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The present study was &&,ﬁs& Lo compare the effects of negative feedback statements and
specific directives I music performance instruction. Twenty-five college undergraduates
and 25 sm\w.b- and sixth-grade students were taught by rote to play on soprans recorder an

the remaining lessons, the teacher communicated corrective information
e rez s, | tive inft thr }
directives. Results indicale that subjects’ attitudes and performance Eb#“:%#&ﬁ&ﬂ%ﬂ%m
MMQ\\R&& by the experimental conditions. All subjects expressed Positive attitudes about
. M..«Wﬁgﬂnwwm:m the time required o reach the JSinal performance goal and the quali-
of studen ormance were not different between the grou 1% ]
and the group receiving directives. # ecemg magative fedback
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Teacher feedback is perhaps the most widely studied com
teacher behavior. Although most experts mmﬂmmﬂrwa teacher MAWM-WMMWAN.
important and that students’ knowledge acquisition, performance
skills, and social behavior are affected by teacher feedback (Brophy &
Ooomr 1986; Madsen & Madsen, 1583), questions remain regarding the
precise nature and effects of feedback (Cameron & Pierce, 1994), and
optimal rates of positive and negative feedback in music mesz ,rwiw
yet to be identified. Much of the research literature in music education
expresses n:.w conclusion that the ratio of positive to negative feedback
should be high and that a preponderance of negative feedback may
mmwn.., o students’ %mnocwwmmsanur lack of achievement, and offtask
behavior (Byo, memn Madsen & Duke, 1993; Price, 1992). Interestingly
however, observation of the teaching of experts in sifu has revealed mﬁm

Robert A. Duke is a professor of music and Jac i i i
0 - 2 I queline C. Hennin ds
%M%M tn music Qu:..ﬂnon in the School of Music, University of Texas wmw.c_mﬁws Mn:n.“m”_ mHn.wM
2-1208. Copyright © 1998 by MENC—The National Association for z:urn. ma:nmmo:.

JRME 483

excellent teachers communicate both positive and negative academic
feedback at comparably high rates, although their students’ individual
performance- trials are more often successful than unsuccessful
(Buckner, 1997; Cavitt, 1998; Siebenaler, 1997)}. :
High ratios of positive to negative feedback have been identified as
correlates of student attentiveness across many disciplines. But, some-
what paradoxically, systematic observation of teaching in music perfor-
mance settings has revealed that, despite high rates of negative feed-
back (and corresponding low to meoderate positive feedback ratios),
students seem to work hard and remain on-task even though the rela-
tive proportion of positive feedback is lower than would have been
expected based on observations of classroom instruction in other dis-
ciplines (Madsen & Alley, 1979; Yarbrough & Price, 1981, 1989).
Third-party observers’ perceptions of teaching quality may also be
influenced by perceived rates of positive and negative feedback, but
observers’ perceptions are often inconsistent with actual events:(Duke;
1987; Madsen & Duke, 1985a). Some research concerning observers'
evaluations of music teaching has shown no relationship between the
rate of positive feedback and evaluations of teaching quality by experts
in the discipline (Madsen, Standley, Byo, & Cassidy, 1992; Siebenaler,
1997) and by preservice teachers (Duke & Blackman, 1991). Yet, many
practicing and prospective teachers, when observing the teaching. of
others, seem particularly sensitive to negative teacher feedback
(Madsen & Duke, 1985b). This sensitivity is manifested in observers’
tendency to overestimate the proportion of negative feedback in
instructional interactions and to evaluate teaching effectiveness.in
inverse proportion to the amount of negative feedback perceived
(Duke, 1987, Duke & Prickett, 1987). .
Recent investigations in which researchers have examined. the pre-
cise content of teacher verbalizations throughout an instructional
interaction have revealed that excellent teachers’ verbalizations
include rates of negative feedback that are equal to or greater than the
rates of positive feedback. This has been observed in a variety of music
settings,; including instrumental ensemble rehearsals (Cavitt, 1998;
Younger, 1998; Younger-Flores, 1995) and private keyboard.lessons
(Buckner, 1997; Siebenaler, 1997). In addition, a number of investiga-
tors have found that experienced and expert teachers often give no ver-
bal feedback following student performance trials (Cavitt, 1998;
Colprit, 1998; Goolsby, 1997; Hendel, 1995; Price, 1983; Yarbrough &
Price, 1981). S
In an effort to explain the fact that relatively high proportions .of
negative feedback have been observed in the teaching of experts and
that high levels of student attention have been associated with higher
rates of negative feedback than are recommended in pedagogical liter-
ature, some authors have suggested that this seeming contradiction
between theory and practice (i.e., the high proportions of on-task stu-
dent behavior and positive student attitudes in the presence.of low
rates of positive feedback) may result from music’s inherent reinforc-
ing qualities and that students who are engaged in music performance
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activities are reinforced by the activities themselves, rendering addi-
tional reinforcement from the teacher unnecessary to maintain student
attention and appropriate behavior (Forsythe 1977; Madsen & Alley,
1979; Madsen & Duke, 1985b). It may be, however, that the nature of
music mstruction, and not necessarily the music itself, helps explain the
fact that higher rates of negative verbal feedback are observed among
successful teachers and conductors. .

