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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of verbal-only and paired 

verbal-gestural instruction on the performance skills of wind instrumentalists with no 

more than three years of performance experience. Reviewed are different conducting 

strategies and their effects on musical expression in ensemble performance as 

demonstrated by small ensembles.  

Two sets of participants were used in this study. Audio stimulus files were 

derived from performances generated by the first set of participants, student musicians, 

who were randomly assigned to one of the two instruction groups. The primary sample 

consisted of students (n=30) from one intact public junior high school band. The second 

set of participants consisted of university undergraduate and graduate music majors 

(n=40) who evaluated the audio stimulus files. 

The first set of participants, middle school student musicians, who were randomly 

assigned to one of ten performance trios; trios were randomly assigned to one of two 

teaching conditions: (1) verbal-only, or (2) paired verbal-gestural. Students in each trio 

were assigned to perform Part 1, 2, or 3 of a two-minute performance selection that had 

been arranged purposefully to take into account participants’ performance level. Student 

participants performed this selection during a rehearsal in their assigned teaching 

condition. The student-investigator was the conductor/teacher in each condition. 

Rehearsals, consisting of sight-reading the work, investigator-led rehearsal, and final 

performance, were audio recorded for subsequent evaluation. Evaluators, undergraduate 

and graduate instrumental music majors (n=40) from a large research institution in the 



 iv	

northeast United States, listened to the recordings and evaluated each rehearsal using a 

Continuous Response Digital Interface (CRDI) using the following criteria: musicality 

(phrasing, dynamics, balance, and expression) and technical accuracy (rhythm, 

articulation, intonation, and tempo). A paired-samples t-test was used to compare pretest 

(performance before rehearsal) and posttest (performance after rehearsal) outcomes. 

Aggregate data were analyzed using analysis of variance (ANOVA) comparing 

performance ratings among the three variables (rehearsal style, music mode, and grade). 

All Pairs Tukey-Kramer was used to show differences among groups and performances. 

Analyses indicated that this sample of middle school instrumentalists was 

significantly successful at their performance of two different variations (musicality and 

technical accuracy) after a rehearsal (posttest) in both verbal-only and verbal-gestural 

conditions than their first performance before a rehearsal (pretest). Pretest and posttest 

scores of the verbal-gestural group were higher than that of the verbal-only group, but 

rehearsal in the verbal-only condition showed more significant effectiveness in their 

development than under verbal-gestural conditions. Instrumentalists’ technical accuracy 

was rated as higher compared to musicality ratings in both pre- and posttests. Eighth 

grade players received higher scores on pre- and posttest in both verbal-only and verbal-

gestural conditions than that of seventh grade players which might be expected since 

these players had more experience. Both verbal-only and verbal-gestural instruction 

conditions have similar effectiveness on student performance ratings, and based on the 

evidence derived from this study, it seems that both verbal and nonverbal instructional 

methods should be considered equally effective music teaching tools in an instrumental 

setting for students at this level of development. These findings should be taken into 
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account when instrumental music educators are planning and delivering instruction, 

particularly in light of data showing that verbal instruction is more frequently used during 

rehearsals than nonverbal instruction.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Musicians and music educators has been present the interest in the effect of 

conducting on an ensemble performance for several decades. Woodbury (1955) showed 

that varying components of a conductor’s rehearsal approach may affect ensemble 

players’ attitudes and opinions, thus influencing the response of the players in rehearsal. 

Since conducting (physical movement that suggests musical direction) is considered an 

integral part of instrumental music instruction, secondary school music educators must 

consider the most effective methods of verbal, nonverbal (gestural), or combined 

instruction for feedback, correction, and reinforcement. These practices support the 

musical development of individual musicians as solo performers and as contributing 

members of an ensemble. 

The ultimate goals of conductor instruction in rehearsals are not only to deliver 

musical information to students, but also to communicate with students regarding musical 

concepts. Eugene Ormandy, legendary maestro, divided the process of conducting into 

three levels (personal study, rehearsal, and performance), and introduced what a 

conductor should do in each level. Ormandy described a conductor’s role in rehearsal: “It 

is on this level that he acts as a guide to the orchestra, building up in their minds a 

concept of the work parallel to his own, for the eventual public performance requires an 

enlightened and sensitive orchestra playing not ‘under’ a conductor, but rather ‘with’ 

him” (Bamberger, 1965, p. 253). More simply, a conductor and the players are able to 

communicate harmoniously in the capacity of music partnership. 
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Communication between conductor and ensemble musicians should be fluid. 

Communication in rehearsal refers to the players’ responses to the conductor’s verbal and 

non-verbal communication (Duke & Henninger, 1998). So important is this skill that the 

National Association of School of Music (NASM) compels university schools of music to 

require collegiate music students to develop rehearsal and conducting skills through 

conducting coursework so as to learn to communicate musical ideas, concepts, and 

requirements, particularly as it relates to their major area of study (2013). Both verbal and 

nonverbal instruction used in music rehearsals should be considered equally as essential 

tools for successful communication between a conductor and ensemble members. Music 

conductors in secondary schools often default to verbalization as the most common 

rehearsal strategy since it is the most accessible way to give feedback and correction.  

While verbal instruction is the most frequently used method to communicate with 

players during a music rehearsal, experienced conductors often use suitable nonverbal 

instruction such as conducting, body movement, eye contact, and facial expression. 

Professional conductors suggested to make the best use of nonverbal instruction such as 

conducting gestures rather than often use of verbal instruction (Colson, 2005; Green, 

2004; Hugh, 1981). Elizabeth Green (2004) described this practice as “psychological 

conducting.” Green stated, “it implies a transfer of ideas from the conductor’s mind to the 

performer’s mind through the medium of precise technique without verbal explanation” 

(p. 239). Colson (2005) agrees with Green regarding the importance of gestural 

instruction in rehearsals. He suggested that conductors use laconic verbalization as 

needed, but rely more on conducting gestures. Clear conducting patterns and gestures 

along with appropriate verbal instruction may significantly improve the quality and 
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precision of players’ performance. Hughes (1981) mentioned that appropriate nonverbal 

behavioral cues such as proxemics, postures, gestures, facial expressions, eye behavior, 

and voice (i.e., vocal expression) could be used to give positive motivation to students 

during music rehearsal. Involving relevant behavioral cues will maximize musical 

meanings and convey messages more effectively to students. In other words, if nonverbal 

behaviors are used at the proper time and condition, communication between a teacher 

and students could improve, as well as help students perceive different types of 

instruction in a rehearsal. 

 

Background of Study 

Rehearsal strategies that combine both verbal and nonverbal instruction can be 

considered the most ideal for musical communication between a conductor and players. 

Colson (2005) explained paired verbal-gestural communication, stating “the conducting 

patterns and gestures of the conductor along with verbal comments on performance 

concepts should act as stimuli for the players during the rehearsal process, and thereby, 

carry these concepts over to these other rehearsals, performances, and ensembles” (p.19). 

Appropriate and brief verbal instruction substantially enhances the musical idea of a 

conductor conveyed through nonverbal instruction so that players can clearly understand 

what they need to do. Musical gesture, eye contact, or facial expression may help when a 

conductor gives feedback or approval. 

Instruction in a rehearsal must connote musical information and directions 

(Yarbrough & Price, 1981, 1989), and convey musical meanings to student musicians 

using verbal and nonverbal (gestural) behaviors (Grenchesky, 1985). When using 
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appropriate instruction in rehearsals, a conductor may expect several positive results 

(Green, 2004). These assertions imply that students will be able to effectually 

communicate with their music director when all messages in a rehearsal are sufficiently 

delivered through both verbal and nonverbal instruction: as a result, it is expected that 

students can respond dynamically to a conductor’s musical demand, and this process will 

help them actively participate during rehearsal. Thus, music educators should identify 

and implement appropriate instructional strategies for more effective rehearsals, and 

anticipate what performance outcomes could occur through those rehearsals. With more 

effective instructional strategies being executed from the podium, improvement in 

student music achievement can be attainable.  

Even though music lesson contents and teaching strategies may differ depending 

on the student’s level of achievement and understanding (Gumm, 2004), various types of 

teaching instruction can result in dissimilar outcomes of students’ performance (Gallops, 

2005; Grenchesky, 1985; VanWeelden, 2002; Yarbrough & Price, 1981, 1989).  All 

teachers, including instrumental music educators, must have a plethora of teaching tools 

available to them in order to effectively meet the needs of students under various teaching 

circumstances. Support for teaching strategies that encompass multiple modalities, 

including verbal (aural) and gestural (visual) lends credence to the notion that effective 

instrumental music teaching in the ensemble setting should not be limited to one form but 

should involve gestural as well as verbal instruction (Elwakeel, 2014; Vines, Krumhansl, 

Wanderley, Dalca, & Levitin, 2006; Vines, Krumhansl, Wanderley, Dalca, & Levitin, 

2011; Wöllner & Auhagen, 2008). 
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It is assumed that ideal instruction for music rehearsals should be shaped based on 

the learner, the content, and the learning situation. Though music directors generally 

agree that the application of combined verbal and nonverbal instruction is considered 

efficient in rehearsal settings, every director has his or her own favored strategy for 

delivering musical information to students; there is no absolute standard of instruction 

(Goolsby, 1996, 1997). In the literature review in Chapter 2 that follows, I share related 

studies that describe how various processes of instrumental music instruction (verbal, 

nonverbal [gestural], and combined verbal-gestural) have influenced the communication 

between music directors and students during music rehearsals. 

 

Need for Study 

Verbal instruction is generally considered to be the main method of delivery 

although communication in rehearsal often refers to players responding to a conductor’s 

nonverbal instruction (Gallops, 2005; Morrison, Price, Geiger, & Cornacchio, 2009). In 

other words, verbal instruction is the most common method for providing feedback, 

explanation, error correction, questions, reinforcement, and modeling by most music 

directors. Previous studies that examined verbal and/or nonverbal instruction in 

rehearsals show how these two different styles of instruction can affect an ensemble’s 

performance both separately and simultaneously. Currently, no extant studies 

systematically compare the effects of verbal and paired verbal-gestural instruction in 

instrumental music settings. This study examined the effects of verbal-only instruction 

and paired verbal-gestural instruction on performance outcomes among intermediate 

level wind instrumentalists. 
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Statement of Purpose 

This study was designed to investigate the effects of verbal-only and paired 

verbal-gestural instruction on the performance skills of wind instrumentalists with no 

more than three years of performance experience. Sight-reading performance (pre-test) 

and final performance (following instruction; post-test) were evaluated. 

 

Research Questions 

1. Do small ensemble performance ratings in musicality (phrasing, dynamics, 

balance, and expression) for developing (no more than three years of 

experience) instrumentalists differ as a function of rehearsal style (verbal 

instruction only [feedback, modeling, and correction] or paired verbal 

gesture [specific nonverbal instruction])? 

2. Do small ensemble performance ratings in technical accuracy (rhythm, 

articulation, intonation, and tempo) for developing (no more than three years 

of experience) instrumentalists differ as a function of rehearsal style (verbal 

instruction only [feedback, modeling, and correction] or paired verbal 

gesture [specific nonverbal instruction])? 

3. Do disparities in small ensemble performance ratings between pre-test 

(before a rehearsal) and post-test (after a rehearsal) for developing 

instrumentalists (no more than three years of experience) differ as a function 

of rehearsal style (verbal instruction only [feedback, modeling, and 

correction] or paired verbal gesture [specific nonverbal instruction])? 
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Limitations of the Study 

To maximize usefulness of results, this study was limited in several ways. In the 

first phase of data collecting, musicians were seventh and eighth grade students with no 

more than three years of instrumental ensemble experience at the time of the testing 

period. They were sufficiently trained to perform music of difficulty appropriate for their 

level of development. In the second phase of data collecting, participants were college 

undergraduate and graduate music and/or music education majors in a single 

geographical area. Subjects who had passed the first semester in conducting participated 

in this project, because they may have possessed the basic musical skills to distinguish 

simple arranged ensemble music, required to complete the experimental tasks, thus 

minimized the risk of potential skewing results. 

The main questions of this study centered on the way developing instrumentalists’ 

performance of different music mode (musicality and technical accuracy) under two 

conditions (verbal instruction only and paired verbal gesture). However, results from 

ANOVA of grade, correlation with variation and instruction style, were included to this 

study since students’ performance development by two different grades, seventh and 

eighth, were able to be collected, coded and analyzed. 

To compare effects of variables between pretest (before a rehearsal) and posttest 

(after a rehearsal) in real-time, there was only one 15 minutes’ rehearsal for each of 10 

trios. An ensemble format was limited to “trio” to facilitate rehearsals with 

instrumentalists in the first phase and assessment of evaluators in the second phase of 

data collecting. After providing a rehearsal instruction to participants, they played the 

prepared piece, America (My Country, 'Tis of Thee), as the pretest without stopping. Then, 
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each trio had about a nine minutes-long rehearsal under two different conditions (verbal-

only or verbal-gestural condition) with which each trio randomly assigned to perform. 

Instrumentalists were asked to express musical messages that were given during a 

rehearsal. After the rehearsal, a trio performed the whole piece as the posttest. 

 

Definition of Terms 

For purposes of the current study, the following definitions are used throughout: 

Instruction Style: two different instructions, verbal-only instruction and (paired) 

verbal-gestural instruction 

Verbal-Only Instruction: feedback, correction, and modeling using only 

verbalization 

Nonverbal Instruction: feedback, correction, and modeling using only body 

gesture and expression including conducting gestures 

(Paired) Verbal-Gestural Instruction: provided appropriate body gesture and 

expression while giving verbal instruction 

Variations: two different variations of music mode, musicality and technical 

accuracy 

Musicality: arrangement focused on phrasing, dynamics, balance, and expression  

Technical Accuracy: arrangement focused on rhythm, articulation, intonation, and 

tempo  
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CHAPTER 2 
 

RELATED LITERATURE 

 

Introduction 

The current research which was designed to investigate effects of two different 

types of instruction: verbal-only and paired verbal-gestural instruction in a rehearsal. To 

understand how researchers have raised issues in the field of verbal and/or nonverbal 

instruction for a music rehearsal, I reviewed literature about six sections: (a) development 

of research in instruction styles, (b) verbalization, (c) nonverbal (gestural) instruction, (d) 

instruction as delivery skill, (e) movement as nonverbal instruction, and (f) studies for 

simultaneous verbal and nonverbal behaviors. 

 

Development of Research in Instruction Styles 

To guide students to improve musically and technically relative to curricular goals 

and objectives, music teachers must be able to call on appropriate and effective forms of 

instructional techniques. Before application, teachers need to identify instruction methods 

for a successful music rehearsal, and understanding meaning and function of instruction 

in a music rehearsal. Furthermore, such identification and understanding may help the 

teacher in successfully designing efficacious rehearsals and applying instruction. 

Accordingly, music teachers’ interests in different instruction styles and their effects on 

performance has increased. 
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Early Studies of Instruction Used in Music Rehearsals 

During the 1970s and 80s, music educators began to investigate the efficacy of 

different types of instructional approaches in rehearsals through systematic research. As 

the relationship between various methods and students’ responses in music rehearsals 

were methodically identified, researchers began to build a research base in this field 

along with continuous development of research paradigms (Duke & Madsen, 1985; 

Forsythe, 1975, 1977; Grenchesky, 1985; Madsen & Alley, 1979; Madsen, Wolfe & 

Madsen, 1969; Price, 1983; Yarbrough, 1975, 1987; Yarbrough & Price, 1981, 1989). 

Findings from these studies confirm that ensemble performance is a valid measure of 

musicians’ response to verbal and nonverbal instruction. Fundamental notions in both of 

these instructional concepts used in music rehearsals have been established as vital 

communication tools between a music director and students in an ensemble (Duke & 

Madsen, 1985; Grenchesky, 1985).  

The evolution of research processes and data collection methods in the 1970’s has 

played an important role in the development of research strategies in this field of study. 

Two experimental studies (Forsythe, 1977; Madsen et al., 1969) can be characterized as 

pioneering research that examined students’ responses caused by teachers’ behaviors, but 

nonverbal instruction was not employed as an independent variable yet. Forsythe (1977) 

investigated students’ focus of attention behaviors as a function of teacher instruction. 

Three trained evaluators systematically observed live music classes and recorded students’ 

attending behaviors at regular, timed intervals. Evaluations were based on an activity 

coding system that coded all specified activity descriptions in symbols (e.g., “S” was for 

“Students singing,” and “T” was for “Predominance of teacher talking”). In the study, the 
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off-task behavior level of students was generally higher while teachers were giving verbal 

instruction for preparation when compared to other activities such as singing and playing 

instruments. The result showed that verbal instruction played an influential role in 

interaction between a teacher and students. Prior to Forsythe’s study, Madsen et al. (1969) 

examined how different methods of reinforcement resulted in improvement in intonation. 

The researchers developed scripts for verbal instruction given to each group after the 

pretest. They audio-recorded stimuli from experimental groups and evaluated and 

analyzed the recorded subjects’ performances (i.e., pre- and post-test). Findings from this 

study confirmed that students had improved their intonation after being given verbal 

instruction.  

Other studies investigated student responses to teachers’ verbal and nonverbal 

instruction. In many of these studies, video-recording systems were used to pinpoint and 

focus on teachers’ gestural behaviors as well as student responses in music education 

settings. As this system of data collection became commonplace, and the chronicling of 

actual field events became standard, the foundation of knowledge and understanding 

started to grow (Duke & Madsen, 1985; Grenchesky, 1985; Price, 1983; Yarbrough, 1975, 

1987; Yarbrough & Price, 1981, 1989). Yarbrough (1975) investigated how differential 

conductor magnitude influenced students’ responses during a music rehearsal. In the 

study, the effectiveness of conductor magnitude was to examine the traditional viewpoint 

for perception of conducting. Conductor magnitude was operationally defined as either 

high or low based on six teacher behaviors: eye contact, closeness, volume and 

modulation of voice, gestures, and facial expression. This categorization was more 

detailed and practical since Forsythe (1975) and Madsen et al. (1969) did not 
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operationally define different functions of teacher behaviors as experimental conditions. 

Yarbrough asked three conductors to demonstrate different degrees (i.e., low, regular, and 

high) of magnitude while rehearsing with four choirs, and all rehearsals were videotaped 

to be evaluated by a panel of expert judges. Findings showed that three of the groups 

received their lowest ratings when conductor magnitude was low, and students preferred 

the high magnitude conductor. This study has become a prominent starting point in 

research on behavioral studies of students by teacher instruction at music rehearsals. 

In a separate study, Yarbrough and Price (1981) examined students’ attending 

behaviors during different teaching behaviors. Teacher behaviors (e.g., eye contact, and 

verbal and facial reinforcement for approval/ disapproval) were counted; this established 

a research approach different from Yarbrough’s previous study (1975). The researchers 

employed three sequential patterns of teacher presentation, student response, and teacher 

feedback to verify student behaviors caused by teacher instruction. The application of 

three sequential patterns allowed the researchers to systemically process teacher 

instruction toward students in music rehearsals; this method was utilized more commonly 

in later studies to investigate the effectiveness of teachers’ instruction to students (Price, 

1992; Price & Yarbrough, 1993; Yarbrough & Price, 1989). Students responded more 

actively while teachers gave specific instruction in rehearsals. 

In both studies, rehearsals were videotaped and observed by selected evaluators. 

Videotaped teacher and student behaviors were analyzed as dependent variables. The 

videotaping process allowed rehearsals to be observed with more objective perspectives 

as compared to live analysis without the benefit of the pause and rewind features 
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available when using a taped recording. In later studies, the use of advanced media 

technology for data collecting and analyzing became more common in this area of study. 

In a later study, Yarbrough and Price (1989) used verbalization as the only 

independent variable; nonverbal instruction was not considered. By comparison, the 

previous study (Yarbrough & Price, 1981) had counted conducting task presentation as 

nonverbal instruction. Various patterns were described as dynamic changes, entrance, 

stopping, style, phrasing, and tempo. Facial expressions were considered as another 

separate and discrete nonverbal delivery style when given as approval or disapproval to 

student responses. In both studies, Yarbrough and Price examined nonverbal instruction 

prior to verbal instruction. The focus on both of these processes constituted a change, of 

sorts, in music education research, as until the 1970s the preponderance of published 

investigations was conducted primarily on verbal instruction only. 

 

Post 1990s: Development of Research in Teachers’ Verbal and Gestural Instruction 
 

After the 1990s, the research process in the field of verbal and gestural instruction 

has advanced to a more scientifically based, detailed framework (Byo, 1990; Skadsem, 

1997; Yarbrough & Hendel, 1993; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998; Yarbrough, Price & 

Hendel, 1994). Byo (1990) examined how novice conductors demonstrated high and low 

contrasts of gestural intensity, and how observers (n = 320) recognized these gestures. 

This research isolated conductors’ nonverbal skills (gestures) and participants’ 

demonstrations of two different conducting patterns of high and low intensity, which 

were videotaped for evaluation. Twenty-five undergraduate music education majors in a 

conducting class received training on high and low intensity contrasts based on the 
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instructor-designed intensity-videotape. Each student demonstrated pre-assigned patterns 

of high and low intensity (e.g., high, low, high, low) for 1 minute, and all demonstrations 

were videotaped for use as a stimulus. The videotaped stimuli were observed by four 

different groups: two groups of music majors (graduate, n = 80; undergraduate, n = 80), 

nonmusic majors (n = 80), and high school band and choir students (n = 80). A total rate 

of correct responses across all groups and intervals was 77%, showing that differing 

intensity in conducting gestures of novice conductors can be identified by various levels 

of players. 

