9.67.  

Concerning the duration of each example of Vocal Modeling, the high school band 
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received 13 seconds and the middle school band received 30 seconds.  Limited 

examples occurred where the Vocal Modeling was happening simultaneously to 

ensemble playing or vocalizing.  Director 3 provided a majority of Vocal Modeling 

demonstrating appropriate musical style to the middle school and high school 

ensembles.   

Music Concept Explanation 

Music Concept Explanation, unlike Directives or Feedback, are teacher 

verbalizations that serve the purpose of informing the students of a specific music 

idea.  This is an important distinction.  While Directives and Feedback are necessary 

components for a technically proficient rehearsal and performance, it can be reasoned 

that directors provide Music Concept Explanation as an attempt to provide a deeper 

understanding of the music (Harris, 2006).  Except for Directives, Music Concept 

Explanation is the only other teacher verbalization that was provided for at least 1 

minute in duration by each band director for both age levels.  These results are 

contrary to those found by Blocher et al. (1997).  Blocher observed teaching episodes 

lasting approximately 19 minutes.  Of the 19 minutes, band directors engaged in 

"conceptual teaching behaviors" for approximately 32 seconds out of the 19 minute 

teaching episode.  Additionally, five of the band director participants in Blocher's 

study were not observed providing any conceptual teaching behaviors to band 

students.  Considering the observed duration of this verbalization provided by band 

directors in the current study, it is plausible that directors believe providing this 

knowledge to be worth lengthier and more detailed explanations than other 

verbalizations. 
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Analysis of Music Concept Explanation further revealed that middle school 

band students received a longer duration of this verbalization than did the high school 

band students.  High school band students received Music Concept Explanation for an 

overall average duration of 10 minutes 35 seconds while the middle school band 

students received this type of explanation for an average of 15 minutes and 23 

seconds.  These results were not entirely unexpected for a couple of reasons.  First, the 

middle school aged ensemble is still developing musical proficiency.  Therefore, it 

was expected that a longer duration of Music Concept Explanation was needed in 

order to explain musical ideas what the high school band may already grasp.  

Secondly, it is possible that band directors  provide a shorter duration of Music 

Concept Explanation in order to provide the  Directives and Feedback necessary to 

accomplish more immediate performance goals (Imhoff, 2003).  However, these 

results also contradict those found by Blocher et at. (1997).  Blocher observed middle 

school band directors provided less conceptual teaching behaviors than high school 

band directors. 

Examination of each directors' use of Music Concept Explanation showed the 

longest average duration provided to the high school band was given by Director 5 (3 

minutes and 30 seconds).  Director 5 spent time discussing composition techniques 

used by composers as well as different approaches to ending a note.  To be clear, Band 

Director 5 was not providing a Directive as to how students should end a note but 

instead provided information on different ways to end a note.  Concerning the middle 

school ensembles, Director 3 provided the longest duration of Music Concept 
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Explanation at 4 minutes and 30 seconds.  This director conducted a theory lesson, 

complete with worksheets, that explained key signatures using the Circle of Fifths.   

Teacher Questioning   

Although Teacher Questioning could be considered necessary for a student's 

understanding of a concept, the five band directors in this study asked a majority of the 

questions as "Yes or No" questions (Haston, 2013).  Moreover, questions were 

frequently asked to middle school and high school ensembles as a whole band rather 

than individually.  Questions that receive one word answers provides an explanation 

for the overall high frequency but short average duration, which is supported by the 

data from Director 3.  The high school band received an approximate average of 19 

verbalizations for both Music Concept Explanation and Teacher Questioning.  

However, Band Director 3 spent 1 minute and 10 seconds providing Teacher 

Questioning but 2 minutes and 24 seconds providing Music Concept Explanation.   