- Unlike some academic classroom instruction, during which students
may respond either infrequently or not at all during the course of an
instructional presentation, music performance instruction necessarily
involves the active, overt participation of all students throughout the
learning process. Music instruction, by its very nature, embodies an
ongoing alternation between teacher instructions, feedback, and stu-
dent performance trials, and this alternation of teacher and student
activity has been studied extensively in recent years (e.g., Goolsby, 1996;
Hendel, 1995; Price & Yarbrough, 1991). Because music performance
instruction affords students frequent opportunities to demonstrate
their levels of skill acquisition moment-to-moment, it seems logical that
the function of teacher verbalizations, particularly negative feedback,
may be different than in situations in which there are fewer response
opportunities,

Seldom has the effect of the ratio of positive to negative feedback
been investigated with regard to student performance achievement. In
a recent review of 81 research investigations published during the last
quartercentury that included systematic observation and evaluation of
teacher behavior in music (Duke, 1997}, only 11 studies were identified
that included student performance achievement as a dependent mea-
sure. In those instances when positive teacher feedback was measured
in relation to student achievement, the relationship between these two
variables was found to be weak {Price, 1983) and statistically nonsignif-
icant (Kuhn, 1975; Murray, 1975; Yarbrough, 1975).

This is not to suggest that students who do not hear positive verbal-
izations from the teacher receive no positive feedback. Rather, instruc-
tional settings in music performance provide numerous opportunities
for students to receive feedback about their progress and accomplish-
ment. This feedback emanates not from the teacher directly, but from
students’ perceptions of their own accomplishment of proximal per-
formance goals. This is not a trivial point. If it is true that teachers con-
trol the probability of students’ success on any given performance trial,
then excellent teachers do, in fact, control the rate and proportion of
positive and negative feedback communicated to students by selecting
and ordering performance tasks in such a way as 1o increase the likeli-
hood that students will be successful (Duke & Madsen, 1991). The feed-
back students receive comes not only in the form of verbalizations and
nonverbal communication from the teacher, but also, and perhaps
more importantly, in the form of accomplishinent or failure to achieve
the proximal goals determined by the teacher {Duke, 1994).