In two separate studies, Yarbrough et. al. used the same-videotaped recordings as 

stimuli to determine how sequential patterns and different modes of presentation affected 

evaluations of music teaching (Yarbrough & Hendel, 1993; Yarbrough et al., 1994). In 

both studies, four different presentations of videotaped rehearsals (i.e., audio and video, 

audio only, video only, and script only) were prepared as stimulus variables. Participants 

evaluated the video stimuli based on sequential patterns (defined as a three-step 

sequential process: teacher presents task, student responds, and teacher reinforces), and 

this sequential pattern was labeled as a music teaching unit in a previous study 

(Yarbrough & Price, 1981).  The systematic research framework continued to the 

following study. 

In the second study (Yarbrough et al., 1994), only the age and level of experience 

of the participants were different from the first (Yarbrough & Hendel, 1993). Subjects in 

the first study were high school (n = 346) and elementary (n = 190) students while 

subjects in the second study were experienced music and nonmusic teachers (n =239) and 

university music and nonmusic majors (n = 375). Similar results in these two studies 
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showed that the audio-video rehearsal among four different presentations received high 

scores and participants rated highly those patterns of instruction that began with musical 

information. Some outcomes differed, however; results from the second study 

(Yarbrough et al., 1994) showed that high school and elementary students scored the 

lowest grade on the video-only rehearsal, and experienced musicians rated the audio-only 

rehearsal the lowest while non-musicians gave the lowest evaluations to the script-only 

rehearsal. These results imply that different instructional styles of teaching could affect 

how students perceive musical information and meaning. 

In a longitudinal study, Yarbrough and Madsen (1998) used different frameworks 

to examine the relationship between student and teacher/conductor behavior during 

choral rehearsals. The sequential patterns of instruction model was used with greater 

criterion specificity in its 10 categories of student and teacher behaviors: time use, 

musicianship, accuracy of presentation, student attentiveness, student performance 

quality, enthusiasm, intensity, pacing, personality, and overall effectiveness. University 

music majors (n = 89) used these categories to evaluate seven videotaped choral rehearsal 

excerpts. Findings indicated that excerpts containing less off-task student behaviors, a 

higher percentage of approvals, more eye contact, and more activity changes received the 

highest efficacy ratings. 

 

Ambiguity in Classification of Instruction 

Although research strategies of teacher instruction and behavior in music 

rehearsals have been developed, there was still some ambiguity in the classification of 

instruction used during these music rehearsals. Forsythe (1975) investigated how teacher 
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approval and disapproval behavior affected elementary student attentiveness in music 

classrooms as compared to general classrooms. Results indicated that the rate of student 

attentiveness was high when teachers’ approval ratios were above 75%, and students 

tended to pay more attention to the music class teachers than the general classroom 

teachers. In this study, Forsythe did not specify teacher instructions that were used for 

approval and disapproval, and moreover did not classify verbal and non-verbal behaviors 

while providing those of behaviors in music and general classes. Also, there were no 

detailed descriptions of students’ behaviors demonstrating attentiveness. 

Grenchesky (1985) combined verbal and non-verbal instruction in conducting 

behaviors rather than looking at them as two discrete conditions. The researcher included 

some verbal behaviors in conducting activities such as instruction for starting, stopping, 

and announcements. Singing and talking while playing were also counted as conducting 

activities. Moreover, Grenchesky categorized body movement, eye contact, and facial 

expression each independently in the Music Conductor Observation Form that was used 

for evaluation. By comparison, Yarbrough and Price (1981) defined those of teacher 

behavior as a non-verbal instruction. Teacher eye contact was found to predict the 

frequency of students’ off-task behavior. Teachers’ facial expressions (positive and 

negative) functioned as nonverbal reinforcement when giving approval or disapproval in 

a rehearsal. This reinforcement is considered feedback and, therefore, an integral and 

operative tool in sequential patterns of instruction. Goolsby (1996) expanded the concept 

of nonverbal instruction by including teacher demonstration and modeling along with 

gestural behaviors (including conducting gestures). This more fully realized concept of 

nonverbal instruction constituted a departure from previous studies that described 
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nonverbal instruction as strictly gestural instruction (Grenchesky, 1985; Madsen & Alley, 

1979; Madsen, Wolfe, & Madsen, 1975; Price, 1983; Yarbrough, 1975; Yarbrough & 

Price, 1981, 1989). 

Yarbrough and Madsen (1998) examined teacher effectiveness in choral 

rehearsals. In the development of the assessment tool used in this study, researchers 

identified a number of nonverbal teacher behaviors that were critical to the evaluation 

process. They included body movements such as expressive conducting, eye contact, and 

facial approval. In this study, specific descriptions of body movement and expressive 

conducting were not defined in enough detail to explain the process of measuring contact 

and facial approval. In a later study, Madsen (2003) outlined a more in-depth clarification 

on those categories while evaluating teacher behavior. Teacher behaviors were divided 

into accuracy of instruction (singing quality, verbal academic information, verbal 

feedback in response to student performance, and gestures) and delivery (eye contact, 

vocal delivery, gestures/body language, facial expressions, and overall energy level). 

However, Madsen did not provide a specific rationale on how teacher behaviors between 

verbal and gestural instructions were categorized. This leads to the question of what 

differences might be found when comparing verbalization instruction as an isolated 

variable with paired verbal-gestural instruction in instrumental group rehearsal settings. 

 

Studies Focused on Verbal Instruction 

As an isolated variable, verbal instruction is common in most music classrooms 

(Carpenter, 1988; Goolsby, 1997; Karlsson & Juslin, 2008; Steele, 2010) and can be 

categorized in various ways such as offering feedback, correction, question, 



 18	

reinforcement, sound modeling, and explanation (Duke, 1999; Duke & Hennings 1993, 

2003; Grenchesky, 1985; Price, 1983, 1992; Yarbrough, 1981). This may not be 

surprising insofar as it is common for teachers to vocally demonstrate musicality by 

singing intervals, melodies, and rhythms. It is also common practice for music teachers 

(and conductors, in particular) to verbally model or express phrasing, articulations, and 

dynamics. Teacher verbalization also includes explanations of many components of 

musicality, including intonation, pacing, expression and timbre, all of which help 

students to understand concepts of music performance. 

 

Various Verbal Instruction Types and Styles 

A number of researchers have investigated the effects of verbal instruction that 

were shown to be important strategies in music rehearsals (Duke, 1999; Duke & 

Hennings 1993, 2003; Grenchesky, 1985, Price, 1983, 1992; Yarbrough, 1981). In order 

to do so, verbal instruction was defined through the classification of various types. 

Grenchesky (1985) classified verbal behaviors in rehearsals as either demonstration, 

verbal explanation, or verbal imagery. The author found that a rehearsal with verbal 

imagery received the highest rating among verbal behaviors, and proposed giving 

combined verbal explanation and verbal imagery to students for clear delivery of musical 

concepts. Dickey (1991) categorized verbal instruction as direction, explanation, and 

imagery (including metaphor and analogy) to compare effects of verbal instruction and 

modeling instruction in ensemble rehearsals. Dickey’s classification of verbal instruction 

is similar to that of Grenchesky (1985) in which the relationship between nonverbal and 

verbal behaviors was investigated.  
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Various studies considered the effect of verbal instruction and terms that describe 

detailed musical expression and direction on participants (Duke & Hennings, 1998; 

Sheldon, 2004). Sheldon (2004) found that students successfully identified a general 

intended realm of expression regardless of instruction type, figurative language or 

terminology, and understood musical meaning more easily through the use of figurative 

language. This finding could be linked to a result from Grenchesky’s (1985) study in 

which the use of various types of verbal imagery such as metaphor, analogy, and simile 

were shown to help music students understand the musical concept during rehearsal. 

Another study explained that although there were no considerable differences between 

the use of the various types of verbalization (e.g., directive statements versus negative 

statements, directive statements versus figurative statements), a form of verbalization in 

rehearsals must function as a tool to deliver music instruction (Duke & Henninger, 1998, 

2002). 

 

Enhancement: Positive vs. Negative 

Verbal instruction has been categorized by positive and/or negative statements 

that are dependent on differential methods of delivery (Byo & Austin, 1994; Buckner, 

1997; Cavitt, 1998; Madsen & Duke, 1993; Price, 1992; Siebenaler, 1997). Duke and 

Henninger (1998) described directive statements as a type of instructional command that 

directed student tasks in a class. The researchers investigated how two different verbal 

instruction strategies, negative feedback statements and specific directives, affect 

students’ attitudes and performance achievement. The researchers commented on 

directive statements:  
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Specific directive statements following a student performance trial may indicate 

to the student that something should be done differently than was done on the 

preceding trial. For example, directing a student to play again and change some 

aspect of the preceding performance trial implies that the preceding trial was 

below expectations or was incorrect (e.g., “Try again, and see if you can bring 

down the pitch of the C-natural”). (p.487).  

The authors compared negative feedback statements to specific directives in music 

performance instruction to determine the effects on the attitudes and performance 

achievement of college undergraduate students (n=25) and fifth and sixth grade students 

(n=25). Results showed students’ attitudes and performance achievement were not 

significantly affected by the two different conditions. Students who received negative 

feedback statements completed their tasks with as much success as those who received 

specific directives. Researchers mentioned, however, that nonverbal delivery methods 

such as the teacher’s facial expression and gestures were not included in this study, and 

those would be factors to consider in recurring negative emotional reactions. 

 

Verbal Instruction by Different Groups 

Researchers have recognized that styles of instruction depend on the instruction of 

music teachers, as well as career-level differences (Goolsby, 1996, 1997; Yarbrough & 

Price, 1989). Goolsby (1997) compared three groups of music teachers differentiated by 

level of experience (students, novice, and expert teachers) on their use of verbal 

instruction in instrumental music rehearsals. Results showed experts spent more time on 

performance tasks than did students and novice teachers. Experts also tended to use 
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detailed explanation more frequently than those in the other groups. This research 

supported other studies that investigated varied types of verbalization occurring in music 

rehearsals. 

Yarbrough and Price (1989) transcribed verbal instruction of sequential teaching 

patterns observed in four different groups (i.e., untrained music education major (n = 30), 

trained music education major (n = 19), experienced instrumental music teacher (n = 15), 

experienced choral music teacher (n = 15)). Data were collected from videotaped 

rehearsals of each group. Participants in all groups spent about 50 percent of rehearsal 

time presenting music information, and giving reinforcement and direction using verbal 

instruction. A result described differences in reinforcement between experienced teachers 

and preparatory teachers: compared to experienced teachers’ high disapproval rate, 

preparatory teachers were highly approving (approval/disapproval ratio: band = 19/81, 

chorus = 41/59, sophomores = 73/27, freshmen = 89/11). 

 

Time Spent on Verbal Instruction 

A number of researchers have shown that verbal instruction is more frequently 

used during rehearsals than nonverbal instruction (Carpenter, 1988; Goolsby, 1996; 

Karlsson & Juslin, 2008) although nonverbal communication is considered an effective 

teaching tool (Steele, 2010). Carpenter (1988) found that using both verbal and nonverbal 

communication in a rehearsal resulted in improved performance, and that verbal 

instruction was shown to be the most common method for conveying detailed musical 

messages to the ensemble as evidenced by the amount of time spent using this teaching 

technique. 
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Goolsby (1996) examined teacher time use in instrumental rehearsals by 

comparing three groups. This study mainly focused on the time spent, while Goolsby 

(1997) described in depth the use of verbal instruction by music teachers of differing 

career levels. Rehearsals (n = 90) from student teachers, novice teachers, and experienced 

teachers (30 rehearsals each) were analyzed to measure the differences in time spent in 

musical instruction and performance during music rehearsals. Teacher activities were 

classified as verbal instruction, nonverbal instruction (demonstration and modeling), 

verbal discipline (disapproval-social), and performance. All categories of teacher 

activities in this study were related to verbalization. From the results of this and the 

previous study (Goolsby, 1997), the author found that the expert teachers spent less time 

giving verbal instruction than the other two groups. 

Karlsson & Juslin (2008) found that, on average, 73% of teacher behaviors in a 

rehearsal was verbalization such as instruction, feedback, question, explanation, 

modeling, and expression. In this study, the most common of these behaviors was 

instruction (63% on average), showing that verbal instruction in rehearsals is the most 

common delivery method for music teachers. While providing error correction, 

instructions were dominated by speech. Cavitt (2003) analyzed only verbalizations in 

rehearsals as teacher behaviors when ten band directors gave error correction in their 

instrumental music rehearsals. She developed observation categories for teacher 

verbalizations and modeling as directive, information, questions, positive feedback, 

negative feedback, positive modeling, negative modeling, and off-task talking. The 

question derived from Cavitt’s categorization was why nonverbal behaviors were 

included in the categorization while observing verbalizations and modeling in a rehearsal. 
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Nonverbal (Gestural) Instruction 

Some researchers agree that communication in rehearsal refers to the players’ response to 

a conductor’s nonverbal instructions (Gallops, 2005; Morrison, Price, Geiger, & 

Cornacchio, 2009). A desired outcome of gestural instruction is the development of 

ensemble musicians’ accurate expression of the composer’s intent during rehearsal 

(Gallops, 2005; Morrison, Price, Geiger, & Cornacchio, 2009; VanWeelden, 2002). 

Steele (2010) described the importance of nonverbal instruction in classrooms, which was 

systematically studied in the late 1970s. According to his study, many studies had a 

greater focus on verbal instruction until the 1970s. Steele emphasized nonverbal 

communication as an effective teacher quality in school classroom. He described 

different methodologies for nonverbal research had been developed, and categorized 

nonverbal behaviors into proxemics, coverbial behaviors, paralanguage, and appearance; 

1) proxemics: space and distance, 2) coverbial behavior: elements of physical gestures, 

facial expression, body movement, and eye contact, 3) paralanguage: the behaviors  

accompanying speech such as tone of voice, pitch, volume, rhythm, and speech rate, 4) 

appearance: attractiveness, grooming, and dress. 

 

Nonverbal (Gestural) Behavior 

Body motions involved in a rehearsal can be thought of as gestural instruction. 

Gestural instruction in a musical context refers to specific conducting movement and may 

include physical movements for enhancing musical content and intent. Gødley and 

Leman (2010) described musical gestures as embodying musical meanings with various 

body movements. They divided functional aspects of musical gestures into four 
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categories: sound-producing gestures, communicative gestures, sound-facilitating 

gesture, and sound-accompanying gestures. Grand and minute details of conductors’ 

physical movements have been mapped and analyzed using gesture analysis software 

(Johannsen & Nakra, 2010). 

Yarbrough and Madsen (1998) categorized conductors’ behavior into body 

movement, expressive conducting, eye contact, and facial approval. These have been 

factors considered in the evaluation of a conductor’s nonverbal effectiveness (Byo, 1994; 

Price, 1985, 1989; Yarbrough & Hendel, 1993; Yarbrough, Price, & Hendel, 1994). All 

purposeful conducting movements that contain music meaning, tempo, rhythm, tone 

color, intonation, pitch, dynamic, expression, and balance are considered gestural 

instruction (VanWeelden, 2002). Sousa (1988) examined those meaningful gestures that 

could be considered musical conducting emblems for ensemble players. Musicians in 

higher-level performance groups recognized a greater number of conducting gestures as 

having musical meanings compared to musicians in less-experienced and lower-level 

performance groups. It is logical to follow with an examination that reviews the efficacy 

of different music instruction styles while holding performance level constant. 

 

Nonverbal Instruction 

Steele (2010) divided nonverbal behaviors into four categories: proxemics, 

coverbial behaviors, paralanguage, and appearance. Including nonverbal instruction, such 

as physical gestures, facial expression, body movement, and eye contact, in coverbial 

behaviors, he explained that these behaviors have been crucial factors to producing a 

positive learning environment for a conductor, and communicating effectively with 
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students in a rehearsal. Steele concluded that nonverbal communication can be easily, 

quietly, and efficiently used for classroom management, relating and give feedback to 

students, and music instruction through modeling and conducting. VanWeelden (2002) 

mentioned nonverbal instruction as an important communication method in music 

classrooms, and found conductors’ nonverbal instruction, including conductor posture, 

facial expression, and overall effectiveness had moderate to moderately strong influence 

on the performance ratings scored by undergraduate music majors (N = 163).  

Non-verbal (gestural) instructions, including conducting, eye contact, musical 

gestures and facial expression, can help students respond musically (Colson, 2005). 

Conducting gestures are a vital portion of nonverbal instruction that convey most musical 

expressions and meanings to players in rehearsals. Musical gestures fit into a category of 

nonverbal instruction, but the scope of the functions is differentiated from conducting 

gestures. Eye contact and facial expression can occur coincidently with various gestures 

or independently. Byo and Austin (1994) categorized nonverbal behaviors with four 

operational definitions: (a) right arm and hand, (b) left arm and hand, (c) facial 

expression, and (d) body movement. 

 

Students’ Perception of Conducting 

Students who are familiar with basic conducting instruction are able to perceive 

music concepts such as rhythm and phrasing. Kelly (1997) studied how conducting 

instruction affected beginning band students' musicianship in (a) individual and group 

rhythmic performance, and (b) group performance of legato and staccato, and phrasing 

and dynamics. The researcher divided the students into two groups, experimental and 
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control groups, and he gave the experimental groups conducting instruction for a 

maximum of 10 minutes per class while the control groups had rehearsals in the same 

manner as the treatment groups. After a 10-week period in which he used basic 

conducting instruction in 10-minute rehearsals, the researcher found that individuals in 

the experimental bands significantly improved compared to individuals in the control 

bands in their rhythmic performance, rhythm-reading and phrasing abilities. This finding 

showed that students' perception of conducting could help development of rhythm and 

phrasing in an instrumental music rehearsal, demonstrating that conducting can be a 

useful tool to improve students’ musicianship during music rehearsal. 

 

The Influence of Physical Appearance and Gesture 

VanWeelden (2002) examined how conductors’ physical appearance 

(ectomorphic and endomorphic body types) and visual appearance characteristics (eye 

contact, facial expression, and hand and arm gestures) were perceived by college music 

students of different year, gender and majors. College students (sophomores, juniors, and 

seniors; N = 163) observed video recordings, and evaluated ensemble and conductor 

behaviors using 5-point Likert scales. All conductors were female wearing black concert 

attire with long-sleeved tops, minimal jewelry, and no eyeglasses so that evaluators could 

give objectivistic rate under the identical condition. This research condition for the 

participants linked to a research method from Fredrickson, et. al. (1998) study in which 

different conducting behaviors were evaluated by observers consisting of 165 college 

music majors. The results showed that evaluators were mostly influenced by conductor 



 27	

gestures, but there were no significant relationships between the conductor’s body type 

and the performance ratings. 

Gallope (2005) investigated conductor nonverbal communication focusing solely 

on the use of the baton and conductors’ hands. The capture range of the video was above 

the conductors’ waists involving no other observable body language. Facial gestures were 

blotted out to eliminate this variable. The perception of conducting gestures was different 

from other related studies that included eye contact, facial expression and body motions 

during rehearsal (Cofer, 1998; Gødley & Leman, 2010; Grenchesky, 1986; Morrison, 

Price, Geiger, & Cornacchio, 2009; Sousa, 1988; VanWeelden, 2002). Gallop conducted 

three phases of data collection. In the first phase, a panel of four experts evaluated the 

conductor video performances in two ways. The evaluators highlighted those interpretive 

items that the conductor conveyed adequately, and assigned a 1-5 Likert Score for each 

conducting performance. In the second phase, 25 instrumentalists played a selected 

excerpt directed by videotaped conducting gestures from conductors on a screen. After 

the previous two phases of data collecting, two panels of three evaluators listened to the 

175 generated recordings from the second phase. Each panel evaluated the recordings in 

the same manner as the evaluators of the first phase, and one panel reviewed 84 

recordings and the other panel reviewed 91 recordings. For the assessment of conducting 

gestures, the researcher used the Gestural Response Instrument (GRI). Musicians’ 

performance was scored high with conductors who received high ratings on their 

nonverbal conducting gesture techniques. Gallop verified that the existence of a 

perceptual contract that help to develop the non-verbal communication between 

musicians and conductors expressed through gestural conducting. Finding demonstrated 
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that some experienced directors mostly relied on verbal instruction and have not 

developed nonverbal instruction skills, including conducting gestures while others were 

proficient in this area. 

 

Expressivity Through Nonverbal Behaviors 

Expressivity in nonverbal conductor behavior has also been a focus in research. In 

a study that included selected high school band directors, each followed a rubric 

explaining low- and high-expressivity conducting, referring to four operational 

definitions: (a) right arm and hand, (b) left arm and hand, (c) facial expression, and (d) 

body movement (Byo & Austin, 1994). Results showed that experienced conductors 

tended to express more idiosyncratic gestures and conducting patterns than novice 

conductors. Experienced conductors also demonstrated significantly more varied facial 

expression and retained eye contact for longer durations compared to novice conductors. 

