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ABSTRACT 
 

 
Although many teachers use concurrent instructional strategies, little is known about how or 

when they function in rehearsal, or how frequently they are employed.  The purpose of the 

present study was to examine pitched and unpitched concurrent instructional behaviors as they 

occurred naturally in secondary choral rehearsals over time.  Three master teachers (two male, 

one female) with at least 10, 20, and 30 years of teaching experience, respectively, recorded their 

rehearsals over the course of approximately six weeks, from the introduction of a new piece of 

literature, through the point in time when it is deemed Òperformance-readyÓ by the director.  

Data were recorded, on average, twice per week, in the form 15-20 minutes of audio footage, and 

sent to the researcher for analysis.  Results indicate that mean concurrent instruction was present 

for 25.88% of a given rehearsal.  The most frequently used pitched behavior was singing and the 

most frequently used unpitched behavior was the academic hustle.  Potential implications for 

music education practitioners and directions for future research are discussed.    
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

INTRODUCTION  
 
 

Across multiple decades of teacher classroom research, verbal and nonverbal behaviors 

have been examined in varied instructional settings.  In addition, patterns for instruction, student 

practicing, and delivering feedback have been studied.  What has long been visible, but seldom 

isolated, is the learning that occurs when students are performing and teachers are concurrently 

reinforcing (i.e. ÒhustlingÓ/coaching).  Since little is known of this phenomenon, this study seeks 

to investigate all possible concurrent instructional behaviors in a choral setting.  Three 

outstanding teachers at varied points in their careers (early, middle, late) serve as participants for 

this broad-based investigation.   

Studies have pinpointed several behavioral characteristics of effective teachers.  One 

important study in the field of music education examined high-magnitude conductors 

(Yarbrough, 1975).  She found that students tend to show preference towards high-magnitude 

conductors and display on-task behaviors with greater frequency, as compared to those teachers 

who exhibit low-magnitude tendencies.  Teachers who were high-magnitude exhibited 

characteristics such as increased eye contact, varied vocal inflection and dynamic contrasts, 

charismatic gesticulations, contrasting facial expressions, and quick instructional 

pacing.  Similarly, it has also been shown that teachers who display enthusiasm (Cox, 1989), 

ÒlivelyÓ pacing, (Younger, 1998; Silveira, 2014) and teach with a certain level of intensity 

(Madsen, Standley, & Cassidy, 1989), often find success in the classroom.   

Classrooms that foster positive learning environments display teachers who are 

knowledgeable of subject matter, and able to deliver content to students in an efficient 
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manner.  Seemingly, this is an easy task.  However, the body of educational research pinpointing 

the vast behaviors and characteristics of effective teaching would suggest otherwise.   

Teaching techniques have been compared to a quiver full of arrows.  If one arrow is used 

and it does not hit the mark, another one should be ready instantly, and another, and 

another, until the point you are trying to put across is comprehended by all.  Techniques 

should not be regarded as good or bad, but rather as effective or ineffective in a specific 

situation with a specific group of children (Morgan & Morgan, 1960, p. 104). 

Many educational practitioners and researchers would agree that no two teachers are 

alike.  While the end result may be similar in many classrooms (i.e. student progression), the 

road from start to finish can look quite different.  Teachers employ different tactics for students 

present within the classroom at any given moment.  As pointed out by Morgan and Morgan 

(1960), different learners require different strategies, and the best educators teach towards this 

principle.   

Research has confirmed the use of teaching patterns (Price, 1983; 1992; Price & 

Yarbrough, 1993) as an effective means to deliver content to students.  Ideally, Òone-two-threeÓ 

patterns allow teachers to break down information to its simplest form, usually as a part to a 

whole, and provide students with multiple opportunities for success.  Step one is the presentation 

of a task, step two is allowing the students to respond to the given task, and step three allows the 

teacher to provide feedback as needed.  These patterns are most effective in complete form 

(Price, 1992) and are generally deemed as an efficient way to teach.  What often happens in real-

time, however, is not always as simple as Òone-two-three.Ó  Teachers can be interrupted by a host 

of reasons, choose to delay the opportunity to provide feedback (Hendel, 1995), or decide to 

interject and teach while students are in response of a given task.  Subsequent study of patterns 
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across time has provided support for using feedback (Ò3Ó) as needed, rather than with every task 

and response (Ò1Ð2Ó) (Bowers, 1999).   

Other disciplines have been using similar teaching patterns to those observed in music, 

with slight variation.  In the sports world, for example, many coaches use ÒhustlingÓ (Gallimore 

& Tharp, 2004) or Òconcurrent instruction,Ó (Claxton, 1988; Potrac, Jones & Armour, 2002; 

Partington & Cushion, 2013) as a supplement to the presentation and response of assigned 

tasks.  These behaviors occur in real-time, during student performance, and can be nestled within 

the sequential patterns of instruction.  ÒHustles,Ó as defined by Tharp and Gallimore (1976), are 

verbal statements or questions linked to activate or intensify previously given directives.  To 

illustrate, a basketball coach may introduce to his players the proper technique for guarding an 

opponent.  As he models, he might say something like, ÒFeet forward, knees bent, back straight, 

chin up, hands up like youÕre a grizzly bear!Ó  The second step would be to allow the students to 

complete the task; however, instead of waiting to provide further instruction or feedback, the 

coach interjects short statements or quips to proactively remind the players of concepts 

previously addressed.  ÒKnees bent! Grizzly bear hands! Chin up! Good, Jacob.Ó  This technique, 

often simply referred to as Òcoaching,Ó is a proactive and efficient way to deliver content to 

players, and is generally viewed as effective among coaches across many sports.    

The same technique is often used in many music classrooms, though it has not been 

thoroughly investigated.  Many teachers exhibit talk-over behaviors, but only a few studies to 

date have mentioned the idea of concurrent instruction in the music setting.  ÒCatch-wordsÓ 

(Coward, 1914), Òmid-trial statementsÓ (Thurman, 1977), Òco-verbal instructionÓ (Culver, 1989), 

Òacademic hustlesÓ (Dunn, 1997), and Òreal-time instructionÓ (Rohwer, 1997) have all been used 
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to describe the kind of instruction that happens simultaneously when students are in performance 

of assigned tasks.   

Purpose Statement 

Although many teachers use concurrent instructional strategies, little is known about how 

or when they function in rehearsal, or how frequently they are employed.  The purpose of the 

present study was to examine pitched and unpitched concurrent instructional behaviors as they 

occurred naturally in the secondary choral rehearsal over time.  Three master teachers (two male, 

one female) with at least 10, 20, and 30 years of teaching experience, respectively, were 

observed over the course of approximately six weeks, from the introduction of a new piece of 

literature, through the point in time when it is deemed Òperformance-readyÓ by the director.  The 

selection of repertoire was chosen at the discretion of each individual choral director.  Data from 

participants were collected, on average, twice per week, in the form 15-20 minutes of audio 

footage (12 fifteen minute rehearsals).  Resultant footage was analyzed using SCRIBE 4 (Duke 

& Strammen, 2012), a flexible data analysis program which allows for coding digital 

observations.  Output from this platform includes chronological records of event timings, 

interactive timelines of coded behavior, and summary tables of observation intervals.  

Additionally, individual pitched and unpitched behaviors were tallied using a self-created 

frequency observation form.   

Research Questions 

Relevant questions to this study include:  

1.! How frequently do teachers use concurrent instruction?  What is the mean percentage of 

overall time spent using this technique in rehearsal of a targeted piece? 

2.! What is the ratio of pitched to unpitched concurrent instruction (i.e. sung vs. spoken)?   
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3.! How does concurrent instruction function in secondary choral rehearsals?  Of the 

observed categories, which techniques are employed most frequently? 

4.! Does teacher usage of concurrent instructional strategy change over time?   

5.! How do concurrent instructional tendencies compare among teachers at various stages in 

their career (early, middle, late)? 

6.! Are teachers aware they use concurrent instruction?  If so, what specific behaviors do 

they feel are important components to their teaching? 

7.! How is concurrent instruction used in a rehearsal?  What are the tendencies for delivery 

(proactive or reactive)? 

Definition of Terms 

 The following terms have been identified in the literature relating to teacher talk-over 

behaviors while students are in performance of assigned tasks.   

Catch Words:  Short words or phrases to embody a well-understood idea used prevent long

 explanations, corrections, and tiresome reproofs (Coward, 1914)   

Concurrent Instruction:  Cues, reminders, or prompts given during execution of the desired

 action (Claxton, 1985; Partington & Cushion, 2013)   

Co-verbal Instruction:  Co-strategies employ modeling and other devices while offering limited

 verbiage to support the response.  These strategies are slightly less effective than

 nonverbal strategies but are very functional in efficient teaching (Culver, 1989) 

Hustles:  Verbal statements used to activate or intensify previous instructed behavior (Bloom,

 Crumpton & Anderson, 1999; Claxton, 1985; Lacy & Darst, 1985; Partington &

 Cushion, 2013; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976)  
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Mid-trial Statements:  Short statements or comments made when students are in the middle of a

 performance trial (Thurman, 1977)   

Real-time Instruction:  Instruction given while students are amid a musical attempt (Rohwer,

 1997) 

Teacher Performance: Teacher performing at the same time as the ensemble (Derby, 2001).   

Delimitations 

This investigation examined teacher phonated behaviors when students were in 

performance of assigned tasks.  Therefore, there are boundaries to the scope of this research.  

First, this study made no attempt to codify nonverbal cues.  Second, because this study examines 

audio data only, student on-task/off-task behaviors could not be documented.  Finally, no attempt 

was made to determine the effectiveness of concurrent instructional usage by teachers.     

Limitations  

Implications for this small-group case study are not generalizable.  Data collected were of 

one musical selection rehearsed over time.  Additionally, participants worked solely with their 

advanced students during a single class period.  These results could be vastly different if students 

with different developmental levels were represented.   

Second, participants were asked to record every rehearsal of their selected piece from its 

introduction to the point in time when it was deemed Òperformance ready.Ó  Case-study design 

allows for participant choice, so there is no way of knowing if every rehearsal was documented.  

Participants were advised to adhere to a set schedule and sent reminders twice a week for the 

duration of data collection, but there is no way of knowing if this task was attained.  

Additionally, the term Òperformance readyÓ is highly subjective, and it would be impossible to 

determine if a) this set standard was achieved, or b) a subsequent performance took place.  
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Participants were told that students did not have to perform selections in front of a live audience.  

Had this been a benchmark for the study, results might have been different.   

Finally, nine pitched variables and eleven unpitched variables were represented on the 

observation form, for a total of 20 variables.  Some of these variables happened quickly and 

contiguously and could easily be missed, even with repeated listening of rehearsal fragments.  

Concurrent behaviors that fell on the border of a complete cycle of instruction were often not 

documented by the primary researcher.  Concurrent instruction, as defined by this study, is any 

occurrence of teacher phonation while students are in performance of assigned tasks.  If a 

teaching cycle was audibly nearing its end but the students were still singing, the primary 

researcher did not mark these behaviors as Òconcurrent.Ó  These behaviors could have very easily 

been mislabeled by an inter-rater observer because students are technically still singing.  When 

averaging instructional tendencies cross 20 variables, even one mislabeled disagreement can 

yield unfavorable results.  Perhaps only unpitched (spoken) variables need to be quantified in 

future studies.   
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CHAPTER TWO  
 

REVIEW OF RELATED LI TERATURE  
 

 
Music teachers and rehearsal technicians use a variety of instructional techniques to 

ensure student success.  Many of these strategies are grounded in research, while some are the 

result of trial-and-error learning.  A pilot study of the current investigation found that teacher 

behaviors occurred in real-time, during student performance, and were often associated with 

previously given directives.  Efficient use of time, modeling, sequential delivery of content and 

proper reinforcement have been demonstrated to be important constituents in studentsÕ 

acquisition of skill.  This review of literature will address these topics and the use of concurrent 

instruction in sports and music.   

Time Use 
 

Time is a precious commodity and most teachers would agree there is generally not 

enough of it.  Testing procedures, inclement weather, in-school functions, etc., often hamstring 

educators from meeting personalized performance standards with student ensembles.  ÒIf only I 

had more timeÓ is a common catch-phrase shared among educators, music or otherwise.  It 

would appear, then, efficient use of time is a worthy pursuit for any classroom teacher.   

Since the 1970s, researchers have sought to determine how general music teachers, 

conductors, and private teachers use their time in practice settings.  Through descriptive and 

experimental studies, researchers have pinpointed that use of classroom time generally falls into 

one of three categories: 1) performance, 2) teaching, or 3) Ògetting readyÓ activities (Witt, 1986).  

Time spent in each of these categories varies depending on age level and type of group.   

Time Use in Elementary Settings 

Elementary school music teachers have demonstrated greater tendencies towards teaching 
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and less on student performance.  Forsythe (1977) observed 262 elementary music classes during 

one academic year and found teaching to be the highest observed behavior, accounting for 41.6% 

of total time.  Conversely, time spent in music performance (i.e. singing, playing) was 

30.6%.  Orman (2002) found similar results in a study observing music education and music 

specialists, noting one key difference in their use of time: modeling.  Talking (teaching) was the 

largest proportion of time (46.36%), followed by modeling as the second most time-consuming 

activity, totaling 21.57%.  Modeling was divided between modeling alone (10.71%), and 

modeling with students during performance (10.86%).  It was defined as, Òthe teacher engaged in 

singing, playing, singing and moving, singing and playing, verbal rhythm, movement, or a 

combination of those activities with or without the studentsÓ (p. 159).  Time spent in student 

performance were like ForsytheÕs (1977) findings, noted at 36.65%.   

 Novice and Experienced Teacher Comparisons.  Comparisons between novice and 

experienced teachers in their use of time have also been examined in the elementary setting.  

Wagner and Strul (1979) observed pre-service teachers (n1=9), interns (n2=9), and experienced 

teachers (n3=9) in an elementary music classroom over a duration of 20 weeks to compare time 

use, feedback, and student attitudes.  Using the Music Teaching Reinforcement-Activities Form 

(Moore, 1976), each teacher was observed twice in fifteen-minute intervals.  It was found that 

experienced teachers spent significantly less time giving directions than either of the other 

experimental groups.  Similarly, Moore and Bonney (1987) compared teaching time between 

experienced teachers and student teachers in general music classrooms.  Sixty participants 

(n1=30, n2=30) were observed teaching a 20-minute lesson to an average class size of 

22.  Piloted from a preliminary study, the Music Teacher Interaction/Activities Form (Moore, 

1976) was developed to isolate instructional differences between experienced and student 
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teachers.  Key findings from this study included: 1) experienced teachers gave more approval to 

students than did student teachers; 2) 47% of time was spent in performance, while 53% was 

devoted to discussing music; 3) experienced teachers had higher rates of student attentiveness; 

and 4) student teachers spent more time in each instance of an activity, as compared to 

experienced teachers.   

Cross-cultural Comparisons.  Cross-cultural studies have also compared time use in 

general music classrooms.  Moore (1981) examined comparisons between American and British 

elementary music teachers in their use of instructional time.  Sixty elementary music teachers 

(n1=30, n2=30) served as participants in a fifty-mile radius near Eugene, Oregon and Reading, 

England.  Participants were videotaped teaching a twenty-minute lesson and instructional 

tendencies were observed using the Music Teaching Interaction-Activities Form (Moore, 

1976).  Despite remarkably similar instructional tendencies from teachers between the two 

countries, several important conclusions were drawn from this study.  First, British teachers 

tended to spend more time singing with children than did American teachers.  British teachers 

spent approximately six minutes of a twenty-minute lesson singing with children, whereas 

American teachers sang for approximately five minutes, cumulatively.  Second, American 

specialists tended to have a larger number of teaching activities planned during instructional 

time.  Third, both groups spent nearly half of the time devoted to musical activities.   Finally, 

teachers from both countries gave more approval to students than disapproval.   

Time Use in Secondary Performance Ensembles 

In contrast to elementary music settings where teaching appears to be a primary focus, 

secondary performance ensembles have demonstrated more time in student performance and less 

time spent teaching.  Caldwell (1980) investigated rehearsal behaviors of 15 successful high 
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school choral conductors, specifically as they relate to use of time.  A self-designed observation 

form, called the Choral Rehearsal Observation Form (CROF), was used to analyze collected 

data.  Findings indicated rehearsal trials accounted for 65% of total time, compared to verbal 

behaviors at 35%.  Thurman (1977) found similar results when comparing five choral 

conductorsÕ (rural high school conductor, metropolitan high school conductor, clinic conductor, 

university conductor, and professional conductor) use of time in rehearsal.  He found that, on 

average, conductors talked for 40% of rehearsal.  Of those verbalizations, 58% were devoted to 

addressing Robert ShawÕs elements of choral performance (phrasing/dynamics, time, 

text/diction, style, pitch, vocal production, and tone color).  Interestingly, data from both studies 

(Caldwell, 1980; Thurman, 1977) are like self-reports from high school band directors in 

Missouri claiming that 63.01% of classroom activities was spent rehearsing music selections 

(Silvey, 2013).  It appears, then, teachers of choral and instrumental ensembles can be accurate 

in pinpointing how much time is allotted for performance and teaching in rehearsal.   

 Novice and Experienced Teacher Comparisons.  Comparisons among experienced and 

novice teachers have also been examined in secondary performance ensemble rehearsals.  

Goolsby (1996) compared experienced, novice, and student teachersÕ use of time in instrumental 

rehearsals.  Sixty rehearsals were videotaped of secondary instrumental ensembles to analyze 

typical rehearsal structures and teacher behaviors (i.e. preparation time, teacher talk, time in 

musical selection, etc.).  When comparing the three groups, data revealed: 1) experienced 

teachers spent more than half the rehearsal time in performance and talked the least during 

rehearsals; 2) student teachers allowed students to perform the least while talking the most, 

totaling nearly 40% of the rehearsal.  A related study by Goolsby (1999) compared 10 experts 

and 10 novice teachers preparing an identical composition for a rated performance.  This study 
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revealed similar results to previous studies of the same author (1996/1997) in that novices spent 

more time overall preparing an identical composition (nearly twice as much), most of which was 

dominated by verbal instruction.  Additionally, expert teachers spent more time in performance 

than did novices and stopped and started less frequently.    