In detailed analyses of one-to-one piano instruction, for example,
timing measurements of excellent teachers were characterized by high-
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er rates of teacher verbalizations, especially directives and mmm&gn_m.
and correspondingly higher rates of student performance opportuni=
ties than were observed among less skilled teachers. Teachers _&nbc.mna
as the most skilled, either through expert observers’ oﬁmcmnonﬁ
(Siebenaler, 1997) or through evaluations of student accomplishment
(Buckner, 1997), also demonstrated consistently higher rates of nega-
tive feedback (Buckner, 1997; Siebenaler, 1997). These same results
were obtained in observations of expert high school and middle school
band directors (Cavitt, 1998). . .
There are several issues regarding the definition of teacher verbal-
izations and the function of verbalizations with regard to student
behavior that must be clarified for the purposes of discussion. 438..“
authors define negative feedback as a negative evaluation ofa mnu&nmﬂ S
behavior or performance, but the degree of specificity of negative
feedback may vary widely. Negative feedback following a student per-
formance may communicate little other than the fact that the student’s
performance was below expectations or incorrect {e.g., “That sounded
terrible”) or may be so specific as to suggest a course of action for m.a.n
student in a subsequent performance trial (e.g., EH..—S Cnatiral was
very sharp that time”). Interestingly, in most published research in
music education, both of these statements are categorized as Bnmmnqm
feedback or disapproval, even though the latter contains more infor-
mation and, because of its specificity, implies a course of action that the
student may undertake to remediate the error or problem identified.
Directive statements (i.e., commands that indicate to a wnsamﬂ.n that
he or she should do something) also vary in specificity, and, as is the
case with negative feedback, the degree of specificity may affect the
potential function of the verbalization. Specific directive statements fol-
lowing a student performance trial may indicate to the student @:ﬁ
something should be done differently than was done on the preceding
trial. For example, directing a student to play again and change some
aspect of the preceding performance trial implies that Em.ﬁﬂnnnmam
trial was below expectations or was incorrect (e.g., “Try again, and see
if you can bring down the pitch of the Cnatral”). ) )
‘When students have frequent opportunities to respond in a leaming
procedure, the distinction between specific negative feedback state-
ments and specific directives is blurred and the intended purposes of
these statements -overlap. When there are frequent alternations
between sadent performance trials and teacher 49&%«..05? as is the
case in most music performance settings, each negative feedback state-
ment may imply a direction to change some aspect of the ﬁmﬁmo_.._dmbnm.
In other words, each specific negative feedback statement may imply a
directive. Similarly, each specific directive to change some aspect of the
performance may imply a negative feedback statement about the pre-
ceding trial. - ] ] o -
Thus, in the course of music instruction, specific directives NE.Q spe-
cific negative feedback statements may serve similar functions (i.e., to
cornmunicate to the student that something about his or her perfor-
mance needs to change), and, if this is true, then it may not be appro-
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priate to categorize teacher verbalizations in a way that implies that all
negative feedback statements are similar, that all directive statements
are similar, or that all negative feedback statements are functionally dif-
ferent from all directive statements. It may be that the lack of distine-
tion among negative feedback statements explains the high rates of
negative feedback observed among excellent teachers.

As a basis for this Investigation, we propose that students’ successful
accomplishment of musical goals is a primary source of positive feed-
back and that students may describe a learning experience positively,
irrespective of the rate of negative verbal feedback from the teacher. In
the present study, we compared two procedures for communicating
corrective information to students learning a music performance skill.
Specifically, we attempted to determine whether a teacher’s expressions
of corrective information (i.e., the content of teacher verbalizations
that are intended to elicit change in student performance) affect sm-
dents’ attitudes about a learning experience and the time required to
learn a target performance task.

METHOD

Subjects were 25 college undergraduates who were enrolled in music
courses for nonmusic majors at the University of Texas at Austin and 25
fifth- and sixth-grade students enrolled in a public elementary school
in Austin, Texas. Although drawn from a number of different classes,
subjects were not selected randomiy, but participated on a voluntary
basis. College subjects’ ages ranged from 19 to 29 years; their mean age
was 22. Levels of music experience varied widely among the elementary
subjects and among the college subjects, but music experience did not
differ significantly between the subjects assigned to the two experi-
mental conditions, F (1, 44) = 3.47, £>.06. One college subject in each
experimental condition had played the recorder prior to their partici-
pation in the study; no subject from the clementary school had had
experience playing the recorder.

Each subject was taught by rote to play a one-line accompaniment
for the theme o Sesame Street on soprano recorder. All subjects were
taught in individual lessons by the same teacher (the second author),
with whom subjects were unacquainted prior to the study. Throughout
the leaming procedure, the teacher explained and demonstrated each
part of the task, and performed together with the subject undl he or
she was able to perform independently. When the subject had learned
to play the part correctly, the lesson culminated with the target perfor-
mance task—a duet performance in which the teacher played the
melody while the subject played the single-line accompaniment. The
duration of each lesson was not predetermined; rather, each lesson
continued until the predetermined performance goal had been accom-
plished successfully. Lessons taught to the college students ranged in
duration from 10.0 to 24.3 minutes; the mean lesson duration was 17.4
minutes. Lessons taught to the elementary students ranged in duration
from 14.9 to 40.9 minutes; the mean lesson duration was 25.5 minutes.
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College students’ lessons were taught in a large music classroom and
were videotaped from behind a one-way mirror situated on one wall of
the classroom. The teacher and student sat facing oné another and
were positioned so that both were clearly in view cﬁ., the camera. A
microphone mounted in the ceiling of the classroom directly above the
teacher and student was used to record the audio signal. Eogﬁ.ﬂg
students’ lessons were taught in a typical elementary classroom with a
stationary videocamera on a triped in full view. ]

Subjects in each age-group were tanght under one of two experi-
mental conditions. In the Directive Condition, the teacher H.D..an cor-
rections in students’ performances primarily by stating specific direc-
tives, which were defined as commands describing how the student
should perform in a subsequent performance trial. F response to a stu-
dent’s playing too loudly, for example, the teacher directed the student
to play again and identified what should be done differently in the ,a.w.v.
sequent trial (e.g., “Try that again, and play a little softer this time .v.
The teacher attempted to avoid negative feedback during the lessons in
this condition; that is, the teacher avoided negative, evaluative state-
ments regarding individual student performance trials. .