This seems to parallel Goolsby’s (1999) work that examined degrees of expression 

amongst novice and expert conductors. Using the same four categories of nonverbal 

behaviors described earlier, participants (n = 118), principally undergraduate music 

majors, evaluated all videotaped conducting gestures that showed different expressivity 

(Morrison, Price, Geiger, & Cornacchio, 2009). It was found that the different 

expressivities of conductors affected the evaluation ratings on ensembles, although the 

same audio stimulus was used for both high- and low- expressivity conducting gestures. 

Findings from this study confirmed that conductors who showed high expressivity with 

clarity and musicality were rated more highly. 
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Instruction as Delivery Skill 

Researchers often describe teachers’ delivery skills (including posture, eye 

contact, gestures, facial expression, verbal instruction and vocal inflection) as effective 

variables in music ensemble classes (Hamann, Baker, McAllister, & Bauer, 2000; 

Madsen, 2003; Whitaker, 2011). According to Madsen (2003), secondary students rate 

teachers with excellent delivery skills and good classroom management higher than those 

whose skills are not as good. Madsen found that secondary students were less affected by 

the content and accuracy of a music teachers’ instruction when the teacher utilized 

interesting and enthusiastic delivery skills. Furthermore, all participants, including sixth 

grade students to experienced teachers, rated the instructors highly on three favorable 

variables including accurate instruction, student on-task student behavior, and high 

delivery. They rated the instructors low on three unfavorable variables including 

inaccurate instruction, off-task student behavior, and low delivery. Madsen assumed that, 

while students benefit from perceiving accurate instructions, teacher delivery and student 

attentiveness might have a greater effect on student achievement.  

Effectiveness of delivery skills was more detailed by Hamann, Baker, McAllister, 

and Bauer (2000) who found that teachers with good classroom delivery skills and lesson 

content received high teaching scores. Teaching episodes are perceived as being more 

interesting and likeable to students when a teacher demonstrates good classroom delivery 

skills during a lesson, regardless of whether the content of the lesson is fulfilled. These 

findings are applicable to ensemble rehearsal settings. The question raised concerns the 

different aspects of rehearsal instruction variables (i.e., verbal, gestural, or paired verbal-

gestural instruction) that could change students’ attitudes and perceptions of content. 
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Hamann, Lineburgh and Paul (1998) videotaped varied teaching episodes of 

preservice music and elementary teachers, and evaluated these recordings to determine 

whether there was any relationship between adjudicated teaching effectiveness and social 

skills of preservice teachers to ascertain whether certain social skills contribute to 

preservice teacher effectiveness. Using the Survey of Teaching Effectiveness (STE) and 

the Social Skill Inventory (SSI), they measured teaching performance in a music 

rehearsal. The STE had two categories, “lesson presentation and style (vocal inflection, 

use of gestures, facial expression, eye contact, and posture) and “lesson organization, 

knowledge, and overall effectiveness” (the use of sequencing pattern/rehearsal cycles, 

presentation knowledge, pacing, teaching style, and organization). The SSI was designed 

to be self-administered and to assess social communication skills on both an emotional 

and a social level. Results showed that preservice teachers who scored higher on the 

Emotional Expressivity, Emotional Sensitivity, and Social Control scales of the SSI had 

higher scores on the STE as described previously. The findings described that these social 

skills do contribute significantly to preservice teacher effectiveness.    

In the Madsen and Cassidy (2005) study, three different levels of observers (i.e., 

no practicum teaching experience group (n = 26), practicum teaching experience but no 

student-taught group (n = 26), full-time music teaching experience group (n = 26)) gave 

comments on video clips of classes to evaluate teacher effectiveness. In this study, the 

researchers categorized teacher behavior as instruction (planning, accuracy, sequence of 

lesson), delivery (pacing, enthusiasm, body language), classroom management (behavior 

control, routines, transitions from one activity to another), and other (general, generic, or 

personal teaching comments). Results showed that experienced teachers gave more 
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critical comments and low scores on teacher effectiveness than those of preservice 

teachers and student learning. Surprisingly, teacher delivery received the least number of 

comments from all observers considering the results of aforementioned research that 

indicated the delivery skills as the imperative portion of teaching effectiveness in a music 

rehearsal (Cassidy, 1990; Hamann, Baker, McAllister, & Bauer, 2000; Kaiser, 1998; 

Madsen, 2003; Madsen & Geringer, 1989; Yarbrough, 1975). Comparing Madsen and 

Cassidy’s study to Hamann, Lineburgh, and Paul’s study, the different results about 

teachers’ delivery skills could occur because of the dissimilar categorization method of 

teacher delivery. Also, there was a different way of involving teacher delivery as 

independent variable for a research between the two studies. Applying the Survey of 

Teaching Effectiveness (STE) (Hamann, Lineburgh, & Paul, 1998), Butler (2001) 

examined preservice music teachers’ conceptions of teaching effectiveness, 

microteaching, and teaching performance. Microteaching is a kind of teacher education 

programs that were created in order to provide preservice teachers with the preparation 

and practice opportunity of a class situation that was highly compressed the status of the 

actual classroom. Data illustrated that preservice music teachers’ field experience could 

help developing their teaching behaviors including effective delivery and instruction 

skills. However, in this study, there was ambiguity in defining concepts between delivery 

and instruction skills. 

  

Studies for Simultaneous Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors 

Some studies have focused on both verbal and nonverbal communication 

behaviors as they occur simultaneously in music classes. Gipson’s (1978) study was the 
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first to observe and analyze both verbal and nonverbal interpersonal communication 

behaviors simultaneously during music instruction. Gipson systematically categorized 

communication behaviors in a music rehearsal as ten verbal and nine nonverbal behaviors, 

but the categorization of communication behaviors was weighted toward verbal behaviors, 

providing more detailed descriptions for them. Nevertheless, the result from Gipson’s 

study showed that nonverbal behavior was the most frequent response among all student 

and teacher musical activities. 

Grenchesky (1985) observed, categorized, and analyzed verbal and nonverbal 

behaviors to examine how they affected band performance outcomes, and found some 

verbal and nonverbal instructions had a positive effect. Grenchesky videotaped 11 band 

rehearsals in which the same music, “Brevities” (Clark, 1977) was rehearsed in a given 

time period. Using the videotaped performances of each band, an expert panel of judges 

evaluated conductors’ behaviors, including verbal and nonverbal instruction for 

rehearsals and performances. Considering how to give instructions effectively helps 

teachers communicate better with all students in an ensemble. He stated, “The kinds of 

behaviors that a conductor exhibits during a rehearsal are critical to the successful 

communication of his musical ideas to the ensemble” (p.56). The data from the study 

gave empirical evidence that certain conducting behaviors affected performance ratings. 

 Wang (2001) examined how verbal and nonverbal communication functioned 

differently between teacher and student in the music studio setting. Using a 5-point Likert 

scale that consisted of 20 adjective rating items, evaluators reviewed one-to-one teaching 

episodes in audio-visual and visual-only conditions. No significant differences were 

found between audio-visual and visual-only conditions. In this instance, it appears that 
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verbal and nonverbal instructions were perceived as equally important teaching strategies 

to develop students’ musicianship. 

Yarbrough and Hendel’s research (1993) explicated nonverbal behaviors as an 

influential function in rehearsal along with verbal instructions, and the relationship 

between the two modes of feedback. In their study, audio-video treatments yielded higher 

scores compared to the other modes of presentation (audio-only, video-only, script-only). 

Juchniewiz (2008) found a player’s different body movements affected the listeners’ 

ratings of phrasing, rubato, and dynamics. This research was confined to the results of 

visual observation, and there was no significant interaction with the audio-only condition. 

This study supports Davidson’s (2002) findings from a study that investigated the 

influences of the visual stimulus of physical movement on observers. In this present 

study, only the audio portion of rehearsals will be recorded and presented to evaluators 

for adjudication. 

Whitaker (2011) investigated the use and perception of verbal and nonverbal 

teaching behaviors while observing videotaped teaching episodes conducted by high 

school band directors. Directors’ verbal behaviors and pacing were analyzed using 

prepared verbatim scripts of the instructional portion of each rehearsal, and behaviors on 

videotapes including conducting gestures, body movement, facial expressions, speech 

speed, voice volume, voice pitch, and eye contact were analyzed. Results showed that 

directors spent 26% of class time providing academic presentation and reinforcement 

using verbal instruction, while spending 20% of class time for direction, social, and off-

task components. About the reinforcement, directors spent 75% of time for disapproving 

while only 21% was approving, and directors provided more specific reinforcement 
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(83%) than nonspecific (17%). All but one director spent the majority of class time in 

student response (53% on average), with performance comprising 50% of the response. 

These findings linked to previous researches that directors were found to be more 

disapproving than approving (Cavitt, 2003; Yarbrough, 1988). In terms of nonverbal 

behaviors, all directors used high levels of motion during their teaching. However, the 

variability in the use of facial expression for approval/disapproval and expressive 

conducting gestures, and eye contact was less than body movement (e.g., nodding head, 

clapping hands, making an OK sign, and giving a thumbs up). This categorization of 

nonverbal behaviors was different from previous studies that including those of body 

movements to nonverbal instruction (Byo & Austin, 1994; Gallops, 2005; Steele, 2010; 

VanWeelden, 2002; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998).  

In the second phase of evaluation, two observation groups, secondary school 

participants (14 to 19 years of age) and directors, rated all teacher behaviors shown on 

videotapes. Conductors were rated higher when there were more or fairly equal amounts 

of student response and teacher talk, some expressive conducting, and varying facial 

expressions. The student evaluators indicated that they received a large amount of 

information through nonverbal conducting gestures and facial expressions. These 

findings directly linked to the question of current study concerning how two different 

instructional styles, verbal-only and paired verbal-gestural instruction, could affect 

students’ perception of content, and therefore, express their perceived musical 

information through their performance during a rehearsal. 
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Summary and Conclusion 

From the 1970s, many of previous studies that examined verbal or nonverbal 

instruction in rehearsals showed how these two different styles of instruction could affect 

an ensemble’s performance both separately and simultaneously. During the 1970s and 

1980s, music educators began to investigate the efficacy of different types of 

instructional approaches in rehearsals through systemic research (Forsthye, 1977; Madsen 

et al. 1969). The authors examined students’ responses caused by teachers’ behaviors, 

while only verbal instruction was employed as an independent variable.  

In the following studies (Duke & Madsen, 1985; Grenchesky, 1985; Price, 1983; 

Price & Yarbrough, 1981, 1989; Yarbrough, 1975, 1987), a more developed process of 

research was explained through several cases. The referred literatures showed that as the 

advanced research system including framework, data collection, and analysis method 

became commonplace, the chronicling of actual field events became the expectation and 

the foundation of knowledge and understanding started to grow. 

While a number of researchers have investigated the effects of verbal instruction 

that were shown to be important strategies in music rehearsals, verbal instruction was 

identified through its classification of various types (Duke, 1999; Duke & Hennings 

1993, 2003; Grenchesky, 1985, Price, 1983, 1992; Yarbrough, 1981). Verbal instruction 

has been categorized by positive and/or negative statements that are dependent on 

differential methods of delivery (Byo & Austin, 1994; Cavitt, 1998; Duke & Henninger, 

1998; Madsen & Duke, 1993; Price, 1992). Various groups of music teachers differed in 

level of experience on their use of verbal instruction in instrumental music rehearsals 

(Goolsby, 1997; Yarbrough & Price, 1989). 
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Communication in rehearsal refers to the players’ response to a conductor’s 

nonverbal instructions (Gallops, 2005; Morrison, Price, Geiger, & Cornacchio, 2009; 

VanWeelden, 2002). The common allegation from these studies implied that a desired 

outcome of gestural instruction is for the development of ensemble musicians to 

accurately express the composer’s intent during rehearsal. 

The effect of nonverbal instruction in a music rehearsal through several related 

studies that investigated students’ perception of conducting (Kelly, 1997) and the 

influence of physical appearance and gesture (Gallop, 2005; ValWeeden, 2002). 

Conductor’s expressivity was also addressed in other studies (Byo & Austin, 1994; 

Morrison, Price, Geiger, & Cornacchio, 2009). These studies showed that musicians 

produced a high degree of outcomes from conductors with high ratings on their nonverbal 

conducting gesture techniques.  

Currently, no extant studies systematically compare the effects of verbal and 

paired verbal-gestural instruction in instrumental music settings. The question of what 

differences might be found when comparing verbalization instruction as an isolated 

variable with paired verbal-gestural instruction in instrumental group rehearsal settings 

had yet to be investigated. This study examined the effects of verbal-only instruction and 

paired verbal-gestural instruction on performance outcomes among intermediate level 

wind instrumentalists. 
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Purpose and Research Questions 

This study was designed to investigate the effects of verbal-only and paired 

verbal-gestural instruction on the performance skills of wind instrumentalists with no 

more than three years of performance experience. Sight-reading performance (pre-test) 

and final performance (following instruction; post-test) were evaluated: 

1. Do small ensemble performance ratings in musicality (phrasing, dynamics, 

balance, and expression) for developing (no more than three years of 

experience) instrumentalists differ as a function of rehearsal style (verbal 

instruction only [feedback, modeling, and correction] or paired verbal gesture 

[specific nonverbal instruction])? 

2. Do small ensemble performance ratings in technical accuracy (rhythm, 

articulation, intonation, and tempo) for developing (no more than three years 

of experience) instrumentalists differ as a function of rehearsal style (verbal 

instruction only [feedback, modeling, and correction] or paired verbal gesture 

[specific nonverbal instruction])? 

3. Do disparities in small ensemble performance ratings between pre-test (before 

a rehearsal) and post-test (after a rehearsal) for developing instrumentalists 

(no more than three years of experience) differ as a function of rehearsal style 

(verbal instruction only [feedback, modeling, and correction] or paired verbal 

gesture [specific nonverbal instruction])? 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of verbal-only and paired 

verbal-gestural instruction on the performance skills of wind instrumentalists with no 

more than three years of performance experience (Figure 1). Previous studies showed 

both verbal and gestural instructions are important rehearsal strategies and can occur 

independently or in combination. None of the aforementioned studies has investigated 

these two strategies occurring simultaneously. 

 

Figure 1. Development Figure of Procedure 
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Participants 

I served as conductor for ten trios derived from a pool of middle school musician 

participants (n = 30). Student musicians were volunteers with no more than three years of 

instrumental ensemble experience at the time of the testing period. They were sufficiently 

trained to perform music of difficulty appropriate for their level of development, and, in 

instrumental music difficulty parlance, this translates to a difficulty level of 2.5 on a scale 

of 1-6. Student musicians were randomly assigned to one of the trios. Trios were 

randomly assigned to one of two teaching conditions: (1) verbal-only, or (2) paired 

verbal-gestural. Students in each trio were assigned to perform Part 1, 2, or 3 of a two-

minute performance selection that I had arranged purposefully for this study. 

Arrangements were crafted taking into account participants’ performance level. 

Musicians performed this selection through rehearsal in their given teaching condition. 

Rehearsals, consisting of sight-reading, investigator-led rehearsing, and final 

performance, were audio recorded for subsequent evaluation. 

Evaluators (n = 40) were graduate and undergraduate instrumental music majors 

at a large university in the northeast United States who had successfully completed the 

initial semester of instruction in conducting. Numbers of participants in each group, 

student musicians (n=30) and evaluators (n=40), were supported in related research and 

were therefore deemed practicable and robust for use in this study (Morrison, Price, 

Geiger, & Cornacchio, 2009; Sheldon, 2004; VanWeelden, 2002). Evaluators were 

undergraduate and graduate students (i.e., second year undergraduate (n = 7), post second 

year undergraduate (n = 21), and graduates (n = 12)) with predominantly instrumental 

music and music education majors (i.e., Flute (n = 5), Clarinet (n = 7), Saxophone (n = 
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4), Bassoon (n = 1), Trumpet (n = 3), Horn (n = 1), Trombone (n = 4), Tuba (n = 1), 

Percussion (n = 3), Piano (n = 4), Violin (n = 4), Viola (n = 1), Cello (n = 2)). Intraclass 

correlation (ICC) among evaluators was moderate (r = .57). 

 

Independent Variables 

Two independent variables were the focus of this study. Of primary interest was 

the condition under which the students participated in rehearsals, either verbal-only 

instruction or paired verbal-gestural instruction. During rehearsal, I interrupted students 

playing instruments in case of necessity for correction and/or feedback in performance 

practice in a variety of areas, and appropriate instruction, as the independent variable, 

was given to students under one of the two teaching conditions. 

 

Figure 1. Development Figure of Procedure (Independent Variables) 

				Independent	Variables	
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Instruction Style I: Verbal-Only Instruction 

Five of the ten ensembles were randomly chosen to participate in this group. In 

the verbal-only instruction condition, the conductor only used verbal instruction that 

included delivering directives and feedback related to skill and performance 

development. While providing feedback and correction to students, I also used vocal 

modeling without any musical gestures in both instruction styles, verbal-only and verbal-

gestural instructions. To decrease probability of interpretive error, no figurative language 

was used for this study. Body movement was restricted to very minimal acts such as 

counting beats and nodding. Delivery based on these restrictions was validated by three 

panels of conducting experts who agreed that movement was kept to a bare minimum, 

and Table 1 shows examples of verbal instructions for two variations: musicality and 

technical accuracy. I sent the electric copy of this verbal instruction script to the panels 

by email, then they returned it back to me with feedbacks and comments. 

Table 1 

Examples of Verbal Instruction for Musicality and Technical Accuracy  

Musicality 
(Var I) 

Phrasing Do you see measure _____? Please don’t breathe 
between measure _____ to _____, and play as one 
phrase. 

Dynamics 
Find measure ___. Play (softer, louder) at the measure. 
 
Please find measure ______. Play the melody (louder, 
softer, more clearly) here. 

Balance Watch dynamics in the (1st, 2nd, 3rd) part at measure 

____. Here you should (reduce, increase) volume. 

Expression 
The first note in the piece should be played more richly. 

Use a more supported airstream so that we sound more 

expressive. 
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Table 1 (continued) 
Examples of Verbal Instruction for Musicality and Technical Accuracy 

Technical 
Accuracy 
(Var II) 

Rhythm The rhythm at measure _________ should be more 
accurate. Keep the beat steady. 

Articulation 

Find measure ____. Play notes (shorter, longer) at the 
measure. 
 
Find measure ____. Play notes (strong accent, legato) 
at the measure. 

Intonation 

We need to listen to intonation. Look at measure __ and 
make some adjustments between you and (1st, 2nd, 3rd) 
part so that we are playing with better intonation. 
 
At measure ___, note __, the pitch is (high, low) on (1st, 
2nd, 3rd) part so you will need to adjust (lower, higher). 

Tempo At measure ______ the tempo (dragged, rushed) so you 
will need to play (faster, slower). 

 

Instruction Style II: Paired Verbal-gestural Instruction 

 The remaining five groups were placed in this group after the other five had been 

randomly selected for the verbal-only group. I provided prepared appropriate gesture 

expressions that represented each verbal instruction efficiently (Table 2). Gestural 

instructions occurring with a variety of verbal instructions were mostly body movements, 

including physical (hand, arm, and head) gestures, conducting gestures, and facial 

expression for approval/ disapproval.  

Table 2 
Gestural Instructions Selected for Use in this Study 

Terms Gestures 

Piano Indicated by a small four-beat pattern. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 
Gestural Instructions Selected for Use in this Study 

Forte 
Indicated by holding the left-hand palm with tension. 

Indicated by holding the clenched fist with tension. 

Crescendo 
Indicated by lifting the left hand, thumb up, palm at an upward angle. 

Indicated by increasing the size of the pattern from small to large. 

Decrescendo 

Indicated by gradually lowering the left hand with the palm facing the 
performers. 

Indicated by decreasing the size of the pattern from large to small. 

Staccato 
Short and separated indicated by using no rebound after the ictus point. 

Short and separated indicated by using a small rebound. 

Legato Indicated by a smooth, connected, and flowing pattern. 

Tenuto Indicated by pulling upward or sideways after each ictus point. 

Marcato 
A series of accents indicated by using no rebound after the ictus point. 

A series of accents indicated by using a strong and stiff rebound after 
the ictus point. 

Accelerando Indicated by increasing the speed of the beats while simultaneously 
decreasing the size of the pattern. 

Ritardando Indicated by decreasing the speed of the beats while simultaneously 
increasing the size of the pattern. 

Fermata 
Indicated by keeping the left hand in slow motion. 

Indicated by "freezing" both the left and right hand. 
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Music Mode: Two Variations 

 Two different music modes as independent variables were engaged for this study: 

1) Variation 1 – Musicality (phrasing, dynamics, balance, and expression) and 2) 

Variation 2 – Technical Accuracy (rhythm, articulation, intonation, and tempo). In 

variation I, I arranged the rehearsal piece focused on developing musicality so that 

participating instrumentalists could build melodic phrases, play various dynamics, 

balance parts, and play expressions aptly. In variation II, technical accuracy, I arranged 

the rehearsal piece focused on technical accuracy, playing rhythms steadily, improving 

intonation accurately, producing articulation precisely, and keeping tempo correctly.  