 Time Use in Non-Performance Activities.  Time use in non-performance activities has 

also been investigated.  To determine how much time was spent attempting to develop higher-

order thinking skills, Watkins (1993) examined nonperformance activities in 29 middle and 

junior high school choral rehearsals. She found that 40.4% of rehearsal time was spent in non-

performance activities, which included lower-order thinking (33.86%), higher-order thinking 

(.84%) and non-specific activity and silence (5.7%).  A follow up study of the same design 

(Watkins, 1996) examined 32 high school concert choir working with their most advanced choral 

groups in 15-minute time segments.  Results of this study were remarkably similar, with 38% of 

time spent in non-performance activities and 62% spent in student performance. 

 Time Use and Attentiveness and Attitude.  Active participation appears to be a 

keystone for on-task behavior (Yarbrough & Price, 1981).  A study by Witt (1986) investigated 

use of class time and student attentiveness in secondary orchestra and band rehearsals 

(N=48).  Results indicated the largest percentage of class time was spent in student performance 

(43.3%), followed by teaching episodes (38.9%), and getting ready activities (17.8%).  It was 

also found that student off-task behavior was lower when students were performing (3.4%), 

compared to when they were not (17.8%).  These data certainly support ForsytheÕs (1977) notion 

that activities involving ÒactiveÓ participation yield more student engagement.  Similarly, a 1983 

study by Madsen and Geringer examined the attending behavior of students in university music 

classes as a function of student classroom activities.  One hundred twenty music classes, 40 of 
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which were choral/instrumental performance ensembles, were observed to determine the effect 

of the following variables: 1) teacher lecture; 2) student discussion; 3) performance; 4) listening; 

5) music dictation; and 6) Ògetting readyÓ activities, on on-task behavior.  Primary results 

indicated that students were more on-task when engaged in performance activities, and off-task 

levels were highest during getting ready activities.  

Student attitudes have also been examined in relationship to time use.  A study by 

Spralding (1985) examined the effect of timeout from performance on attentiveness and attitude 

of university band students.  Timeout periods lasted 15, 30, or 45 seconds and varied in 

frequency over six experimental trials.  In this study, slightly more off-task behavior was 

exhibited during timeout periods than performance periods.  Additionally, students also favored 

rehearsals with the fewest timeout periods.  

Changes Across Time 

Use of time in a rehearsal setting has also been shown to change over time.  Cox (1986) 

examined choral time usage between a high school and a university director in rehearsals leading 

up to performances.  In addition to overall time spent, director approvals, disapprovals, and other 

responses were documented over a span of 14 rehearsals.  Results indicated an overall decline in 

non-performance activities between both directors until the last few rehearsals, at which point in 

time an inverse relationship occurred.  During the last four rehearsals in the high school setting, 

non-performance time increased, whereas performance time increased with the university 

director.  In addition, both directors used consistent reinforcement patterns where approvals 

increased and disapprovals decreased over time.   

Pacing has also been investigated in relationship to time use.  Arthur (2002) examined 

experienced teachers use of time in choral rehearsals of beginning and advanced choirs.  Five 
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experienced teachers were videotaped twice, once working with a beginning choir, once working 

an advanced choir.  Activity shifts occurred on average 4.5 times among beginning choirs, and 

3.8 with advanced groups.  Consistent with previous research, the two most observed behaviors 

were teacher instruction and student performance, at 408 and 609 occurrences, respectively.  One 

major finding in this study is that faster and slower pacing were present through all 

rehearsals.  This study showed pacing as a Òcomplex part of effective teaching strategies needed 

for enhancement of student learningÓ (p. 125).    

Modeling 

Most everything we learn is based on experience.  From pinpointing how to properly eat 

with a spoon, to learning how to ride a bike, keen observation and imitation in developmental 

stages is imperative to the acquisition of skill.  Some even maintain that talent, perseverance, 

intuition, etc., are learned through repetition, not inheritance, and skills are best developed with 

practice and persistence (Suzuki & Suzuki, 1983).  Through proper modeling and imitation, we 

learn to reach a goal.  As musicians, if a sound is audiated in our mindÕs eye we are more apt 

achieve the desired result.  

In music, modeling has been defined as a presentation that may occur through a live or 

recorded medium that may later be imitated by the observer (Madsen, Greer, & Madsen, 

1975).  Most education practitioners endorse the use of modeling in their methods, and it has 

been shown to be a frequent conductor activity (Babb, 2010; Fonza, 2014; Moore, 1988; 

Thurman, 1977; Tyson, 1988).  To illustrate, Watkins (1986) examined high school directorsÕ 

use of modeling, metaphorical language, and musical/technical language as they related to 

student attentiveness and found modeling to be a technique employed 27.8% of rehearsal time.   
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A review of research by Dickey (1992) provided several deductions about the use of 

modeling in music teaching and learning: 1) positive relationships exist between teacher 

modeling and student performance; 2) students learn to make increasingly complex musical 

discriminations through modeling, via both musically appropriate and inappropriate 

demonstrations and imitations; 3) modeling is an effective strategy throughout a wide age 

distribution (i.e. elementary through graduate level); 4) modeling is a more effective strategy 

than verbal description for teaching musical performance; 5) musical models (both appropriate 

and inappropriate, or correct and incorrect) must be accurate models in order to be effective. 

Modeling has been demonstrated to be a successful tool across many age levels and for 

accomplishing many tasks, including pitch matching (Duvvuru, 2012; Eaton, 1994; Gratton, 

1989; Green, 1990; Kamman, 1998; Small & McCachern, 1983; Yarbrough, et. al; 1991, 1992, 

1995) and accuracy (Boardman, 1964; Montgomery, 1988; Price, et. al., 1994), expressivity 

(Ebie, 1999/2004; Woody, 1999, 2006), development of tone (Babb, 2008; Fonza, 2014; Rupp, 

1992), performance achievement (Mang, 1995/1997; Mann, 2008; Sang, 1987) and attitude 

(Mann, 2008), discrimination training (Baker, 1980; Delzell, (1989), and practice conditions 

(Puopolo, 1971; Rosenthal, 1984; Rosenthal, et. al., 1988).  Researchers have also investigated 

the effects of gender modeling (Michaud, 2014; Odom, 1991; Williams, 1994) on skill 

development.  For the purpose of this study, only modeling in the choral context will be 

discussed.  

Modeling in Choral Rehearsals  

Modeling in the choral rehearsal is delivered in many forms.  A descriptive study by 

Grimland (2001/2005) analyzed characteristics of teacher-directed modeling in high school 

choral rehearsals.  After 16 weeks of observation, her exploration revealed three primary forms 
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of modeling: 1) audible, 2) visible, and 3) process models.  First, audible models were teacher 

generated and included speech, chant, rhythmic renderings, rhythmic readings, and pitch 

renderings.  Addendums to audible modeling included Òstatic phonationÓ and Òdynamic 

phonation.Ó  Static phonation is the process of singing the final word of a phrase without regard 

to its rhythmic value to emphasize cutoff or consonant endings.  Dynamic phonation, on the 

other hand, refers to modeling dynamic contours by a rhythmic or melodic performance of a 

single voice part.  Second, visible models (physical and facial) were characterized as 

demonstrations of musical performances communicated by physical gestures or conducted 

cues.  Finally, process models were demonstrations of the steps involved in completing musical 

tasks.  Process models Òaddressed aspects of musical performance and were meant to contribute 

to studentsÕ autonomy as musiciansÓ (Grimland, 2005, p. 10).  Findings of this study revealed 

that modeling was used daily by participants, irrespective of age or experience, and increased in 

cognitive complexity (basic imitation vs. sequential models for problem solving) over time.   

Modeling and Expressivity.  Modeling has been shown to be an effective medium for 

teaching emotional expressivity.  A study by Ebie (1999/2004) sought to determine if middle 

school students could be taught to convey emotions of happiness, sadness, anger, and fear while 

singing.  Four treatments were presented (traditional instruction, aural modeling, kinesthetic 

exploration, and audio-visual learning) to determine if 1) participants could be taught to sing 

with emotional expressivity, and 2) if one treatment methodology would show greater gains for 

accomplishing this task.  Male and female participants (n1=26, n2=30) were taught a 16-bar 

melody, sung acapella, and were divided into one of four treatment groups.  Prompted with 

specific cues tailored under each treatment condition, participants sang the melody a total of 16 

times.  A panel of judges used Likert ratings to determine if students could appropriately convey 
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the emotion which they were presented.  Results showed vocal modeling received the highest 

ratings for any treatment, and its use was deemed more effective than verbal instruction.   

Modeling and Performance Achievement.  Modeling has also been used to boost 

performance achievement.  Mann (2008) examined the effects of vocal modeling on music 

achievement and student attitude.  Using a Ò1Ð2Ð3Ó sequential pattern template (Yarbrough & 

Price, 1981), high school students (N=48) rehearsed six times under two treatment 

conditions.  The first condition delivered musical information to students through vocal 

modeling (singing); the second through speech directed modeling (i.e. semantic processing or 

verbal imagery).  Both conditions were followed by student performance and teacher 

reinforcement.  Positive effects were found on group musical achievement and student attitudes 

under the vocal modeling condition, while speech directed modeling had a negative effect.   

Modeling and Gender.  The role of gender modeling can also influence performance.  A 

1994 study by Williams investigated the effect of gender modeling on high school choral 

studentsÕ ability to match pitch.  Sixty-seven singers from four high school choral programs who 

met the following criteria: 1) male students taught by a male teacher; 2) male students taught by 

a female teacher; 3) female students taught by a male teacher; 4) female students taught by a 

female teacher, served as participants.  Students responded to male and female vocal models 

across two sessions.  It was found that high school students matched pitch more accurately with 

models of their own gender.  

Theoretical Framework for the Acquisition of Skill 

 Many theoretical frameworks exist as to how humans approach learning, most of which 

fall into one of two categories: behaviorist (or connectionist) and cognitivist (Medcof and Roth, 

1991).  Behaviorists are primarily concerned with stimulus (S) and response (R) connections.  
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These ÒSÐRÓ connections are important to behavioral psychologists when stimuli can be 

manipulated and direct observation allows for inference of its function on human behavior.  

Cognitivists, on the other hand, argue the human mind is too difficult to understand and the SÐR 

approach cannot encapsulate its complexity.  Of principal importance to a cognitive theorist is 

understanding how the brain processes information and how things are structured in the human 

mind.  The German theory of Gestalt psychology is one such example (Child, 2007).  The 

difference between these two opinions is simply in the approach: part (behavioral) versus whole 

(cognitive).  For the purposes of this review, only the former will be discussed.  For an overview 

of cognitive learning approach, see Child (2007), p. 170.   

 The study of human behavior has origins near the end of the 19th century and the early 

20th century.  Wundt in Germany, Pavlov in Russia, and Watson and Thorndike in the USA, 

were some of the first to establish a broad-based understanding of human behavior in the context 

of stimulusÐresponse conditioning (Child, 2007).  Direct observation from experimental trials of 

animal and childhood learning led Watson to conclude that ÒstimulusÐresponse (SÐR) 

connections are more likely to be established the more frequently or recently an SÐR bond 

occursÓ (Watson, 1931; Medcof and Roth, 1991; Hill, 2002 from Child, 2007, p. 163).  This is 

commonly known in the field of psychology as the contiguity theory.  The process of repeated 

stimulusÐresponse problem solving is known as trial-and-error learning.  

Concurring with WatsonÕs theory of contiguity, Thorndike upheld that the key to the SÐR 

bond is in the response (feedback). ÒSatisfying and gratifying outcomes from a response are 

more likely to lead to that response reappearing; in other words, the SÐR connection is reinforced 

whenever satisfying results are apparentÓ (Child, 2007, p. 164).  This is known as the Law of 

Effect, a principle advanced by Thorndike.   
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 Work by other psychologists, such as Pavlov, demonstrated that humans and animals 

alike could be trained to respond to a neutral stimulus.  In his classic study, he paired the use of a 

tuning fork (neutral stimulus) with a meat powder to impel a salivation reflex in a dog.  

Immediately following the striking of a tuning fork, a meat powder was presented and the dog 

would salivate.  Over time, the meat powder was removed from the experiment and the tuning 

fork served as the sole stimulus, causing the dog to salivate at its chime.  The use of a neutral 

stimulus to pair an association is known as classical conditioning (Child, 2007). 

 Expanding upon the work of Thorndike, American psychologist B.F. Skinner (1938) used 

Òoperant conditioningÓ to change behavior through reinforcement, given after a desired response.  

An important experiment by Skinner using a pigeon expounded some basic principles about how 

we learn.  Using a series of rewards through intermittent reinforcement, the pigeon was trained to 

move clockwise and counterclockwise until a figure eight pattern had been learned.  This 

experiment led Skinner to draw several valuable conclusions about learning: 

! ! Each step in the learning process should be short and should grow out of previously 

learned behavior. 

! ! In the early stages, learning should be regularly rewarded and at all stages carefully 

controlled by a schedule of continuous and/or intermittent reinforcement.  

! ! Reward should follow quickly when the correct response appears.  This is referred to as 

feedback and is based on the principle that motivation is enhanced when we are informed 

of our progress.  This is allied to the point made above, since to ensure a high success rate 

the steps in the learning process must be sufficiently small and within the capacities of 

the learner.   
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! ! The learner should be given an opportunity to discover stimulus discriminations for the 

most likely path to success.  In the pigeon experiment, the bird has to perceive the 

difference between clockwise and anticlockwise motion (Child, 2007, p. 169).   

Reinforcement generally falls into one of two categories: differential or successive 

approximation.  Differential reinforcement occurs when responses have met a certain standard, 

whereas successive approximation reinforces behavior that approximates to that required (Child, 

2007).  Reinforced behavior tends to be repeated (i.e. strengthened); unreinforced behavior tends 

to die out-or be extinguished (i.e. weakened) (McLeod, 2015).   

Evolution and Expansion of Sequential Patterns of Instruction 

 The early part of the 1970s sustained a significant output of research related to 

educational settings and the teaching of students (Porter & Brophy, 1988).  Many researchers 

observed teacher behaviors trying to distinguish effective teaching strategies of successful 

teachers.  Much like the behavioral studies of connectionists like Watson, Thorndike, and 

Skinner, for example, similar trends emerged.  In its simplest form, Becker Engelmann, and 

Thomas (1971) describe teaching as a three-step process (SÐRÐS): 1) a teacher presents a 

stimulus (S), 2) a child responds (R), 3) a teacher follows with a consequence stimulus (S).  

More specifically, the teaching of any task can be broken down into three components: 1) preÐ

task component, 2) task component, 3) postÐtask component.   

 In the preÐtask component, the teacher must get the childrenÕs attention.  The task 

 component is made up of a routine designed to teach the task and one or more Ôdo itÕ 

 signals indicating when the children are to respond.  The postÐtask component provides 

 for reinforcement of right responses and correction of wrong responses (Becker, 

 Engelmann, & Thomas, 1971, p. 377).   
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This skeleton of the teaching process is the foundation of many instructional methods across 

multiple educational disciplines.  ÒDirect instructionÓ (Rosenshine, 1979), Òteaching in small 

stepsÓ (Brophy & Good, 1986), and Òsystematic instructionÓ (Katz, 1994) have also been used to 

describe this method of teaching.  In the field of music education, research supports using 

Òsequential patterns of instructionÓ as an effective way to teach and rehearse (Price, 1989).  

Irrespective of individual disciplines, education practitioners agree that delivering content to 

students in a systematic way is an effective model to deliver content to students. 

Sequential Patterns of Instruction  

From the early 1980s to the midÐ1990s, music education researchers have refined and 

expanded the threeÐstep model originally presented by Becker, Engelmann, and Thomas (1971).  

A complete Òsequential patternÓ in music includes three steps: 1) the teacher's presentation of an 

academic (or performance) task; 2) the student response (e.g., ensemble or individual 

performance, or response to a question); and 3) the teacher's specific related feedback (Price, 

1992).  When paired with feedback, complete sequential patterns of instruction are a preferred 

teaching method (Price & Yarbrough, 1991, 1993; Yarbrough, Price & Hendel, 1994).  Figure 

2.1 illustrates the original coding of teaching units from the 1981 study by Yarbrough and Price. 

 
ÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐ 
Teacher Presentation 
 1a: Academic task presentation (i.e., telling students how to play a passage or where to begin playing). 
 1s: Social task (i.e., telling students how to behave or making announcements about future activities). 

1c: Conducting task (i.e., a nonverbal modeling of the music or a nonverbal conducting signal for dynamic 
changes, beginning to play, stopping, style, phrasing, and tempo). 

 1o: OffÐtask statements (i.e., those not related to academic or social tasks).  
 
Student Response 
 2p: Performance by the entire ensemble. 
 2s: Sectional performance. 
 2v: Appropriate verbal response. 
 2nv: Nonverbal response 
 
 

Figure 2.1. Coding of Teaching Units (Yarbrough and Price, 1981, pp. 212Ð213) 
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Teacher Reinforcement 
 3va: Verbal academic or social approval (positive statement about student behavior).   
 3vd: Verbal academic or social disapproval (negative statement about student behavior).  
 3fa: Facial approval (a positive facial gesture). 
 3fd: Facial disapproval (a negative facial gesture). 
 
Errors: Encircled 3va, 3fa (approval of inappropriate behavior), encircled 3vd, 3fd (disapproval   
 of appropriate behavior), encircled 3vd/fa or 3va/fd (conflicting feedback.) 
 