When examining the overall durations of Teacher Questioning provided to 

both ensembles, results indicated the middle school band received a higher frequency 

and greater average duration.  It is possible that reasons for this are similar to that of 

Music Concept Explanation.  Teacher Questioning could be seen as secondary to 

teaching the music that was performed for judges.  Four of the five directors in this 

study provided less than 1 minute of Teacher Questioning for either one or both age 

levels.  Considering the pressure directors may have felt to have effective rehearsals 

prior to the spring adjudicated event, it is possible that if the same directors were 

recorded at different times of the year Teacher Questioning results might be different. 
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Off-Task Talking 

The final verbalization analyzed in this study is Off-Task Talking.  It is 

important to understand, for the purposes of this research, Off-Task Talking is not 

synonymous with unimportant or flippant discussion.  For the purposes of this 

investigation, Off-Task Talking refers to teacher dialogue that does not relate to the 

music being taught.  The observed Off-Task Talking generally fell into one of three 

categories:  First, the five band directors observed often provided logistical 

information regarding traveling and scheduling related to the spring adjudicated event.  

Second, directors would provide brief casual discussion to allow musicians to rest after 

difficult or lengthy passages.  Third, directors provided casual discussion that could be 

interpreted as useful for creating a friendly learning environment. 

Director 1 was the only band director that was observed to have a high rate of 

Off-Task talking in one of the observed high school band classes.  The first 20-minute 

high school observation period for Director 1 contained 8 minutes and 43 seconds of 

Off-Task Talking.  However, upon completed observation of the class environment, a 

case could be made that this lengthy discussion allowed students to relate to the band 

director.  It is important to note that this singular lengthy Off-Task Talking accounts 

for Band Director 1 to have the longest average duration of Off-Task Talking at 3 

minutes and 47 seconds while rehearsing the high school band.  It is this type of 

variation that demonstrates the importance of recording and analyzing the data of more 

than one class when looking for verbalization trends as a way to gain further insight 

into music teaching and learning.   
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Band Director 4 provided the lowest frequency and shortest average duration 

of Off-Task Talking to both high school and middle school bands.  The middle school 

band received 8 seconds  of Off-Task Talking and the high school band received only 

4 seconds.  It is important to remember that only 20 minutes (minutes 15 to 35) of 

each class were coded and analyzed.  Therefore, Band Director 4 was observed 

providing Off-Task Talking, as defined in this study, to high school and middle school 

ensembles.  However, the observed Off-Task Talking occurred outside the time 

window for analysis. 

Limitations 

There were several limitations of this investigation that should be considered 

when interpreting the results.  Some of these limitations include high-pressured 

observation time for band directors, inability to capture every band director 

verbalization and interpretation of band directors' intent.  Videos were made using the 

researcher's equipment.  The researcher visited each participating school, positioned 

the camera and conducted test recordings to guarantee video quality and student 

anonymity.  Additionally, each director was recorded prior to the spring adjudicated 

event.  However, directors were not recorded with the same amount of remaining 

rehearsals prior to adjudication.  It is quite possible that a band director provides 

verbalizations at different frequencies and durations six weeks before an adjudicated 

event compared to one or two weeks prior to an adjudicated event. 

Further, it is possible that verbalizations should not be gathered prior to an 

adjudicated event due to the amount of stress and/or pressure that might be felt by the 

director and/or students during that time.  Perhaps a more ideal time to gather 
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verbalizations from band directors is to do so when the director is not in the process of 

preparing the students for an adjudicated event.   

The equipment used in the study (Sony Handycam) was not able to capture 

every band director verbalization.  The position of the camera was limited to areas 

where the band director could be seen but students' faces were not visible.  There were 

three examples where the band director participants would say something to students 

in the front row that was inaudible to the camera.  It is possible that a lapel 

microphone worn by participants would prevent inaudible director verbalizations.   

Finally, the current study made interpretations based upon the data analyses of 

observed band director verbalizations.  It is possible that a semi-structured interview of 

each director participant following the recording could provide supplemental data that 

would allow for a more comprehensive understanding of the analysis.  

Implications for Future Research 

The present investigation yielded interesting results regarding verbalizations 

used by middle school and high school directors while teaching instrumental music in 

rural settings, which could lead to future research on certain topics.  Some of these 

topics might include the following:  Nonverbal teaching behaviors of rural band 

directors, a qualitative analysis of rural band director rehearsal settings, a replication 

of the current study in a different state than Texas, a comparison of band director 

teaching behaviors in rural, urban and suburban rehearsal settings and a comparison of 

teacher verbalizations from music teachers that provide instruction to students K-12.   