 

Grade 

 Two different grades, the seventh and eighth grade level, were considered as an 

independent variable, and students of each grade level participated in rehearsals 

separately. There were 7 trio groups of seventh grade students (n = 21) and 3 trio groups 

of eighth grade students (n = 9). Seventh grade students had played a musical instrument 

for at least one year, and eighth grade students had one more year of instrumental playing 

experience than seventh grade students. 

 

Dependent Variables 

 University music majors (n = 40) who served as evaluators listened to the 40 

generated and coded recordings for each trio. Rehearsed performance recordings were 

given a random order and compiled to create one master recording. Performance 
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evaluation data values were derived from the measurement tool described later in the 

document. 

 

Performance Score 

 Forty recordings (n = 40) that consisted of pre- and post tests, and two different 

variations (10 musicality and 10 technical accuracy) were randomly assigned to 

evaluators (n = 40). Then, the scores of final performances (posttest) that occurred right 

after rehearsals under two different instruction styles were used as the dependent 

variable. Table 3 represents the scoring guide used by the evaluators. The final 

performance scores by three independent variables (instruction style, music mode, and 

grade) were analyzed. 

Table 3 

Each Variation Scoring Guide 

 Variation 1: Musicality 

Built melody phrases aptly  

Played various dynamics effectively 

Making balance among parts ideally 

Played expressions effectively 

Variation 2: Technical Accuracy 

Played rhythms steadily 

Improved intonation accurately 

Produced articulations precisely 

Kept tempo correctly 

 

 



 46	

Materials 

Music 

The work, America (My Country, 'Tis of Thee), was used as the musical resource 

for student participants and was the focus of instruction and subsequent performance. It 

was specially arranged into trios consisting of three unique musical lines and suitable for 

any instrumental combination using the flutes, clarinets, alto-, tenor- and baritone 

saxophones, French horns, trumpets, euphoniums, trombones. The difficulty of the work 

takes into account the performance abilities of the student musicians (see Appendix O). 

The arrangement is two minutes long and consists of two variations: 1) Andante with 

expressions and dynamics (Figure 2) and 2) Allegretto with various articulations (Figure 

3). Each ensemble member was randomly assigned to Part 1, 2, or 3 and was given a 

copy of the music for instruction and performance. 

 
Figure 2. Variation I: Musicality 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Variation II: Technical Accuracy 
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Rehearsal Space 

All instruction and recording took place in the student participants’ school setting, 

in a space specially designed for music performance. The setting was completely familiar 

to them. It was a medium sized room with relatively good acoustics. Lighting, 

temperature, music stands, and musicians’ seating were typical and familiar. 

 

Recording Devices 

Audio recordings derived from each trio were created using a TASCAM DR-40 

4-Track Portable Digital Recorder. A CANON PowerShot SD600 video camera was 

focused on the conductor/researcher during these rehearsals (Figure 4).  

 

Figure 4. Recording Devices 

No students were video recorded. At least 20% of these video clips were chosen 

at random and presented to a panel of experts to determine validity of the methodology 

used by the conductor/researcher. Experts had long histories of instrumental music 
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instruction. They were asked to review selected video clips to assess whether prepared 

verbal scripts and nonverbal gestures were expressive enough to deliver the musical 

messages intended for this study. 

 

Evaluation Instrument 

Performance evaluations took place in a large, comfortable, well-lit space. Table 

stations were fashioned such that up to seven evaluators were able to listen 

simultaneously. At the center of the table stations was a MacBook Pro running Mac OS X 

Lion 10.9 connected to the Continuous Response Digital Interface (CRDI) USB hub. 

Stemming from and connected to the hub were seven CRDI dials (Figure 5). 

Figure 5. Continuous Response Digital Interface (CRDI) Dial and USB hub 

Each user station was made private with partitions so the evaluators could engage 

in their work alone and outside of view from others. Evaluators listened to the audio files 

using Sennheiser PX200 headsets attached to the MacBook Pro using a series of Y-plugs. 

Headsets were provided to further privatize evaluator experiences. 
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Continuous Response Digital Interface 

The ten final recorded performances were coded and randomized onto a .wav file 

that served as audio stimuli for the university-level students who evaluated performance 

quality using a Continuous Response Digital Interface (CRDI, Figure 5). This device has 

been determined to be a valid and reliable tool for collecting data regarding listeners’ 

responses in a number of issues concerning music perception in real time and is 

especially useful for music events which, of course, are temporal in nature (Capperella, 

1989; Gallops, 2005; Gregory, 1995; Killian & Basinger, 2007; Madsen, Brittin, & 

Capperella-Sheldon, 1993; Madsen & Geringer, 1999; Peddell, 2008; Robinson, 1988; 

Sheldon & Gregory, 1997). Research has proven that the CRDI could make participants 

efficiently evaluate visual and/or audio performance turning a dial in real time without 

risks caused by note-taking scores on a paper; therefore, evaluators were able to measure 

focus of attention, evaluation, aesthetic response, discrimination, and perception (Silveria, 

2011).  

Killian and Basinger (2007) used the CRDI for evaluating voice-matched choral 

groupings for quality of choral blend. The researchers labeled the CRDI dial with the 

anchor Bad Blend on the negative side and Good Blend on the positive side, allowing 

participants to manipulate the dial to indicate blend quality throughout musical examples. 

The magnitude of responses ranged from 0 to 254; 127 was the mid point (i.e., neutral 

position). Peddell (2008) used the CRDI connected a Personal Digital Assistant (PDA), 

allowing participants to demonstrate decision on real-time ratings of perceived 

expressiveness across time regarding various musical stimuli. The use of the CRDI in 
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connection with a PDA was shown to be a reliable and valid method for measuring music 

stimuli that occurring in real-time.  

In the CRDI instruction that I used for the current study, I described as turning the 

pointer after listening to each recording; however, the participants were able to 

simultaneously respond to stimuli while they were listening to recordings. Hence, the 

CRDI was a very efficient tool to evaluate developing students’ performance recordings 

in the second phase of data collection, and also, this device was very suitable for the 

number of evaluators (n = 40) to evaluate repeatable stimuli. 

 

Pilot Study 

Two phases of pilot study were conducted to verify procedures for the present 

study. In the first phase, three clarinet performance major students (n = 3) from a 

University on Northeast Untied States were volunteers for the pilot study. Each 

participant was randomly assigned to Part 1, 2, or 3 and was given a copy of the music 

for instruction and performance. All recording devices and prepared rehearsal 

instructions that designed for rehearsals with were set for the pilot study. I rehearsed the 

trio for a 15 minutes based on the prepared verbal instruction. In the second phase, three 

clarinet players (n = 3) from a community band in Philadelphia area were volunteers. I 

gave paired verbal-gestural instruction while I rehearsed with this trio. Results from the 

two phases of the pilot study showed that the design of the proposed setting including all 

recording devices and verbal and gestural instructions in a rehearsal was appropriate for 

the study. Evaluation procedures were also reviewed for efficacy and deemed 

appropriate. 
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Recruitment 

To recruit potential participants for the student trios, I contacted a local 

instrumental music director. He and his administration subsequently gave me a 

permission to engage in this research with volunteer musicians from the director’s school 

(see Appendix B). Upon approval of the Temple University Institutional Review Board 

(see Appendix C), student volunteers were recruited using purposeful sampling. For 

gathering the university student volunteers, I sent an invitation letter via email to serve as 

evaluators. Subsequent to the email invitation, I contacted class instructors to seek 

permission to personally visit each class in order to explain the study and invite their 

participation. I obtained permission from the Temple University Office of Student Affairs 

to post fliers with information concerning voluntary participation in various places in the 

primary music building. 

The invitation script for the middle school and the University students described 

the project and what the participants would have been asked to do for this research.  

Middle school volunteers received: 

• a copy of the invitation script for parent/legal guardian 

• a copy of the invitation script for minor students 

• a parent/legal guardian consent form to allow the student to participate in the 

study 

• an assent form for the minor student to agree to participate 

University student volunteers received: 

• a copy of the invitation script for college music students 

• a participation consent form  
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(See Appendices D, E, F, G, H, and I)  

Parents returned completed consent and assent forms to the school instrumental 

music director who gave the collected forms to me. I continued by arranging a rehearsal 

schedule with the instrumental music director and students. Each rehearsal was conducted 

without interruption to their class schedule during their regular band rehearsal time. The 

music director helped me set up the room, organize participants, and schedule 10 

rehearsals for the study. 

 

 Student Ensembles 

 Students were randomly assigned to one of ten trios. Trios were randomly 

assigned to one of the two teaching conditions: (1) verbal only [VO], or (2) paired verbal-

gestural [VG]. Trio instrumentation is described in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Trio Instruments, Grade, And Teaching Condition 

Group Instruments Grade Teaching Condition 

Trio 1 2 Trombones, 1 Euphonium 7th Verbal-Only 

Trio 2 2 Alto Saxophones, 1 Trombone 8th Verbal-Only 

Trio 3 2 Clarinets, 1 Trumpet 7th Verbal-Gestural 

Trio 4 3 Flutes 7th Verbal-Gestural 

Trio 5 3 Clarinets 7th Verbal-Gestural 

Trio 6 2 Flutes, 1 Clarinet 8th Verbal-Only 

Trio 7 1 Alto Saxophone, 1 Tenor 
Saxophone, 1 Baritone Saxophone 7th Verbal-Gestural 
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Table 4 (Continued) 

Trio Instruments, Grade, And Teaching Condition 

Trio 8 2 Clarinets, 1 Trumpet 8th Verbal-Gestural 

Trio 9 3 Trumpets 7th Verbal-Only 

Trio 10 3 Trumpets 7th Verbal-Only 

 

Procedure 

Instruction Procedures 

I served as the ensemble conductor for this study leading each student trio in one 

15 minutes-long rehearsal. Rehearsals were audio-recorded (Figure 6). Trios performed 

the musical work at sight (i.e., without having practiced or received instruction). 

Following sight-reading, the five trios randomly assigned to the VO group received only 

verbal instruction and no nonverbal instruction, body movement and conducting gesture. 

The five trios assigned to the VG group received paired verbalization and gesture 

instruction. In the VO condition, only a minimum of body movement was used (e.g., 

counting beats, nodding). In the VG condition, all gestural movements for expressive 

music were present during verbal instructions as showed in Table 1 above. 
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Figure 6. Development Figure of Procedure (Recording) 

To ensure validity in the instruction process for both conditions, I composed 

instructions for each condition and developed scripts that were used verbatim in each 

rehearsal. So, instrumentalists listened to the following instruction respectively. 

Scripts for Rehearsal Instruction: 

1. At the beginning; 

“Thanks for being here to play for me today. As you can see, there is a sheet of 

music on your stands but it is backwards so you can’t see the music. When I tell 

you, I would like you to turn the music over and review it silently for one minute. 

Then you will sight-read the music together and I will conduct you.” 

2. After a sight-reading; 

Recording	
Rehearsals	
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“That was very nice! Now that you’ve had a chance to sight read, let’s do a little 

bit of rehearsal before we play it together again.” 

3. After a rehearsal; 

“Thanks for following my instructions so well. We prepared a good ensemble 

with the music through the rehearsal. Now you will play the music together and I 

will conduct you. Please remember what we developed during the rehearsal and 

incorporate that into your playing.” 

4. At the end; 

“Thanks for participation. All of you played the music very well. If you have any 

questions regarding this project, please feel free to ask me through your music 

director, Mr. Someone. Thanks!” 

Rehearsals consisted of three minutes for sight-reading, nine minutes for 

rehearsing using the method of the given condition, and three minutes for the final 

complete musical performance. The entirety of each rehearsal was recorded. Sight-

reading involved reading and playing one two-minute long piece without having first 

rehearsed. I followed each sight-reading episode with nine minutes of instruction using 

the given condition, either verbal-only (VO) or verbal-gestural (VG), following the 

rehearsal script. During rehearsal, I instructed students in performance practice in a 

variety of areas, including musicality (phrasing, dynamics, balance, and expression) for 

variation 1, and technical accuracy (rhythm, articulation, intonation, and tempo) for 

variation 2. In the last three minutes, ensembles played the rehearsed music without 

stopping.  
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In the last performance, I gave the clear starting gesture for both VO and VG 

groups. I used the basic 3/4 conducting gestures without adding any conducting 

expression for VO groups. However, in the last performances with VG groups, I added 

minimum conducting gestures into the basic conducting gestures in order to remind VG 

groups about the musical information that was delivered through paired verbal-gestural 

instruction during the 9-minute long rehearsals. The additional gestures for VG groups 

were not parallel to gestures using in nine minutes of instruction, but the gestures were 

the lowest level of movement that used for the emblem of music information (Sousa, 

1988). At the conclusion of each 15-minute session, the audio-recorder was turned off 

and students returned to their regular instructional setting which was in progress. 

 

Coding and Editing Recordings 

The entirety of each rehearsal was recorded. From these individual recordings, 

performances of the sight-reading (pretest) and final musical performances (posttest) for 

each trio were extracted, generating 20 audio stimulus files. These 20 audio files were 

divided into two groups based on instruction styles (verbal-only and verbal-gestural); 

then two variations [musicality (phrasing, dynamics, balance, and expression, and 

technical accuracy (rhythm, articulation, intonation, and tempo)) for each trio were 

extracted. Therefore, four separate audio stimuli from each rehearsal were generated, 40 

iterations in all on each stimulus file (see Table 5). I edited all recordings for the second 

phase of evaluation using GarageBand software, and randomized the 40 audio examples 

to control for order effect. 
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Table 5 

Categorizing Files, Codes, and Numbers 

 Test Variation Code Recording Total 

Verbal-Only 
Groups  
(VO,  
5 groups) 

Pretest 
(PR) 

Musicality (I) VOPR-I 5 

40 

Technical Accuracy (II) VOPR-II 5 

Posttest 
(PO) 

Musicality (I) VOPO-I 5 

Technical Accuracy (II) VOPO-II 5 

Verbal-Gestural 
Groups  
(VG,  
5 groups) 

Pretest 
(PR) 

Musicality (I) VGPR-I 5 

Technical Accuracy (II) VGPR-II 5 

Posttest 
(PO) 

Musicality (I) VGPO-I 5 

Technical Accuracy (II) VGPO-II 5 

* VO: Verbal-Only, VG: Verbal-Gestural, PR: Pretest, PO: Posttest 

I developed a CRDI instruction for participants who evaluated audio stimuli in the 

second phase of data collecting. The instruction was recorded as an mp3 audio file, and 

added to the beginning of the performance recordings as a direction. This instruction was 

also provided to participants with a paper script, so that they could read the direction 

carefully while the instruction was listened at the beginning of the recording. A beep 

sound was added between audio examples to remind listeners to move to the next 

category for evaluation. Participants listened to and read the following instruction 

respectively. 

CRDI Instruction: 

Thanks for being here to evaluate recordings for me today.  
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As you can see, there is a device with a dial in front of you.  

This is called a CRDI (Continuous Response Digital Interface).  

You will use this device for evaluating recordings. 

You will listen to 20 trio recordings, with each recording being one-

minute long.  

The arranged piece consists of two variations. 

After listening to each variation, turn the pointer to the right to show how 

much you agree with each evaluation criterion listed and described on 

page 2. 

There is a beep between each variation. 

For instance, after you hear variation 1 of the first recorded performance, 

you will hear a beep, after the beep, move the pointer on the dial to the 

right to indicate the degree to which you agree with the first criterion 

statement listed for variation 1, “Built phrases properly, Played dynamics 

appropriately, Played expressions aptly.” Leave the pointer there until you 

hear the next announcement, and return the pointer to the leftmost 0 point 

after evaluating each variation and wait for the next one to begin.  

Let’s try a practice example together. Please refer to the evaluation 

criterion on the next page as you are listening to each variation. 

You may ask questions after you give it a try. 

Ready? Here is the practice example.  

Do you have any questions? 
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Let’s get ready to complete the evaluation. Turn your pointer to the 

leftmost 0 position to prepare for the 20 recorded examples. 

Please listen carefully and move the pointer to show your perception of 

performance achievement. 

 

Evaluation Procedures 

Performances were evaluated by university music majors (n=40) who focused on 

musicality (phrasing, dynamics, balance, and expression) and technical accuracy (rhythm, 

articulation, intonation, and tempo). Evaluators were given instructions and allowed 

practice in using the CRDI dial for continuous evaluation through each music stimulus 

(see Figure 7).  

 

Figure 7. Development Figure of Procedure (Coding, Editing, and Evaluating with CRDI) 

Coding	&	
Editing	

CRDI	
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At a listening station that was equipped to handle up to seven listeners with 

partitions between each listener to retain privacy, evaluators used headphones connected 

to the computer system previously described to hear and evaluate student performances. 

They listened to sight-reading and rehearsed performances of middle school student 

instrumental trios performing an arrangement of the musical example, America (My 

Country, 'Tis of Thee) (see Appendix O). The arrangement included a set of two brief 

variations that were crafted to specifically highlight the aforementioned musical 

elements. This is shown in the notated score found in Figures 1 and 2 above. These 

variables were designated as primary music focus upon which evaluators were instructed 

to focus as the music progressed through time. Evaluation listening sessions lasted 

approximately 40 minutes. 

 

Data Analysis 

 Data derived from the CRDI provided ratings on a numerical scale of 0 (worst) to 

256 (best) for these dependent variables (musicality, and technical accuracy). University 

participants’ data were coded to retain anonymity. Table 6 is a list of obtained row scores 

of pre- and posttest from students’ performance evaluation matched to the independent 

variables of grade, instruction group, and variation. 

Table 6 

Row Mean Scores of Pre- and Posttest from Performance Evaluation 

Rehearsal Grade Instruction Variation Pretest Posttest 

Rehearsal 1 7th Verbal-Only 
I Musicality 79 139 

II Technical 
Accuracy 82 142 
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Table 6 (Continued) 
Row Mean Scores of Pre- and Posttest from Performance Evaluation 

Rehearsal 2 7th Verbal-
Gestural 

I Musicality 116 123 

II Technical 
Accuracy 126 135 

Rehearsal 3 7th Verbal-Only 
I Musicality 124 107 

II Technical 
Accuracy 109 128 

Rehearsal 4 8th Verbal-Only 
I Musicality 100 138 

II Technical 
Accuracy 109 161 

Rehearsal 5 7th Verbal-Only 
I Musicality 77 97 

II Technical 
Accuracy 67 104 

Rehearsal 6 7th Verbal-
Gestural 

I Musicality 96 143 

II Technical 
Accuracy 85 145 

Rehearsal 7 8th Verbal-
Gestural 

I Musicality 130 124 

II Technical 
Accuracy 132 163 

Rehearsal 8 8th Verbal-Only 
I Musicality 77 136 

II Technical 
Accuracy 102 163 

Rehearsal 9 7th Verbal-
Gestural 

I Musicality 116 128 

II Technical 
Accuracy 95 143 

Rehearsal 10 7th Verbal-
Gestural 

I Musicality 123 109 

II Technical 
Accuracy 112 111 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of verbal-only and paired 

verbal-gestural instruction on the performance skills of middle school wind 

instrumentalists (N = 30). Evaluation of performance outcomes using the CRDI was 

based on musicality as demonstrated in phrasing, dynamics, balance, and expression, and 

technical accuracy as demonstrated in rhythm, articulation, intonation, and tempo (see 

Appendix L). Students’ performance scores showed an overall increase. The pretest 

showed 132 as the maximum score, 67 as the minimum score, and 105.5 as the median 

score (SD = 19.92) while the posttest showed 163 as the maximum score, 97 as the 

minimum score, and 135.5 as the median score (SD = 19.42). 

 

Pretest and Posttest 

Pretest (performance before rehearsal) and posttest (performance after rehearsal) 

outcomes were compared using a paired-samples t-test. Analysis revealed a statistically 

significant difference between mean levels of pre- and posttest observed in the two 

conditions, t (19) = 4.86 and p < 0.0001. 

Figure 8 shows that mean scores of the posttest (recordings after rehearsal) were 

significantly higher (M = 131.95; SD = 19.42) than scores of pretest (M = 102.85; SD = 

19.92). The observed difference between these scores was 29.1; the 95% confidence 
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interval for the difference extended from 16.57 to 41.63. Effect size was large, d = 1.09 

(Cohen, 1992). 

 
Figure 8. Mean Comparison Between Pretest and Posttest 

Additionally, pretest (performance before rehearsal) and posttest (performance 

after rehearsal) outcomes of each grade (7th and 8th) were also compared using a paired-

samples t-test. In seventh grade, analysis revealed a statistically significant difference 

between mean levels of performance evaluation observed in the two conditions, t (13) = 

3.41 and p < 0.0046. Table 7 shows that mean scores of the posttest (recordings after 

rehearsal) appear significantly higher (M = 125.29; SD = 16.77) than that of pretest (M = 

100.5; SD = 19.93). The observed difference between these scores was 24.79; the 95% 

0

25

50

75

100

125

150
M
ea
n

102.85

131.95

Pretest Posttest



 64	

confidence interval for the difference extended from 9.09 to 40.48. Effect size was large, 

d = 1.35 (Cohen, 1992). 

Table 7. 