In the Negative Feedback Condition, the teacher nom._.nnann m:_&.nnﬁ.
performance errors by identifying what was wrong with .Em subject’s
performance in a preceding trial. In response to a mnﬁmnbm s _u_m.ﬁﬂm too
loudly in this condition, for example, the teacher first annzm.wma the
error in the preceding trial and directed the .m?am.dw to play again (e.g.,
“You played a little too loudly that time; try it again”™).

Thus, in the Directive Condition, teacher verbalizations that were
intended to correct aspects of the student’s performance .were
expressed as specific directives to do mo_dmmr.ﬁm differently in a m—mvmn.
quent trial. In the Negative Feedback Condition, teacher verbalizations
intended to correct aspects of the student’s performance. were
expressed as specific negative feedback (i.e., negative evaluations of stu-.
dent performance in a preceding trial), followed by a2 command to “iry
it again.” The teacher made no conscious attempt to change her per-
sonal demeanor between the two experimental conditons and there
were no obvious differences in the teacher’s nn._omo:_m._ tone S.wnb
delivering negative feedback statements and when delivering aqnn.n—.ﬁw.

Although the teacher taught using a planned sequence of activities
leading toward the culminating duet performance, the sequence was
adapted ad hoc in accordance with the needs of each student. We made
no attempts to control other categories of ammnrw_, <n.ﬂ_u§uosm during
the learning procedure. Thus, the teacher’s Ewmnamoa about what to
play during each performance trial and the teacher’s positive feedback
statements varied among lessons. We had m:nomvmﬂma. that n.wo frequen-.
cies and rates of these other aspects of the instructional interactions -
would distribute evenly between the two experimental conditions, and
this, in fact, was the case (data are reported in the Results sectio
below). . ) o

Experimental conditions were assigned randomly to subjects prior to
the first subject’s lesson. Each subject arrived at the classroom at a
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scheduled appointment time, was iven a soprano r

lesson no.d:.andnmm. At the nOBQEme of the Wmmmo:. nwmwnm.w__uw%nﬂﬂoﬁw
Pleted a brief questionnaire that gathered demographic data and
posed 11 statements to which subjects responded using four-point
H.—Wmnw.aﬂm scales (“strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” “strongl
agree”). We purposely chose four-point scales to ovﬁmnm a :mﬁﬂﬁw

response and create a forced choi
ce between agreement and disa.
ment. The 11 statements were: a gree

1 enjoyed learning to play the recorder today.

I found playing the recorder difficult to learn,

I would like to continue leaming to play the recorder.

This lesson was a negative experience. .
Playing the recorder is casy.

I got bored leamning to play the recorder today.

I now feel confident about playing the song I learned today.
The teacher was helpful. .
I was frustrated during the lesson.

Playing the recorder is fun.

The teacher was encouraging and positive.

Following the learning procedure, the t i

> he lea A eacher thanked the subijects

for their participation and handed them the questionnaire. wcm__nnﬁ

completed the questionnaires outside the classroom and outside the

WMwmnﬁnm of 5% teacher, with whom they had no further contact. They
Te Instructed to place their completed i i i

il n_m.mmﬂDWE. pleted questionnaires in an envelope
We analyzed the content of all videotapes in order to record the fre-

quencies of teacher directives, positive and negative feedback state-

Mﬂnzm. Mb& student performance trials, and to record the time required

o reach the target performance goal.! Recall that all lessons continued

mastered each assigned task.