 
Figure 2.1, continued 

 
 
 Based on the original model presented in 1981, an extension study by Price (1983) 

examined the effects of three different teaching cycles on studentsÕ attention, attitudes, and 

performance achievements.  The instrumental ensemble used in this study rehearsed five times 

under three different conditions: A) directions followed by ensemble performance; B) academic 

task presentations followed by directions and ensemble performance; and C) academic task 

presentations, directions, and ensemble performance, followed by conductor feedback.  As 

expected by the researcher, Treatment C had the highest student attitude ratings and the largest 

musical gains.  This study suggests student preference for feedback over no feedback in 

conjunction with the three dependent variables, attention, attitude, and performance achievement.   

 To determine what extent sequential patterns were being used in practical education 

settings, Yarbrough and Price (1989) followed up their earlier research from 1981 and evaluated 

rehearsals of freshmen and sophomore music education majors and experienced chorus and band 

teachers (N=79).  Their objective was to determine if the threeÐstep model was being employed 

as a verified teaching model.  Slight modifications were made to teaching codes in this study, as 

compared to the original presentation of teaching units in 1981.  Teacher presentations were 

expanded to include: 1dÐgiving directions (telling students who will play/sing, where to begin 

playing/singing); 1dcÐcounting beats, usually ending in Òready, play/sing,Ó or Òdo itÓ signals 

(Becker, Engelmann, and Thomas, 1971); and 1qÐquestioning (asking students about musical, 
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social, or directional tasks).  Student response categories remained the same, with the exception 

of Ò2sÓ (section performance), which was subtracted from this model.  Ò3faÓ (facial approval of 

academic or social behavior) and Ò3fdÓ (facial disapproval of academic or social behavior) were 

also eliminated from the teacher reinforcement category.  Additionally, all cycles that followed a 

1Ð2Ð3 pattern without error were deemed correct.  Errors occurred when 1) cycles contained 

only directions with no musical task content; 2) directions interrupted the flow between musical 

task presentation and performance; 3) reinforcement was not related to the task presented; and 4) 

a reinforcement mistake occurred.  It was found that more time was spent in incorrect teaching 

cycles than correct, the presentation of musical information occurred at a very low rate (less than 

20%), and the high rates of disapproval among experienced teachers were found to be 

ÒdisturbingÓ (Yarbrough and Price, 1989).  Author recommendations from this study stress the 

importance of using sequential patterns as a proactive teaching method and to consider 

Òinitiating student responses rather than simply reacting to themÓ (Yarbrough and Price, 1989, p. 

185). 

 Expansion of Sequential Patterns of Instruction.  A study by Hendel (1995) expanded 

earlier work by Yarbrough and Price (1981,1989) to suggest sequential patterns could still be 

complete and correct with intentional reinforcement delays.  Compared to the original 1Ð2Ð3 unit 

model (Yarbrough and Price, 1981), HendelÕs model includes simple and complex extended 

patterns.  Simple extended patterns include: single delayed patterns (1Ð2; 1Ð2Ð3), double delayed 

patterns (1Ð2, 1Ð2, 1Ð2Ð3) and triple delayed patterns (1Ð2, 1Ð2, 1Ð2, 1Ð2Ð3).  Complex 

extended patterns (four or more 1Ð2s ending in a 1Ð2Ð3) also could be used if extended 

commentary, extended drills, or varied delay strategies were employed.  Following an academic 

or directive presentation, an extended commentary allows for (1) student performance, listening 
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activities, and/or practice, and (2) continuous teacher guidance or commentary, which happens 

simultaneously and concludes in reinforcement (3).  Extended drill involves quick pacing and 

delivery of an academic or directive presentation, alternating with student responses, and 

concludes with reinforcement.  Varied delay allows for more accurate and/or thorough student 

responses following a normal complete 1Ð2Ð3 pattern.  Subsequent study of patterns across time 

has provided support for using feedback (Ò3Ó) as needed, rather than with every task and 

response (Ò1Ð2Ó) (Bowers, 1999).   

The extensions of the original operational definitions used in this study yielded different 

results than that of previous research (Yarbrough and Price, 1981, 1989).  By combining simple 

and complex patterns, this study revealed 89% of patterns were complete, which included 

reinforcement.  Also, interesting of note is that teachers in this study overall were highly 

approving (M=84%), student academic behaviors were reinforced (M=87%), and specific 

feedback (M=67%) was given.  This is vastly different from previous research by Yarbrough and 

Price (1989).     

Similar studies have also evaluated the use of sequential patterns in settings other than 

large ensembles.  Speer (1994), for example, investigated verbal behaviors of independent piano 

teachers in private lessons.  In this study, 47 lessons from 25 teachers were analyzed to isolate 

individual verbal behaviors and frequency of complete cycles of sequential patterns.  Speer 

expanded the academic musical task presentations to include teacher modeling, which included 

any occurrence of playing or singing by the teacher, and coaching, which was any teacher 

presentation or teacher reinforcement occurring simultaneously with student performance.  In 

addition, Òcounting beatsÓ during student performance was considered a component of academic 

musical information by the researcher, whereas this technique generally ceased in other studies 
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when the student began their individual responses in performance.  Results indicate that overall 

time spent in teaching pattern components was divided between teacher presentation (42.41%), 

student participation (47.25%), and verbal reinforcement (6.24%).  In addition, teacher coaching 

was used 18.7% of the time, modeling was used 16.45%, and frequencies of complete and 

correct teaching cycles were significantly lower than other patterns observed. 

 The introduction of the threeÐstep model originally presented by Yarbrough and Price 

(1981) has been observed and manipulated in many musical settings.  Sequential patterns have 

been observed in ensemble settings (Arnold, 1995; Goolsby, 1997, 1999; Price, 1983; Yarbrough 

& Hendel, 1993; Yarbrough & Price, 1993), private lessons (Benson, 1989; Duke & Madsen, 

1991; Speer, 1994), and elementary music classrooms (Hendel, 1995; Yarbrough & Hendel, 

1993).  Several experimental designs have also demonstrated the positive effects of sequential 

patterns in teacher preparation programs (Bowers; 1997; Jellison & Wolfe, 1987; Maclin, 1993; 

Price, 1992; Price & Yarbrough, 1993; Wolfe & Jellison, 1990; Yarbrough & Price, 1989; 

Yarbrough, Price, & Bowers, 1991; Yarbrough, Price, & Hendel, 1994).  While there are slight 

variations of observed instructional patterns and operational definitions, the research endorses 

the use of sequential patterns of instruction in musical settings.  

Feedback 
 

The final component to a complete instructional patternÐverbal feedbackÐis one of the 

most widely studied teacher behaviors in educational research (Duke, 2000).  In music 

classrooms, the use of feedback has been shown to influence student motivation (Stamer, 1999), 

attentiveness (Forsythe, 1975; Kuhn, 1975; Greer, 1980), attitude (Murray, 1972), and 

achievement (Madsen & Madsen, 1972; Price, 1983).  While it is possible music making can 

function and progress with limited or no teacher feedback, extensive research supports the notion 
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that contingent reinforcement, in the form of specific feedback, can be an important component 

in meeting student social and academic objectives. 

Feedback generally comes in two broad forms: approval and disapproval.  More 

specifically, feedback can be evaluative or descriptive, specific or general, verbal or nonverbal, 

and punitive or encouraging (Biddlecombe, 2012).  Modern research has debated the effects of 

using positive and negative feedback with contradictory results, specifically in music rehearsal 

settings; however, extensive research upholds the notion that the use of positive feedback creates 

a positive classroom climate (Dunn, 1997; Madsen & Madsen, 1998; Price, 1983).   

Feedback and Student Attentiveness 

When used effectively in the classroom, positive reinforcement can produce more 

attentive student behavior (Greer, 1980; Kuhn, 1975) and better attitudes (Dunn, 1997; Murray, 

1972).  In a study comparing music classrooms and regular classrooms, Forsythe (1975) found 

that students were twice as much on-task in music classes.  Similarly, Madsen and Alley (1979) 

observed teachers and therapists in a variety of settings and found pupils in highly approving 

settings to be more attentive.  Despite minimal approval ratios from conductors, students in 

choral and instrumental rehearsals were the least off-task.  This finding supports the notion that 

activities involving performance may be intrinsically reinforcing, an idea supported in both 

music (Forsythe, 1975) and sports (Gallimore & Tharp, 2004).   

A related study by Murray (1972) investigated the effect of approval/disapproval on 

student performance, attentiveness, and attitude.  Students (N=340) learned three different 

musical selections in fifteen minute intervals under three different conditions. Condition 1 

employed an approval/disapproval ratio of 80/20; Condition 2 employed an approval/disapproval 

ratio of 20/80; Condition 3 served as the control.  Approvals/disapprovals were contingent upon 
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student behaviors.  Conditions 1 and 2 were taught by the experimenter and Condition 3 was 

taught by studentsÕ regular classroom teacher.  While there were no significant differences 

between performance ratings, the highest rated performances occurred under conditions of high 

approval.  Furthermore, student attitude ratings were highest when approvals outweighed 

disapprovals.  A similar study by Dunn (1997) found that students involved in chorus had higher 

performance ratings and had more positive attitudes towards rehearsals when feedback was 

present in the rehearsal process.  Contrary to previous findings (Madsen & Alley, 1979), students 

in this study were less attentive (more off-task) under the feedback condition.  

Approval/Disapproval Ratios 

Numerous studies have suggested teachers strive for an approval/disapproval ratio of 4:1 

(Forsythe, 1975; Kuhn, 1975; Madsen & Alley, 1979), which ultimately produces more on-task 

behavior from students.  However, what is suggested in theory is often difficult to obtain in 

practice.  In general, teachers are more disapproving than approving (Thurman, 1977; White, 

1975; Yarbrough & Price, 1989), and teacher approval rates significantly decrease as age level 

increases (i.e. Kindergarten students receive more praise than seniors in high school) (White, 

1975).  Kostka (1984) also found that approval decreases as age level increases.  Forty-eight 

teachers teaching two lessons each (96 lessons) were observed for natural rates and ratios of 

reinforcements, time use, student attentiveness, and interruptions of student performance.  

Elementary students received the highest ratio of approvals (54%), followed by secondary 

students (45%) and adults (41%).  Feedback in the form of academic reinforcement dominated 

delivery, totaling 92.11%.   

Approval/disapproval ratios have been shown change with training and experience.  In 

general, inexperienced teachers default to the use of unspecific positive-related feedback. 
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Goolsby (1997) found that expert teachers deliver more specific positive feedback, compared to 

novice and pre-service teachers who tend to deliver unspecific positive reinforcement.  

Examining nine experienced elementary music specialists, Hendel (1995) also found teachers to 

be highly approving when providing feedback (M=84%), most of which was specific (M=67%) 

and reinforcing of academic behaviors (M=87%).  These higher occurrences of feedback are, in 

part, due to the expansion of sequential patterns of instruction, which included delayed patterns 

in this study.  In other words, patterns were not considered incomplete if feedback was 

delayed.  By extending the sequential patterns, feedback was included in 50% of instruction from 

teachers.  This is contradictory from previous studies, which noted low levels of reinforcement 

from teachers (Price, 1983; Yarbrough & Price, 1981); most of which were primarily 

disapproving (Yarbrough & Price, 1989).   

 While research shows that experienced teachers tend to deliver more specific feedback to 

students, this is not always the case.  Speer (1994) found less-experienced teachers to be more 

specific when giving approvals in private piano lessons, as compared to their experienced 

counterparts.  This is contradictory of what Goolsby (1997) found when comparing beginning 

and experienced teachers in ensemble settings.  

Although data can support delivering positive and negative feedback to students, a shared 

consensus among teachers is to let the positives outweigh the negatives.  O'Leary and O'Leary 

(1977, as cited in Brophy, 1981), suggest that praise must have the following attributes to 

function effectively as reinforcement: 

1. Contingency: The praise must be contingent on performance of the behavior to be 

reinforced. 
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2. Specificity: The praise should specify the particulars of the behavior being reinforced. 

3. Sincerity/variety/credibility: The praise should sound sincere. Among other things, this 

means that the content will be varied according to the situation and the preferences of the 

student being praised. (p. 12) 

While the use of praise is often viewed as beneficial in classrooms settings, it can also be 

easily misinterpreted from its intended function.  Taylor (1997) created stimulus tapes of positive 

reinforcement naturally occurring in choral rehearsals to determine if students could distinguish 

between deserved praise and instructional praise.  Deserved praise was directed at performance, 

and instructional praise was delivered in three forms: 1) to encourage; 2) to gain student 

cooperation; and 3) to send a message to other members of the class.  The selected video 

excerpts were screened by participating teachers (N=4) to pinpoint use of praise for its intended 

purpose in the classroom.  The results from this study show that students could separate 

instructional praise from deserved praise, but in several examples, contextual familiarity made a 

significant difference in appropriately pinpointing its function.  A similar study by Madsen and 

Duke (1985) compared perceptions of feedback given to elementary students and actual teacher 

responses.  Participants in this study (N=109) were graduate and undergraduate music education 

and music therapy majors enrolled in a behavioral training/techniques class.  Both groups were 

inaccurate in estimating actual approval/disapproval statements made by the teacher, often noting 

there was Òtoo littleÓ (p. 209) approval given by the teacher.  While participant estimations of 

approval/disapproval were inaccurate, subjects considered both kinds of feedback to be effective 

and valuable. 

Feedback and Perceptions of Teacher Effectiveness 



30 

 Teachers who deliver specific feedback to students, both positive and negative, are often 

viewed as more effective (Siebenaler, 1997).  A recent study by MacLeod and Napoles (2012) 

confirmed this notion.  In their study, preservice teachers view teaching clips of positive and 

negative teaching episodes to determine perceptions of overall teacher effectiveness.  Stimulus 

tapes included four high-positive (four-to-one approval ratio), and four high-negative (one-to-

four approval) feedback statements.  Overall, positive teachers were rated higher than negative 

teachers, and females were rated higher than males.  In addition, several independent variables 

were used to determine teaching effectiveness.  Of the research-pinpointed independent variables 

in this perceptual study, teacher delivery was the best predictor of teaching effectiveness.   

Although a plethora of research suggests positive reinforcement creates a platform for 

student success, Duke and Henninger (1998) showed that the use of negative feedback does not 

always hinder success.  In their study, undergraduates (n1=25) and fifth-and-sixth grade students 

(n2=25) were taught the theme to Sesame Street on a soprano recorder by rote.  Half of the 

students in each group received corrective information through negative feedback statements, 

while the other received corrective information through specific directives.  It was found that 

subjects under both conditions shared positive attitudes about the experience and there were no 

significant differences in performance achievement.  A related study by the same authors (2002) 

compared perceptions of two types of negatively charged verbal corrections.  Participants in this 

study viewed videotapes of private lessons and answered ten perceptual questions about the 

teacher presented in both lessons.  One teacher delivered negative feedback in the form of 

directives following a performance trial; the other provided negative feedback after the 

performance trial and asked the student to play again.  No significant differences were found 

between either scenario and both sets of lessons were rated highly positively.   
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Learning to Use Feedback 

Because extant literature suggests the use of positive reinforcement, training to use 

appropriate feedback seems a worthy pursuit.  Madsen and Duke (1985) compared perceptions of 

approval and disapproval between groups of participants with minimal training in behavioral 

techniques and those with no training.  Participants watched two 13-minute films, one in an 

elementary setting, and one in a high school setting.  In both videos, representative teachers gave 

brief instructional goals and expectations to students, which was followed by five minutes of 

high approval, five minutes of high disapproval, and three minutes of a return to high 

approval.  In both scenarios, students who received training in behavioral techniques noted high 

approvals as more Òmeaningful," "good," "beneficial," "valuable," and "effective,Ó and the high 

disapprovals as more ÒpotentÓ (p. 123).  This study suggests that students with training in 

behavioral techniques perceive the gravity approvals and disapprovals differently as compared to 

those without training.  A related study by Madsen and Duke (1987) demonstrated that with 

training and practice, students (preservice teachers) can recognize opportunities to provide 

appropriate positive feedback during student/teacher interactions.  Observational forms 

(Biddlecome, 2012), instructor feedback (Napoles & Bowers, 2010), and videotape self-analysis 

(Napoles & Bowers, 2010; Yarbrough, Wapnick, & Kelly, 1979) have all demonstrated success 

in aiding students to recognize appropriate delivery of feedback.   

Concurrent Instruction in Sports 

 Following 10 NCAA MenÕs Basketball National Championships over a 12-year period, 

Tharp and Gallimore (1976) sought to determine what made legendary basketball coach John 

Wooden so successful.  During the 1974Ð1975 season, they observed over 30 hours of basketball 
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practice and recorded 2,326 separate acts of teaching.  Coach WoodenÕs behaviors were coded 

and defined by the following 11 categories:  

 1. Instructions: what to do, how to do it;  

 2. Hustles: activation or intensification of previous instructed behavior;  

 3. ModelingÐpositive: demonstration of how to perform;  

 4. ModelingÐnegative: demonstration of how not to perform;  

 5. Praises: compliments;  

 6. Reproofs: expressions of displeasure; 

 7. Nonverbal reward: smiles, pats, etc.;  

 8. Nonverbal punishment: scowls, despairing gestures, temporary removal of a player

 from scrimmage;  

 9. A ÒWoodenÓ [reproof/reinstruct]: combination category: scold, modelingÐpositive,

 followed by modelingÐnegative, ending with a modelingÐpositive); 

 10. Other: anything not above;  

 11. Un-codable: could not be seen or heard (Tharp & Gallimore, 1976).     

 Of the 11 coded behaviors, Coach WoodenÕs practices were dominated by instruction, 

totaling 50.3% of total utterances (Tharp & Gallimore, 1976; Gallimore & Tharp, 2004).  

ÒHustlesÓ were the next most used tactic, utilizing 12.7% of total practice time.  The researchers 

note that ÒHis [WoodenÕs] teaching utterances or comments were short, punctuated, and 

numerous.  There were no lectures, no extended haranguesÉhe rarely spoke longer than 20 

secondsÓ (Gallimore & Tharp, 2004, pp. 120-121).   

