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Introduction
Expressivity in music performance has been a topic of increased interest and
research in recent years. The ultimate goal of music is arguably an expressive
performance that moves an audience. In order to understand what aspects are most
effective in an expressive performance, two major areas of performance have been
examined. The largest number of studies conducted pertain to performance
expressivity have examined perceived ensemble and conductor expressivity, and the
relationship between the two. However, there is a dearth of research looking into the
effect of rehearsal techniques on perceived musicality.
Beyond individual practice, rehearsal is the primary source of instruction and
learning. Rehearsals in which musicians are focused and prepared to create music are
the most time effective, and result in the more successful performances (Berg, 2008).
Rehearsal time is the only time that a director can exercise any kind of control over
their ensemble beyond just keeping time. In their brief time together, a conductor, and
their ensemble are able to communicate ideas and nuances that they wish to portray in
their performance. It is in these moments when music is really being made; whereas
a performance is just a final recreation of the music that has been created up to that
point. It should be noted that, though it is possible to diverge from habituated
rehearsal behaviors, direct instruction far outweighs any other novelty rehearsal
procedures. Just as rehearsals are important, the instructional techniques that the
director uses are similarly of the utmost importance. In fact, rehearsal techniques are
directly influenced by instructional approaches used in the traditional classroom
(Benson, 2008).
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Recent trends in teaching techniques of all disciplines have sought to increase
student participation (Jonassen, Mayes, & McAleese, 1993). More student
participation implies a process in which the student is actively learning and applying
knowledge. Students taking part in their own learning and being responsible for
understanding the material they are presented, is meant to serve as evidence of their
engagement with the material. This active learning, more commonly referred to as the
constructivist approach, is meant to encourage students to take control of their own
learning.
Constructivist learning or “an active process in which learners are active sense
makers who seek to build coherent and organized knowledge” (Mayer, 2004, p. 14),
is a much different approach than the traditional model of teaching, which for the
purposes of this paper will be called direct instruction. Direct instruction relies solely
on the instructor relaying information and students’ memorization and regurgitation
of that knowledge (Yager, 1991). The lack of engagement with the material students
have in this paradigm does not appear to encourage students’ transferability and
utilization of knowledge in everyday lives as strongly as constructivism. In a musical
context, direct instruction leaves the ensemble members to perform only as they have
been ordered – the potential for personal or emotional attachment to the music might
not be fully realized. While an ensemble that simply acts under the direction they
have been given might be an efficient ensemble full of uniformity, they are lacking
what many might find the most important aspect of a performance: musicality.
Considering the importance of instructional delivery in a music rehearsal, it
seems to be particularly relevant to study the relationship between teaching and
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performing. Should music directors and conductors understand the end results of their
instruction techniques they might decide to act differently. The following paper seeks
to understand the end results of different instructional techniques in an instrumental
ensemble context, and its perceived musicality.
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Chapter 1
Review of Literature
The ultimate goal of musical ensembles is arguably to perform as expressively
as is possible. “Music,” as Romantic-era French author Victor Hugo (1864) wrote,
“expresses that which cannot be said and on which it is impossible to be silent” (p.
70). The psychological and emotional attachment to music is the primary driving
force behind making music. Just as it is the goal of the audience to enjoy by
emotional attachment whatever concert or music they may be listening to, it is also
therefore the goal of the ensemble to cause an emotional response in the audience. In
order for an ensemble to elicit an emotional response, the musicians must find a way
to express whatever emotions they believe the music is meant to emote in their
listeners (Schubert, 2014). The tendency of an audience to hear and experience the
emotional intention of the performers (Woody, 2000) is the operational definition of
expressivity and is how the term will be referred to for the remainder of this paper. It
appears intuitive, then, that musicians and those who study music psychology, would
show interest in the factors that contribute to an expressive performance.
Most studies that have looked into factors of expressive performance have
looked at perceptions of the ensemble’s general expressivity and the effect of the
expressivity of the conductor. Price and Chang, (2005; 2006) examined the bearing of
conducting and ensemble performances on state festival scores. Participants were
shown video-only of the ensemble and conductor and then rated the conductor on
their expressivity. They were then asked to rate audio-only excerpts of the same
groups. Results indicated that conductors of “superior” bands were significantly less
13