RESULTS

The mean rates of teacher verbalizations, student perfo i
als, and the mean lesson durations for each age mﬂocmuku& MHW.:MM M.-_..
Imental condition are shown in Table 1. There were no wmmﬂmmnwbnﬂ_mw
mmﬂnbn.m.m between the two treatment conditions in terms of the number
of positive feedback staternents, F (1, 46) =~ 1.1, £> .30, the number of
student performance trials, F (1, 46} = 0.5, p> 47, or the time required
.ﬂo Hmwnr the target performance goal, F(1,46) =1.2, £> 28. Of course
in keeping with the design of the research, the mean number of nega.
tive feedback statements in the Directive Condition was low nOE@EMM
to the mean number of negative feedback statements in the Negative
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Table 1 .
Positive Feedback Frequency, Negative Feedback Frequency, Divective Frequency, and Time (in
Minutes) to Reach Performance Goal for the Directive and Negative Feedback (fb) Conditions

Time
nof nof {in E.Fmv .
positive negative nof nof o reach
feedback feedback specific performance performance
statements statements directives trials criterion
Condition M S M 5D M 0 M LY M D
College subjects .
Directive 36.8 7.3 25 18 254 92 638 174 178 13
Negative {b 344 127 199 94 62 33 624 201 171 52
Directive 551 16.1 7.6 37 478 164 979 325 271 76

Negative b 498 151 298 126 130 68 838 285 241 64

Feedback Condition (see Table 1). Complementarily, the mean num-
ber of directive statements in the Directive Condition was high com-
pared to the mean number of directive statements in the Negative
Feedback Condition, Although the teacher found it impossible w avoid
all negative feedback statements in the Directive Condition and to
avoid all specific directives in the Negative Feedback Condition, the
rates of negative feedback staternents and directive statements seemed
adequately differentiated between the two treaunents. These data indi-
cate that there were no systematic differences between experimental
conditions except with regard to the independent variable, narely, the
content of teacher verbalizations that were intended to elicit change in
student performance.

There were unsurprising differences between age levels. Compared
to lessons taught to the college subjects, lessons taught to the elemen-
tary students were longer in duration, F (1, 46) = 22.8, # < .001, com-
prised a greater number of performance trials, F (1, 46) = 17.9, p< .001,
and included a higher frequency of positive feedback from the teacher,
F (1, 46) = 20.1, p < .001. There was no significant interaction between
age level and treatment condition in any of these comparisons. -

The mean subject responses to the 11 statements on the question-
naire are shown in Figure 1. Note that four of the statements were
worded negatively, such that a subject’s “disagreement” with these state-
ments indicates a positive response. It is clear from the figure that the
responses of subjects in both treatment conditions were nearly identi-
cal; there were no significant differences between the Directive and
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enjoyed learning
difficult to leam
like to continue
negative navonwuon
Tecorder is easy

I got bored

1feel confident
teacher was helpful
I was frustrared
recorder is fun

teacher was positive ¢

Mean subject responses: (1) strong disagreement to (4) strong agreement

Figure 1. Subjects’ (N'= 50) mean responses to 11 statements concerning their
experience.

Negative Feedback treatment group means for any of the 11 state-
ments, F (1, 46} < 1.9, p> .17. The mean responses of both age-groups
were positive on all 11 questionnaire items, and the mean responses of
elementary subjects and college subjects were not significantly different
on 7 of the 11 items. Elementary subjects responded more positively
than the college subjects on four items, however (“I enjoyed leaming
to play the recorder,” “I would like to continue,” “This lesson was a neg-
ative experience,” and “I was frustrated”), F (1, 46) > 4.6, p<.03. There
was no significant interaction between age level and experimental con-
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dition on any of the 11 items. The mean responses concerning subjects”™
enjoyment of the activity (“I enjoyed learning to play the recorder™)
and the teacher’s helpfulness (“The teacher was helpful”) and positive
approach (“The teacher was encouraging and positive”) were particu-
larly high in both treatment conditions and in both age groups—this
despite the substantial differences in the frequencies and rates of neg-
ative feedback statements between the two conditions.

DISCUSSION

The results of this investigation indicate that subjects’ successful
accomplishment of music performance goals led to positive attimdes
and feelings of self-efficacy and that subjects’ attitudes and learning'
efficiency were unaffected by the different verbalizations used by the
teacher to communicate corrective informaton (i.e., the need to make
changes in performance). The finding that subjects could successfully
achieve a music goal and view the experience as highly positive, irre-
spective of the rates of negative verbal feedback from the teacher, high-
lights the importance of stadent performance achievement as a prima-
ry factor influencing students’ attitudes and perceptions of self-efficacy.