 The researchers also noted WoodenÕs use of ÒpraiseÓ and ÒscoldsÓ (later revised to 

ÒreproofsÓ in deference to WoodenÕs preference) accounted for very little of practice, with 
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frequencies at 6.9% and 6.6%, respectively.  This observed rate is low, and contradictory to what 

the literature indicates about the use of reinforcement towards growth in learning.  Seeking 

understanding, the following was asked in an interview with Wooden, nearly thirty years after 

the initial study:  

 RG (researcher): Of the twenty-five hundred things we recorded about what you said, 

 about six percent of those were positive praises.  And six percent were [reproofs]. But the 

 thing that we were most struck about was that you didnÕt do either of those things so 

 much.  Most of the things you said were just plain information about how to play 

 basketball.  I think we calculated that seventy-five percent of everything you said was 

 information about the proper way toÉdo something in a particular context. 

 Coach (Wooden): I believe that is the positive approach.  I believe in the positive 

 approach.  Always have. (J.R. Wooden, personal interview, February 12, 2002Ð

 retrieved from Gallimore & Tharp, 2004, p. 128).  

 Wooden believed proper execution of basketball was reinforcing in and of itself.  

Consequently, his practices were efficiently structured to allow for the most playing time 

possible.  According to former player, Bill Walton,  

 Practices at UCLA were nonstop, electric, supercharged, intense, demanding . . . with 

 Coach pacing the sidelines like a caged tiger, barking instructions, positive 

 reinforcement, and maxims: ÒBe quick, but donÕt hurry.Ó He constantly changed drills 

 and scrimmages, exhorting us to Òmove quickly, hurry up.Ó Games seemed like they 

 happened in a slower gear. IÕd think in games, Òwhy is this taking so longÓ because 

 everything we did in games happened faster in practiceÓ (Wooden, 1997, p. viii, retrieved 

 from Gallimore & Tharp, 2004). 
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This study also exposed WoodenÕs use of discriminatory modeling to expedite student 

learning.  To promote student success, Wooden would ÒmodelÐpositiveÓ (M+), ÒmodelÐ

negativeÓ (MÐ), and complete the cycle with ÒmodelÐpositiveÓ (M+).  In other words, he would 

properly model how to execute a task, follow it with how not to do it, and finish once more with 

the proper way to do it.  This technique was paramount to WoodenÕs Ò7 Laws of Learning,Ó 

which included: explanation, demonstration, imitation, repetition, repetition, repetition, repetition 

(Wooden, 1997, p. 144).     

Systematic Observation Instrumentation 

 In the field of sports, the Tharp and Gallimore study (1976) appears to be the first of its 

kind.  Since their initial study, several systematic observation systems have been developed to 

analyze coaching behavior across many athletic disciplines.  Such examples include the 

Coaching Behavior Assessment System (CBAS) designed by Smith, Smoll, and Hunt (1977), the 

Arizona State University Observation Instrument (ASUOI) (Lacy & Darst, 1985), and the Coach 

Analysis Intervention System (Cushion et. al., 2011).  These observation instruments, among 

others, have produced important findings on the behaviors of novice, intermediate, and expert 

coaches (Bloom, Crumpton, and Anderson, 1999). For the purposes of the present study the 

ASUOI will be discussed.   

  The Arizona State University Observation Instrument (ASUOI), developed by Lacy & 

Darst (1985), was first used to analyze 10 successful head football coaches.  Adapted from 

categories observed by Tharp and Gallimore (1976), it was modified to incorporate the Òuse of 

first nameÓ (use of name or nickname when speaking directly to a player) and ÒmanagementÓ 

(verbal statements related to organizational details of practice sessions, not referring to strategies 

or fundamentals) (Lacy & Darst, 1985).  Furthermore, the ÒuncodableÓ category (Tharp & 
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Gallimore, 1976) was omitted.  Results of their study indicate ÒinstructionÓ was used twice more 

than any other behavior (41.4% of total behavior).  Based on these findings, the authors suggest, 

Òbecause instruction is used so frequently, it should be broken down into several categories, 

including Ômanual manipulation,Õ Ôquestioning,Õ Ôpre-instruction,Õ Ôconcurrent instruction,Õ and 

Ôpost-instructionÕ (Lacy & Darst, 1985, p. 269).  Total frequency of concurrent instruction in this 

study was 3,916, accounting for nearly 30% of all coded behavior.   

 Claxton (1988) heeded the advice presented in the study by Lacy and Darst (1985) in a 

study examining more and less successful high school tennis coaches and expanded the ASUOI 

to include 14 categories, represented below.   

1. Pre-instruction: Instructions from the coach given immediately prior to the athlete's 

performance. For example: "Serve the ball to his backhand."  

2. Concurrent instruction: Instructions from the coach given as the athlete is attempting a 

skill. For example: (As the player is preparing to hit an overhead) "Turn your side toward 

the net."  

3. Post instruction: Instruction from the coach given after an athlete's attempt, with the 

intent of having the athlete follow the instruction on his next attempt. For example: "Your 

toss was too low."  

4. Questioning: Coach asks questions of the athlete. For example: "Why did you hit that 

shot down the line?" 

 5. Manual manipulation: Coach physically positions a body part of a player.  

 6. Positive modeling: Coach demonstrates how to perform.  

 7. Negative modeling: Coach demonstrates how not to perform.  

 8. Use of first name: Use of a player's first name or nickname when speaking to him.  
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 9. Hustle: Verbal statements to activate or intensify previously instructed behavior.  

 10. Praise: Verbal compliments or encouragements.  

 11. Scold: Verbal statements of displeasure.  

12. Management: Coach's verbal statements related to coaching the team, but not 

instructional in nature. For example: Telling the players with whom to practice, which 

drill to do next, when the next match is to be played, etc. 

 13. Silence: Coach is not interacting verbally with any player.  

14. Other: Any coach behavior other than those listed. This would include rallying the 

ball with a player (Claxton, 1985).   

 There were a couple of slight modifications and expansions of the ASUOI, in comparison 

to earlier instrumentation.  First, ÒInstructions,Ó as defined by Tharp and Gallimore (1976) were 

divided into three separate categories on the ASUOI: pre-instruction, concurrent instruction, and 

post-instruction.  Additionally, Òhustles,Ó as originally presented by Tharp and Gallimore (1976), 

were relegated to ÒintensifyÓ player efforts on the ASUOI.  Concurrent instruction is used to 

ÒactivateÓ a previously instructed behavior by a cue or reminder; ÒhustlesÓ are used to intensify 

player production (Lacy & Darst, 1985).     

 Since 1970, coaches in over 50 different sports have been studied, and roughly 14% have 

used some form of systematic observation (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004).  Using various 

instrumentation, ÒinstructionÓ has been revealed as a primary behavior among coaches, 

averaging nearly 54% of total practice time (Bloom, Crumpton, and Anderson, 1999; Cushion & 

Jones, 2001; Lacy & Goldston, 1990; Potrac et.al., 2002; Potrac, Jones, and Cushion, 2007; 

Tharp & Gallimore, 1976).  When using instrumentation like the ASUOI (Lacy & Darst, 1985) 

which combines Òpre-instruction,Ó Òconcurrent instruction,Ó and post-instruction,Ó studies have 
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shown Òconcurrent instructionÓ being used, on average, 22.15% of the time (Becker & Wrisberg, 

2008; Cushion & Jones, 2001; Isabel, et. al., 2008; Lacy & Goldston, 1990; Massey, et. al., 2002; 

Partington & Cushion, 2013; Potrac et. al., 2002; Potrac, Jones, and Cushion, 2007; Searle, 2012; 

Smith & Cushion, 2006).  To illustrate, Becker and Wrisberg (2008) systematically examined the 

practice behaviors of Pat Summitt, former coach of the University of Tennessee Lady Volunteer 

basketball team and winningest coach in NCAA basketball history, and found SummittÕs most 

frequent form of instruction was concurrent instruction, totaling 40.2% over the course of six 

practices.  

Concurrent Instruction in Music 

Catch Words 

The literature indicates concurrent instruction has been a technique used in choral 

rehearsals for well over 100 years.  Several conducting textbooks imply it is common practice, 

however, to the researcherÕs knowledge its function has never been formally investigated.  For 

example, in his book Choral Technique and Interpretation, Henry Coward (1914) states he 

frequently used Òcatch wordsÓ as a proactive approach to keep rehearsals ÒinterestingÓ and 

ÒstimulatingÓ (p. 251), and ultimately save time.  He says: 

There are certain errors which in every season, and almost at every rehearsal, recur over 

and over again with the inevitability of recurring decimals, and it becomes tiresome to 

have to repeat the same old reproof or caution in the same dull, prosy, matter-of-fact 

fashion.  But if you can convey the correction in a pleasant or humorous manner, you 

gain your point by changing irritation into inspiration.   
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 Whenever possible I endeavor to get a word or short phrase to embody a well-

understood idea, and by its use prevent long explanations, corrections, and tiresome 

reproofs.  

 It would be impossible to tell how much time and temper have been saved by 

such words as ÒNo inertia,Ó ÒMake it cut,Ó or ÒCut,Ó ÒHappy land,Ó ÒBack again,Ó Thrill.Ó  

These represent different ideals, and they give in a few words a warning, a reproof, or 

stimulus, often while the choir are singing (Coward, 1914, p. 273).   

 Similarly, Lloyd Pfautsch (1973) in his chapter in Choral Conductor: A Symposium 

(Decker & Herford, eds.) suggests talking to the choir when they are singing to save time and 

keep the pace of the rehearsal lively.  Rehearsal pacing, he states, is extremely important in the 

rehearsal setting, and it is dependent upon Òfrequency of pauses and interruptionsÓ (p. 68).  To 

combat excessive conductor-talk and keep the choir singing more often, he advises:  

It is equally important that he talk to the chorus while it is singing: directions and 

corrections can be given in this manner and be more meaningful because there is an 

immediate relationship between what was done and what was said.  Singing with the 

group can also save time when the singing is a good model.  However, singing with the 

group should be employed sparingly lest it become a habit and lose its purpose and 

significance (p. 69).   

Garretson (1981) maintains a similar viewpoint on singing with the choir, stating:  

Although demonstrating desired musical improvements and occasionally singing certain 

entrances is justifiable, the director should avoid continually singing with the group.  

Instead, he should devote his attention to critical listening and assisting the group to a 

more effective interpretation of the music through his conducting technique. (p. 205) 
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Real-time Instruction   

Several studies mention concurrent instruction occurring within music rehearsals, though 

its frequency and usage as an overall percentage of time are not addressed.  An ethnographic 

study by Rohwer (1997) explored the pedagogy and interactions of a high school choral 

conductor and his choir over a two-month period.  Instructions were classified into two broad 

categories: (1) stopped instruction; and (2) real-time instruction.  Stopped instruction was 

defined as Òinstruction that occurs between musical attempts by studentsÓ (Rohwer, 1997, p. 10).  

Real-time instruction was defined as Òinstruction given while students are in the midst of a 

musical attemptÓ (Rohwer, 1997, p. 10).  These categories were subsequently classified into 

three separate categories: (1) jargon, (2), analogy, and (3) modeling.  ÒJargon,Ó used in real-time, 

were Òcurt and preciseÓ instructions given to prepare students to do something or evaluate 

something which had just been completed (i.e. ÒdonÕt drag it tenor,Ó or ÒconsonantsÓ) (pp. 159Ð

160).  ÒAnalogyÓ was viewed primarily as an extension of Òjargon,Ó mainly about 

communicating phrasal ideas.  Words such as Ògrow,Ó Òshape,Ó Òspace,Ó and stretchÓ were used 

frequently in this context.  An example Òmodeling,Ó though used infrequently in real-time, might 

include the reiteration of a specific vowel sung in Latin. 

Several findings were revealed regarding the use of real-time instruction in this study.  

First, both teacher and student alike found real-time instruction to be an advantageous way to 

deal with circumstantial issues.  When a problem arose, it could be dealt with immediately. 

Second, when the teacher used phrases like, Òput some air behind itÓ while the students were 

sustaining longer notes, spectral analysis revealed acoustical changes in the choirÕs sound (i.e. 

acoustical peaks were more pronounced in the lower three voices).  Finally, real-time instruction 

was found to be commonly delivered at moments of musical rest or when phrases were coming 
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to an end.  Interjections from the director were commonly delivered at Òtransition-relevance 

placesÓ (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974, as cited in Rohwer, 1997), much like that of taking 

turns in conversation.   

Mid -trial Statements  

Thurman also mentions the use of concurrent instruction in his 1977 study analyzing 

rehearsal behaviors of five varied choral conductors.  Selected for the study was a rural high 

school conductor, a metropolitan high school conductor, a clinic conductor, a university 

conductor, and a professional conductor.  A primary goal focus of the study was to determine 

how conductors used their time in rehearsal.  Additionally, he wanted to know how much time 

was devoted to Robert ShawÕs seven elements of choral performance (phrasing/dynamics, time, 

text/diction, style, pitch, vocal production, and tone color).  While it was not an integral part of 

the study, Thurman did find that one conductor, the professional conductor, frequently talked to 

choristers during performance trials.  

The professional conductor used short mid-trial statements frequently, especially in 

references to phrasing/dynamics and vocal production, as is indicated by his average 

times per reference.  His high average time per text/diction references was inflated by his 

taking time to recite the verses of text selected for some of the Christmas music 

arrangements (Thurman, 1977, p. 107).   

A sample typescript of talk-over behavior from ThurmanÕs study is represented in Figure 2.2.  

The capitalized ÒTÓ (second line down next to the word ÒsopranosÓ) indicates the start of a 

choral rehearsal trial.  Parenthetical statements denote conductor verbalizations while the choir is 

in the middle of a practice attempt, which are also coded by their relevance to ShawÕs elements 

of choral performance (i.e. ÒT/DÓ=Text/Diction).   
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Figure 2.2. Sample Typescript of Choral Conductor Verbal Communications. (Thurman, 1977, 
p. 20) 

Key: T/D=Text/Diction; P/D=Phrasing/Dynamics ; VP=Vocal Production ; P=Pitch 
 
 

Conductors in this study, on average, talked 40% of the rehearsals.  Consequently, 60% 

of the time was spent in performance.  What is unclear, however, is how much time conductors 

spent using concurrent instruction, even though it appeared to occur frequently.  Thurman stated:  

When the percentage of time devoted to an element was greater than the percentage of 

references, conductors often used more pre-trial talk than mid-trial talk. The greater 

elaboration possible in pre-trial talk may enhance better understanding of musical goals. 

When the percentage of references to an element was greater than the percentage of time 

devoted, conductors often used very short, mid-trial comments, or their pre-trial 

comments were fewer and briefer. (p. 164) 

A related study by Tyson (1988) examined one master teacherÕs verbal behavior in a high  

school choral rehearsal.  An observation instrument was designed for this study to analyze 

subject-based content and instructional functions.  Three categories of subject-based content 

were pinpointed: vocal production, choral ensemble, and interpretation/style; and eight 
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categories of instructional function were identified: questioning, problem identification, 

evaluation, problem analysis, presentation, proposed solution, direction giving, and other.  Of the 

eight categories, ÒotherÓ was the most frequently identified instructional function event, totaling 

22.4% of verbal behavior.  Further breakdown of this category revealed that vocalizing with 

students occurred 222 times, totaling 16.7% of overall time.   

In other words, the conductor vocalized (sang or spoke in fronted voice) with the students 

222 times.  The events were not subdivided.  The instructor may have been singing with 

students to provide them with a Ôreal-timeÕ positive model which they could follow.  He 

may have been vocalizing to encourage or motivate student effort, or to ensure group 

unity on attack and precision at cut-off.  Yet there were times when the conductor 

appeared to be singing because he enjoyed the excitement of the music or had a love for 

singing.  The functional meaning of these events was too subjective to justify delineation 

into more specifically defined descriptor events.  If the function of all of these events 

could have been more precisely discerned, this category would have been one of the less 

frequently identified categories in this study (Tyson, 1988, p. 144).   

Academic Hustles   

A mixed-methods designed study by Dunn (1997) examined performance improvements 

of seven musical concepts by two high school choirs layered across six rehearsals, in addition to 

the measuring effectiveness of teacher reinforcement on attentiveness, achievement, and student 

attitudes.  One choir (n1=31) received task presentations, directions, student performance, and 

reinforcement; the other choir (n2=29) received identical instruction, minus feedback.  While it 

was not a primary focus of the study, Dunn reported the use of ÒhustlesÓ (Tharp & Gallimore, 

1976) frequently used by teachers under both conditions, nestled within the sequential patterns of 
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instruction.  Hustles were subÐclassified by Dunn as ÒacademicÐinstruction hustlesÓ and 

ÒteacherÐdirection hustlesÓ (p. 560), and were used by teachers in both experimental groups.  

The group which provided feedback to students were noted as giving 190 hustles, compared to 

the group which received no feedback (137).  More specifically, the ratio of academicÐhustles 

were 96 to 77, while the teacherÐdirection hustles were 93Ð59.   

Co-verbal Instruction  

Another term representing teacher talk-over behavior is Òco-verbalÓ instruction, primarily 

observed in the instrumental arena.  Co-verbal is a term which appears to be first used in a DVD 

titled ÒThe Master Teacher Profile: Elements of Delivery at Work in the ClassroomÓ (Culver, 

1989).  In his DVD, Culver posits three effective strategies for the delivery of music instruction: 

nonverbal, co-verbal, and descriptive strategies.  ÒCo-verbal strategies employ modeling and 

other devices while offering limited verbiage to support the response.  These strategies are 

slightly less effective than nonverbal strategies but are very functional in efficient teachingÓ 

(Culver, 1989, p. 21).  A related study by MacLeod (2010) compared experienced band and 

orchestra teachers teaching a first-year class an unfamiliar music excerpt.  In her study, twelve 

teacher behaviors were identified and operationally defined.  Significant differences were found 

between orchestra and band directors in nine of the twelve categories.  Included in the list of 

differences was the orchestra teacherÕs use co-verbal instruction.  She discovered that orchestra 

directors talked over the ensemble and provided co-verbal instruction 330 times, as compared to 

band directors at 183 occurrences.  Another frequently used technique among orchestra directors 

was modeling, and modeling with students during performance.   