expressive than those of less successful ensembles, implying that there is no
correlation between expressive conducting and efficacy of ensemble. The researchers
then looked at the quality of the performance, rather than the expressivity. Again the
correlation between conductors’ and the ensemble’s scores implied that there is no
interaction between a conducting and ensemble efficacy.
When performances are judged by a non-musically trained population, rather
than professionals, however, the conductor does have some effect on the perception
of a performance. Morrison, Price, Geiger & Cornacchio (2009) found that more
expressive conducting led to a more “expressive” performance. When audio is
accompanied by visual stimulus there is a “prestige,” or the preference for the
individual who holds a perceived high social stature (Hargreaves, 1986) and
“attractiveness,” or preference for those who are considered more attractive
(Wapnick, Mazza & Darrow, 2000) effect. However, without a visual stimulus,
conductor’s idiosyncrasies or perceived expressivity is indistinguishable to a listener
even though most people are able to tell minute differences (Madsen, Geringer &
Madsen, 2009).
Conducting expressivity stems from upper-body gestures (Gallops, 2005;
Billingham, 2001), with some appearing to be more effective at eliciting responses
than others (Sousa, 1988; Napoles, 2014), extending to eyes, the face (Silvey, 2013),
limbs other than the arms (Running, 2009) and beyond. Furthermore, conductor
expressivity has shown to compensate for errors in a performance (Sidoti, 1990;
Silvey, 2011). The influence of an expressive conductor has also been shown to occur
in choral ensembles as well (Grady, 2014; Morrison & Selvey, 2011).
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Most researchers have focused on the conductors’ gestures and their actions
but very few look at rehearsal techniques. Movements in instruction techniques in a
music setting are similarly influenced by paradigm shifts in instruction techniques
used in a traditional classroom setting. Recent trends in classrooms have sought to
increase student participation (Jonassen, Mayes, & McAleese, 1993). Student
participation in learning is an active model that encourages students to have a firmer
understanding of the knowledge they are developing. Active learning is more
commonly referred to as the constructivist approach, and will serve as the working
definition for the remainder of this paper. Considering the importance of delivery in a
music rehearsal, it seems to be particularly relevant to study the relationship between
teaching and performing.
To date, the studies regarding constructivist approaches have been varied.
Some have found that students favor student-centered learning (Elen, Clarebout,
Léonard, & Lowyck, 2007) and its balance of teacher/student responsibility for
learning the material while others found that students are wary of an unfamiliar
approach that they believe will not have sufficient guidance or structure (Lea,
Stephenson, & Troy, 2003). Regardless of student opinions, however, constructivist
teachings lead to increased performance on standardized measurements of student
learning in many classrooms (Lord, 1997), especially when asked questions that
require students to transfer knowledge from one subject matter to others (Lord, 1999).
It must be noted that, in order to be the most effective as possible, constructivist
teaching must simulate as closely to a real world experiences as is possible (Schreiber
& Valle, 2013).
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Additionally, evaluations that are created by students and often are selfreflections (all types of constructivist theory types of evaluations) showed a positive
change in students’ attitudes as well as changes in their learning outcome for the
newfound ability to transfer and apply knowledge, developing their critical thinking
skills, and changing conceptions of topics discussed (Tynjälä, 1999). Conversely,
Gijbels (2008) found that constructivist teaching led to more use of surface
approaches to learning when students expected a “deeper” assessment of material.
The discrepancy in research could be the result of lack of agreement on how to
actively apply constructivist techniques (Good, 1993). Studies have shown that
students who anticipate being required to teach material, rather than just learn it for
themselves, result in deeper learning of material (Benware & Deci, 1984). Steffe and
D’Ambrosio (1995) argue that to be certain of the efficacy of constructivist teaching,
researchers must be engaged in debates with each other, rather than with proponents
of direct instruction. Such a debate could lead to a more easily applied constructivist
techniques in a wider breadth of fields, including music.
The current model of instruction in music ensembles is a more instructorbased one. In general, students of all fields perform well under an intense, direct
instruction condition (Baumann, 1984). This is a key difference between direct
instruction and constructivism. The participatory nature of the constructivist paradigm
takes up much more class time and creates a strain on the structure of timing in the
lesson. Therefore, teachers are perceived to be more effective when their instruction
delivery is considered intense and direct, regardless of accuracy of information
(Madsen & Cassidy, 2005). Though there is no consensus regarding the definition of
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traditional, direct instruction. Baumann (1988) defined it as, “showing, telling,
modeling, demonstrating, explaining, teaching how various…skills, processes, and
strategies function [sic]” (p. 714). However, opponents of direct instruction suggest
that it is less transferable and encourages less intrinsic motivation (Baeten, Struyven,
& Dochy, 2012; Benware, 1984).
Direct instruction is different from constructivist teaching in that students are
passive participants, gaining knowledge rather than developing it. Critics of
constructivist theory cite its lack of repetition and its focus on the novelty which
allegedly does not lend itself to retention (Kirschner, Sweller & Clark, 2006) like
direct instruction. Proponents of direct instruction also argue that because of the
guidance students receive from teachers, direct instruction is a more effective means
for learning material and recalling information. Such claims are based on reports of
students of constructivist learning not performing significantly better than students of