Paired-Samples T-Test of Seventh Grade’s Pretest and Posttest 

Posttest 125.29   t-Ratio 3.41 
Pretest 100.5   DF 13 

MD 24.79   Prob > |t| 0.0046* 
SE 7.26   Prob > t 0.0023* 

Upper 95% 40.48   Prob < t 0.9977 

Lower 95% 9.09     
N 14     

Correlation  -0.09     

 

In eighth grade, Table 8 shows that mean scores of the posttest (recordings after 

rehearsal) appear significantly higher (M = 147.5; SD = 16.77) than scores of pretest (M = 

108.3; SD = 19.93). The observed difference between these scores was 24.79; the 95% 

confidence interval for the difference extended from 16.57 to 41.63. Effect size was 

large, d = 1.09 (Cohen,1992).  

Table 8. 

Paired-Samples T-Test of Eighth Grade’s Pretest and Posttest 
Posttest 147.5   t-Ratio 3.83 
Pretest 108.33   DF 5 
MD 39.17   Prob > |t| 0.0123* 
SE 10.24   Prob > t 0.0061* 
Upper 95% 65.48   Prob < t 0.9939 
Lower 95% 12.86     
N 6     
Correlation 0.12     
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Figure 9 presents the mean comparison of pretest and posttest between seventh 

and eighth grade. The bar on the left represent mean scores of pretest and posttest of 

seventh grade, while the bar on the right represents mean scores of pretest and posttest of 

eighth grade. As the paired-samples t-test results previously indicated, overall results of 

pretest and posttest showed that eight grade performance level was higher in pre- and 

posttest than those of seventh grade. 

  

Figure 9. Mean Comparison of Pretest and Posttest between Two Grades 

Instruction Styles, Variation, and Grade of Final Performance (Posttest) 

A one-way ANOVA was used to determine differences in performance outcomes 

as a function of instructional style. No significant effect for instruction styles was found, 

F (1,18) = 0.01; p < 0.001 (Table 9). Figure 10 shows means and standard deviations of 
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the final performance scores by instructional style. All Pairs Tukey’s Kramar test showed 

that final performance scores for subjects in the verbal-gestural condition and the verbal-

only condition were not significantly different (p > 0.05). 

Table 9 
Means and Standard Deviations of Final Performance Scores by Instruction Style 

Level Sample 
Size Mean SD SE Lower 

95% 
Upper  
95% 

Verbal-Gestural 10 132.40 16.70 5.28 120.45 144.35 

Verbal-Only 10 131.50 22.73 7.19 115.24 147.76 
     

 
Figure 10. Posttest by Instruction Group, All Pairs Tukey-Kramer 

A significant main effect for grade levels was found, F (1, 14) = 7.29; p < 0.001; 

large treatment effect, R2 = 0.28; MSE = 253.34 (Table 10). The sample means are 

displayed in Figure 11. Eighth grade participants scored significantly higher on the final 

performance (M = 147.5) than seven grade participants (M = 125.29). Figure 9 shows 
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means and standard deviations of the final performance scores by grade. All Pairs 

Tukey’s Kramar test showed that the final performance scores of eighth grade is 

significantly higher than that of seventh grade (p < 0.05). 

Table 10 

Differences in Final Performance Scores by Grade 

Level Sample 
Size Mean SD SE Lower 95% Upper 95% 

7th 14 125.29 16.77 4.48 115.60 134.97 

8th 6 147.50 16.96 6.92 129.71 165.29 

 

 
Figure 11. Posttest by Grade, All Pairs Tukey-Kramer 

 No significant effect for variation was found, F (1, 14) = 4.50; p = 0.0522 (Table 

11). The sample means are displayed in Figure 10. Participants scored higher on the final 

performance of technical accuracy (M = 139.5) than musicality (M = 124.4). Figure 12 
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shows means and standard deviations of the final performance scores by variation. All 

Pairs Tukey’s Krammar test showed that the final performance scores of Technical 

Accuracy is higher than that of musicality (p < 0.05). 

Table 11 
Differences in Final Performance Scores by Variation 

Level Sample 
Size Mean SD SE Lower 

95% 
Upper 
95% 

I Musicality 10 124.40 15.58 4.93 113.26 135.54 

II Technical 
Accuracy 10 139.50 20.66 6.53 124.72 154.28 

 

 
Figure 12. Posttest by Variation, All Pairs Tukey-Kramer 

Effects of Instruction Group, Variation, and Grade 

 Results were analyzed using a two-way ANOVA, with three between-subject 

factors: instruction group, variation, and grade (Table 12). No interactions were found 
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between variation and instruction group, F (1, 12) = 0.02; p = 0.7308; large treatment 

effect, R2 = 0.0043, between variation and grade, F (1, 12) = 2.01; p = 0.1821; large 

treatment effect, R2 = 0.07, and between instruction group and grade, F (1,12) = 0.99; p = 

0.34; large treatment effect, R2 = 0.03. 

Table 12 
Final Performance Scores by Grade, Instruction Group and Variation 

Source DF SS F R2 P 

Instruction Group 1 16.34 0.06 0.0022 0.8034 

Variation 1 1617.04 4.50 0.1591 0.0263* 

Grade 1 1848.02 7.33 0.2579 0.0191* 

Instruction 
Group*Variation 1 31.28 0.02 0.0043 0.7308 

Variation*Grade 1 506.00 2.01 0.0706 0.1821 

Instruction Group * 
Grade 1 249.62 0.99 0.0348 0.3395 

Instruction Group* 
Variation*Grade 1 66.00 0.26 0.0092 0.6183 

Within Groups 12 3027.08    

Total 19 7164.95    

Note: N = 20; p < .05 

The sample means are displayed in Figure 13. In the both verbal-only and verbal-

gestural conditions, players scored higher in technical accuracy on the final performance 

(verbal-only, M = 143.33; verbal-gestural, M = 148.25) compared to musicality in both 
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conditions (verbal-only, M = 126.67; verbal-gestural, M = 124.86). The verbal-gestural 

condition revealed statistically higher scores in both musicality and technical accuracy 

compared to the verbal-only condition.   

 
Figure 13. Interaction Between Variation and Instruction  

No interactions were found for main effects of instruction group and grade, F (1, 

12) = 0.99; p = 0.3395; large treatment effect, R2 = 0.03. The sample means are displayed 

in Figure 14. LS Means Plot showed that seventh grade players in the verbal-gestural 

condition scored higher on their final performance (M = 129.63) than that of the verbal-

gestural condition (M = 119.5). However, eighth grade players in the verbal-gestural 

condition scored slightly lower on their final performance (M = 149.5) than that of in the 

verbal-gestural condition (M = 143.5). Eighth grade students’ overall scores of both 

conditions were higher than those of seventh grade. 
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Figure 14. Interaction between Grade and Instruction 

 No interactions were found for main effects of variation and grade, F (1, 12) = 

2.01; p = 0.1821; large treatment effect, R2 = 0.07. The sample means are displayed in 

Figure 15. LS Means Plot showed that eighth grade players scored significantly higher on 

their final performance of technical accuracy (M = 162.5) than that of seventh grade (M = 

129.08). However, eighth grade players scored slightly higher on their final performance 

of musicality (M = 130.5) than that of seventh grade (M = 120.04). Eighth grade 

students’ overall scores of both variations were higher than those of seventh grade. 
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 No interactions were found for main effects of instruction group, variation, and 

grade, F (1, 12) = 0.26; p = 0.6183; large treatment effect, R2 = 0.0092. The sample 

means are displayed in Figure 16. LS Means Plot showed that both grade players (7th and 

8th) in both verbal-only and verbal-gestural conditions scored higher on their final 

performance of technical accuracy (7th, verbal-only, M = 124.67; 7th, verbal-gestural, M 

= 133.5; 8th, verbal-only, M = 162; 8th, verbal-gestural, M = 163) than those of 

musicality (7th, verbal-only, M = 114.33; 7th, verbal-gestural, M = 125.75; 8th, verbal-

only, M = 137; 8th, verbal-gestural, M = 124).  

 

Figure 16. Interaction among instruction group, variation, and grade  
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However, for the final performance, eighth grade players in the verbal-gestural 

condition scored slightly lower musicality ratings compared to those in the verbal-

gestural condition. Eighth grade students’ overall scores on both variations under both 

instruction styles were higher than those of seventh grade. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

Summary 

 The purpose of this research was to investigate the effects of verbal-only and 

paired verbal-gestural instruction on the performance skills of middle school wind 

instrumentalists with no more than three years of performance experience. I investigated 

different conducting strategies and their effects on musical expression in ensemble 

performance as demonstrated by small ensembles.  

Most general music pedagogical theory reveals that instructions are, of course, 

used to deliver a musical message to students, and to communicate musical concepts. 

Music conductors in secondary schools often default to verbalization as the most 

common rehearsal strategy since it is the most accessible way to give feedback and 

correction. The importance of nonverbal (gestural) instruction including conducting 

gesture during a music rehearsal, however, cannot be ignored (Colon, 2005; Green, 2004; 

Hugh, 1981). Rehearsal instruction strategies that incorporate effective verbal and non-

verbal techniques might be considered ideal and should be considered equally as essential 

tools for creating successful communication between a conductor and ensemble 

members. 

A plethora of studies have chronicled the accumulation of knowledge regarding 

best practices in music education settings in which verbal and nonverbal instruction are 

investigated. (Duke & Madsen, 1985; Forsythe, 1977; Grenchesky, 1985; Madsen et al., 

1969; Price, 1983; Price & Yarbrough, 1981, 1989; Yarbrough, 1975, 1987). Findings 
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from these studies raised questions of the differences that might be found when 

comparing verbalization instruction as an isolated variable with paired verbal-gestural 

instruction in instrumental group rehearsal settings.  

It is common practice for music teachers to vocally demonstrate musicality by 

singing intervals, melodies, and rhythms. It is also common practice for music teachers 

and conductors to verbally model or express phrasing, articulations, and dynamics. 

Teacher verbalization also includes, of course, spoken explanations of all sorts, including 

intonation, pacing, expression and timbre, all of which help students to understand 

concepts of music performance (e.g., Byo & Austin, 1994; Cavitt, 1998; Duke, 1999; 

Duke & Hennings 1993, 2003; Grenchesky, 1985; Price, 1983, 1992; Yarbrough, 1981). 

Nonverbal techniques are also expected in music instruction because of the nature of 

conducting and ensemble practices towards the development of ensemble musicians to 

accurately express the composer’s intent during rehearsal (e.g., Gallops, 2005; Gødley & 

Leman, 2010; Johannsen & Nakra, 2010; Morrison, Price, Geiger, & Cornacchio, 2009; 

VanWeelden, 2002; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998). The question of what differences 

might be found when comparing verbalization instruction as an isolated variable (verbal-

only) with paired verbal-gestural instruction in instrumental group rehearsal settings had 

yet to be investigated.  

I conducted two phases of fieldwork based on a framework that I developed. I 

served as a conductor of ten small music ensembles derived from a pool of middle school 

musician participants (n = 30).  Student musicians were randomly assigned to one of ten 

performance trios and these trios were randomly assigned to one of two teaching 

conditions: (1) verbal-only, or (2) paired verbal-gestural. Students in each trio were 
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assigned to perform Part 1, 2, or 3 of a two-minute performance selection that had been 

arranged purposefully for this study, taking into account participants’ performance level. 

Student participants performed this selection and I gave instructions under a specific 

teaching condition. Rehearsals, consisting of sight-reading the work, investigator-led 

rehearsal, and final performance, were audio recorded for subsequent evaluation. 

Evaluators (n = 40) were graduate and undergraduate instrumental music majors who had 

successfully passed the initial course of instruction in conducting. 

The work, America (My Country, 'Tis of Thee), was used as the musical resource 

for student participants, and was the focus of instruction and subsequent performance. It 

was specially arranged into trios (three unique musical lines) suitable for any 

instrumental combination, and the difficulty of the work was commensurate with the 

performance abilities of the student musicians. This arranged piece was two minutes long 

and consisted of two variations: 1) Andante with expressions and dynamics, and 2) 

Allegretto with various articulations. 

I conducted two phases of the pilot study to verify a rehearsal procedure with the 

recording devices. A result of the pilot study showed that the design of the proposed 

setting including all recording devices and verbal and gestural instructions in a rehearsal 

was appropriate for the study. 

The ten final recorded performances were coded and randomized onto a large test 

file (40 recordings) that served as audio stimuli for the university-level students who 

evaluated performance efficacy. The Continuous Response Digital Interface (CRDI) was 

used in this study for collecting data from evaluators’ (n = 40) responses to ten ensemble 

performances varied according to the two different types of instructions. 
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Results 

Overall, analyses indicated that this sample of middle school instrumentalists was 

significantly more successful at their performance of two different variations (musicality 

and technical accuracy) after a rehearsal (posttest) in both verbal-only and verbal-gestural 

conditions than at their first performance before a rehearsal (pretest). Pretest and posttest 

scores of the verbal-gestural group were higher than that of the verbal-only group, but the  

both verbal-only and paired verbal-gestural instruction showed the similar effectiveness 

on students’ performance. Instrumentalists’ technical accuracy was rated as higher 

compared to musicality ratings in both pre- and posttests. Eighth grade players received 

higher scores on pre- and posttest in both verbal-only and verbal-gestural conditions than 

that of seventh grade players which might be expected since these players had more 

experience. 

A one-way ANOVA of students’ final performance, with each variation, 

instruction group, and grade as factors, revealed there was no significant difference in the 

scores on the final performance (posttest) as a function of instruction group (verbal-only 

and verbal-gestural instruction). Experience was shown to be a mitigating factor; final 

performance scores were significantly different between seventh and eighth grade 

musicians with eighth grade students’ ratings being higher. Also, a statistically significant 

difference was found in the final performance of the two variations (musicality and 

technical accuracy) on their final performance. Technical accuracy was rated 

significantly higher than musicality. 
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Analysis of final performance ratings revealed no significant interaction between 

instruction style and variation. However, students showed greater improvement in 

technical accuracy in both verbal-only and verbal-gestural conditions while this 

improvement was not shown in musicality ratings. An interaction between instruction 

style and grade indicated that the final performance of eighth grade players in the verbal-

only condition scored significantly higher than those in the verbal-gestural condition. 

These results were significantly higher than those of seventh grade players regardless of 

condition. An interaction between grade and variation indicated that for the final 

performance, both seventh and eighth grade musicians scored significantly higher in 

technical accuracy. For the final performance, eighth grade musicians scored highest in 

technical accuracy.  

No interaction was found for final performance scores among instruction group, 

variation, and grade. Both seventh and eighth grade student performance ratings were 

shown to be higher in technical accuracy for both instruction conditions. Eighth grade 

students’ final performance was rated highest in technical accuracy in the verbal-gestural 

instruction condition. 

 

Discussion 

Results from this study corroborate findings of previous research that described 

students’ performance development using various instructions in music rehearsal, namely 

their conductor’s verbal and non-verbal instructions (Duke & Madsen, 1985; Forsythe, 

1977; Grenchesky, 1985; Madsen et al., 1969; Price, 1983; Price & Yarbrough, 1981, 

1989; Yarbrough, 1975, 1987). Both verbal-only and verbal-gestural instruction 
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conditions have similar effectiveness on student performance ratings, dispelling the 

assumption that students might show greater performance improvement in the paired 

verbal-gestural instruction condition. Based on the evidence derived from this study, it 

seems that both verbal and nonverbal instructional methods should be considered equally 

effective music teaching tools in an instrumental setting for students performing similar 

arrangement at this level of development. These findings should be taken into account 

when instrumental music educators are planning and delivering instruction, particularly 

in light of data showing that verbal instruction is more frequently used during rehearsals 

than nonverbal instruction (Carpenter, 1988; Goolsby, 1996; Karlsson & Juslin, 2008). 

Wang (2001) indicated that verbal and nonverbal instructions were perceived as equally 

important teaching strategies to develop students’ musicianship and this perception 

matches the performance outcomes evidenced in this study. Hence, both methods, used 

alone or in combination, should be considered when music educators are making 

decisions about the most effective ways to communicate with an ensemble. A conductor 

should assess how and when verbal instructions delivered in the form of feedback, 

corrections, or vocal modeling, are most appropriate during rehearsal (Forsythe, 1977; 

Price, 1983; Price & Yarbrough, 1981, 1989; Yarbrough, 1975, 1987). The same can be 

said of nonverbal instruction, including conducting gestures, physical gestures (head, 

hand, arm, and body), eye contact, and facial expression (Byo & Austin, 1994; Gallops, 

2005; Steele, 2010; VanWeelden, 2002). 

In this study, there was no significant difference between the both verbal-only and 

verbal-gestural instruction in eliciting improvement in technical accuracy from these 

young musicians. These results did not align with previous research that described 
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appropriate musical gestures, including conducting, that helped players efficiently 

understand musical message in a rehearsal (Steele, 2002). Findings provided evidence 

that technical skills necessary for instrumental performance success among young 

musicians are bolstered when instruction is given using two concurrent modes of 

instruction delivery, verbal and gestural (visual). The three most common learning styles 

are visual, auditory, and kinesthetic (Fleming, 2001). As these styles relate to music, 

visual learners might learn best through stimuli that could include music notation, for 

example, or conducting gestures. Auditory learners may respond best with sound 

modeling. Kinesthetic learners are helped through movement and tactile stimulation. 

Ideally, an instrumental music educator should be adept at providing instruction using a 

variety of these modalities, taking into account all learning styles as they develop and 

plan teaching strategies. This study supports the practice of a multimodal approach for 

developing instrumentalists (Elwakeel, 2014; Vines, Krumhansl, Wanderley, Dalca, & 

Levitin, 2006; Vines, Krumhansl, Wanderley, Dalca, & Levitin, 2011; Wöllner & 

Auhagen, 2008). In order to maximize students’ musical development, conductors would 

do well to hone a variety of instructional gestures as well as a plethora of efficient and 

appropriate verbal techniques that can be delivered alone or simultaneously. 

Based on the final performance ratings, music teachers should be mindful of 

grade and ability level when developing rehearsal strategies. Older, more experienced 

students outperformed their younger, less experienced peers. This, of course, was not a 

surprising finding but the level of differentiation was also actual factor based on 

instructional strategy. The finding is consistent with Gumm (2004) who indicated that 

teaching strategy may differ depending on the student’s level of achievement and 
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understanding. Also, the finding supports other studies that described various types of 

teaching instruction can result in dissimilar outcomes of students’ performance (Gallops, 

2005; Grenchesky, 1985; VanWeelden, 2002; Yarbrough & Price, 1981, 1989). At the 

intermediate level in particular, one more year of experience can significantly increase 

musicianship and performance skills. If time on task, alone, can serve to help improve 

these skills, the intelligent selection of instructional methods can further reinforce 

development. Improving instruction by employing optimal modes of communication can 

be beneficial to all students. 

Data showed that different conducting gestures had not significant impact on 

students’ final performance of both VO and VG groups. I used more expressive 

conducting gestures for VG groups than those of gestures for VO groups. However, as 

described above, both verbal-only and verbal-gestural instruction conditions have similar 

effectiveness on student performance ratings. This finding supports Sousa (1988) 

research that described lower-level of performer recognized a lesser number of 

conducting gestures as having musical meanings compared to musicians in higher-level 

performance groups. Also, this finding supports previous studies describing that effective 

verbal and/or nonverbal instruction during a rehearsal positively affected students’ 

perception of musical message and information, and they were even able to express those 

in their performance (Byo & Austin, 1994; Gallops, 2005; Grenchesky, 1985; Forsythe, 

1977; Price, 1983; Price & Yarbrough, 1981, 1989; Steele, 2010; Yarbrough, 1975, 1987; 

VanWeelden, 2002). 

Data showed that the younger, less experienced musicians may have relied more 

on paired verbal-gestural instruction than verbal-only instruction. The degree of the final 
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performance of seventh grade scored higher in verbal-gestural instruction than that of 

verbal-only instruction, while the opposite occurred in eighth grade.  These findings 

underscore the connection between playing (executive) skills and development of more 

abstract musical concepts (Duke & Henninger, 1998; Hewitt, 2001). Findings from this 

study showed that both verbal and gestural modes of instruction are effective for 

instrumental students at the intermediate level and the degree to which this instruction is 

effective will vary based on years of experience which translates to time on task. Since 

eighth grade students showed a broader understanding of musical concepts than seventh 

grade students, they might have the capacity to respond to verbal instruction at a more 

sophisticated and, therefore, more musical level. Fundamental skills for eighth grade 

students are likely to be more entrenched and practiced, simply due to additional time in 

study. If this is so, they possess a greater foundation as the basis of continued learning 

compared to their younger peers, thus enabling them to more readily apply new concepts 

to their performing skills regardless of instruction condition. On the other hand, younger 

and less experienced instrumentalists may be best served using a multimodal approach. 

Since seventh graders’ skills are not as mature as those of higher level players, more 

detailed gestures for feedback, adjustment, and encouragement can enhance students’ 

performance. 

 

Implications for Music Education 

While this study investigated the effects of differing instructional styles in 

instrumental music education, this is only one factor in a complex fabric that comprises 

instrumental music education experiences. The findings suggest that further investigation 
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is required to determine how instrumental musicians at varying levels of experience and 

ability (e.g., high school to college level of players) perceive and respond to verbal and 

paired verbal-gestural instructional approaches. To better understand if these findings are 

indeed generalizable, an extended rehearsal time can be considered in further research 

since common rehearsal is usually running for one hour to develop selected literatures. In 

addition, it is necessary to study how different pedagogical strategies can be applied to 

verbal-only and paired verbal-gestural instruction in a music rehearsal. 