To pinpoint characteristics of teaching effectiveness in a private lesson setting, Siebenaler 

(1997) recorded adult and child piano lessons over the course of four months.  78 lessons were 
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recorded (13 teachers, each with 2 students, across 3 lessons) and narrowed to 10 representative 

samples for evaluation by five expert pedagogues.  Each lesson was analyzed to pinpoint teacher 

behaviors using a real-time sampling interface.  In addition to common behavioral practices of 

teacher delivery (i.e. general directives, specific directives, specific feedback, etc.), examples of 

idiosyncratic teacher behaviors in this study included:  

Clap/Sing (C/S): The teacher sings, claps, conducts, and/or counts for demonstration 

purposes or in conjunction with the student.  

Play (P): The teacher sings, claps, conducts, and/or counts for demonstration purposes or 

in conjunction with the student.  

Play/Talk (P/T): The teacher plays and talks simultaneously (includes any type of teacher 

verbalization while performing at the keyboard) (p. 8).  

The above-mentioned behaviors were noted as happening concurrently with student performance 

and are associated with ÒactiveÓ teachers, in addition to other behaviors.  In this study, lessons 

where teachers were Òactive,Ó meaning students played less and teachers participated more, were 

ranked as more effective.  ÒInactiveÓ teachers, on the other hand, were negatively related to 

student success.  ÒActiveÓ teachers talked during student performance, gave more corrective 

feedback, modeled more, and demonstrated quicker instructional pacing.   

Teacher Performance 

Derby (2001) examined the process of vocal instruction of 12 teachers in elementary, 

middle school, and high school choral rehearsals in relationship to proximal performance goals 

and changes in studentsÕ singing performance.  Rehearsal time was divided into Òrehearsal frame 

groupsÓ (RFGs), which were intervals of rehearsal time devoted to achieving performance goals.  

Results indicate that teachers talked 33% of the time during rehearsal frame groups, of which 
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directives occurred most frequently (three directives per minute).  Additionally, teacher 

performance (teacher performing at the same time as the ensemble) accounted for approximately 

six percent of the total rehearsal frame group duration at the elementary and middle school level, 

and less than one percent at the high school level.   

 
Table 2.1 
Summary of Studies Most Directly Related to the Present Investigation 
 
 

Category      Study 
 

Concurrent Instruction    Derby (2001) 
MacLeod (2010) 
Rohwer (1997) 

       Siebenaler (1997) 
Speer (1994) 
Thurman (1977) 
Tyson (1988) 

 
Modeling      Grimland (2005) 
 
Systematic Observation    Claxton (2010) 
       Lacy & Darst (1984) 
       MacLeod (2010) 
       Tharp & Gallimore (1976) 
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CHAPTER THREE  
 

METHOD  
 

 
Teaching behaviors of choral directors have long been examined and effective teaching 

patterns have been identified.  Still under-researched are the efficiency practices used in choral 

rehearsals to expedite student learning.  Although many teachers use concurrent instructional 

strategies, little is known about how or when they function in a rehearsal or how frequently they 

are employed.   For the purposes of this study, concurrent instruction is operationally defined as 

any occurrence of teacher phonation (i.e. talking or singing) while students are in performance of 

assigned tasks (i.e. singing).  In other words, what are the vocal behaviors of a conductor when 

students are singing?  This small group case study aims to contribute a greater understanding of 

rehearsal efficiency practices used during choral ensemble instruction to isolate and identify 

important variables contributing to successful use of concurrent music teacher instruction.  

Selection of Participants 

 Purposive sampling is a selection process by which researchers use their judgement to 

choose individuals to participate in studies.  Criterion sampling demands that participants meet 

some predetermined criterion.  This study used purposive criterion sampling (Patten, 2012), 

whereby selected participants met a certain set of criteria.  Choral directors observed in this study 

each have programs with a minimum of 250 students (maximum of 400), have received 

consistent accolades at state, regional, and national levels, and acknowledged as master teachers.   

Three experienced choral directors (two male, one female) with at least 10, 20, and 30 

years of teaching experience, respectively, served as participants in this study.  Participant 1 

(male) teaches in the Tampa, FL, area and has 10 years of experience; Participant 2 (male) 

teaches in Omaha, NE, and has 20-plus years of experience; Participant 3 (female) teaches in 
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Arlington, TX, and has 30-plus years of experience.  Leaders in the field of music education 

have recognized the selected participants as successful and effective choral music educators.  

Participant 1 was recommended by a university music education specialist; Participant 2 was 

recommended by a Nebraska Music Educators Association board representative; and Participant 

3 was recommended by a district fine arts administrator.  Each choral director consented to take 

part in this study. 

Pilot Study 1: Isolation of Variables 

 A study completed by MacLeod (2010) compared instructional strategies of orchestra and 

band directors teaching a beginning class of instrumentalists an unfamiliar music excerpt.  

Through video observation, twelve different teacher behaviors emerged due to varied teaching 

processes.  Included in these behaviors was Òco-verbalÓ instruction, which was defined as 

Òteacher given verbal instruction while modeling or during student performanceÓ (MacLeod, 

2010, p. 185).  She discovered that orchestra directors talked over the ensemble and provided co-

verbal instruction a total of 330 times.  This finding was significantly higher than band directorsÕ 

use of the same technique (183 occurrences).  

Following the procedures set forth by MacLeod (2010) (identifying trends in teacher 

behavior), a pilot study was conducted to isolate concurrent instructional variables used by 

choral directors.  Seven choral directors at an all-state preparatory camp in Stephenville, TX, 

whose mean number of years teaching experience was 22, willingly served as participants for 

this study.   Each of the seven consenting directors were filmed for 20 minutes teaching a new 

piece of repertoire.  Approximately 140 minutes of data were analyzed by the researcher to 

identify concurrent instructional tendencies.  Tables 3.1 and 3.2 illustrate concurrent instructional 

behaviors used by choral directors, pitched (sung) and unpitched (spoken), respectively. 
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Table 3.1 
Operational Definitions of Pitched Concurrent Instructional Behaviors 
 
 
Code   Behavior           Definition        Example 
 
 
H Humming Teacher hummed with students N/A 

LT Lip-trilling Teacher lip-trilled with students N/A 

MC Melodic 
contouring 

Teacher vocalized phrase contour without 
matching the specific pitch of the singers 

N/A 

PCS Pitched count-
singing 

Teacher aided in outlining the underlying 
pulse within a specific measure or set of 
measures 
 
 

ÒOne and two and 
three and fourÓ 
 
 
 

PRC Pitched rhythmic 
counting 

Teacher aided in counting specific rhythms 
within a specific measure or set of measures 
using numbers or nonsense syllables. 

ÒOne and, and, andÓ 
and or Òdoo ba dutÓ  

RM Reiterative 
Modeling 

Teacher reactivated a previously 
demonstrated model 

 N/A 

S Singing Teacher sang with students, primarily for 
pitch matching purposes 

 N/A 

SP Static Phonation Teacher sang to emphasize syllabic stress or 
the final word of the phrase regarding cut-offs 
or consonant endings. 

ÒPacemÓ 

U Uncodable Any other behavior that could not be clearly 
heard 

 N/A 
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Table 3.2 
Operational Definitions of Unpitched Concurrent Instructional Behaviors 
 
 
Code     Behavior   Definition     Example 
 
 
AH Academic Hustle Verbal statements/questions linked to 

activate or intensify previously given 
directives 

ÒAnd weÕre off 
(cutoff).Ó 

C Chanting Teacher chanted text with students ÒDona nobis 
pacemÓ 

D Directive Teacher gave a specific directive to 
students 

ÒWe are cutting off 
on beat three in this 
measure.Ó 

H Humor Jokes or content implemented to make 
students laugh. 

ÒRemember when 
my voice cracked 
on that high note?Ó 

NSA Non-specific 
approval 

Non-specific verbal statements of 
approval 

ÒYay!Ó 

NSD Non-specific 
disapproval 

Non-specific verbal statements of 
disapproval 

ÒNope.Ó 

SA Specific approval Specific verbal statements of approval ÒThank you for 
cutting off on beat 
three!Ó 

SD Specific 
disapproval 

Specific verbal statements of disapproval ÒYou were 
supposed to cut off 
on beat three!Ó 

UCS Unpitched count 
speaking 

Teacher aided in outlining the underlying 
pulse within a specific measure or set of 
measures.   

ÒOne and two and 
three and four.Ó 

UPRC Unpitched 
rhythmic counting 

Teacher aided in counting specific 
rhythms within a specific measure or set 
of measures using numbers or nonsense 
syllables. 

ÒOne and, and, and, 
andÓ or Òdoo ba dut 
dut.Ó   

U Uncodable Any other behavior that could not be 
clearly heard.   

N/A 
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Coded behaviors represented in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 were a result of analyzation of several 

different observation forms (Lacy & Darst, 1985; MacLeod, 2010; Price & Yarbrough, 1981; 

Tharp & Gallmore, 1976) from varied disciplines.  Forms were compared and several 

commonalities emerged.  Categories and definitions reflect observed conductor behaviors 

occurring in real time, most of which are direct transfers from previous research.  ÒStatic 

phonationÓ (Grimland, 2005), for example, is the act of a teacher singing the final word of a 

phrase to emphasize cut-offs or consonant endings.  Similarly, Òspecific approvalÓ (Price & 

Yarbrough, 1981) is teacher-given positive reinforcement of student efforts.  Both examples are 

direct transfers from previous research.  ÒAcademic hustling,Ó on the other hand, is a hybrid label 

adapted from systematic observational research conducted in music and sports.  Academic 

instruction, (Ò1-aÓ) defined by Price and Yarbrough (1981), was combined with ÒhustleÓ (Tharp 

& Gallimore, 1976) to form Òacademic hustle,Ó which is a quick reminder given in the moment 

to activate or intensify a previously given directive (Dunn, 1997).  

Pilot Study 2: Audio Stimulus Trials 

 A pilot study was conducted to ensure proper functioning of the recording equipment and 

software outlined above.  A female teacher with 10 years of teaching experience served as the 

participant in this study.  The RODE smartLav+ª microphone was used to plug into the !  

headphone jack of an iPhone 5S.  Voice Record Pro (version 2.8.5) was used to record a total of 

four separate 15-minute rehearsals, each with varied input gains.  All recordings were made with 

the microphone approximately four feet from the teacher at chest-height level, with the 

microphone head pointed at the conductor.  The first recording was set at Ð5dB, followed by 

0dB, +5dB, and 10dB, for each respective recording.  Ultimately, the researcher sought to 
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determine which presets needed to be standardized for future recordings and wanted to ensure 

the signal would not ÒclipÓ if set on the highest level (+10dB).   

All recordings were made in MP4 (ACC) format (application default) at a sample rate of 

44.1 kHz/16 bits.  This roughly translates to 1MB of data per one minute of audio footage.  After 

each recorded session, the participant emailed the researcher the resultant audio file.  Drawn 

conclusions from this pilot study suggest input gains in a range from +5dB to +10dB for all 

future recordings with the Voice Record Pro application when paired with the RODE 

smartLav+ª microphone. 

Procedures 

Gaining Access 

Because human subjects were used in this study, ethics clearance was required through 

multiple Institutional Review Boards (IRB).  Once clearance was granted through Florida State 

University (Appendix A), administrative representatives were contacted at campus and district 

levels from each school district requesting a desire to examine high school choral conductor 

instructional behaviors.  Each school district received a research proposal, outlining the nature of 

the study, and each of the following supplemental documents: 1) Participant Information Letter 

and Statement of Consent (Appendix B), which outlined the responsibilities of each participating 

director; 2) Demographic Form and Questionnaire (Appendix G); 3) Exit Questionnaire 

(Appendix H).  Once sufficient data were obtained, a Letter of Debriefing (Appendix F) was sent 

to each director expressing thanks for participation and outlined the nature of the study.    

Deception  

Due to the nature and design of this study, participants were not informed that their 

concurrent instructional behaviors would be analyzed.  Instead, participants were told the study 
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would focus on efficiency techniques used in a choral rehearsal.  Concurrent instruction is 

considered an efficiency technique to expedite student learning; however, this information was 

withheld because it was feared it might change their natural instructional habits, consequently 

jeopardizing the results.  A debriefing letter was sent to participants explaining the true nature of 

the study once data collection was complete (Appendix F).   

Collection of Data 

 Data were collected from each participant working with his/her ÒparentÓ mixed choral 

ensemble (Soprano/Alto/Tenor/Bass).  Audio recordings occurred, on average, twice per week 

over the course of six weeks.  Prior to beginning scheduled recording trials, participants 

answered demographic data and a brief questionnaire (Appendix G).  Concurrent instructional 

tendencies were examined through recorded audio documentation, from the introduction of a 

new piece of literature, to the point when it is deemed performance-ready by the individual 

director.  Once recording trials were complete, participants answered a brief post-test perceptual 

questionnaire relative to their individual concurrent instructional tendencies during rehearsal 

(Appendix H).   

Equipment 

 The recording platform used for data collection was Voice Record Pro (version 2.8.5), a 

free downloadable application for smartphone technology made available by Dayana Networks 

Ltd.  This software is compatible with current iOS technologies.  Prior to data collection, the 

participants confirmed they individually own a smartphone and could download this application.  

 To ensure better recording quality, each participant was sent a RODE smartLav+ª 

microphone with which to record and amplify sound.  This microphone utilizes the !  headphone 

jack available on all current smartphones and automatically negates the use of built-in 
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microphones without having to adjust settings.  Teachers were instructed to place the lavalier 

microphone approximately four feet from the teacher on a music stand, raised to approximate 

chest height of the conductor, with the microphone head aimed towards the teacher.   

 All recordings were made in MP4 (ACC) format at a sample rate of 44.1 kHz/16 

bits.  Recordings were temporarily stored within the application itself, but were also sent via 

email, exported directly from the application to the researcher for analysis, immediately 

following each recorded session.  All data were emailed to the researcher for analysis.  A 

confirmation email was sent to participants upon receiving the files, at which point they were 

instructed they could be deleted from the applicationÕs memory bank, to avoid hoarding excess 

storage capacity on individual smartphone devices. 

Participant Recording Timetable 

On average, data from participants were collected twice per week in the form 15-20 

minutes of audio footage.  The suggested rehearsal time limit (15-20 minutes) was to ensure that 

recordings would not exceed the standard 25MB email attachment restriction (1 recorded minute 

= 1MB).  A minimum of 180 minutes of data was sought from each director (twelve 15-minute 

rehearsals).  Due to the unpredictability of public school schedules, a ÒsafetyÓ week was added to 

ensure a minimum of 12 rehearsals would be recorded.  Participants were also instructed that 

should they need more than 12 rehearsals to get their piece Òperformance-ready,Ó audio 

documentation must ensue.   Table 3.3 represents a suggested recording timeline for participants.   

 
Table 3.3 
Recording Timeline 
 
 

Week           Recording 1 (suggested)  Recording 2 (suggested) 
 

1 October 18, 2016 October 20, 2016 
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Table 3.3, cont.  
 
Week                    Recording 1 (suggested)           Recording 2 (suggested) 

2 October 25, 2016 October 27, 2016 

3 November 1, 2016 November 3, 2016 

4 November 8, 2016 November 10, 2016 

5 November 15, 2016 November 17, 2016 

6 November 29, 2016 December 1, 2016 

7* December 6, 2016 December 8, 2016 
 

*optional ÒsafetyÓ week.    

 
Participant Accountability 
 
 To ensure regimented data collection, participants were sent a scheduled reminder on the 

eve of each respective suggested rehearsal.  A text message was sent via Remind 101 to 

individual participants corresponding with suggested dates on the recording timetable (Table 

3).  Remind 101, Inc. (version 6.11.2) is web-based application designed for educators in which 

unidirectional communication can occur between a teacher and his/her subscriber.  Subscribers 

receive announcements as texts, emails, or smartphone notifications.   

Data Analysis 

This quantitative study examined data in several ways.  Research Questions 1 and 2 were 

answered using SCRIBE (Duke & Strammen, 2012) to determine time spent using concurrent 

instruction as a percentage of overall rehearsal time.  Additionally, ratios of pitched to unpitched 

behaviors were examined.  SCRIBE, a JavaScript application, is a flexible data analysis program 

that allows for coding digital observations.  Output from this platform includes chronological 
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records of event timings, interactive timelines of coded behavior, and summary tables of 

observation intervals.  

Research Questions 3 and 4 were answered using a frequency observation form 

(Appendix I), which includes pitched and unpitched categories represented in Tables 3.1 and 3.2.  

This form determined which concurrent instructional techniques were employed most frequently 

and if concurrent instructional behavior changed over time.  Further univariate descriptive 

analysis determined central tendencies among participants for concurrent instructional delivery 

(Questions 5,7).  Research Question 6 was answered by using a posttest questionnaire (Appendix 

H), which determined if teachers were aware of their use concurrent instruction and their 

perception of its importance as a function of their teaching.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 

RESULTS 
 
 

The purpose of this study was to examine concurrent instructional behaviors as they 

occurred naturally in secondary choral rehearsals over time rehearsing one piece of literature 

until performance-ready.  The specific research questions were: 1) How frequently do teachers 

use concurrent instruction? What is the mean percentage of overall time spent using this 

technique in rehearsal of a targeted piece? 2) What is the ratio of pitched to unpitched concurrent 

instruction (i.e. sung vs. spoken)? 3) How does concurrent instruction function in secondary 

choral rehearsals? Of the observed categories, which techniques are employed most frequently? 

4) Does teacher usage of concurrent instructional strategy change over time? 5) How do 

concurrent instructional tendencies compare among teachers at various stages in their career 

(early, middle, late)? 6) Are teachers aware they use concurrent instruction? If so, what specific 

behaviors do they feel are important components to their teaching? 7) How is concurrent 

instruction used in a rehearsal? What are the tendencies for delivery (proactive or reactive)? 