direct instruction (Wijnia, Loyens, van Gog, Derous, & Schmidt., 2014). Other critics
of constructivism have said that, it would behoove the model if it were to borrow
from direct instruction techniques such as utilizing better developed activity
frameworks, establishing an accountability system, monitoring procedures, creating a
common experience, ensuring frequent repetition, repeating critical content to train
students in the expected interaction procedures because students are expected to
correct and evaluate each other and truly take on the role of the teacher (Brophy,
2006). More proponents of direct instruction have said that not all learning processes
might be categorized as “active sense-making” (e.g., learning one’s mother tongue,
having negative reactions to word math problems). Further, based on the
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epistemology of “constructivism” which assumes that learners constantly use prior
knowledge to interpret new knowledge and they actively construct knowledge based
on this interpreted knowledge, non-constructivist learning cannot exist (Renkl, 2009).
Further, it is shown that if an aspect of self-explanation, that is asking oneself “How
did I get this answer?” is applied to any kind of instruction, direct included, will lead
to greater transfer of knowledge and therefore learning (Rittle-Johnson, 2006).
Despite the argument for and continued use of direct instruction, Nielsen
(2001) found that intrinsic motivation is a key result of constructivist teaching.
Intrinsic motivation is an important factor in all learning and music practice as more
self-regulated practice can lead to a more successful musical career. Studies
examining promotion of self-regulation in classrooms showed an increase in
performance for understanding proofs (in the case of math), but not necessarily in the
subject matter. However, when students are explicitly instructed to participate in selfregulated learning, studies found that self-regulation was relatively rare and did not
last for any significant amount of time. Perhaps the lack of promotion of selfregulated learning/constructivism leads to the discomfort students experience when
they first come in contact with this learning style (Kistner, et al., 2010). Teachers will
also adapt their instructional styles according to student outcomes. Inexperienced
teachers especially will attempt to change their instructional techniques to a more
balanced model between student and teacher resembling that of a constructivist model
(Struyven, Dochy & Janssens, 2010).
On the effect of either instruction in music particularly, Woody (2006),
conducted a study to see whether aural modeling, verbal instructions, and verbal
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instruction using metaphors and imagery would elicit the most expressive response in
a performance (i.e., direct instruction). Though not compared with constructivist
approaches, all three direct instruction techniques led to an expressive output of
music. In older students, along with higher levels of teacher involvement, goals of
their outcomes, as well as clarity of instructors’ expectations lend themselves to a
deeper approach of learning, which encourages transfer and retention (Baeten, Kyndt,
Struyven, & Dochy, 2010). The application of constructivist teaching in music must
be built on a dialogue between student and director who should encourage
discussions, and serve as role models (Scott, 2011). Some researchers have called
constructivist teaching in music a “minds-on” approach, and ask questions to
stimulate musicians’ ideas about the music and how to encourage fixing problem
spots (Berg, 2008). Band directors who are considered “superior” often use
constructivist techniques in their rehearsals (Juchniewicz, Kelly & Acklin, 2014).
Furthermore, when directors spend less time talking at their students instead of
engaging them, the students find that the less verbal instruction from a director results
in a more productive rehearsal (Whitaker, 2011).
Given that the constructivist approach has not been research as extensively as
direct instruction in music the purpose of the present study was to examine the effects
of direct versus constructivist instruction methods have on perceived musicality of
performances. It is anticipated that, based on previous research especially those
expressed in this chapter, there will be a tangible and statistically significant
difference between the two instruction techniques. As a statistical precaution, further
analysis will look into any possible order effect that might have taken place.
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Additionally, based on the preference of individuals for what is familiar to them, any
interaction effect between the scores of the participants’ and their primary instrument
will be taken into account (if applicable).
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Chapter Two
Methods
Stimulus
A pre-established chamber wind ensemble consisting of Oregon State University
students, ages 18-25, with several years of performance experience was invited to
participate in the recording portion of this study. This particular group was chosen for
their experience, upon recommendation of experts in the field of wind band
pedagogy, and ultimately out of convenience as it was a pre-formed group that had
recently completed their repertoire for the season. All participants were given an
informed consent form (see Appendix B), which had been approved by the
university’s institutional review board that indicated (1) the performance would be
recorded and would be used as a stimulus for a study about instructional technique
and perceived musicality (2) the students were not required to participate, and (3) if
they did participate, they could withdraw from the study at any time without penalty.
All participants signed the form and participated fully. The musicians were not told at
first of the treatment they would be receiving as part of the study. After the pieces
were recorded, participants were given full disclosure about the treatment they
received.
Using this small chamber wind ensemble two pieces of comparable difficulty and
style were chosen to be recorded. The two pieces, Richard Strauss’ Serenade in Eb,
Opus 7 (measures 1-90) and the second movement of Charles Gounod’s Petite
Symphonie, were chosen after consulting with two experts with over 30 years
combined teaching experience in the field of wind conducting pedagogy. Each piece
21