Communication in a rehearsal is synonymous with teaching. It refers to 

communication between teacher and student and involves how players respond to 

instruction. In music teacher education, preservice teachers should be given opportunities 

to develop skillfulness in both verbal and gestural instruction so as to improve their 

abilities to maximize effectiveness in instructional settings. They must be given time to 

apply these various methods in extern and intern situations and university instructors 

must provide constructive feedback. This process helps the preservice music teacher to 

develop teaching skills that motivate their future students to actively participate in an 

ensemble, perceive musical concepts efficiently, and perform music proficiently in an 

instrumental ensemble. 

Furthermore, to develop preservice music teachers’ instruction strategies in music 

method and/or conducting classes, students should participate in the practice of 

systematic demonstration of teaching, conducting, and rehearsing. I have experienced 

that the successful performance of students emanated from the well prepared knowledge 

of an individual’s and ensemble’s musical learning, and teaching skills. One suggestion is 

to give preservice students opportunities to demonstrate teaching skills in front of their 
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peers as much as possible. Therefore, they appropriately develop their use of verbal and 

gestural instructions to guide their future students and groups through rehearsals and 

lessons by focusing on the challenging areas for students. 

Preservice music teachers should assess if verbal instructions, such as feedback, 

corrections and vocal modeling, were aptly delivered for each particular time and place 

during rehearsal. They should then reflect upon nonverbal instruction, such as conducting 

gestures, and correct musical expressions as conveyed by a conductor. The response of an 

ensemble to teacher instructions can be a reflection of effectiveness of a conductor’s 

teaching methods. Video recording can help the assessment process, as it will show 

exactly what the rehearsal looks like. It is a highly effective way to review a rehearsal, 

the communication between the ensemble and a conductor, every instruction, and every 

gesture made during a rehearsal. A conductor may not be clear in expressing the desired 

music through gestures and instructions; this will become apparent in the recordings. 

Through this cyclical process of preparation, rehearsal, and assessment, a conductor will 

gain insight as to what works and what does not. Over time, conducting abilities can be 

strengthened by searching for new or more effective teaching approaches that might suit 

the particular ensemble. 

 

Further Research 

Because the participants in this study were limited to seventh and eighth grade 

instrumentalists, we do not know enough about the effect of two different instruction 

styles on instrumentalists in other grades and with varied ability levels. Since findings 

showed a significant difference in performance skillfulness between seventh and eighth 
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grade levels, we may anticipate that instrumentalists with more experience might 

demonstrate different outcomes in the two instruction conditions. Future research might 

extend levels of participants to include high school and university instrumentalists as 

these players likely have a different perception of musical information, performance 

capacity, and understanding of various instructions. 

A limitation of this study was the rehearsal time: there were only 15 minutes-long 

of rehearsal for each of 10 trios. Further research is needed on an extended rehearsal time 

to better understand if these findings are indeed generalizable to a common rehearsal that 

is usually running an hour to develop selected literatures. In Kelly’s (1997) study, the 

researcher set up a 10-week period in which he used basic conducting instruction in 10-

minute rehearsals. Also, further research is needed to examine how two different 

instructions (verbal-only and verbal-gestural instruction) might affect larger ensembles 

since instrumentalists participated in this current study as trios. 
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APPENDIX A 

IRB PROTOCOL 

 

1) Abstract of the study 
 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of verbal-only and 
paired verbal-gestural instruction on the performance skills of wind 
instrumentalists with no more than three years of performance experience.  
Reviewed are different conducting strategies and their effects on musical 
expression in ensemble performance as demonstrated by small ensembles. 
  
Two sets of participants were used in this study. Audio stimulus files were 
derived from performances generated by the first set of participants, student 
musicians, who were randomly assigned to one of the two instruction groups. 
The primary sample consisted of students (n=30) from one intact public junior 
high school band. The second set of participants consisted of university 
undergraduate and graduate music majors (n=40) who listened to and 
evaluated the audio stimulus files. 
 
Middle school musicians were randomly assigned to one of ten performance 
trios; trios were randomly assigned to one of two teaching conditions: (1) 
verbal-only, or (2) paired verbal-gestural. Students in each trio were assigned 
to Part 1, 2, or 3 of a two-minute performance selection that had been 
arranged purposefully for this study, taking into account participants’ age and 
performance level. Student participants performed this selection during a 
rehearsal in their given teaching condition. In each condition, the student-
investigator was the conductor/teacher in each condition. Rehearsals, 
consisting of sight-reading the work, investigator-led rehearsal, and final 
performance, were audio recorded for subsequent evaluation. Evaluators, 
undergraduate and graduate instrumental music majors (n=40) from a large 
research institution in the northeast United States, listened to the recordings 
and rated each rehearsal using a Continuous Response Digital Interface 
(CRDI) using the following criteria: musicality (phrasing, dynamics, balance, 
and expression) and technical accuracy (rhythm, articulation, intonation, and 
tempo). Aggregate data were analyzed using analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
comparing performance ratings between the two rehearsal strategies. A post-
hoc Tukey multiple comparison was used to determine differences among 
groups and performances. 
 

2) Protocol Title 
Effects of Verbal-Only and Paired Verbal-Gestural Instruction on 
Performance Skills of Developing Wind Instrumentalists 
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3) Investigator  

Principal Investigator: Dr. Deborah Sheldon, Professor, Department of 
Music Education 
Student-Investigator: Sangbum Kim, Ph.D. Candidate, Department of 
Music Education 

 
4) Objectives 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of verbal-only and 
paired verbal-gestural instruction on the performance skills of wind 
instrumentalists with no more than three years of performance experience 
(Figure 1). 
 
 Figure 1.  
Comparing two different instruction styles 

 

 
 

The following research questions will guide this study: 
1. Do small ensemble performance ratings in musicality (phrasing, dynamics, 

balance, and expression) for developing (no more than three years of 
experience) instrumentalists differ as a function of rehearsal style (verbal 
instruction only [feedback, modeling, and correction] or paired verbal 
gesture  [specific nonverbal instructions])? 

2. Do small ensemble performance ratings in technical accuracy (rhythm,, 
articulation, intonation, and tempo) for developing instrumentalists differ as 
a function of rehearsal style (verbal instruction only [feedback, modeling, 
and correction] or paired verbal gesture  [specific nonverbal instructions])? 

3. Do disparities in small ensemble performance ratings between pre-test 
(before a rehearsal) and post-test (after a rehearsal) for developing 
instrumentalists differ as a function of rehearsal style (verbal instruction 
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only [feedback, modeling, and correction] or paired verbal gesture  
[specific nonverbal instructions])? 
 
It is hypothesized there will be no statistically significant differences in 
performance ratings among developing wind instrumentalists as a function 
of rehearsal styles. 

 
5) Rationale and Significance  

In a study by Woodbury (1955), it was shown that varying components of 
a conductor’s rehearsal approach may affect ensemble players’ attitudes 
and opinions, thus influencing the response of the players in rehearsal. 
Since conducting (physical movement that suggests musical direction) is 
an integral part of instrumental music instruction, secondary school 
(grades 6-12) music educators must consider the most effective methods 
of verbal, nonverbal, and combined instruction for feedback, correction, 
and reinforcement. This practice supports the musical development of 
individual musicians as solo performers and as contributing members of 
an ensemble.  
Effects of verbal instruction were shown to be important strategies in 
music rehearsals (Price, 1998; Yarbrough, 1981). While it may be 
assumed that all rehearsal verbalizations must function as effective 
methods for the delivery of music instruction, investigators have reported 
the use of various types of verbalizations that varied in effectiveness in a 
rehearsal setting (e.g., directive statements and negative statements, 
directive statements and figurative statements). (Duke & Henninger, 1998, 
2002; Sheldon, 2004).  It is generally agreed that communication in 
rehearsal refers to players’ responding to a conductor’s nonverbal 
instructions (Gallops, 2005; Morrison, Price, Geiger, & Cornacchio, 2009). 
A desired outcome of gestural instruction is the development of 
ensembles musicians’ abilities to accurately express the composer’s intent 
during rehearsal performance  (Morrison, Price, Geiger, & Cornacchio, 
2009; Gallops, 2005; VanWeelden, 2002). Both verbal and gestural 
instructions are important in rehearsals. These can occur independently or 
in combination with each other. None of the aforementioned investigations 
have compared effects of verbal-only instruction to those for paired verbal 
gesture in rehearsal.  
Teachers’ instruction delivery skills that have been identified as effective 
tools in music ensemble rehearsals include posture, eye contact, 
gestures, facial expression, verbal instruction and vocal inflection 
(Hamann, Baker, McAllister, & Bauer, 2000; Madsen, 2003; Whitaker, 
2011). Effective instruction skills are identifiable by students. According to 
Madsen (2003), secondary students gave high ratings to teachers with 
excellent delivery skills and good classroom management. These students 
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were also willing to overlook instruction accuracy if the delivery was 
interesting and enthusiastic. But the overriding finding, that secondary 
students through experienced teachers gave high marks to instructors 
who demonstrated accurate instruction, on-task students, and high 
delivery and low marks to teachers who demonstrated inaccurate 
instruction, off-task students, and low delivery is most encouraging. 
Madsen assumed that, while students benefit from perceiving accurate 
instructions, teacher delivery and student attentiveness has a greater 
effect on student achievement. Results of Madsen’s study are applicable 
to ensemble rehearsal settings. The question is raised concerning the 
aspects of rehearsal instruction variables that could change students’ 
attitude and perception of content. 
As an isolated variable, verbal instruction is common in most classrooms 
and can be categorized in various ways to give feedback, correction, 
explanation, and reinforcement. Dickey (1991) categorized verbal 
instruction into directions, explanations, and imagery (including metaphor 
and analogy) to compare effects of verbal instruction and modeling 
instruction in ensemble rehearsals. Dickey’s classification of verbal 
instruction is similar to that of Grenchesky (1985) in which the relationship 
among nonverbal and verbal behaviors was investigated. In Grenchesky’s 
study, verbal behaviors consisted of use of metaphor and verbal imagery, 
technical explanations, and instruction. Results showed that students 
achieved higher scores on Ear-to Hand skills and Kinesthetic Response 
skills, when they were taught by modeling instruction. However, modeling 
instruction is just a portion of the gestural instruction. Grenchesky included 
verbal and non-verbal instructions in conducting behaviors rather than 
examining differences of two conditions. This raises the question as to 
what differences might be found when comparing verbalization instruction 
as an isolated variable and paired verbal-gestural instruction in 
instrumental group rehearsal settings.  
Body motions involved in a rehearsal can be thought of as gestural 
instruction. Gestural instruction in a musical context refers to specific 
conducting movement and may include physical movements for 
enhancing musical content and intent. Gødley and Leman (2010) 
described musical gestures on the premise that various body movements 
embody musical meanings. They categorized functional aspects of 
musical gestures into four portions: sound-producing gestures, 
communicative gestures, sound-facilitating gesture, and sound-
accompanying gestures. Grand and minute details of conductors’ physical 
movements have been mapped and analyzed using gesture analysis 
software (Johannsen & Nakra, 2010). Yarbrough and Madsen (1998) 
categorized conductor’s behavior into body movement, expressive 
conducting, eye contact, and facial approval. These have been factors 
considered in evaluating a conductor’s nonverbal effectiveness. All 
purposeful conducting movements that contain music meaning, tempo, 
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rhythm, tone color, intonation, pitch, dynamic, expression, and balance, 
are considered gestural instruction (VanWeelden, 2002). Sousa (1988) 
examined those meaningful gestures that could be considered musical 
conducting emblems for ensemble players. Musicians in higher-level 
performance groups recognized a greater number of conducting gestures 
as having musical meanings compared to musicians in less-experienced 
and lower-level performance groups.  
Yarbrough and Hendel’s research (1993) explicated nonverbal behaviors 
as an influenced function in rehearsal along with verbal instructions, and 
the relationship between the two ways of feedback. In their study, audio-
video treatments yielded higher scores compared to the other modes of 
presentation (audio only, video only, script only). Juchniewiz (2008) found 
a player’s different body movements affected the listeners’ ratings of 
phrasing, rubato, and dynamics. This research was confined to the results 
of visual observation and there was no significant interaction with the 
audio-only condition. This study lends supports Davidson’s (2002) findings 
in a study that investigated the influences of the visual stimulus of physical 
movement on observers. In this present study, only the audio portion of 
rehearsals will be recorded and presented to evaluators for adjudication. 
These studies introduce various effects of verbal instructions, non-verbal 
instruction, musical gestures, delivery strategies and conductor effect in 
rehearsals. However, there are presently no studies that compare verbal 
and paired verbal-gestural instructions specifically. I will examine the 
effects of verbal only instruction and paired verbal-gestural instruction on 
performance outcomes among intermediate level wind instrumentalists.  

 
6) Resources and Setting  

The researcher (Sangbum Kim) will serve as conductor in leading ten 
small music ensembles derived from the pool of middle school musician 
participants (n = 30). Student musicians will be volunteers and will have 
had no more than three years of intermediate level instrumental ensemble 
experience at the time of the testing period. Student musicians will be able 
to accurately perform music that is appropriate for their level of 
development. In instrumental music difficult parlance, this translates to 
music of at least a difficulty level of 2.5 on a scale of 1-6. Student 
musicians will be randomly assigned to one of ten performance trios and 
trios will be randomly assigned to one of two teaching conditions: (1) 
verbal-only, or (2) paired verbal-gestural. Students in each trio will be 
assigned to Part 1, 2, or 3 of a two-minute performance selection that has 
been arranged purposefully for this study, taking into account participants’ 
age and performance level. Student participants will perform this selection 
after rehearsal in their given teaching condition. Rehearsals, consisting of 
sight-reading the work, investigator-led rehearsal, and final performance, 
will be audio recorded for subsequent evaluation.  
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Evaluators (n = 40) will be graduate and undergraduate instrumental 
music majors at Temple University who have successfully passed the 
initial course of instruction in conducting. Numbers of participants in each 
group (student musician and evaluators) are supported in related research 
and are therefore deemed practicable and robust for use in this study 
(Morrison, Price, Geiger, & Cornacchio, 2009; Sheldon, 2004; 
VanWeelden, 2002). 
The work, America (My Country, 'Tis of Thee), will be used as the musical 
resource for student participants. It will be the focus of instruction and 
subsequent performance. It will be specially arranged into trios (three 
unique musical lines) suitable for any instrumental combination using the 
aforementioned instruments. The difficulty of the work will take into 
account the performance abilities of the student musicians (see Appendix 
L). This arranged piece is two minutes long and consists of two variations: 
1) Andantino with dynamics and expressions and 2) Allegretto with various 
articulations. Each ensemble member will be randomly assigned to Part 1, 
2, or 3 and will be given a copy of the music for instruction and 
performance 
All instruction and recording will take place in the student participants’ 
school setting, in a space specially designed for music performance. 
Students will be extracted from regular rehearsal settings in order to 
participate in the study, therefore the setting will be completely familiar to 
them. It is a medium sized room with relatively good acoustics. Lighting, 
temperature, music stands, and musicians’ seating will be typical and 
familiar.  
Audio recordings will be made of each small ensemble using a TASCAM 
DR-40 4-Track Portable Digital Recorder. A CANON Power shot SD600 
video camera will be trained on the conductor/ researcher for these 
rehearsals. No students will be video recorded although it is possible that 
students’ backs maybe seen dependent upon seating. At least 20% of 
these video clips will be chosen at random and presented to a panel of 
experts (TU professors) to determine validity of the methodology used by 
the conductor/researcher (see Appendix K). A pilot study will be 
proceeding to verify a rehearsal procedure with the recording devices. 
The audio stimulus file evaluations will take place at Temple University in 
the Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music. The space is 
large, well-lit, and comfortable. Table stations will be fashioned such that 
up to six evaluators are able to take part in the study simultaneously. At 
the center of the table stations will be a MacBook Pro running Mac OS X 
10.9 that will be connected to the Continuous Response Digital Interface 
(CRDI) USB hub. Stemming from and connected to the hub will be six 
CRDI dials. Dr. Deborah Sheldon will provide the CRDI hub and dials. 
Each user station will be made private with partitions so the evaluators 
may engage in their work alone and outside of view from others. 
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Evaluators will listen to the audio files with Sennheiser PX200 headsets 
that will be attached to the MacBook Pro using a series of Y-plugs. 
Headsets are provided to further privatize evaluator experiences.  
The ten final recorded performances will be coded and randomized onto a 
large test file that will serve as audio stimuli for the university-level 
students who will evaluate performance efficacy using a Continuous 
Response Digital Interface (CRDI). This device has been determined to be 
a valid and reliable tool for the collection of data in real time and is 
especially useful for music events which, of course, are temporal in nature 
(Capperella, 1989; Gallops, 2005; Gregory, 1995; Killian & Basinger, 
2007; Madsen, Brittin, & Capperella-Sheldon, 1993; Madsen & Geringer, 
1999; Peddell, 2008; Robinson, 1988; Sheldon & Gregory, 1997). Killian 
and Basinger (2007) used the CRDI for evaluating voice-matched choral 
groupings for quality of choral blend. The researchers labeled the CRDI 
dial bad blend on the negative side and good blend on the positive side in 
order to allow participants to manipulate the dial as they followed their 
decisions about what they listened to. The magnitude of responses ranged 
from 0 to 254, and 127 was the mid point (i.e., neutral position). Peddell 
(2008) use the CRDI connected a Personal Digital Assistant (PDA), 
allowing participants to manipulate their decisions about various musical 
stimuli. For testing reliability of the PDA-CRDI, the researcher retested the 
first assigned stimuli condition as the sixth trial, and the result showed that 
this device is dependable to use for measuring continual response data. 
Dr. Deborah Sheldon, principal investigator for the present study, 
conducted the first CRDI reliability study in 1989, finding it to be highly 
reliable for collecting data concerning music events through real time 
(Capperella, 1989). The CRDI will be used in this study for collecting data 
from evaluators’ (n=40) responses to ten ensemble performances varied 
according to the two different types of instructions. 

 

7) Prior Approvals 
Mr. Someone, Instrumental Music Director, The School District of 
Somewhere 
Address 
email 
Telephone 
 
Mr. Someone, Principal, The School District of Somewhere 
Address 
email 
Telephone 
 

8) Study Design 
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This study uses a two-group pretest-posttest quasi-experimental design. 

a) Recruitment Methods 
The researcher, Sangbum Kim, will participate as a conductor of this 
study.  
For recruiting all potential participants of ensemble groups, I contacted an 
instrumental music director of the School District of Jenkintown located in 
Jenkintown, Pennsylvania by an email and telephone. The band director 
wanted to participate with their students and the building principal, Mr. 
Thomas Roller, has given permission for me to access all potential 
participants (see Appendix A). Upon approval of the IRB, using purposeful 
sampling, I will recruit subjects from the Jenkintown Middle School. 
Students’ participation in this study will be strictly voluntary and will not 
affect their grades. 
For gathering the university student volunteers, the researcher will send 
an email to a list registered through the Temple University web-based 
portal. Then, the researcher will go from class to class after obtaining 
permission of each class instructor. The researcher will also post fliers in 
various places in the primary music building once permission is obtained 
through the Temple University Office of Student Affairs. 
This study will not cause interruption to the student participants’ academic 
class schedule since rehearsals for this study will be before and after 
school.  
The invitation script describes the project and what the Jenkintown Middle 
School participants will be asked to do. Students will receive the following: 
• a copy of the invitation script for parent/legal guardian 

• a copy of the invitation script for minor students 

• a copy of the invitation script for college music students 

• a parent/legal guardian consent form to allow the student to participate 
in the study 

• an assent form for the minor student to agree to participate 

• a consent form for college music students to agree to participate 
 (Please see attached in Appendix B, C, D, E, F, and G.)  
Parents must complete the consent forms and return all forms to the 
instrumental music director of the Jenkintown Middle School. The 
instrumental music director will give all collected forms to the researcher. 
Once parents have consented, students must sign the assent forms if they 
are interested in participating, and then return all forms to me at the 
school. The researcher will keep the forms at least three years for 
reference. Once parents and students have both agreed to participate in 
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this project, I will continue by arranging a rehearsal schedule with Mr. Fred 
Eyrich Jr. and students. Each rehearsal will be conducted without 
interruption to their class schedule by utilizing before school time, 
lunchtime, the flexible advisory period built into the school day, and after 
school time. 

b) Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 
Because potential subjects of ensembles are minors, I will obtain written 
permission from their parents in addition to written assent from the 
students themselves.  If the parent agrees, then I will include his or her 
child to participate.  If the parent disagrees, or if after the parent agrees 
and the student declines assent, I will thank the student and exclude him 
or her from the study, and then seek alternate participants. 

c) Study Timelines 
The duration of a subject’s participation in the study will be approximately 
three months (Table 1). 

 
Table 1.  
Weekly Tasks. 