Three master teachers (two male, one female) from Tampa, FL, Omaha, NE, and 

Arlington, TX, respectively, willingly served as participants for this study.  Using Voice Record 

Pro, a smartphone recording application, and an external microphone, participants recorded 

approximately six weeks of rehearsals and sent audio footage to the researcher for analysis.  

Participants worked with their advanced mixed ensemble, from the introduction of a new piece 

of literature, through the point in time when it is deemed Òperformance-readyÓ by the director.  

The selection of repertoire was chosen at the discretion of each individual choral director.  

Participant 1 selected ÒGloriaÓ from Heiligmesse by Joseph Haydn, Participant 2 selected ÒThe 



57 

GroundÓ from Sunrise Mass by Ola Gjeilo, and Participant 3 selected ÒBirthday CarolÓ by Sir 

David Willcocks.   

The six-week suggested timeline was the average preparation time each director had 

between the completion of a fall concert in October and a holiday performance in December.  

Participants were advised to record their rehearsals twice per week and aim for 15-20 minutes of 

recorded data each time.  Table 4.1 illustrates the number of rehearsals, average rehearsal 

duration, and total time spent by each participant rehearsing their selections to an individualized 

performance-ready standard.  

 
Table 4.1 
Participant Rehearsals and Time Use 
 

Participant Number of Rehearsals Mean Rehearsal Time Total Rehearsal Time 
    
1 12 12:15 2:27:11 
2 17 11:25 3:14:01 
3 7 13:22 1:33:36 

Combined 36 12:21 7:14:48 
 

 
 

Thirty-six rehearsals, totaling seven hours, fourteen minutes, and forty-eight seconds of 

audio footage was analyzed for concurrent instructional tendencies among participants.  Data 

were analyzed in two ways.  First, SCRIBE 4.2 (Duke & Strammen, 2012), a flexible data 

analysis program which allows for coding digital observations, was used to determine ratios of 

pitched to unpitched concurrent instructional usage and overall time spent using these 

techniques.  Output from this platform includes chronological records of event timings, 

interactive timelines of coded behavior, and summary tables of observation intervals.  Second, to 

determine frequencies of pitched and unpitched behaviors used by directors during individual 

rehearsals, data were analyzed using a self-created frequency observation form (see Appendix I).  
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Coded behaviors were representative of those found during a pilot study and recorded by hand 

using tally-marks.   

Reliability 

 Two independent observers analyzed data for overall time spent using concurrent 

instruction and frequency counts of individual behaviors.  Both observers independently 

analyzed 20% of audio footage (8 rehearsals).  Observer 1 used SCRIBE (Duke & Strammen, 

2012) to determine overall time spent using concurrent instruction in rehearsals.  A reliability 

coefficient was calculated at .93 for pitched and unpitched instructional tendencies.  A second 

observer was trained to use the frequency observation form to determine frequencies of pitched 

and unpitched concurrent instruction.  A reliability coefficient was calculated at .75 was 

calculated across 20 categorical variables (9 pitched/11 unpitched).  Reliability was computed 

using the formula: total agreements Ö (agreements + disagreements) (Madsen & Madsen, 1998).   

Time Spent Using Concurrent Instruction 
 

For the purposes of this study, concurrent instruction was operationally defined as any 

occurrence of teacher phonation (i.e. talking or singing) while students were in performance of 

assigned tasks (i.e. singing).  Observation of pitched and unpitched tendencies started when 

students began an act of phonation (i.e. singing/humming).  Instruction given during brief 

musical interludes was considered concurrent because students were still considered to be 

actively engaged in the music-making process.  Instructions given prior to a rehearsal trial were 

not recorded (i.e. counting off).   

Concurrent instruction is delivered in two forms: pitched and unpitched.  Pitched 

concurrent instruction represents those vocal behaviors which can be quantified as having pitch 

(i.e. sung).  Conversely, unpitched behaviors are those which are delivered without pitch (i.e. 
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spoken).  For detailed descriptions of pitched and unpitched behaviors, refer to Tables 3.1 and 

3.2 in Chapter 3, respectively (pp. 45-46).   

Table 4.2 depicts participantsÕ use of pitched and unpitched concurrent instruction as a 

function of overall time.  Frequencies were averaged across individual rehearsals, as were total 

percentages of time spent using pitched and unpitched concurrent instruction.  Participant 1 spent 

4:57 (minutes/seconds) using concurrent instruction during rehearsal, averaging 36.96% of time 

across 12 rehearsals.  Participant 2 spent 1:49 using concurrent instruction, totaling 16.04% of 

time across 17 rehearsals.  Participant 3 spent 3:25 using concurrent instruction, totaling 24.63% 

across 7 rehearsals.  Combined, pitched and unpitched concurrent instruction employed by all 

participants was 25.88% across 36 rehearsals.   

 
Table 4.2 
Mean Percentages of Pitched and Unpitched Concurrent Instructional Use Across Time 
 

Participant Frequency Rate/Minute Time % of Time 

Pitched 

1 43.08 3.49 4:18 32.11 

2 18.47 1.66 1:34 13.84 

3 38.00 2.83 3:03 21.70 

Mean 33.18 2.66 2:58 22.55 

Unpitched 

1 17.67 1.48 0:39 4.85 

2 10.41 0.85 0:15 2.20 

3 26.00 2.03 0:22 2.93 

Mean 18.03 1.45 0:25 3.33 

Combined 
Pitched/Unpitched 

 
51.21 

 
4.11 

 
3:23 

 
25.88 
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Ratios of Pitched/Unpitched Concurrent Instruction 
 
 Pitched concurrent instruction occurred, on average, 65% of the time among all 

participants, compared to unpitched concurrent instruction at 35%.  Figure 4.1 depicts ratios of 

pitched to unpitched concurrent instructional usage for each participant.  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Figure 4.1. Mean Ratios of Pitched/Unpitched Concurrent Instructional Use 
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Frequency of Pitched Concurrent Instructional Behaviors 
 
 The most frequently used pitched behavior by all participants was singing.  Participant 1 

averaged 33.17 instances of singing per rehearsal across 12 rehearsals.  Similarly, Participant 3 

sang 30.43 times per rehearsal, on average, over seven rehearsals.  Participant 2 sang the least of 

participants, averaging 16.06 times across 17 rehearsals.  Figure 4.2 displays mean pitched 

concurrent instructional tendencies by participants across individual rehearsals.  Specific 

frequency counts of pitched concurrent instruction by individual participants are displayed in 

Table 4.3. 

  

 

Figure 4.2. Mean Frequencies of Pitched Concurrent Instruction across Time 
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Table 4.3  
Frequencies of Concurrent Pitched Behaviors 
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1 1 2 2 0 3 0 1 67 0 0 75 
1 2 2 0 0 1 0 6 21 0 0 30 
1 3 1 0 1 2 0 9 21 3 2 39 
1 4 0 0 2 0 0 11 29 15 0 57 
1 5 4 0 0 10 0 0 43 0 0 57 
1 6 1 2 3 0 0 12 23 3 0 44 
1 7 1 0 0 1 0 2 23 0 0 27 
1 8 3 0 0 3 0 0 29 0 0 35 
1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 3 0 8 
1 10 0 0 1 0 3 4 47 3 0 58 
1 11 0 0 0 0 1 0 28 0 0 29 
1 12 0 1 1 0 6 8 62 6 0 84 

Mean  1.17 0.42 0.67 1.67 0.83 4.42 33.17 2.75 0.17  
2 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 12 0 0 17 
2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 24 
2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 0 26 
2 4 0 0 0 3 0 0 14 0 0 15 
2 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 19 
2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 14 
2 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 15 
2 8 4 0 1 5 0 0 24 1 0 35 
2 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 14 
2 10 0 0 0 1 0 0 13 3 0 17 
2 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 14 
2 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 0 28 
2 13 4 0 0 0 0 0 31 2 0 37 
2 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 13 
2 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 1 0 9 
2 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 7 
2 17 4 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 16 

Mean  1.59 0 0.06 0.83 0 0 16.06 0.41 0  
3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 0 42 
3 2 0 0 5 0 0 5 47 0 0 57 
3 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 31 0 0 32 
3 4 0 0 6 0 0 3 29 1 0 39 
3 5 0 0 9 0 1 2 23 0 0 35 
3 6 0 0 1 0 0 2 21 0 0 24 
3 7 0 0 4 0 0 2 20 10 0 36 

Mean  0 0 3.71 0 0.14 2 30.43 1.57 0  
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Frequency of Unpitched Concurrent Instructional Behaviors 
 
 Unpitched concurrent instructional tendencies varied slightly among participants; 

however, hustles and directives were frequently used by all.  Participant 1 used count-speaking, 

hustles, and directives most frequently, averaging 5, 4.25, and 3.92 occurrences per rehearsal, 

respectively.  Participant 2 employed hustles and directives most frequently, averaging 4.59 and 

3.35 occurrences per rehearsal.  Participant 3 used hustles and directives most often, averaging 

12.43 and 7.71 occurrences per rehearsal, respectively, followed by chanting at 6.14 occurrences.  

Specific frequency counts of unpitched concurrent instruction by individual participants are 

displayed in Table 4.4. 

 

 

Figure 4.3. Mean Frequencies of Unpitched Concurrent Instruction across Time 
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Table 4.4  
Frequencies of Concurrent Unpitched Behaviors 
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1 1 9 1 15 0 6 1 7 1 0 0 0 40 
1 2 3 0 3 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 11 
1 3 2 6 2 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 15 
1 4 5 6 4 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 17 
1 5 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 10 
1 6 1 2 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
1 7 6 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 13 
1 8 3 1 1 0 1 0 6 1 6 0 0 19 
1 9 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 
1 10 7 16 8 0 0 1 5 0 29 2 0 68 
1 11 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 12 
1 12 11 3 2 0 1 1 4 2 12 0 0 36 

Mean  4.25 3.33 3.92 0 1.08 0.25 2.17 0.75 5 0.25 0  
2 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 6 
2 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 8 
2 3 5 0 6 0 0 0 1 1 6 0 0 19 
2 4 9 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 11 0 0 25 
2 5 11 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 20 
2 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 8 
2 7 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
2 8 15 1 7 0 0 1 0 1 5 0 0 30 
2 9 2 1 4 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 9 
2 10 7 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 
2 11 1 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 9 
2 12 2 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 
2 13 13 0 14 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 31 
2 14 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
2 15 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
2 16 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
2 17 2 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 

Mean  4.59 0.71 3.35 0 0.18 0.18 0.71 0.29 2.12 0 0.18  
3 1 4 2 10 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 0 24 
3 2 14 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 22 
3 3 15 6 12 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 36 
3 4 22 5 8 0 2 1 0 1 0 5 0 44 
3 5 15 15 8 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 40 
3 6 7 3 6 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 18 
3 7 10 10 8 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 32 

  12.43 6.14 7.71 0 0.57 0.57 0.43 0.43 0 2.57 0  
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Concurrent Instruction Usage Over Time 
 
 The data demonstrate lability, meaning they are widely fluctuating and change 

frequently.  Each participant employed varying amounts of pitched and unpitched concurrent 

instruction across individual rehearsals.  Participant 1 used high amounts of concurrent 

instruction in the first and last rehearsal, with the highest frequencies occurring in the tenth 

rehearsal.  Additionally, the tenth rehearsal was the only rehearsal where frequency counts of 

unpitched concurrent instruction outnumbered pitched frequencies.  Participant 2 used 

concurrent instruction the most in the thirteenth rehearsal, nearly three-quarters of the way 

through rehearsals, followed by the eighth rehearsal, approximately halfway through the 

rehearsal process.  Except for the third and fourth rehearsals, Participant 2 used pitched 

concurrent instruction more frequently than unpitched instruction.  Participant 3 demonstrated 

the most consistent use of concurrent instruction across time, averaging 68 instances across 

seven rehearsals.  The first two rehearsals showed a greater amount of pitched concurrent 

instruction, and the middle three rehearsals showed a tendency towards unpitched instruction.  

Figures 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 illustrate individual tendencies of concurrent instructional respective to 

their rehearsals, and Figure 4.7 shows mean comparisons (pitched and unpitched) among 

participants across time.  

Participant Comparisons of Concurrent Instructional Usage 
 
 There are a few differences among participants in their use of concurrent instruction. 

Participant 1 (10 yearsÕ experience) used the highest frequencies of pitched concurrent 

instruction in rehearsals (i.e. singing), compared to Participant 3 (30 yearsÕ experience), who 

used the highest frequencies of unpitched concurrent instruction.  In other words, ratios of 

pitched to unpitched concurrent instruction appear to equalize with more teaching experience.  
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Participant 3, for example, demonstrated near equal ratios of pitched/unpitched tendencies, 

especially during the latter two-thirds of her rehearsal process.  She used three times as many 

hustles and almost twice as many directives per rehearsal, compared to Participants 1 and 2.  She 

also achieved a performance-ready standard in the fewest amount of rehearsals (seven).  

Participant 2, in comparison, used concurrent instruction the least, and used twice as much time 

as Participant 3 to accomplish similar results. 

 

 
 

Figure 4.4. Participant 1 Use of Concurrent Instruction across Twelve Rehearsals 
 

 

 
 

Figure 4.5. Participant 2 Use of Concurrent Instruction across Seventeen Rehearsals 
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Figure 4.6. Participant 3 Use of Concurrent Instruction across Seven Rehearsals 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4.7. Combined Concurrent Instruction across Individual Rehearsals (Pitched/Unpitched) 

 
 

Participant Awareness of Concurrent Instructional Usage 
 
 Post audio data collection, a survey was sent to participants to determine what concurrent 

instructional techniques they deem as important components to their teaching.  Participants 

checked ÒyesÓ or ÒnoÓ if it was a technique they use, and then marked how important it is to their 

teaching process using Likert ratings.  Figures 4.8 (pitched) and 4.9 (unpitched) display verbatim 

answers to statements pertinent to concurrent instruction and individual tendencies.  

8.

:(

9.
9/

9:

.8

97

.8 ..

97
88

8A

)B

9.

! & ) % * ' #

3DCEJKL -GFDCEJKL

)):

8)
:8

(8 7(
:)

8A
:8

).

).7

8)

).A

.9 9.
8: 8A 9/

.. )/

7:

.9 9A .9
9(

7B

)7 ): B
.8

77
(/

7B
B9 (:

8.

7B

! & ) % * ' # ( + !$ !! !& !) !% !* !' !#

3ABCDEDFAGC4! 3ABCDEDFAGC4& 3ABCDEDFAGC4)



68 

Additionally, participants responded to four open-ended questions about their use of concurrent 

instruction. 

 
Table 4.5 
Participant Responses to Exit Questionnaire (Pitched Categories) 
 

Is this a technique you use?  
(check one) 

This is an important component to my teaching. 
(check one) 

Yes No Definition  Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

X 
X 
X 

 I hum with students when they 
are humming.  

 X 
 
 

  
X 

 
 

X 
X 
X 
X 

 I lip-trill with students when they 
lip-trill.  

 X 
 
 

  
X 
X 

 

X  
X 
X 

I sing melodic phrase contour 
without matching the specific 
pitch of the singers when they in 
the middle of a musical attempt. 
(i.e. ÒswellingÓ or ÒmoaningÓ to 
emphasize height of phrase or 
climactic moment). 

  
X 
X 

 X  

X 
X 
X 

 I aid in outlining the underlying 
pulse within a specific measure 
or set of measures (sung or 
spoken) while students are in the 
middle of a musical attempt 
(count-singingÐi.e. Òone and two 
and three and fourÓ). 

   X 
X 

 
 

X 

X 
X 
X 

 I aid in counting specific 
rhythms within a specific 
measure or set of measures using 
numbers or nonsense syllables 
while the students are in the 
middle of a musical attempt (i.e. 
Òone and, and, andÓ and or Òdoo 
ba dutÓ). 

   X 
X 
X 

 

X 
 

X 

 
X 

I reactivate a previously 
demonstrated model(s) while 
students are in the middle of a 
musical attempt.   

   
 

X 

X 
X 

 

X 
X 
X 

 I sing with students when they 
are singing. 

 X 
 

  
X 
X 

 
 
 

X 
 
 

 
X 
X 

I sing the final word of the 
phrase to emphasize cut-offs or 
consonant endings (i.e. Òpa-
cemÓ). 

 X 
 

  
X 

 
 

X 

 

Key: Participant 1, Participant 2, Participant 3 
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Table 4.6 
Participant Responses to Exit Questionnaire (Unpitched Categories) 
 

Is this a technique you use?  
(check one) 

This is an important component to my teaching. 
(check one) 

Yes No Definition  Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

X 
X 
X 

 I interject cues or reminders to 
students while they are singing 
to activate or intensify 
previously given directives (i.e. 
ÒRemember our cutoff hereÓ).   

   X 
X 

 
 

X 

X 
X 

 
 

X 

I give directions in the moment 
when students are in the middle 
of a musical attempt (i.e. ÒWe 
are going to cutoff hereÓ).   

   X 
X 

 
 

X 

X 
X 
X 

 I chant text with students when 
they are chanting.   

 X   
X 

 

X 

X 
X 
X 

 I interject humorous statements 
while students are in the middle 
of a musical attempt (i.e. ÒDid 
you hear my voice crack 
there?Ó).  

 X   
X 
X 

 

X 
X 
X 

 I provide specific approval while 
students are in the middle of a 
musical attempt (i.e. ÒYay, 
sopranos, you remembered to cut 
off!Ó). 

   X  
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

 I provide non-specific approval 
while students are in the middle 
of a musical attempt (i.e. 
ÒWahoo!Ó or ÒYes!Ó).  