was randomly assigned to be taught with either a constructivist or direct instruction
model. Based on the random selection, Strauss was taught using a direct instruction
while Gounod was taught with a constructivist model.
Direct instruction has been defined as “showing, telling, modeling, demonstrating,
explaining, teaching how various…skills, processes, and strategies function
(Baumann, 1988).” The second piece was taught using constructivist techniques,
encouraging as much student participation as possible. The following constructivist
principles have been identified in the research literature as appropriate instructional
methods: active process in which learners are active sense makers who seek to build
coherent and organized knowledge (Mayer, 2004, pg. 14).
An experienced music director acted as the conductor for the rehearsal and
recording portion of the study. During the Strauss rehearsal, explicit instruction was
given and, upon execution of the direction, immediate feedback was provided as is a
requirement of direct instruction. Constructivist instruction during the rehearsal of
Gounod required the conductor begin the rehearsal by asking questions of the
participants such as “Does anyone know anything about Charles Gounod?” and
“Where is the climax of the piece?” Following each rehearsal period, totaling 45
minutes in length, each piece was recorded. Both music excerpts were about 5
minutes in length.
Participants
Participants (N=31), primarily consisted of students and faculty from Oregon
State University (M=25, SD = 12.17) were asked to rate the ensemble’s perceived
musicality. Students of all majors and musical background were recruited for the
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purpose of discerning differences based on demographics. Participants were primarily
asked out of convenience due to their proximity to the researcher’s classes. To recruit,
the researcher visited the university’s major band ensembles, as well as leaving signup sheets around the music department. Participants were also recruited through the
university’s honor college weekly email list server in which they were directed to an
online sign-up for time slots. Musically-inclined individuals (more specifically those
being members of a musical ensemble at the university) were most heavily recruited,
as the researcher visited their rehearsals multiple times (for full demographic
information of the participants, refer to Table 2.1). Because a sample of convenience
was used, generalizations to populations should be made with extreme caution.
Each participant was given an informed consent form (see Appendix B), which
had been approved by the university’s institutional review board and indicated that
(1) the study concerned instructional techniques and its effects on perceived
musicality, (2) the students were not required to participate, and (3) if they did not
participate, they could withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. All
students signed the form and participated fully.
Procedure
Up to three participants at a time, who had been recruited as described above,
came in to a secured room where there was no outside noise to disrupt. After
participants gave their informed consent, the researcher then went through the
questionnaire with the group of participants to make sure each portion of the
document was understandable.
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Figure 2.1 Demographic Characteristics of the Participants
Characteristic
Number
Percentage
Gender
Male
Female