It was the intent of this study to compare verbalizations from successful rural 

band directors that taught multiple ages for the following reasons:  First, there is a 
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large number of directors in this country that are the sole band director or music 

teacher.  It is possible that data such as this could be interpreted in such a way that 

teaching strategies would be developed to help band directors.  Secondly, band 

directors were selected that were considered as successful by their peers and 

adjudication scores.  Therefore, a study of verbalizations from successful directors 

provides a template for other directors to follow.  However, this logic provides a 

glaring assumption:  Directors that are considered "unsuccessful" or "less successful" 

are doing something different.  An examination of rural band director verbalizations in 

settings that could be described as difficult, unsupportive, or unsuccessful would 

provide useful results.  

Conclusion  

Considering the data gathered for this study, several observations were made.  

First, some band directors tend to talk for durations that are longer than the duration of 

time their ensembles spend playing.  Each band director, for one or both classes, 

provided more than 50 percent of the observed instructional period providing 

verbalizations.  Moreover, these verbalizations were often repeated more than once.  

Repeating verbalizations could encourage students not to listen to the band director the 

first time something is said.   

Second, it is possible to reduce the amount of director talk time if more 

Directives and Feedback were Specific.  At times band directors observed in this study 

would provide multiple iterations of General Feedback or General Directives prior to 

giving Specific Feedback and Specific Directives that provided the students the tools 

that were needed to produce a better performance trial. 
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Third, all five band directors spent a considerable amount of time providing 

Music Concept Explanation (M  = 2 minutes and 35 seconds for all five directors).  

Even though each director was on a strict deadline to prepare music for adjudication, 

each director took time to provide this verbalization.  Music Concept Explanations 

provided by these directors allowed students to either relate to the music on a deeper 

level or to cross apply the knowledge learned from the music to other subjects.  It also 

could have been useful to provide a larger quantity of Teacher Questioning to 

reinforce the Music Concept Explanations.   

Fourth, though Negative Feedback was provided in higher frequency and 

duration than Positive Feedback, the directors maintained classroom environments that 

were encouraging based on the interactions observed with their students and the 

responsiveness of the students.  Although the term "negative" carries negative 

connotations, in this study Negative Feedback was delivered without negative emotion 

and without any personal attachment (Duke & Henninger, 1998).  However, the 

frequency of Specific Positive Feedback was lower due to its being delivered 

contingently (Duke & Henninger, 1998).  The results of this study are intended to 

encourage future research addressing rural band director teaching behaviors.  

Additionally, these data serve to add to a growing yet limited body of research 

concerning band director verbalizations.  
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Appendix A 

IRB Submission 

Jacqueline Michelle Henninger 

Shawna Marie Laity 

Verbal instruction provided by band directors in rehearsal 

 

I.  Rationale:  

Statement of Problem - Band directors use three types of instruction when 

disseminating information to students:  Modeling, non-verbal and verbal.  Verbal 

instruction is the main method band directors use when providing instruction to 

students. This type of instruction can vary depending on the instructor's plan for the 

ensemble and the ensemble's needs.  Lesson plans could consist of verbal instruction 

that includes technical corrections, theory instruction, imagery or expression of the 

piece, and instrumental technique.  To increase band director effectiveness in giving 

verbal instruction, directors should be provided information that will allow them to 

categorize and assess the types of verbal instruction they provide.  

 

Knowledge Relevant to the Problem - In Patricia O'Toole's Shaping Sound Musicians, 

she discusses the teaching strategy "Teach, don't tell," with the intent to remind 

preservice and inservice teachers that students will retain information if it is learned on 

their own versus being told (2003).  Sang's (1998) study compared the effects of 

verbal, modeling, and visual instruction and found that when verbal instruction is used 

alone, it is the weakest. However, verbal communication is often used to correct music 

problems and provide quick instruction and feedback in an ensemble (Dickey, 1991).  

Studies have been done that focus on the types and frequency of verbal corrections 

given (Duke & Henninger, 1998; Duke & Henninger, 2002; Madsen & Duke, 1993). 

 

Aims of the Present Study - In this observational study the band directors of five 

middle school bands will be video recorded in the professional role as band director 

providing normal instruction to students.  The verbal instruction will then be 

transcribed and analyzed using open and axial coding with the Constant Comparative 

Method developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967).  SCRIBE (Duke & Stammen, 2011) 

software will be used to systematically record observational data, which will be 

subsequently analyzed using chi square and ANOVA tests. 