Weeks Tasks 

1st week 5 Rehearsals, Music Stimuli Preparation & Invite 
evaluators 

4th week 5 Rehearsals, Music Stimuli Preparation & Invite 
evaluators 

10th week 20 Evaluations 

15th week 20 Evaluations 

18th week Data Analysis 

 
Each group will participate in one 15-minute rehearsal. The 
conductor will therefore lead ten 15-minute rehearsals. Total 
rehearsal time will be around four and half hours including set up 
time. Routine activities of the subjects will be minimally interrupted. 
All recordings will be edited for evaluation and the edited test stimulus files 
will be completed by 03/31/2013. University evaluators will judge the 
recordings using the CRDI, to be completed by 04/12/2013. 
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After collecting data from evaluators, analysis will be completed and the 
project will conclude by 04/21/2013. 

d) Study Procedures and Data Analysis 
Subjects (n=30) are volunteer student musicians who have had no more 
than three years of intermediate level instrumental ensemble experience 
at the time of the testing period. Student musicians will be randomly 
assigned to one of ten performance trios and trios will be randomly 
assigned to one of two teaching conditions: (1) verbal-only, or (2) paired 
verbal-gestural.  
The musical example, America (My Country, 'Tis of Thee) (see Appendix 
L) represents a set of two variations. In each section, each of the 
aforementioned variables (see ‘6) Resources and Setting’) is the primary 
music focus. Students in each trio will be assigned to Part 1, 2, or 3 of the 
two-minute performance selection that has been arranged purposefully for 
this study, taking into account participants’ age and performance level.  
Student participants will engage in one 15-minute rehearsal with the 
student-investigator which will be audio-recorded. All trios will perform the 
musical work at sight (i.e., without having practiced or received instruction). 
Following sight-reading, the five trios randomly assigned to the control 
group (verbal-only instruction) will receive instruction by the student-
investigator who will teach using only verbalizations and no musical 
gesture. The five trios randomly assigned to the experimental group 
(paired verbal-gesture instruction) will receive instruction by the student-
investigator who will teach using both verbalization and gesture. In verbal-
only conditions, only minimum of body movement will be allowed such as 
counting beats, nodding, etc. However, all gestural movements for 
expression music will be involved while giving verbal-gestural instructions. 
All efforts will be made to minimize interference to school participants’ 
routine activities. For validity of this process, the researcher will arrange 
instructions for verbal-only and verbal with gestures situation, and then 
develop scripts used in actual rehearsals. Scripts of verbal-only and paired 
verbal-gestural instruction will be verified by Dr. Deborah Sheldon who 
has taught in the instrumental area and has considerable experience in 
instrumental conducting. Instruction details are found in Appendix H and I. 
Rehearsals will consist of three minutes of sight-reading, nine minutes of 
rehearsing with verbal-only or verbal-gestural instructions, and three 
minutes of final complete musical performance. Rehearsals will begin with 
a sight-reading recording in which the ensembles will be conducted by the 
researcher in reading and playing one two-minute long piece without 
having first rehearsed. The researcher will give nine minutes long verbal-
only or verbal-gestural instructions to each ensemble after sight-reading. 
At this time, the researcher will guide students in how to play in terms of 
musicality (phrasing, dynamics, balance, and expression) for variation 1, 
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and technical accuracy (rhythm, articulation, intonation, and tempo) for 
variation 2. In the last three minutes, ensembles will play the rehearsed 
music without stopping. At the conclusion of each 15-minute session, the 
audio-recorder will be turned off and students’ participation will have 
concluded. 
Audio performances derived from the initial and final musical 
performances at the beginning and conclusion of each instruction period 
will be collected as the pre and posttest and two large audio stimulus files 
will be generated, each including the variation 1 and 2 performances for all 
trios (40 iterations in all on each stimulus file). A beep sound will be added 
between each part (variation) to remind listeners to move to the next 
category for evaluation. Examples will be randomized to control for order 
effect. Performances will be evaluated by the subject of university-level 
music majors (n=40) and will focus on musicality (phrasing, dynamics, 
balance, and expression) and technical accuracy (rhythm, articulation, 
intonation, and tempo). Evaluators will be given instructions and practice 
in using the CRDI dial for continuous evaluation through each music 
stimulus (see Figure 2). Evaluators will be given this information and will, 
therefore, be focused on these variables as the music passes in time. 
Evaluator instructions are found in Appendix J. Data derived from the 
CRDI will provide ratings for these dependent variables (musicality, 
technical accuracy, and sound quality). University participants’ data will be 
coded such that anonymity is retained. 
 
Figure 2. Procedure 
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For evaluating the recordings, the CRDI evaluation system will set up at 
the Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music, Boyer College of 
Music and Dance at Temple University. Evaluators will spend 
approximately 40 minutes in the evaluation task. 
The researcher will develop evaluation guidelines for evaluators as to how 
to use the CRDI and how they judge performances based on these 
criteria: musicality, technical accuracy, and sound quality. These criteria 
will be classified into detail music capacity in the following manner: 1) 
musicality will be defined as melody, phrasing, dynamics, and expression, 
2) technical accuracy will be defined as rhythm, intonation, articulation, 
and tempo, and 3) sound quality will be defined as tone color and 
balancing. An evaluation sheet will be reviewed by Dr. Deborah Sheldon 
who is the principal investigator of this study and a professor of music 
education at Temple University (see Appendix J).  
The CRDI will be calibrated to collect 2 data points per second. Rather 
than summing the evaluated data across complete rehearsals, all data will 
be analyzed using an analysis of variance (ANOVA) as a unit of analysis 
comparing performance ratings between the two strategies of rehearsal 
(verbal instruction only and paired verbal-gestural instruction) (Table 2). 
Then, A post-hoc Tukey multiple comparison test will also be used to 
determine any differences among groups and performances.	 
Evaluators’ responses will be averaged as is the general practice in most 
research involving the CRDI as the method of data collection. Means and 
Standard Deviation of two conditions (verbal-only and verbal-gestural 
instruction) will be derived from data. 
 
Table 2.  
An ANOVA with Two Different Instructions and Criteria 

	 Musicality	
(B1)	

Technical	
Accuracy	

(B2)	

Grade	
(B3)	

Verbal-Only	
(A1)	 A1B1	 A1B2	 A1B3	

Verbal-Gestural	
(A2)	 A2B1	 A2B2	 A2B3	

 
 

e) Withdrawal of Subjects 



 111	

Participation in this study is voluntary. Subjects may choose to withdraw 
from the study at any time without penalty or prejudice. Any collected data 
will be removed from the study upon a subjects’ desire to withdraw. 
 

f) Privacy & Confidentiality 
At the beginning of evaluation, at the top of an instruction sheet, a survey 
will be sent out in which university subjects will be asked to classify their 
education status, academic major, and ensemble teaching experience is 
required. No other demographic information will be collected. Evaluators 
will randomly be assigned an identification number that will be used for 
statistical tests only.  
Once student musicians agree to participate, we will assign a pseudonym 
for each participant and school. There exists a very small possibility that, 
despite those pseudonyms, some participants who have developed a 
rapport with the researcher may be able to guess the identities when we 
present this study or if this research is published. 
All consent forms and data will be held by the secondary investigator. The 
primary investigator is the only other person who will have access to these 
materials. 
All collected data will be stored for 3 years. This data will be kept in 
computer files, stored on the computers of the principal investigator and 
the student investigator. 

 

9) Risks to Subjects 
The subjects face no long-term risks. No aspects of this study should 
cause discomfort, inconvenience, or physical danger to the subjects. 

 

10) Potential Benefits to Subjects 
There are no guaranteed benefits for subjects of the study. Participants 
may feel self-satisfaction in knowing that the information they provide will 
contribute to richer experiences for others in music education. 

 

11) Costs to Subjects 
N/A. 

 

12) Informed Consent  



 112	

As described in Part 8–a, I will give each interested student a packet 
containing:  

• a copy of the invitation script for parent/legal guardian 

• a copy of the invitation script for minor students 

• a copy of the invitation script for college music students 

• a parent/legal guardian consent form to allow the student to participate 
in the study 

• an assent form for the minor student to agree to participate 

• a consent form for college music students to agree to participate 
(Please see attached in Appendix B, C, D, E, F, and G.) 
Parents must complete the consent forms and return all forms to the 
instrumental music director of the Jenkintown Middle School. Then, the 
music director will give all collected forms to the researcher. Once parents 
have consented, students must sign the assent forms if they are interested 
in participating, and then return all forms to me at the school. The 
researcher will keep the forms at least three years for reference. Once 
parents and students have agreed to participate in this project, I will 
arrange ensemble rehearsals with Mr. Fred Eyrich Jr. and the students. 
None of the potential subjects are mentally challenged or have significant 
emotional disturbances. 

 
13) Vulnerable Populations 

Potential subjects include student musicians between the ages of 12 and 
14. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

PERMISSION LETTER OF PRINCIPAL  

The School District of Jenkintown 
West and Highland Avenues 

Jenkintown, Pennsylvania 19046-2698 
 

               Telephones 
Administration        (215) 885-3722 
High School             (215) 884-1801 
Elementary School  (215) 884-2933 
Fax                           (215) 885-2090 
 
 
 
 
       3/7/13 
 
Dear Mr. Kim, 
 
 Thank you for contacting us regarding your doctoral research. We would be 

happy to assist you with your dissertation work concerning differing instrumental music 

rehearsal techniques. We have distributed the information packets that you prepared, 

including the details of the study and the necessary release forms. The forms will be 

collected and returned to you as soon as possible. 

 

 Please continue coordinating the scheduling of your visits with Mr. Fred Eyrich, 

our instrumental music teacher. We look forward to having you work with our 

instrumental music students and to be part of your research. Please let me know if I can 

be of any further assistance. 

 

Sincerely, 
 
 
Tom Roller 
MS/HS Principal 
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APPENDIX C 
 

IRB APPROVAL LETTER FOR THE RESEARCH 
 

 
  

Office for Human Subjects Protections
Institutional Review Board

Medical Intervention Committees A1 & A2
Social and Behavioral Committee B
Unanticipated Problems Committee

Student Faculty Conference Center
3340 N Broad Street - Suite 304
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19140
Phone: (215) 707-3390
Fax: (215) 707-9100
e-mail: irb@temple.edu

 
Certification of Approval for a Project Involving Human Subjects

 

Protocol Number: 21272
PI: SHELDON, DEBORAH

Review Type: EXPEDITED
Approved On: 12-Apr-2013 

Approved From: 12-Apr-2013
Approved To: 11-Apr-2014

Committee: B BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES
School/College: BOYER COLLEGE OF MUSIC & DANCE (2200)

Department: MUSIC:EDUCATION (22060)
Project Title: Effects of Verbal-Only and Paired Verbal-Gestural Instruction on Performance Skills of Developing Wind 

Instrumetalists.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
The IRB approved the protocol 21272.  

If the study was approved under expedited or full board review, the approval period can be found above. Otherwise, the study was deemed 
exempt and does not have an IRB approval period. 

Before an approval period ends, you must submit a "Continuing Review Progress Report" to request continuing approval. Please submit the 
form at least 60 days before the approval end date to ensure that the renewal is reviewed and approved and the study can continue. 

Finally, in conducting this research, you are obligated to submit modification requests for all changes to any study; reportable new information 
using the Reportable New Informaiton form; and renewal and closure forms. For the complete list of investigator responsibilities, please see 
the Policies and Procedures, the Investigator Manual, and other requirements found on the Temple University IRB website: 
http://www.temple.edu/research/regaffairs/irb/index.html 

Please contact the IRB at (215) 707-3390 if you have any questions. 
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APPENDIX D 
 

PARENT INFORMATION LETTER 
 

Title of Project: Effects of Verbal-Only and Paired Verbal-Gestural Instruction on 
Performance Skills of Developing Wind Instrumentalists 

	

Dear Parents/ Guardians, 
  
Greetings! Please allow me to introduce myself. I am a doctoral student in music 
education department at Temple University. Dr. Deborah Sheldon, Professor of Music 
Education, is my dissertation advisor. As a part of my doctoral studies, I am preparing to 
launch a study for my dissertation work. In this study, I will compare the effects of 
differing instrumental music rehearsal strategies. I would like to describe this study to 
you and invite your child to consider participating in this project. It doesn’t take much 
time to take part and it won’t interfere with their regular studies or band rehearsal. 
  
I am interested in examining best practices in instrumental rehearsal strategies. Of the 
many aspects that comprise wind band instruction, I have isolated two variables that most 
instrumental music educators use during rehearsal: verbal instruction and gesture. I am 
curious to determine whether performance outcomes are affected differently when a band 
director engages in only verbal instruction or pairs verbal instruction with the appropriate 
physical model or gesture.  Specifically, I will look to see the effectiveness of each 
approach on your child’s musicality, technical accuracy, and sound quality. Let me 
explain the procedure I intend to use: 
  
I will ask your child to volunteer to play his or her instrument for this study. Student 
volunteers from your school will be randomly assigned to one of ten trio ensembles. 
Trios will be randomly assigned to one of the two instruction conditions, either one in 
which the teacher gives only verbal instructions or one in which the teacher pairs the 
exact same verbal instructions with musical gesture. 
  
Each trio will meet with me for one 15-minute rehearsal. When scheduling rehearsals, I 
will work closely with the band director and your child to determine appropriate and 
feasible times that are the least intrusive and most convenient for your child. Student 
musicians will first read and performance a brief piece of music at sight. The music, 
America (My Country, 'Tis of Thee) has been specially prepared for their small ensemble. 
After sight-reading, students and I will rehearse the music. Those in the verbal-only 
group will be given only verbal instruction without matching conducting gestures. Those 
in the paired verbal-gestural group will be given verbal instruction paired with matching 
gestures. Finally, the trios will once again perform America, concluding this brief 
activity.  
 
Audio recordings will be made of the rehearsals. I will extract the initial and final 
performances for each group and allow university music education majors to listen and 
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evaluate the performances while focusing on musicality, technical accuracy, and sound 
quality. No identifying information will be used. Your child and his or her school will 
remain completely anonymous. I am not looking to evaluate your son or daughter; rather, 
I want to determine differences in the teaching method based on rehearsal results. Please 
note that I will also video-record each rehearsal but the recorder will only be trained on 
me and not the students. The students’ backs or profiles may appear but no student faces 
will be shown and no one will be identifiable. These video recordings will be used to 
ensure the validity of the research process. 
 
We are very careful to safeguard the well-being of anyone who participates in research, 
particularly children. Only students whose parents consent to having their child 
participate in the project will be involved. Your child has been given the packet that 
contains all of the necessary forms including a consent forms for parents and assent forms 
for the students. All you need to do is complete your form, have your child complete the 
assent form, and bring everything to your band director before March 15th 2013. 
 
I know that you are very busy and thank you for taking time to review this information 
and consider this request. If you have any questions regarding any detail of this proposal, 
please feel free to contact me at:  (215) 833-8312 or sangbum.kim@temple.edu. 
  
  

Sincerely, 

 

Sangbum Kim, Ph.D. Candidate, Music Education 
Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
Boyer College of Music and Dance 
Temple University, 2001 N. 13th Street, Philadelphia, PA 19122 
Contact Information: 215. 833. 8312  email: sangbum.kim@temple.edu 
 
 
Dr. Deborah Sheldon, Professor of Music Education 
Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
Boyer College of Music and Dance 
Temple University, 2001 N. 13th Street, Philadelphia, PA 19122 
Contact Information: 215. 204. 8649  email: dsheldon@temple.edu 
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APPENDIX E 
 

STUDENT MUSICIAN INFORMATION LETTER 
 

Title of Project: Effects of Verbal-Only and Paired Verbal-Gestural Instruction on 
Performance Skills of Developing Wind Instrumentalists 

	

Dear Student Musician, 
  
Hello! My name is Sangbum Kim and I am a student at Temple University. Dr. Deborah 
Sheldon, Professor of Music Education, is my doctoral dissertation advisor. As a part of 
my doctoral studies, I am getting ready to carry out a music research study and I need 
student musician volunteers. All of you rehearse often with your band director. Band 
directors all over the country use a variety of ways to help student musicians perform 
better. I am curious about what works best. In the study, I will compare the effects of 
differing instrumental music rehearsal strategies. I would like to describe this study to 
you and invite you to participate. It’s not very different from what you already do in band 
and it doesn’t take very long. 
  
If you volunteer as one of the student musicians, you will work together with two other 
people in a musical trio. Each trio will have a short rehearsal with me at a time when it is 
most convenient for you. I’ll work with you and your band director to figure out the best 
days and times when we can do that without interruption to your regular schedule.  
 
Each trio will be given a piece of music that is quite familiar to you, America (My 
Country, 'Tis of Thee). You will first perform together as you sight-read the music. Then I 
will rehearse with you and finally, you will perform the piece one last time. As I rehearse, 
I will talk you through the music and give you instructions. I may or may not use 
movement  (my hands, arms, etc.) to help you along. The whole process will take no 
longer than 15 minutes at the most.   
  
I will make audio recordings while you play and rehearse. After we’re done, I will take 
your performances and let some students who are studying music education at Temple 
University to listen. They will use a computer to show me how effective the teaching was 
based on what they hear. They won’t know who is playing; your name will not be used. 
You’ll be anonymous!! You will also see that there will be a video-recorder in the room 
when we rehearse. That’s for me! The video-recording will show Dr. Sheldon that I am 
teaching exactly the way I am supposed to be teaching. You won’t appear on the video.  
 
We are very careful make sure that anyone who participates in research is protected. That 
means that we will do everything we can to make this a good experience for you and 
won’t reveal your names. Please take this packet home and share it with your parents. It 
includes all of the necessary permission forms including a form of agreement (Assent 
Form) for you. If you agree to participate in the study, just fill it out and give it to your 
band director along with your parents’ permission form. 
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Thanks for considering being a part of this project! If you or your parents have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me at:  (215) 833-8312 or 
sangbum.kim@temple.edu 
 
 

Sincerely, 

 

Sangbum Kim, Ph.D. Candidate, Music Education 
Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
Boyer College of Music and Dance 
Temple University, 2001 N. 13th Street, Philadelphia, PA 19122 
Contact Information: 215. 833. 8312  email: sangbum.kim@temple.edu 
 
 
Dr. Deborah Sheldon, Professor of Music Education 
Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
Boyer College of Music and Dance 
Temple University, 2001 N. 13th Street, Philadelphia, PA 19122 
Contact Information: 215. 204. 8649  email: dsheldon@temple.edu 
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APPENDIX F 
 

SCRIPT TO INVITE COLLEGE MUSIC STUDENTS TO SERVE AS 
EVALUATORS 

 

Title of Project: Effects of Verbal-Only and Paired Verbal-Gestural Instruction on 
Performance Skills of Developing Wind Instrumentalists 

	

Dear Student Musicians, 
  
Hello! I, Mr. Sangbum Kim, am pursuing a doctorate in Music Education from Temple 
University. As a part of my doctoral studies, I have developed a research project that 
focuses on effective music rehearsals in various conditions. I would like to describe this 
project to you. I’m interested in how performance outcomes are affected when a band 
director engages in different teaching strategies during instrumental rehearsals. 
 
The initial phase of this project calls for developing wind instrumentalists (no more than 
three years of school instrumental music instruction) to serve as volunteer performers. 
These students will be randomly placed into ten trios. Each trio will be randomly 
assigned to an instruction condition, either verbal-only in which I will rehearse the group 
using only verbalization that has been scripted, or paired verbal-gestural in which I will 
rehearse using the same verbal script with the addition of appropriate gestures. Trios will 
be audio-recorded during sight-reading and final performance. The resulting audio files 
(20 performances) will be randomly ordered and become the basis for evaluation. That is 
where you come in! 
 
University Music Education volunteers will use a Continuous Response Digital Interface 
(CRDI) to show your evaluation of these performances You won’t know which rehearsal 
style has been assigned to any of the groups you will hear. You will remain anonymous. 
The music selection is America (My Country, ‘tis of Thee) which has been arranged for 
these trios, The arrangement consists of two distinct variations. In the first section, you 
will focus your evaluation on musicality. In the second, the focus is technical accuracy, 
and in the third, it will be sound quality. These divisions will be obvious in the music and 
you will have the opportunity to practice before you begin. The CRDI will allow me to 
see your ratings as they occur while the music is playing through time. Later, I will 
analyze the results to determine if differences in instruction style was manifested in 
performance outcomes. 
 
Please be assured that I will retain the anonymity of all participants. You will only be 
identified with descriptors (grade level, concentration, and ensemble teaching 
experience). We are very careful to ensure the safety of anyone involved in human 
subjects research. Consent forms will be provided should you agree to participate in the 
study. 
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I know that you are very busy and thank you for taking time to review this information 
and consider this request. If you have any questions regarding any detail of this proposal, 
please feel free to contact me at:  (215) 833-8312 or sangbum.kim@temple.edu. 
  