   X  
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

 I provide specific disapproval 
while students are in the middle 
of a musical attempt (i.e. 
ÒTenors, you missed that rest!Ó 

   
X 

X  
 

X 

X 
X 

 
 

X 

I provide non-specific 
disapproval while students are in 
the middle of a musical attempt 
(i.e. ÒNo!Ó) 

  X 
X 

  
 

X 

Key: Participant 1, Participant 2, Participant 3 
 
 

Participants appear to be aware they use concurrent instruction and are somewhat 

accurate in pinpointing the techniques they frequently employ.  There are, however, a few 

inconsistencies between what was marked as a technique they use, compared to what happened 
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in real time.  Of the pitched categories, Participant 3 strongly agreed that she hums and lip-trills 

with students when they are singing, yet there were zero occurrences of her using this technique 

during her rehearsals.  Likewise, Participant 2 noted he lip-trilled with students, but there were 

no audible instances documented.  Participant 1 did mark that he sings with students, but 

disagreed that it was not an important component of his teaching.  He did, however, sing the 

most of any participant, averaging 33 instances per rehearsal.   

 Of the unpitched categories, Participant 3 noted that she does not give directives to 

students when they are singing, yet it was her second most used technique (7.71 per rehearsal).  

All participants stated that they interject humorous statements while the students are singing, but 

none of them exhibited a single instance of this during their rehearsals.  It is also interesting that 

all participants agreed they provide positive and negative feedback to students when they are 

singing, yet the frequencies are very low across the board.  

Open-ended Questions 
 
Participant 1 Responses 
 

Question 1. Concurrent instruction is defined as cues, reminders, or prompts given 
during execution of the desired action.  Do you use this technique? Why or why not?  

 
Yes. I have found that giving simultaneous specific feedback in the middle of studentsÕ 

singing can be an effective tool as it is immediately relevant to what they are doing.  It 

can also be effective in saving rehearsal time for concepts that are not new to the 

ensemble (i.e. giving a new instruction like Ômark that cutoff on beat 4Õ is a new 

instruction but not a new concept).  It saves time because it can be addressed in the exact 

moment and doesnÕt require additional rehearsal time.  I have also found in my 

experiences as a singer (as opposed to a teacher) that this is an effective tool.   
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Question 2. If you answered ÒyesÓ above, what specific behaviors do you feel are 
important components to your teaching? 

 
1)! The ability to quickly analyze what I am hearing and come up with a solution to fix 

the problem.  Knowing the next steps.   

2)! The ability to accurately model or describe the concept or idea. 

Question 3. For the purposes of this study, concurrent instruction is operationally 
defined as any occurrence of teacher phonation (i.e. talking or singing) while the 
students are in performance of a given task (i.e. singing/chanting, etc.)  In other words, 
it is the vocal behaviors of a conductor when students are singing.  Of the categories 
represented in the matrix above, which technique(s) do you think you use most often?  
Do you find it/them to be a successful teaching tool? 

 
The technique I use most often is singing with the students when they are singing.  This 

can be an effective tool but only when used sparingly.  I find that it does strengthen the 

section or part that is being rehearsed, but it is only a short-term fix.  Students can easily 

become dependent upon it.  It also impairs my ability to hear an accurate representation 

of what the singers are doing.   

Question 4. Some have suggested concurrent instruction is most effectively delivered at 
moments of musical rest.  Do you believe this to be true?  Why or why not? 

 
I believe that it is effective, but not necessarily that it is the ÔmostÕ effective.  Having the 

singers crescendo at a big moment or change the style mid-way through can be effective 

if delivered over their singing in the moment.  It can be challenging to wait for a rest and 

it is often too late.   

Participant 2 Responses 
 

Question 1. Concurrent instruction is defined as cues, reminders, or prompts given 
during execution of the desired action.  Do you use this technique? Why or why not?  

 
Yes.  I like to give reminders in advance of the desired action so I donÕt have to stop and 

go back and fix it.   
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Question 2. If you answered ÒyesÓ above, what specific behaviors do you feel are 
important components to your teaching? 

  
I think singing along helps present a model and also helps trouble shoot technique issues 

for the singers.  Giving reminders in advance can help save time and repetition.   

Question 3. For the purposes of this study, concurrent instruction is operationally 
defined as any occurrence of teacher phonation (i.e. talking or singing) while the 
students are in performance of a given task (i.e. singing/chanting, etc.)  In other words, 
it is the vocal behaviors of a conductor when students are singing.  Of the categories 
represented in the matrix above, which technique(s) do you think you use most often?  
Do you find it/them to be a successful teaching tool? 

 
I think I use specific and non-specific approval while the students are singing on a regular 

basis.  I think it creates a positive atmosphere and increases the likelihood that the 

behavior is remembered or repeated.  I would say I even tend to overreact to make a 

point.  I think it is a successful tool that matches my personality.   

Question 4. Some have suggested concurrent instruction is most effectively delivered at 
moments of musical rest.  Do you believe this to be true?  Why or why not? 

 
I believe this is true and it is something that I have intentionally been focusing on.  I 

realized there are moments where the students canÕt hear my comments so it is a waste of 

breath.  I try to use the rests to give feedback or alert them to something coming up.  I 

have also discovered that doing it over singing creates confusion for my accompanist, 

too.   

Participant 3 Responses 
 

Question 1. Concurrent instruction is defined as cues, reminders, or prompts given 
during execution of the desired action.  Do you use this technique? Why or why not?  

 
Yes.  I give instruction on my cues, reminders and prompts so that the students will 

understand what my hands are doing.  I think this is very important within the rehearsal.  

As you train your singers to ÔreadÕ your hands and conducting style then it will naturally 
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fall into place.  However, this does not have to be planned within your rehearsal.  I start it 

with my NV Choir [non-varsity] with simple directions within a warm up having the 

students follow my directions.  As students advance into the Varsity Choirs they 

understand my instructions/direction very quickly.  I also incorporate a lot of student 

movement in my rehearsals.  As they comprehend the concept with the movement, I will 

use that movement (in a smaller gesture) as I am directing and they immediately know 

what to do.   

Question 2. If you answered ÒyesÓ above, what specific behaviors do you feel are 
important components to your teaching? 

 
1)! Communicate with your students about your cues, cut offs, gestures-they have to 

know what your hands mean.   

2)! Also, as I stated above, I use student movements within a musical section to achieve 

musicality or for memorization purposes.  Many times, the students create these 

movements.  If they grasp the concept with the movement, then you can incorporate 

that movement within your directions.  It works! 

Question 3. For the purposes of this study, concurrent instruction is operationally 
defined as any occurrence of teacher phonation (i.e. talking or singing) while the 
students are in performance of a given task (i.e. singing/chanting, etc.)  In other words, 
it is the vocal behaviors of a conductor when students are singing.  Of the categories 
represented in the matrix above, which technique(s) do you think you use most often?  
Do you find it/them to be a successful teaching tool? 

 
1)! I do chant, count sing, and commonly make comments as they are singing.  It is a 

reminder for the students and then I consistently take those reminders away verbally 

and Ôbut it inÕ my directions as I explained above.   
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2)! I most commonly give directions; sometimes spoken, sometimes singing along.  With 

my Varsity Choirs, I do less of that and engage them in the process quicker, without 

me.  NV Choirs take a little more time to train into this process.   

3)! Yes, I find them to be very helpful tools when teaching.  My students respond to this 

style of teaching only because I have trained them in these rehearsal techniques.   

Question 4. Some have suggested concurrent instruction is most effectively delivered at 
moments of musical rest.  Do you believe this to be true?  Why or why not? 

 
I think there needs to be a balance in your rehearsals.  There are certainly times that 

verbal instructions given along with them singing works.  However, there are times that 

the verbal direction needs to be when the students are not singing.  It really depends on 

the directions that you are wanting to give your students at the time.  I donÕt think there is 

a right or wrong way in this matter.  I think it must be balanced in your rehearsal to keep 

your students engaged and on-task.   

Summary of Participant Responses 

 All participants are keenly aware of their use of concurrent instruction.  Participants 1 

and 2 agree that it can be an effective teaching tool and time-saving technique.  Participant 1 

believes concurrent instruction should be delivered immediately.  To wait for a moment of 

musical rest to deliver an instruction would be Òtoo lateÓ and most likely have little impact.  

Participant 2, on the other hand, believes instruction given at moments of musical rest are most 

effective.  He believes that when he gives instruction over the students singing, it confuses the 

students and accompanist alike.  Additionally, Participant 1 cautioned that singing is Òonly a 

short-term fixÓ and should be used sparingly, as students can become too dependent on the 

teacher for help.  Participant 3 also believes concurrent instruction is an effective tool, though 

her approach to its use is varied from the other participants.  She claims to use it as a vehicle to 
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train singers to recognize cues and understand conducting gesture.  She finds concurrent 

instruction to work because her students are trained from a young age to respond to this style of 

teaching.   
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CHAPTER FIVE  
 

DISCUSSION 
 

 
Purpose Statement 

 
The primary purpose of this study was to examine concurrent instructional behaviors as 

they occurred naturally in secondary choral rehearsals over time.  A secondary purpose was to 

determine if teachers were aware of their individual concurrent instructional tendencies.  Primary 

results indicate that teachers use both pitched and unpitched concurrent instruction while 

students are in performance of assigned tasks.  Secondary results show that teachers are aware 

they use concurrent instruction as a technique to save time and relay necessary information to 

students.  Specifically, I sought to address:  

1) How frequently do teachers use concurrent instruction? What is the mean percentage 

of overall time spent using this technique in rehearsal of a targeted piece?  

2) What is the ratio of pitched to unpitched concurrent instruction (i.e. sung vs. spoken)? 

3) How does concurrent instruction function in secondary choral rehearsals? Of the 

observed categories, which techniques are employed most frequently?  

4) Does teacher usage of concurrent instructional strategy change over time? 

5) How do concurrent instructional tendencies compare among teachers at various stages 

in their career (early, middle, late)?  

6) Are teachers aware they use concurrent instruction? If so, what specific behaviors do 

they feel are important components to their teaching?  

7) How is concurrent instruction used in a rehearsal? What are the tendencies for delivery 

(proactive or reactive)? 
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Discussion of Findings 

Question 1. Time Spent Using Concurrent Instruction 
 
 The literature suggests concurrent instruction in music has been around for over 100 

years.  The amount of time spent using this technique in rehearsals, however, has never been 

formally investigated as its own separate entity.  ÒCatch-wordsÓ (Coward, 1914), Òmid-trial 

statementsÓ (Thurman, 1977), Òco-verbal instructionÓ (Culver, 1989), Òacademic hustlesÓ (Dunn, 

1997), and Òreal-time instructionÓ (Rohwer, 1997) have all been used to describe the kind of 

instruction that happens simultaneously when students are in performance of assigned tasks.  

Due to the variance of terminology represented in the music literature to date, the term 

Òconcurrent instructionÓ has been adopted for this study to align with terminology represented in 

an established body of systematic observation research of coaching behaviors.   

Studies have shown that students involved in secondary performance ensembles spend 

approximately 60% of total rehearsal time in performance (Caldwell, 1980; Thurman, 1977; 

Watkins, 1996).  Results of this study indicate concurrent instruction occurs, on average, 25.88% 

of the time in rehearsal of a targeted piece.  This result is remarkably close to the 22.15 % 

average use of concurrent instruction by coaches across a wide range of sports (Becker & 

Wrisberg, 2008; Cushion & Jones, 2001; Isabel, et. al., 2008; Lacy & Goldston, 1990; Massey, 

et. al., 2002; Partington & Cushion, 2013; Potrac et. al., 2002; Potrac, Jones, and Cushion, 2007; 

Searle, 2012; Smith & Cushion, 2006), but higher than observations found in music (Derby, 

2001; Tyson, 1988).   

Because data were collected across time, one might assume that concurrent instruction 

occurs outside of these specific pieces and happens similarly in rehearsal of other performance 

selections.  To put these percentages into a temporal context, assuming a class period is 50 
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minutes, studies have demonstrated that secondary performance ensembles will likely spent 30 

minutes devoted to student performance.  Of that 30 minutes, the current study suggests that 

approximately 7:30 (minutes/seconds) of that time would be spent using some form of 

concurrent instruction, on average.   

Question 2. Ratios of Pitched to Unpitched Concurrent Instruction 

An average ratio of 65/35 pitched to unpitched concurrent instruction was found in this 

study.  Pitched concurrent behaviors accounted for 22.55%, and unpitched behaviors accounted 

3.33%, for a total of 25.88% of total rehearsal time.  Participant 1 used the highest percentages of 

pitched concurrent instruction, and lowest percentages of unpitched concurrent instruction.  

Conversely, Participant 3 used the lowest percentages of pitched concurrent instruction and the 

highest percentages of unpitched concurrent instruction.  Data from Participant 2 fell in between 

the two.   

Interestingly, the 10-year experienced teacher spent the most time using pitched 

concurrent instruction (i.e. singing), while the 30-year experienced teacher used the most 

unpitched concurrent instruction (i.e. hustles).  Another striking difference between directors was 

the total use of time it took for them to get to a performance-ready standard.  Participant 3 

completed the task in the shortest amount of time: 1:33:36 (hours/minutes/seconds).  Participant 

1 was second: 2:27:11; and Participant 2 took the longest: 3:14:01.  It is also interesting to note 

that the teacher who delivered the most hustles and directives concurrently is the same teacher 

who first completed the task of achieving a performance-ready standard.  Furthermore, the 

teacher who took the longest to achieve the task, Participant 2, used concurrent instruction the 

least (16.04% of overall time).  In future research, a larger population might isolate this 

relationship and correlations could be examined.   
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Question 3. Frequencies of Pitched and Unpitched Concurrent Instruction 

The most frequently used pitched behavior by all participants was singing.  This is not 

surprising, as singing with students in rehearsal is common practice.  Pfautsch (1973) suggested 

that singing with a group can save time and be beneficial to students if an appropriate model is 

presented and it does not become a habit.  When it does become habitual, however, its function 

changes and may even be counter-productive.  In fact, research has demonstrated that singing 

with students can have a deleterious effect on error detection (Byo & Sheldon, 2000).  

Participant 1 sang the most of any participant, averaging 33.17 instances of singing per 

rehearsal across 12 rehearsals.  Generally, students began learning notes on Solfege or a neutral 

syllable and then quickly moved to text.  Higher instances of singing occurred when new musical 

passages were introduced and note-learning was a primary focus of the rehearsal.  A typical note-

level learning teaching sequence by Participant 1 was to begin with the sopranos, followed by the 

altos, tenors, and basses, respectively.  He typically would avoid singing with the women during 

note-learning trials, but almost always sang with the men.  Furthermore, when the choir sang in 

four-part texture (SATB), he almost sang exclusively with the tenors and basses.  Once the 

students had achieved note-level-learning, Participant 1 never really stopped singing, even as 

students progressed towards a performance-ready standard.  This suggests it might be a habitual 

practice.   

Participant 2 sang the least of any participant, averaging 16.06 instances across 17 

rehearsals.  His approach to singing with students functioned differently than the other two 

participants.  First, unlike Participant 1, he began teaching note-level learning with the men, and 

then followed with the women.  Second, he appeared to only sing if he felt he needed to ÒsaveÓ a 

section, an occurrence which happened frequently when rehearsing with the men.  He would 
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occasionally begin singing with students, much like the act of ushering a person through a door, 

and then cease the behavior until additional guidance was needed.  Participant 2 frequently 

produced an unsupported singing model when singing with students, almost as if he was 

ÒsketchingÓ along and thinking simultaneously.  Once note-level learning was established, he 

tended to sing by weaving in and out of the 4-part harmony.  Two possible explanations for this 

could be that a) he was supporting and preventing errors assumed through score study, or 2) he 

was gravitating towards his favorite part in the texture.  If the latter statement were true, this 

observation is like what Tyson (1988) noticed in that conductors sometimes appear to sing for 

the love of singing or for the excitement of the music.   

Participant 3 sang the second most of participants, averaging 30.43 times per rehearsal 

over seven rehearsals.  Like Participant 1, she rehearsed the women first when learning new 

passages, followed by the men.  Additionally, her use of singing decreased slightly across all 

rehearsals.  She tended to sing with students initially, then stopped once the students 

demonstrated they could successfully hold a part.  At this point, she tended to switch her focus to 

provide hustles or directives to remind students of things she had previously mentioned or was 

asking for at that given moment.   

Of the unpitched categories, ÒhustlesÓ were the most widely used technique among 

participants, a technique often used by John Wooden when coaching basketball (Tharp & 

Gallimore, 1976).  Generally, hustles in the choral rehearsal functioned one of two ways.  First, 

short statements were given to activate or intensify previously given directives.  To illustrate, 

prior to a rehearsal trial the director would spend a brief time talking to the ensemble about 

articulation contrasts (i.e. legato and staccato) marked in the score.  Once the rehearsal trial 

began, the director would yell out ÒSmooth, smoothÉshort, short, short short!Ó during the trial to 
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remind the students of the directive and activate or intensify the behavior.  Second, hustles 

occasionally functioned as motivation.  Statements like, ÒCome on, basses! You got this!Ó served 

as a cue to remind the basses that they were an important part in the texture and needed 

encouragement to bring out their vocal line.  While it was not empirically measured, there were 

occasional audible differences in choral sound when hustles were given concurrently.  If a 

director yelled, ÒAccent!Ó during a trial, for example, the initial attack of note became stronger 

and more pointed.  Over time, hustles, if paired as reinforcements to previously given directives, 

appear to help students remember ideas and concepts long-term.  Future research might examine 

the use of directives alone, compared to directives paired with hustles and their relationship to 

gains in student achievement.   

Question 4.  Concurrent Instruction Usage Over Time 

The data presented in this study demonstrate lability, meaning they are widely fluctuating 

and change frequently.  Each participant employed varying amounts of pitched and unpitched 

concurrent instruction across individual rehearsals.  Except for a few rehearsals, pitched 

concurrent instruction was used for a greater percentage of time and at higher frequency counts 

from all participants.   

The most frequented pitched behavior was singing and the most frequented unpitched 

behavior was the academic hustle.  Although never formally stated, an underlying hypothesis for 

this study could be that the two would have an inverse relationship.  In other words, it was 

assumed that frequencies of singing would decrease and hustles would increase across time.  