 

II.  Subjects: 

The subjects will consist of five consenting band directors, all of whom are over the 

age of 18.  They were selected because they have received successful ratings at past 

adjudicated contests with their ensemble and work within a 50 mile radius of Lubbock.  

The directors will be professional acquaintances whose contact information was 

obtained from the district website. The directors will be  asked to participate on a 

voluntary basis and will be asked to participate by phone. See attachment A. 
 

III.  Procedures: 
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Prior to observation and initial approach to the band directors, the superintendents and 

principals of each school will be contacted by e-mail.  See attachment B.  This is an 

observational study of 5 middle school band directors.  These directors will be chosen 

based on their ensemble's past adjudicated performances and work within a 50 mile 

radius of Lubbock.  Directors with a history of high contest ratings will be selected 

and approached about their participation.  After the initial phone conversation with the 

band director, they will be asked to meet fifteen minutes prior to the first videoed 

session to go over any questions or concerns they may have about the process and 

have them sign two copies of the consent form.  See attachment C.  One copy will be 

given to the director for their records and one will be kept in a locked file cabinet for 

my records.  A video camera will be used to record the band director during the 

rehearsal.  The researcher will place the video camera in the rehearsal hall so that only 

the director can be seen in the recording.  The researcher will remain throughout the 

lesson to make sure that no student is ever present in the recording.  Three rehearsals 

will be recorded in their entirety giving a total of 15 recorded rehearsals.  The 

researcher will observe each of the 15 recorded rehearsals and subsequently transcribe 

and code according to the following variables:  Technical corrections, theory 

instruction, imagery or expression of the piece, and instrumental technique.  See 

attachment D.  There are no potential risks and subjects will remain confidential with 

pseudonyms provided to directors to protect their anonymity.  Videos will be 

destroyed one year after researcher's graduation.  Subjects will not receive any 

compensation for their participation in this study.        
 

IV.  Adverse Events and Liability: 

     Proposed research does not increase risks for subjects.  Therefore, no liability plan is 

offered.   
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Appendix B 

 

Participant Phone Transcript 
 

"Good afternoon Mr./Mrs., 

My name is Shawna Laity, and I am a doctoral student at Texas Tech University 

conducting a research project, which will function as a pilot study for my dissertation.  

I was also a band director for ten years in Texas before I began this PhD program.  I 

found your name on the school district website listed as the band director.  My topic 

involves watching band directors lead an ensemble, and I would like to conduct my 

research in classrooms at your school.  I have already contacted your superintendent 

and principal with regards to this study, and they have given permission for you to 

participate in this study if you choose.   If you voluntarily agree to participate in this 

study, I would need to observe and video record three full ensemble rehearsals.   It is 

important to note that I would only need to video record you, as the director of the 

ensemble, and it would be essential that no students appear or are mentioned by name 

on the recording.  I would like to observe these rehearsals during the fall semester as 

your schedule allows.  Would you be interested in volunteering for this study?" 

 

(Wait for answer) 

 

If the answer is negative:   "Thank you for your time and consideration.  Have a good 

day." 

 

If the answer is they would like time to decide:   "I understand the need to consider 

participation in this study.  Are there any questions I can answer for you."  (Listen for 

response) "I will contact you next week about my study with your permission.  Have a 

good day" 

 

If the answer is yes:   "Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.  I would like 

to speak to you again before 15 minutes before the first videoed session to have you 

sign the consent form.  I will bring two copies, one for you to keep and one for my 

records.   If you would provide me with your e-mail address, I will send you a consent 

form for you participation in this study.  This form will have my name, phone number 

and e-mail address if you have any questions for me about this study at any time.  

Have a good day."  
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Appendix C 

 

Administration Letter: 

 

 

Dear Mr./Mrs./Dr.: 

 

My name is Shawna Laity and I am a doctoral student at Texas Tech University 

conducting a research project as part of my dissertation. My topic is “Instruction 

Provided by Band Directors" and I would like to conduct my research in band 

classrooms at your school. 

 

If you agree, then I would like to observe the band rehearsals in which the band 

directors work. There would be three observations that will take place during the fall 

or spring semester as our schedules permit. No identifying information will be 

recorded regarding individual students. The band director will be video recorded but 

will be the only one on the video.   