  

Sincerely, 

 

Sangbum Kim, Ph.D. Candidate, Music Education 
Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
Boyer College of Music and Dance 
Temple University, 2001 N. 13th Street, Philadelphia, PA 19122 
Contact Information: 215. 833. 8312  email: sangbum.kim@temple.edu 
 
 
Dr. Deborah Sheldon, Professor of Music Education 
Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
Boyer College of Music and Dance 
Temple University, 2001 N. 13th Street, Philadelphia, PA 19122 
Contact Information: 215. 204. 8649  email: dsheldon@temple.edu 
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APPENDIX G 
	

INFORMED	CONSENT	FOR	MINIMAL	RISK	SOCIAL	AND	BEHAVIORAL	
RESEARCH	

[IRB	project	#	21272/	consent	version	#	1.0]: 
 

Consent Form  
(to be completed by the parent/ legal guardian of minor students involved in this project) 

  
Title of the research study: Effects of Verbal-Only and Paired Verbal-
Gestural Instruction on Performance Skills of Developing Wind 
Instrumentalists  
 
Principal Investigator: Dr. Deborah Sheldon, Professor of Music Education 
             Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
             Boyer College of Music and Dance 
             Temple University, 2001 N. 13th Street, Philadelphia, PA  
 
Student Investigator: Sangbum Kim, Ph.D. Candidate, Music Education 
           Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
           Department of Music Education and Therapy 
           Temple University, Philadelphia, PA 
 

This study involves research. The purpose of the research is to compare the 
effects of rehearsals with different rehearsal strategies. 

What you should know about a research study: 
• Your child will know about the study through the information form. I will 

also take time to explain the process with the band director and again 
with the students when we visit in rehearsal.  

• Your child volunteers to be in a research study. 
• Whether your child take part is up to her/ him. 
• Your child can choose not to take part in the research study. 
• Your child can agree to take part now and later change her/his mind. 
• Whatever your child decides, it will not be held against her/ him. 
• Feel free to ask all the questions you and your child want before and after 

your child decide. 
• By signing this consent form, you are not waiving any of the legal rights 

that your child otherwise would have as a participant in a research study. 

The estimated duration of your child’s study participation is one 15-minute 
rehearsal. 
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The study procedures consist of the audio-recording of sight-reading, rehearsals, 
and final performance. 

There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts anticipated from participating in 
this research. 

The benefit your child will obtain from the research is knowing that your child 
have contributed to the understanding of this topic. 

The alternative to participating is not to participate. Children can choose to opt 
out without prejudice. 

Please contact the research team with questions, concerns, or complaints about 
the research and any research-related injuries by calling (215) 833-8312 or e-
mailing sangbum.kim@temple.edu. 

This research has been reviewed and approved by the Temple University 
Institutional Review Board. Please contact them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail 
them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the following: questions, concerns, or 
complaints about the research; questions about your child’s rights; to obtain 
information; or to offer input. 

Each rehearsal will be audio recorded and the final performance recordings (2 
minutes per each) will be played for undergraduate and graduate instrumental 
music students who will listen for differences in performance outcomes based on 
the rehearsal style. Student musicians and their schools will remain anonymous 
at all times. 

Please sign below if you are willing to permit your child to participate and be 
audio recorded. Your child may not participate in this study if you do not want to 
permit that your child has the audio recorded. 

c I am willing to permit my child to be audio recorded. 
c I do not want to permit my child to be audio recorded. 

 

Signed:         

 

Date:         
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Confidentiality: Efforts will be made to limit the disclosure of your personal 
information, including research study records, to people who have a need to 
review this information. However, the study team cannot promise complete 
secrecy. For example, although the study team has put in safeguards to protect 
your information, there is always a potential risk of loss of confidentiality. There 
are several organizations that may inspect and copy your information to make 
sure that the study team is following the rules and regulations regarding research 
and the protection of human subjects. These organizations include the IRB, 
Temple University, its affiliates and agents, Temple University Health System, 
Inc., its affiliates and agents, and the Office for Human Research Protections. 

 

 

 

Signature Block for Capable Adult 

Your signature documents your permission to take part in this research. 
DO NOT SIGN THIS FORM AFTER THIS 

DATE à  

   

Signature of subject  Date 
  

Printed name of subject 
   

Signature of person obtaining consent  Date 
 
 

                  Printed name of person obtaining consent   
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APPENDIX H 
	

INFORMED	CONSENT	FOR	MINIMAL	RISK	SOCIAL	AND	BEHAVIORAL	
RESEARCH	

[IRB	project	#	21272/	consent	version	#	1.1] 
 

Assent Form  
(to be completed by the minor students involved in this project) 

  
Effects of Verbal-Only and Paired Verbal-Gestural Instruction on 
Performance Skills of Developing Wind Instrumentalists  
 
Principal Investigator: Dr. Deborah Sheldon, Professor of Music Education 
             Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
             Boyer College of Music and Dance 
             Temple University, 2001 N. 13th Street, Philadelphia, PA  
 
Student Investigator: Sangbum Kim, Ph.D. Candidate, Music Education 
           Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
           Department of Music Education and Therapy 
           Temple University, Philadelphia, PA 
 

My name is Sangbum Kim. I am a musician and a band director. I am finishing 
my graduate studies at Temple University. As part of my work here, I do 
research. I would like to ask you to help me with one of my research projects. I 
am very curious about how different types of rehearsal strategies (the way you 
are taught by a band teacher) help you to play better.  

Here are some things I want you to know about a research study: 

• I will give you a piece of paper that has a complete explanation of what I 
would like you to do. You can read this with your family. I will also take time to 
explain the process with your band director and again with you when we visit 
in rehearsal.  

• You are a volunteer in this research study. 
• Talk about the project with your parents and together, decide whether or not 

you would like to participate. 
• You don’t have to participate if you don’t want to. 
• You can agree to take part now and later change your mind. 
• Whatever you decide, it will not be held against you. 
• Feel free to ask all the questions before and after you decide. 

Your information form will give you lots of details. Here is a quick overview of 
what we will do.  
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The study doesn’t take very long. I will instruct you in one 15-minute rehearsal. 
You’ll bring your instrument to the rehearsal and I will give you some music to 
work on together with three other musicians from your band, and me. I will have 
everyone in the group sight-read the music together. Then we will rehearse a 
little bit and then I will ask you to play the music again after we rehearse. During 
the whole 15-minute rehearsal, I will have a digital recorder running so that I can 
listen afterwards. Later, I will ask some college students to listen to the 
recordings of the final performance so that they can let me know about the 
effectiveness of the instruction. I won’t use your names so they won’t know who 
is playing. 

So, you can see that this is really a lot like a regular band rehearsal except I will 
be acting as your band director. Talk about it with your folks and decide together 
if you think you would like to participate. When the project is over, I will have 
learned a lot about what works best for band directors who want to help their 
students play better. Your participation will help me to learn these things. 

If you have any questions, be sure to give me a call or email me: (215) 833-8312 
or   sangbum.kim@temple.edu. 

This research has been reviewed and approved by the Temple University 
Institutional Review Board. Please contact them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail 
them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the following: questions, concerns, or 
complaints about the research; questions about your rights; to obtain information; 
or to offer input. 

Please sign below if you are willing to participate and be audio recorded. We 
really need to be able to listen to the group performances, so we do need to 
record. If you don’t want to be recorded, then we won’t be able to have you 
participate in the project.  

c I am willing to be audio recorded. 
c I do not want to be audio recorded. 

 

Signed:         

 

Date:         
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Confidentiality: Efforts will be made to limit the disclosure of your personal 
information, including research study records, to people who have a need to 
review this information. However, the study team cannot promise complete 
secrecy. For example, although the study team has put in safeguards to protect 
your information, there is always a potential risk of loss of confidentiality. There 
are several organizations that may inspect and copy your information to make 
sure that the study team is following the rules and regulations regarding research 
and the protection of human subjects. These organizations include the IRB, 
Temple University, its affiliates and agents, Temple University Health System, 
Inc., its affiliates and agents, and the Office for Human Research Protections. 

 

 

 

Signature Block for Children 

Your signature documents your permission for the named child to take part in this 
research. 

DO NOT SIGN THIS FORM AFTER THIS 
DATE 

à  

 

 Printed name of child 
   

Signature of parent or guardian  Date 
 

q Parent 
q Guardian (See note below) Printed name of parent or guardian 

 
Note on permission by guardians: An individual may provide permission for a child only if that 
individual can provide a written document indicating that he or she is legally authorized to consent to the 
child’s general medical care. Attach the documentation to the signed document. 

 

   

Signature of person obtaining consent and assent  Date 
 
 

Printed name of person obtaining consent and assent  Date 
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APPENDIX I 
 

INFORMED	CONSENT	FOR	MINIMAL	RISK	SOCIAL	AND	BEHAVIORAL	
RESEARCH	

[IRB	project	#	21272/	consent	version	#	1.2] 
 

Consent Form  
(to be completed by the college music students involved in this project) 

  

Effects of Verbal-Only and Paired Verbal-Gestural Instruction on 
Performance Skills of Developing Wind Instrumentalists  
 
Principal Investigator: Dr. Deborah Sheldon, Professor of Music Education 
             Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
             Boyer College of Music and Dance 
             Temple University, 2001 N. 13th Street, Philadelphia, PA  
 
Student Investigator: Sangbum Kim, Ph.D. Candidate, Music Education 
           Presser Center for Research and Creativity in Music 
           Department of Music Education and Therapy 
           Temple University, Philadelphia, PA 
 

This study involves research. The purpose of the research is to compare the 
effects of rehearsals with different rehearsal strategies. 

What you should know about a research study: 
• I will explain this research study to you. 
• You volunteer to be in a research study. 
• Whether you take part is up to you. 
• You can choose not to take part in the research study. 
• You can agree to take part now and later change your mind. 
• Whatever you decide, it will not be held against you. 
• Feel free to ask all the questions you want before and after you decide. 
• By signing this consent form, you are not waiving any of the legal rights that you 

otherwise would have as a participant in a research study. 

The estimated duration of your study participation is 40 minutes. 

The study procedures consist of learning the guidelines of evaluation in the 
research process, listening to audio recordings and concurrent evaluation using 
the Continuous Response Digital Interface (CRDI). 
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There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts anticipated from participating in 
this research. 

The benefit you will obtain from the research is knowing that you have 
contributed to the understanding of this topic. 

The alternative to participating is not to participate. 

Please contact the research team with questions, concerns, or complaints about 
the research and any research-related injuries by calling (215) 833-8312 or e-
mailing sangbum.kim@temple.edu. 

This research has been reviewed and approved by the Temple University 
Institutional Review Board. Please contact them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail 
them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the following: questions, concerns, or 
complaints about the research; questions about your rights; to obtain information; 
or to offer input. 

Confidentiality: Efforts will be made to limit the disclosure of your personal 
information, including research study records, to people who have a need to 
review this information. However, the study team cannot promise complete 
secrecy. For example, although the study team has put in safeguards to protect 
your information, there is always a potential risk of loss of confidentiality. There 
are several organizations that may inspect and copy your information to make 
sure that the study team is following the rules and regulations regarding research 
and the protection of human subjects. These organizations include the IRB, 
Temple University, its affiliates and agents, Temple University Health System, 
Inc., its affiliates and agents, and the Office for Human Research Protections. 
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Signature Block for Capable Adult 

Your signature documents your permission to take part in this research. 
DO NOT SIGN THIS FORM AFTER THIS 

DATE à  

   

Signature of subject  Date 
  

Printed name of subject 
   

Signature of person obtaining consent  Date 
 
 

                  Printed name of person obtaining consent   
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APPENDIX J 
 

SCRIPTS	FOR	VERBAL	INSTRUCTIONS	

	

1. At	the	beginning;	
“Thanks	for	being	here	to	play	for	me	today.	As	you	can	see,	there	is	a	sheet	of	music	

on	your	stands	but	it	is	backwards	so	you	can’t	see	the	music.	When	I	tell	you,	I	

would	like	you	to	turn	the	music	over	and	review	it	silently	for	one	minute.	Then	

you	will	sight-read	the	music	together	and	I	will	conduct	you.”	

	

2. After	a	sight-reading;	
“That	was	very	nice!	Now	that	you’ve	had	a	chance	to	sight	read,	let’s	do	a	little	bit	of	

rehearsal	before	we	play	it	together	again.”	

	
2.1. Musicality	(melody,	phrasing,	dynamics,	and	expression)	

• Please	find	measure	___________.	Play	the	melody		(louder,	softer,	more	clearly)	

here.	

• Do	you	see	measure	_______?	Please	don’t	breathe	between	measure	_____	to	

_____,	and	play	as	one	phrase.	

• Find	measure	________Play	(softer,	louder)	at	measure	___________.The	first	note	

in	the	piece	should	be	played	more	richly.	Use	a	more	supported	airstream	so	

that	we	sound	more	expressive.	

	

2.2. Technical	accuracy	(rhythm,	intonation,	articulation,	and	tempo)	

• The	rhythm	at	measure	_________	should	be	more	accurate.	Keep	the	beat	

steady.	

• We	need	to	listen	to	intonation.	Look	at	measure	________	and	make	some	

adjustments	between	you	and	(1st,	2nd,	3rd)	part	so	that	we	are	playing	with	

better	intonation.	

• Find	measure	________Play	notes	(shorter,	longer)	at	measure	_________.	
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• At	measure	__________,	note	___,	the	pitch	is	(high,	low)	on	(1st,	2nd,	3rd)	part	so	

you	will	need	to	adjust	(lower,	higher).	

• At	measure	__________	the	tempo	(dragged,	rushed)	so	you	will	need	to	play	

(faster,	slower).	

	

3. After	a	rehearsal;	

“Thanks	for	following	my	instructions	so	well.	We	prepared	a	good	ensemble	with	

the	music	through	the	rehearsal.	Now	you	will	play	the	music	together	and	I	will	

conduct	you.	Please	remember	what	we	developed	during	the	rehearsal	and	play	

incorporate	that	into	your	playing.”	

	

4. At	the	end;	

“Thanks	for	participation.	All	of	you	played	the	music	very	well.	If	you	have	any	

question	regarding	this	project,	please	feel	free	to	ask	me	through	your	music	

director,	Mr.	Eyrich.	Thanks!”	
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APPENDIX K 
	

CONDUCTING	GESTURES	SELECTED	FOR	USE	IN	THIS	STUDY	
	
	

Terms	 Gestures	
Piano	 Indicated	by	a	small	four-beat	pattern.	
Forte	I	 Indicated	by	holding	the	left-hand	palm	outward	and	inward	with	

tension.	

Forte	II	 Indicated	by	holding	the	clenched	fist	outward	and	inward	with	
tension.	

Crescendo	I	 Indicated	by	lifting	the	left	hand,	thumb	up,	palm	at	an	upward	
angle.	

Crescendo	II	 Indicated	by	increasing	the	size	of	the	pattern	from	small	to	large.	

Decrescendo	I	 Indicated	by	gradually	lowering	the	left	hand	with	the	palm	
facing	the	performers.	

Decrescendo	II	 Indicated	by	decreasing	the	size	of	the	pattern	from	large	to	
small.	

Staccato	I	 Short	and	separated	indicated	by	using	no	rebound	after	the	ictus	
point.	

Staccato	II	 Short	and	separated	indicated	by	using	a	small	rebound.	

Legato	 Indicated	by	a	smooth,	connected,	and	flowing	pattern.	
Tenuto	 Indicated	by	pulling	upward	or	sideways	after	each	ictus	point.	

Marcato	I	 A	series	of	accents	indicated	by	using	no	rebound	after	the	ictus	
point.	

Marcato	II	 A	series	of	accents	indicated	by	including	a	rebound	after	the	
ictus	point.	

Accelerando	 Indicated	by	increasing	the	speed	of	the	beats	while	
simultaneously	decreasing	the	size	of	the	pattern.	

Ritardando	 Indicated	by	decreasing	the	speed	of	the	beats	while	
simultaneously	increasing	the	size	of	the	pattern.	

Fermata	I	 Indicated	by	keeping	the	left	hand	in	motion.	
Fermata	II	 Indicated	by	"freezing"	both	the	left	and	right	hand.	
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APPENDIX L 
	

INSTRUCTION	FOR	EVALUATION	

	

	

♪ CRDI instruction ♬ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thanks for being here to evaluate recordings for me today. As you can see, there is a 
device with a dial in front of you. This is called a CRDI (Continuous Response Digital 
Interface).  You will use this device for evaluating recordings. 
 
You will listen to 20 trio recordings, with each recording being one-minutes long.  
The arranged piece consists of two variations. 
 
After listening to each variation, turn the pointer to the right to show how much you 
agree with each evaluation criterion which are listed and described on the page 2. 
 
There is a beep between each variation. 
 
For instance, after you hear variation 1 of the first recorded performance, you will hear a 
beep, after the beep, move the pointer on the dial to the right to indicate the degree to 
which you agree with the first criterion statement listed for variation 1, “Built phrases 
properly, Played dynamics appropriately, Played expressions aptly.” Leave the pointer 
there until you hear the next announcement, and return the pointer to the leftmost 0 point 
after evaluating each variation and wait for the next one to begin.  
 
Let’s try a practice example together. Please refer to the evaluation criterion on the next 
page as you are listening to each variation. 
 
 You may ask questions after you give it a try. 
 
Ready? Here is the practice example.  
 
(♪ ♬ ~~~~~~) 
 
Do you have any question? 
 

Table #  
Instrument  

University Level 
Second year  
Post-second year  
Graduate   

Ensemble teaching 
experience 
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Let’s get ready to complete the evaluation. Turn your pointer to the leftmost 0 position to 
prepare for the 20 recorded examples. 
 
Please listen carefully and move the pointer to show your perception of performance 
achievement. 
	
	
	
♫ Evaluation Criterion ♩ 
	
	

Variation	1:	Musicality	

Built	melody	phrases	aptly	

Played	various	dynamics	effectively	

Making	balance	among	parts	ideally	

Played	expressions	effectively	

Variation	2:	Technical	Accuracy	

Played	rhythms	steadily	

Improved	intonation	accurately	

Produced	articulations	precisely	

Kept	tempo	correctly	
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APPENDIX M 
	

RAW	DATA	FROM	THE	SECOND	PHASE	OF	DATA	COLLECTING	(EVALUATION)
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APPENDIX N 
	

PANEL	REVIEW	SHEET	FOR	REHEARSAL	VIDEO	CLIPS	
	
	

	 Low																																																																																			High	

Delivery	Instructions	
Clearly	

1																				2																				3																					4																				5	
Comments:	
	 	

Minimal	Movement	in	
Verbal-Only	
Instruction	

1																				2																				3																					4																				5	
Comments:	
	

Appropriate	Gestures	
with	Verbal	
Instruction	

1																				2																				3																					4																				5	
Comments:	

Feedback	Correctly	

1																				2																				3																					4																				5	
Comments:	

Correction	on	An	
Appropriate	Measure	

1																				2																				3																					4																				5	

Comments:	
	

Reinforcement	in	
Appropriate	Time	

1																				2																				3																					4																				5	
Comments:	
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APPENDIX  O
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&
&

#
#
#

43
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.œ jœ œ
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œ œ œ œ

œ œ œ œ

œ œ œ

f

&
&
&

#
#
#

Bb Cl. 1
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14 .˙ U

.˙

.˙

œ œ œ

œ œ œ

œ œ œ

Andante

.œ jœ œ

.œ jœ œ

.œ jœ œ
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œ œ œ

œ œ œ

œ œ œ

.œ jœ œ

.œ jœ œ
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&
&
&

#
#
#

Bb Cl. 1

Bb Cl. 2

Bb Cl. 3
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.œ jœ œ
.œ jœ œ

œ œ œ
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œ œ œ
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œ œ œ œ
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&
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29 œ. œ. œ.
œ. œ. œ.
œ. œ. œ.

Allegretto

.œ jœ œ

.œ jœ œ

.œ jœ œ

œ. œ. œ.

œ. œ. œ.
œ. œ. œ.

.œ jœ œ

.œ jœ œ

.œ jœ œ

œ. œ. œ.
œ. œ. œ.
œ. œ. œ.
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.˙

œ̆ œ̆ œ̆

œ̆ œ̆ œ̆

œfl œfl œfl

&
&
&

#
#
#

Bb Cl. 1

Bb Cl. 2

Bb Cl. 3

36 .œ̆ Jœ̆ œ̆
.œ̆ jœfl œfl
.œfl

jœfl œfl

œä œä œä

œâ œâ œâ
œâ œâ œâ

.œä Jœ
ä œâ

.œâ
jœâ œâ

.œâ jœâ œâ

œ- œ- œ- œ- œ-
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œ- œ- œ-

.œ Jœ. œ

.œ jœ. œ
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.-̇

.-̇

.-̇

2 AMERICA



 141	

&
&
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b
b
b
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Flute 1

Flute 2

Flute 3

œ œ œ

œ œ œ

œ œ œ
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P
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œ œ œ
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œ œ œ

œ œ œ
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œ œ œ œ œ
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œ œ œ œ
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œ œ œ
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&

b
b
b

Fl. 1

Fl. 2

Fl. 3
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&
&
&

# # #

# # #

# # #

43

43

43

Eb Alto 
Saxophone 1

Eb Alto 
Saxophone 2

Eb Alto 
Saxophone 3

œ œ œ

œ œ œ

œ œ œ

Moderato

P .œ jœ œ

.œ jœ œ

.œ jœ œ

œ œ œ

œ œ œ
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.œ Jœ œ
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œ œ œ
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œ œ œ
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œ œ œ
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# # #

# # #
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Sax. 1
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22 .œ Jœ œ
.œ Jœ œ
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œ œ œ
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Horn in F 1

Horn in F 2

Horn in F 3
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œ œ œ

œ œ œ
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œ œ œ

œ œ œ
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œ œ œ
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