15
16

48
52

Music
Non-Music
Other

12
17
2

39
55
6

Instrument
Voice
N/A
Formally trained in Music
Yes
No

22
7
2

71
23
6

28
3

90
10

Major

Instrument

Participants randomly listened to both recordings through headphones from a
computer. The order was fully counterbalanced to help control for order effect.
Participants were then instructed to fill out a questionnaire using a 7-point Likert-type
scale with a set list of criteria, as well as their familiarity, also a 7-point Likert-type
scale, with the piece which they could fill out at any point during or after the
stimulus. Each participant was given one to two minutes after the stimulus to
complete any additional comments and complete the questionnaire. The overall
determinant of expressivity will be determined using a list of previously validated
criteria that constitute “musicality” (Bergee, 2003). The final rating scale included the
broad factors of interpretation/expressivity, tone quality, intonation, technique,
rhythmic precision, and articulation. The following definitions were used for the
24

definitions of each criteria: (1) interpretation/expressivity: Elements of a musical
performance that depend on personal response and that vary between different
interpretations (2) tone quality: The character of musical tones with reference to their
richness or perfection, (3) intonation: The state of a performer's tuning, (4) technique:
The ability of musicians to exert optimal control of their instruments or vocal cords in
order to produce the precise musical effects they desire, (5) rhythmic precision: Being
exact and accurate in a repeated pattern of movement or sound, and (6) articulation:
The separation of successive notes from one another by a performer, and the manner
in which this is done; the degree to which a performer detaches individual notes from
one another in practice.
The questionnaire (see Appendix A) asked general, non-identifiable demographic
information including gender, age, major (if applicable), instrument (if applicable),
and whether or not the participant considered themselves formally trained in music.
The criteria they would be using for the purposes rating the pieces were also defined
for clarity and uniformity of rating.
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Chapter Three
Results
The primary purpose of this study was to determine what, if any, effect
instructional technique would have on the perceived musicality of a performance.
Raw data consisted of participants’ seven-point Likert-type scores on
interpretation/expressivity, tone quality, intonation, technique, rhythmic precision,
and articulation. Criteria mean scores are listed in table 3.1. To determine if
differences exist between composite Gounod and Strauss ratings by order and major a
2x2x2, or three-way, repeated measures ANOVA with two between-subject factors
(order and major) and one within-subjects measure (listening condition). Means and
standard deviations for each factors represented in table 3.2
Based on previous research individual evaluation categories were collapsed to
create a composite, mean score for each participant (Bergee, 2003). Each of the
criteria that was rated individually was averaged to determine a single score for each
piece for each participant so that each participant had two scores; a composite for
Gounod, and a composite for Strauss. The use of a composite score for each piece per
participant was to determine the overall musicality (as being defined previously)
score for each piece. Additionally, the Gounod scale and the Strauss scale had a high
internal consistency (Cronbach’s α =.91 and .92, respectively).
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Table 3.1 Means (and Standard Deviation) of Evaluation Criteria for both listening
conditions
Gounod
Strauss
Interpretation/expressivity 5.42 (0.96)