 

Thank you for your consideration of your in this study. If you allow me to conduct my 

research at your school, please indicate by signing below.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Shawna Laity 

 

 

 

 

___________________________________     ________ 

APPROVED MR./MRS./DR.       DATE  

PRINCIPAL 
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APPENDIX D 

 

ADULT CONSENT FORM 

 

What is this project studying? 

The study is about band director instructional techniques.   What we learn may help 

band directors and future band directors improve their instruction techniques.  This 

study will serve as part of my dissertation.  

What would I do if I participate?  

You, as the band director, will be recorded and observed teaching three band 

rehearsals.   No students will be recorded or observed during this process. 

How will I benefit from participating? 

You will provide the project with valuable information that may impact band directors 

in the future. 

Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?  

Yes, absolutely. Your participation is completely voluntary. Dr. Henninger and the 

Institutional Review Board have reviewed the procedure and think you will be 

comfortable. You may request the recording stop at any time.  You are free to leave 

the study any time you wish. Participating is your choice. However, we do appreciate 

any help you are able to provide. 

How long will participation take? 

We are asking for 3 band rehearsals. 

How are you protecting privacy?  
Your name will not be linked to any documentation and any use of this material in 

reports, publications or presentations will never be associated with participants in this 

study.  No one other than the researchers associated with this project will have access 

to the video and observational rubric.  All related documentation will be stored either 

in a locked file cabinet in the researcher’s office or on a password protected computer.  

The videos and related documentation will be destroyed one year after the study 

closes.  

  

I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask?  

• The study is being run by Dr. Henninger and PhD student, Shawna Laity from the 

Department of Music at Texas Tech University. If you have questions, you can call Dr. 

Henninger at 806-834-2661 or Shawna Laity at 903-272-0478.  

• TTU also has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in research. 

You can ask them questions at 806-742-2064. You can also mail your questions to the 

Human Research Protection Program, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas 

Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409 or email them to hrpp@ttu.edu.   

 

 ____________________________            ______________  

 Signature                Date 

 

 

 

 



Texas Tech University, Shawna Laity, August 2019 

 

160 

 

_______________________________  

Printed Name               **This form expires 

month/date/year** 
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APPENDIX E 

 

RELIABILITY OBSERVER RECRUITMENT E-MAIL 

 

Hello Mr./Mrs. ______________, 

 

My name is Shawna Laity and I am a Fine Arts PhD student in Music Education in the 

College of Visual and Performing Arts at Texas Tech University (TTU).  I am writing 

to invite you to serve as one of two reliability observers in a study about teacher 

verbalizations of band directors that teach both middle and high school.  You were 

selected for this role based up on your qualifications as a music educator of high 

regard.  To be eligible to take part in this study, you should meet the following criteria: 

 

 1.  You are able to dedicate the necessary time to review the study in one week 

 2.  You have a minimum of three years teaching experience in elementary or 

 secondary music education 

 3.  You have one degree is music education 

 4.  You are able to attend a training session where they will observe an 

 example training video and, following the given research parameters, use 

 SCRIBE to analyze the video 

 

If the criteria above fit your profile and you are willing to take part in this study, you 

will be asked to: 

 

 1.  Read the recruitment letter. 

 2.  Confirm your eligibility and willingness to participate in this study via e-

 mail (shawna.laity@gmail.com) by December _11th_, 2018. 

 3.  Attend mandatory training (concerning the usage of SCRIBE and teacher 

 verbalization recognition) with the investigator by February 18_, 2019.  Time 

 required:  90 minutes. 

 4.  Watch approximately three hours of video-recorder materials (3-4 videos) 

 as a reliability observer. 

 5.  Submit printed results of all observations to the primary investigator by 

 March _1_, 2019. 

 

Watching the videos while selecting teaching behaviors will most likely take longer 

than four hours due to the need to pause and/or rewind recording in order to accurately 

identify multiple behaviors occurring simultaneously.  Days and times for this step 

may be selected at your convenience.  In order to avoid fatigue which might influence 

the results, observations should be divided into two or three sessions.   