The results of this investigation must be considered carefully and in
light of the fact that the rates of positive feedback from. the teacher
were high in both experimemal conditions and that students received
frequent confirtnation from the teacher that they had successfully per-
formed the tasks assigned during the leaming sequence. In fact, even
in the Negative Feedback Condition, there were more positive feed-
back statements than negative feedback statements. Among the ele-
mentary students, the mean positive to negative feedback ratio was
approximately 5:2 in the Negative Feedback Condition and 7:1 in the

" Directive Condition. Among the college students, the mean positive to

negative feedback ratio was also approximately 3:2 in the Negative
Feedback Condition, compared to 15:1 in the Directive Condition.
These results demonstrate that the precise language used by teach-
ers to identify performance errors and communicate corrective infor-
mation may be inconsequential in situations in which students have fre-
quent performance opportunities (opportunities to respond) and are
often successful in accomplishing proximal goals. But it is important to
emphasize that the negative feedback statements presented in- this
investigation were delivered dispassionately and matter-of-factly by the
teacher. Although it is certainly, and perhaps unfortunately, tue that
many individuals’ conceptualizations of negative feedback include con-
comitant expressions of negative emotions (e.g., impatience, annoy-
ance, anger), we made no attempt to vary systematically the teacher’s
facial expressions, gestures, or tone of voice in a way that would convey
negative emotional reactions to the students’ performances in-éither
condition. .
Some authors have given much attention to distinguishing among
various types of feedback statements and have suggested that their
functional outcomes, in terms of their effects on student auitude and
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_“.wamSOﬁ are dissimilar, but it is important to note that the data collec-
ton procedures in these and similar investigations most often have
assessed third-party observers’ perceptions of feedback given to others (e.g.
Deci & Ryan, 1985; Koestner, Zuckerman, & Koestner; 1987; Ryan,
Mims, & Koestner, 1983; Schmidt, 1989, 1995) or have used as a depen-
dent measure subjects’ willingness to continue a limited task over very
short time periods (Cameron & Pierce, 1994). Seldom have the stu-
dents who are the recipients of the feedback been questioned or
observed to determine the functional outcome(s) that the feedback
may elicit in authentic learning settings. The apparently countervailing
data from the present study suggest that such close attention to the pre-
cise language used to communicate feedback may be unjustified and
that the effects of feedback statements should be considered only in
ﬂa_m.p%.om- to their function in the instructional interactions in which they
reside.

Teacher preparation programs understandably emphasize the
importance of feedback as an essential component of quality instruc-
don. This seems appropriate, since feedback is such a large part of a
teacher’s verbal repertoire. It seems equally important, however, to
focus novice teachers” attention on the extent to which their students
are able to accomplish the implicit and explicit proximal goals that
teachers define for them throughout a lesson or rehearsal. There is
ample evidence that demnonstrates that students’ attitudes and self-per-
ceptions are greatly affected by their accomplishment of proximal goals
{Bandura, 1994; Bandura & Schunk, 1989; Schunk, 1991), and the
results of this research illustrate the primacy of successful performance
in engendering positive attitudes and developing skills.

Classroom interactions in music are multifaceted and complex,
which makes the task of systematic assessment of music teaching diffi-
cult at best. The search for appropriate dependent measures that may
serve not only as evaluative assessments but also as sources of prescrip-
tive information remains one of the most important challenges for
research in music education. Perhaps the most important implication
of the present research is that the primary factor in students” attitades
about music experiences and perceptions of self-efficacy seems to be
students’ successful accomplishment of music goals and that the vari-
able of student accomplishment may outweigh the positive/negative
mwnavmnw ratio as a deterrninant of student attitudes and self-percep-
tions.

NOTE

1. In this analysis, we defined directive statements as commands indicating that
the student take some specific action in a subsequent performance trial
(e.g., “Make this more smooth” or “Iry to blow a steady stream of air”).
Indications of where to begin playing (e.g., “Start at the beginning”) or
other nonspecific commands regarding what to play (e.g., “Iry that again™)
were not inchxded in this verbalization category. Positive and negative feed-
back statements were defined as any evaluative statements that describe the
performance of the student in a preceding performance trial (e.g.. “That
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was terrific” or “You're still a little behind”). Each discrete subject perfor-
mance, either alone or together with the teacher, was counted as a perfor-
mance trial. The performance trial total includes false starts and other trials
in which the subject was unable to complete the assigned task. The time to
reach the performance goal was measured from the teacher’s first instruc-
tion to the end of the final duet performance. Introductory comments and
social greetings at the beginning of the lesson and closing statements and
instructions about completing the questionnaire were not included in the
time measurement.
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