This was not the case.  Participant 3 was the only participant who showed the slightest 

resemblance of this theory.  Hustles steadily increased through her first four rehearsals but then 

tapered through the end of her rehearsal recordings.   
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Question 5. Participant Comparisons of Concurrent Instructional Usage 

 ParticipantsÕ rehearsals were well-structured and all teachers were efficient in their use of 

time.  Each director had a methodical approach and would set attainable tasks to ensure student 

success (i.e. 8-16 measures at a time). Overall, there are very few differences among participants 

in their use of concurrent instruction.  

Of the pitched variables, singing was frequently used by all.  Unpitched categories varied 

slightly among participants; however, hustles and directives were frequently used by all.  

General observations revealed that Participants 1 and 3 spent most of their time making music, 

compared to Participant 2, who spent much more time talking in rehearsals (teacher-talk).   

One notable difference among participants came from Participant 2.  She employed a 

technique called Òthink-singing,Ó whereby students would presumably read the score while she 

played the piano.  Students were instructed to ÒaudiateÓ (sing in their brain) their assigned vocal 

line and think about musical directives rehearsed in previous rehearsals.  As she played she 

would call out cues concurrently to help students remember items discussed in previous 

rehearsals.   

Question 6.  Participant Awareness of Concurrent Instructional Usage 

 All participants appear to be keenly aware of their concurrent instructional usage.  

Participants 1 and 2 agree that it can be an effective teaching tool and time-saving technique.  

Participant 1 also believes concurrent instruction should be delivered immediately.  To wait for a 

moment of musical rest to deliver an instruction would be Òtoo lateÓ and most likely have little 

impact.  Participant 2, on the other hand, believes instruction given at moments of musical rest 

are most effective.  He believes that when he gives instruction over the students singing, it 

confuses the students and accompanist alike.  Additionally, Participant 1 cautioned that singing 
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is Òonly a short-term fixÓ and should be used sparingly, as students can become too dependent on 

the teacher for help.  Participant 3 also believes concurrent instruction is an effective tool, though 

her approach to its use is varied from the other participants.  She claims to use it as a vehicle to 

train singers to recognize cues and understand conducting gesture.  She finds concurrent 

instruction to work because her students are trained from a young age to respond to this style of 

teaching.  Perhaps beginning students do need more Ò1-aÕsÓ (directives) to fully understand 

hustles at a later point in time.  Future studies might examine comparisons of teacher instruction 

and use of hustles with beginning and advanced ensembles.   

Question 7.  Tendencies for Delivery 

 A large portion of musical information was delivered to students concurrently.  Proactive 

reminders (stimuli) were given to students to cue a desired behavior (response).  Sometimes a 

model preceded it, or a directive shed light on a musical articulation (later paired with a hustle), 

but often information was delivered proactively to remind students to imitate what was expected 

to happen in real-time.  Frequently used categorical variables are discussed below.   

 Singing. Singing was the most used pitched behavior among participants and was used 

simultaneously when students were singing.  Participants 1 and 2 sang consistently with students 

across time and with great irregularity.  Typically, the highest frequencies of singing occurred in 

rehearsals where new musical passages were being learned.  Overall, Participant 3 was the only 

subject who displayed a decrease in singing over time.  She was an experienced teacher of more 

than 30 yearsÕ experience, but the effects of this trend are beyond the scope of this study.  Future 

research might explore the effects of teachers singing with ensembles and student performance 

achievement. 
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The function of singing in rehearsals changed over time.  Initially, it was used to help 

students learn their individual vocal lines.  Over time, it became habitual from nearly every 

director.  Even when students could demonstrate vocal independence, the teachers still sang with 

students.   

 Melodic Contouring.  Melodic contouring is the act of a teacher vocalizing phrase 

contour without matching the specific pitch of the singers.  For lack of a better term, it is 

essentially Òmoaning.Ó  Pitches within a vocal line are approximated and its function is generally 

to relay phrasing information, specifically surges in dynamic intensity.  Participant 3 used this 

technique the most of any participant, with the highest occurrences in the fifth and fourth 

rehearsals, respectively.  Like singing, it happened concurrently, and generally occurred once 

correct notes and rhythms had been established.    

 Reiterative Modeling and Static Phonation.  Reiterative modeling and static phonation 

both fall under a modeling umbrella.  Reiterative modeling occurred when a teacher would 

reactivate a previously demonstrated model.  This happened when a teacher would model tone 

for the ensemble.  For example, a teacher might give a directive and pair it with a model (i.e. 

ÒMake sure you create lots of back space on that high note!Ó).  Following the demonstration, the 

teacher would cue the students to sing, and concurrently reactivate the model using the exact 

same vocal technique.  Other times, he would simply deliver a model and ask the students to sing 

it back to him.   

Delivery of static phonation occurred in similar fashion.  Static phonation is the act of a 

teacher singing to emphasize syllabic stress or the final word of the phrase regarding cut-offs or 

consonant endings.  For example, when singing the text ÒGloria in excelsis deo,Ó if the director 

wanted the first syllable of ÒdeoÓ to be emphasized stronger than the second (i.e. ÒDE-oÓ), he 
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would sing the first three words of the musical phrase normally and add a burst of dynamic 

energy to only the first syllable of ÒdeoÓ to communicate proper text stress.  When dealing with 

text stress, the teacher would consistently over-emphasize syllabic stress to trigger students to do 

the same.  This behavior frequently occurred during trial runs when the full ensemble was 

singing.   

 Academic Hustles and Directives.  Hustles and directives are very similar and could be 

easily misinterpreted as synonymous.  The difference between the two is mainly the time it takes 

to communicate the information in each one.  Hustles are generally shorter (i.e. one word or a 

catch-phrase) and their content supports previously given directives.  They also can take the form 

of motivation/encouragement (i.e. ÒYou can do it!Ó).  Directives, on the other hand, deliver 

information in full-length sentences.  While not always the case, hustles and directives are given 

at moments of musical rest, much like that of taking turns in conversation (Sacks, Schegloff, & 

Jefferson, 1974).  Furthermore, directives are sometimes given at the end of a musical phrase, 

which allows the musical pulse to remain in the room and the rehearsal pacing to be kept lively.  

This appears to save time and encourages minimal down-time from students.  

Two of the winningest coaches in the history of NCAA basketball, Pat Summitt and John 

Wooden, used concurrent instruction and hustles at high rates (Becker and Wrisberg, 2008; 

Gallimore & Tharp, 2004).  Could these behaviors be, in large part, factors to their success?  

Could well-placed hustles or directives given concurrently assist in our studentsÕ development?  

More research is needed to examine the effects of hustles and concurrent instruction on student 

attitude and achievement.  

 Chanting and Count Speaking.  Chanting was primarily used to introduce new, foreign 

text, to students.  Its function was to reinforce a previously demonstrated call-and-response 
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model, and it happened concurrently when students were either chanting or singing.  Count 

speaking, on the other hand, was used to outline the underlying pulse within a specific measure 

or set of measures.  It also happened concurrently while students were singing text, or when they 

were count singing or speaking.   

 Approvals and Disapprovals.  Concurrent approvals and disapprovals are praises or 

scolds in response to student performance.  Both can be specific or non-specific in nature.  An 

example of a specific approval would be, ÒGood job, Sopranos! You out-sang me that time.Ó  A 

related non-specific approval would be, ÒGood!Ó where the delivery of praise is often ambiguous 

or unclear.   

 Combined, participants delivered more approval than disapproval.  Though frequencies 

are sparse, these results reflect findings by Hendel (1995) that teachers give more positive 

feedback than negative.  Furthermore, all participants had higher or equal rates of specific 

approvals to non-specific, supporting the notion that expert teachers tend to give more specific 

positive feedback than not (Goolsby, 1997).  Delivery of feedback was either given immediately 

after student performance during a trial, or delivered near the end of a phrase (i.e. during a 

sustained note) and an instructional cycle was almost complete. 

Participant Instructional Comparisons Summary 

 Participants displayed instructional differences.  While a Òperformance-readyÓ standard 

served as the target goal, the road from start to finish was varied.  Each participant appears to 

have an adopted value system which, in turn, informs their instructional approach.  As Morgan 

and Morgan (1960) allude, these variations should not be viewed as good or bad, just different.  

Respective to each individual classroom, expert teachers generally are aware of student needs.  

Results from this study support WhitakerÕs (2011) notion that effective teaching is situational.   
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Each individual director brings to the classroom his or her own personal values, musical 

abilities, and teaching characteristics and, therefore, creates a unique learning 

environment. Each director in this investigation was a successful teacher, and the students 

benefited from his or her unique instruction. They all used similar teaching behaviors, but 

the extent of the use varied across cases. Therefore, it seems that there is no exact 

prescription for teacher behaviors that result in a high-quality ensemble (p. 305).   

Table 5.1 displays variations of participant tendencies for instructional delivery observed in this 

study.   

 
Table 5.1 
Individual Participant Tendencies for Instructional Delivery 
 

Participant 1 Participant 2 Participant 3 

! ! Sings frequently with 
students across all 
rehearsals 

! ! Sings occasionally with 
students across all 
rehearsals 

! ! Sings frequently towards 
the beginning of the 
rehearsal process and 
decreases usage over time 

! ! In SATB texture, generally 
rehearses women first, 
followed by men 

! ! In SATB texture, generally 
rehearses men first, 
followed by women 

! ! In SATB texture, generally 
rehearses women first, 
followed by men 

! ! Appears to sing with men 
more than women 

! ! Appears to sing with men 
more than women 

! ! Appears to sing with 
women more than men  

! ! Note learning begins on a 
neutral syllable or Solfege 

! ! Note learning began on 
count singing or neutral 
syllable 

! ! Note learning began on 
text 

! ! Quick pacing throughout, 
minimal Òteacher talkÓ 

! ! Methodical and sequential 
instructional patterns, 
abundant Òteacher talkÓ  

! ! Quick pacing throughout, 
moderate Òteacher talkÓ 

! ! Hustles and directives 
used occasionally and 
delivered at moments of 
musical rest 

! ! Hustles and directives 
used occasionally and 
delivered at moments of 
musical rest 

! ! Hustles and directives 
used frequently and 
delivered simultaneously 
or at moments of musical 
rest 

! ! Hustles paired with 
directives 

! ! Hustles paired with 
directives 

! ! Hustles paired with 
directives 

! ! Modeling used to focus on 
vocal tone 

! ! Modeling used 
infrequently 

! ! Modeling used for musical 
articulation/phrasing  
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Table 5.1, continued. 
 

  

Participant 1 
 

Participant 2 
 

Participant 3 
 

! ! Static phonation used to 
emphasize text stress 

! ! Static phonation rarely 
used   

! ! Static phonation used to 
emphasize text stress 

! ! Occasionally played piano 
during rehearsals 
(accompanist occasionally 
used) 

! ! Rarely played piano 
during rehearsals 
(accompanist frequently 
used) 

! ! Frequently played piano 
during rehearsals 

! ! Appropriate tone and style 
appears to be a target 
performance goal 

! ! Correct notes and rhythms 
appears to be a target 
performance goal.   

! ! Memorization appears to 
be a target performance 
goal 

! ! Assigns tasks to students 
when not actively singing 

! ! Asks questions of students 
(higher-order thinking 
skills) 

! ! Used Òthink singingÓ 
whereby students audiate 
while she concurrently 
reminds of items 
previously mentioned 

   
 
 

Conclusion 

Research has identified sequential patterns of instruction as an effective way to deliver 

content to students (Price, 1983; 1992; Price & Yarbrough, 1993).  This methodical approach is 

used by novice and experienced teachers alike.  Yet, there is often much more that happens in 

real-time beyond a standard 1Ð2Ð3 delivery and has been documented in various studies (Derby, 

2001; Siebenaler, 1997; Speer, 1994; Rohwer, 1997; Thurman, 1977; Tyson, 1988).  Concurrent 

instruction, often strategically nestled within the sequential patterns, may have positive effects on 

student learning.  For example, an effectively timed and delivered academic hustle (paired with a 

directive) could serve as a positive addendum to an already effective instructional cycle.  Of 

course, further research to this claim is warranted. 

This study showed that teachers use concurrent instruction, on average, 25.88% of 

rehearsal of a targeted piece.  Of those behaviors, singing, academic hustles, and directives were 

the most frequently used behaviors by choral directors.  Concurrent instruction is a tool many 
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music teachers use and this broad-based investigation helped to pinpoint specific techniques used 

in a rehearsal setting.  

Besides demonstrating that concurrent instruction is used by choral directors in rehearsal, 

this study also pinpointed specific behaviors that occur.  By far, the most frequented pitched 

behavior was singing.  While it most likely is not an obstruction to student learning if teachers 

sing, these results suggest its use could have adverse effects long term. At its source, it is really 

an intention versus function issue: too little singing potentially induces trepidation, especially 

from developmental singers, and too much could impede musical independence.  Consequently, 

teachers should be extremely conscientious of using singing as a primary means for concurrent 

instructional delivery.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

Teachers who use concurrent instruction appear to be efficient instructors.  Thomas 

Jefferson is quoted as once having said, ÒIt is wonderful how much may be done if we are 

always doingÓ (Jefferson, 1787).  Using concurrent instruction appears to assist in keeping the 

pace alive in rehearsal.  Providing academic hustles and directives concurrently in rehearsal 

settings may be a solution to help teachers become more efficient with their instructional time 

and help students learn quicker. 

With a broad-based understanding of how concurrent instruction functions in a choral 

rehearsal, recommendations for future studies might include:  

! ! Examining concurrent instruction with different developmental levels and more 

participants (i.e. N=30) represented.  Does the use of concurrent instruction change 

with age level? 
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! ! Examining concurrent instruction in accelerated rehearsal settings (i.e. honor 

choir/All -State performance ensembles).  How much concurrent instruction is used in 

these settings, if at all? 

! ! Concurrent instruction and perceptions of teacher effectiveness.   

! ! Isolation of specific variables (i.e. hustles) and their effect on student achievement 

and attitude.  What correlations exist, if any?  

! ! Comparisons of concurrent instructional usage between band, orchestra, and choir 

directors.   
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APPENDIX A  
 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL LETTER  
 

 
 

 
Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
 (850) 644-8673 á FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date:  
 
To:  
 
Address: 
 
Dept.:   
 
From:       Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
 
 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the research proposal 
referenced above has been reviewed by the Human Subjects Committee at its meeting on                              
Your project was approved by the Committee. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk to 
the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit.  This approval does 
not replace any departmental or other approvals which may be required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent form is attached 
to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be used in recruiting research 
subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by                      you must request a renewal of approval for continuation 
of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is 
your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee 
prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol change/amendment form is required 
to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal 
Investigator promptly report, in writing, any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to 
research subjects or others.  
 
By copy of this memorandum, the chairman of your department and/or your major professor is reminded that 
he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human subjects in the 
department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that the project is being conducted in 
compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection.  The Assurance 
Number is IRB00000446. 
 
 Cc:  
 HSC No.  

Adam Zrust <acz10@my.fsu.edu>

844 E Call St, Tallahassee, FL 32301

MUSIC SCHOOL

A Descriptive Analysis of Co-Verbal Behaviors in the Secondary Choral Rehearsal

10/11/2017

2016.19308

10/13/2016

10/12/2016

Judy Bowers <jbowers@fsu.edu>, Advisor
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APPENDIX C 
 

RESEARCH APPROVAL : PARTICIPANT 1  
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APPENDIX D 
 

RESEARCH APPROVAL: PARTICIPANT 2  
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APPENDIX E 
 

RESEARCH APPROVAL: PARTICIPANT 3  
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APPENDIX F 
 

PARTICIPANT LETTER OF DEBRIEFING  
 

 
 

 
844 E Call St ¥ Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: 817.600.3481 ¥ Email: adamzrust@gmail.com 

 
    Adam C. Zrust  
  

LETTER OF DEBRIEFING 
 
 
December 9, 2016 
 
 
Dear Mrs. Owens: 
 
Thank you for your participation in this study.  When you agreed serve as a participant, I told 
you I was looking at efficiency practices used in a choral rehearsal to expedite student learning.  
That information was true and accurate, however, my focus was much more specific.  The 
purpose of the present study is to examine concurrent instructional verbal behaviors by 
experienced teachers as they occur naturally in the secondary choral rehearsal, over time.  For 
the purposes of this study, Òconcurrent instructionÓ is operationally defined as any occurrence of 
teacher phonation (i.e. talking or singing) while students are in performance of a given task.  
Although many teachers use concurrent verbal strategies, little is known about how or when it 
functions in a rehearsal, or how frequently it is employed.  
 
I apologize if the initial information was misleading or vague, but I feared if I told you exactly 
what I was looking at it would have impeded your natural instruction.  Should you choose to 
withdraw your supplied data, you are inclined; however, I am confident the data collected during 
this trial will pinpoint how concurrent-verbal instruction functions in a choral setting, and will 
contribute to a greater understanding of rehearsal efficiency practices.  
 
The records of this study will be kept confidential, to the extent permitted by law.  All data 
collected in this study will be confidential, and you will not be identifiable in any future 
reporting of results.  Research data will be kept in a locked cabinet and a secured office.  Your 
name will not appear in any dissertation or report resulting from this study, however, anonymous 
quotations may be used.  I am not interested in any one individualÕs responses; I am looking at 
the general patterns that emerge when the data are aggregated together. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, you are welcome to talk with me at (817) 600-3481 or 
email me at adamzrust@gmail.com.  If you have any questions about your rights as a research 
subject, you may contact the FSU IRB Secretary at (850) 644-8633.  If your participation in this 
study has caused you concerns, anxiety, or otherwise distressed you, you may contact the FSU 
Counseling Center at (850) 644-1234.  Thank you again for your participation in this study.  I 
look forward to sharing the results with you.   
 
Warmest regards,  
 
 
 
Adam C. Zrust 
Ph.D. Candidate, Florida State University  
College of Music 
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APPENDIX H  
 

EXIT QUESTIONNAIRE  
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APPENDIX I  
 

FREQUENCY OBSERVATIO N FORM 
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