 

Your anonymity will be carefully protected and your name will not be used in 

connection with any information collected.  Remember, your decision to participate in 

this study is completely voluntary.  For further information about this research, you 

may contact my dissertation advisor, Dr. Jacqueline Henninger at 

jacqueline.henninger@ttu.edu or by phone at 806-834-2661.  Please confirm your 
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eligibility and willingness to participate in this study via e-mail by December _11th_, 

2018. 

 

Thank you for your consideration and prompt reply to this e-mail. 

 

Sincerely, 

Shawna Laity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Texas Tech University, Shawna Laity, August 2019 

 

163 

 

APPENDIX F 

 

SCRIBE INSTRUCTIONS 

 

STEP # STEP DESCRIPTION 

1 Open the Laity Observer Folder. This is the folder where all data 

will be stored, including access to 

SCRIBE. 

2 Click on the SCRIBE icon to access 

the software. 

 

3 Open the folder with your assigned 

observer number. 

The folder will contain a random 

selection of 3, 45-minute videos.  

4 Select the movie file you intend to 

observe. 

All videos will need to be viewed. 

5 Begin the video and click “begin data 

entry”. 

Click “begin data entry” quickly so 

that no behaviors are missed. 

 

Make certain the timer is going. 

 

Click on the correct behavior in the 

boxes provided every time you 

observe an occurrence.  

 

Remember: you may pause and 

replay each video as much as 

necessary to accurately record all 

behaviors. 

6 When you have finished collecting 

data for a video, click “end data 

entry”. 

 

7 After you have finished collecting 

data for a video, click the “Review” 

tab. You will see a list of the data you 

have created. 

Columns will indicate the type of 

behaviors and their frequency. 

PRINT this page(s) out.  

8 From the pull-down menu, click on 

“Display” and select “Summary”. 

The summary of specific data 

analysis (frequency, rate, time, 

percentage of time) will be shown. 

PRINT this page. 

Staple all printed pages, write your 

observer number and the name of 

the video observed at the top of 

p.1. 

9 To save your work, click the save tab. Go to “file” and scroll to “save as”. 

Name your work “Observer 1 or 2” 

and add the video name. 
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Save your observation in the Laity 

Observer folder. 

10 Remember to print the results after 

each 

video observation and save all work. 

Deliver all materials to the 

researcher no later than April ___, 

2017. 
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Appendix G 

Reliability Observer Consent Form 

 

What is the focus of this study?  
This study is called “A Band Director Verbalizations While Teaching Middle School 

and High School Ensembles:  A Comparative Analysis.” This study will investigate 

the teacher verbalizations of band directors that teach both middle school and high 

school bands to discover what similarities and differences may exist. This study will 

provide insight into teacher verbal strategies when instructing students of various 

ability levels.   

 

What would I do if I participate?  
In this study, you will be asked to participate in training on the usage of SCRIBE 

computer software and the accurate identification of specific teacher verbalizations. 

You will then be asked to view three, music ensemble rehearsals over a one-week time 

period, identifying all teacher verbalizations and their frequency. 

   

How will I benefit from participating?  
There is no compensation for participating, but your participation will lend greater 

credibility to research outcomes and may benefit the education of future instrumental 

music educators.  

 

Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?  
Your participation is completely voluntary. Dr. Jacqueline Henninger, major professor, 

and the Institutional Review Board have evaluated the parameters of this study and 

feel that you should be able to manage video observations comfortably.  You may 

elect to withdraw participation at any time.  Participation is your choice, and I 

appreciate any help you are able to provide.   

 

How are you protecting privacy?  
Your identity and identifying information will be kept confidential. Your only 

participation is as an reliability observer. No key will be kept to identify individual 

observers. 

 

I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask?  
The study is under the direction of Dr. Jacqueline Henninger at the College of Visual 

and Performing Arts at Texas Tech University. If you have questions, you are 

welcome to e-mail me at shawna.martin@ttu.edu or Dr. Jacqueline Henninger at 

jacqueline.henninger@ttu.edu. Texas Tech University also has a Board that protects 

the rights of people who participate in research. You may call to ask them questions at 

806-742-2064. You may mail your questions to the Human Research Protection 

Program, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, 

Texas 79409, or you may email your questions to www.hrpp@ttu.edu. 

 

http://www.hrpp@ttu.edu/