4.68 (1.22)

Tone quality

5.35 (1.14)

4.68 (1.19)

Intonation

5.21 (1.14)

4.03 (1.35)

Technique

5.29 (1.01)

4.58 (1.34)

Rhythmic Precision

5.23 (1.18)

4.52 (1.34)

Articulation

5.10 (1.16)

4.71 (1.51)

Composite

5.27 (0.91)

4.53 (1.12)

Results of the ANOVA indicated a significant main effect for listening condition
[F(1,27)=8.41, p <.01,ηp2=.24]. The Gounod composite score (M=5.27, SD=0.91)
was significantly higher than the Strauss composite score (M=4.53, SD=1.12). There
were no other significant main effects or interactions.
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Table 3.2 Means and Standard Deviation for each factor examined
Descriptive Statistics

Composite Gounod

Order

Major

1.00

Non-music

4.9583

1.03582

Music

4.7333

.80450

Total

4.8833

.94165

Non-music

5.7407

.75971

Music

5.4762

.74801

Total

5.6250

.74162

Non-music

5.3289

.97676

Music

5.1667

.82878

Total

5.2661

.91145

Non-music

4.2833

1.14948

Music

4.7667

1.69804

Total

4.4444

1.31485

Non-music

4.6111

.95015

Music

4.6190

.99403

Total

4.6146

.93634

Non-music

4.4386

1.04411

Music

4.6806

1.26223

Total

4.5323

1.11921

2.00

Total

Composite Strauss

1.00

2.00

Total

Mean

Std. Deviation
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Chapter Four:
Discussion
The primary purpose of this paper was to understand the effect of
constructivist and direct instructional techniques on the perceived musicality of a
performance of an instrumental ensemble. The secondary purpose was to examine the
interaction of order effect, primary instrument of the participant, with the treatment
effect. The results indicated that there was a significant main effect of listening
condition. Based on the previous research on the topic of instructional techniques in
the traditional classroom, it was hypothesized that the highly-interactive model of
constructivist instruction would be significantly effective in a highly-interactive
instruction setting of a music ensemble rehearsal.
As the participatory factor of constructivist instruction encourages an
ownership of the music being created, it is plausible that this ownership by the
musicians came through in the recordings. The kind of responsibility that the
musicians would feel towards the music would invariably create some kind of
personal attachment within themselves. Such a personal attachment would most likely
create a more musical experience for the listener. Furthermore, students who utilize
the conscious and active application of previously acquired knowledge would surely
create a speedier learning process. If students took ownership of their music and spent
more time learning the music during private practice; they would then be able to use
the majority of their rehearsal time to create a more musical experience.
It could also be possible that the musicians had a bias for a particular piece, in
this instance the Gounod. Research has shown that those who are more familiar with
29

a certain instrument group (i.e. a trombone player judging a trombone performance
rather than a woodwind player) will be more critical of those they are familiar with
(Elen, et al., 2007). Had preferred the Gounod piece over the other, it would make
sense that made more of an effort to create a more musical experience. Similarly, it
be that the participants who scored the music excerpts could have just preferred the
Gounod over the Strauss. In fact, many participants commented on what a “cute
piece” it was.
While the pieces were chosen for their comparability, it is not possible to be
absolutely certain that two pieces (by two different composers) are entirely similar in
terms of difficulty. It is seemingly plausible that the Gounod was the simpler of the
two pieces the simplicity of the piece might have been more accessible to the
listening audience). The Strauss, though possibly more familiar to the musicians,
included horns, whereas Gounod did not. The Strauss horn parts were actually written
for horn in B-flat, even though the horn players participating were playing horns in F.
The difficulty in transposing so quickly without much chance for preparation led to
many incorrect notes being played which had some influence on the lower scores of
the Strauss.
Other influences over the scores as they were might have been the conductor.
A possible bias might have existed, which would have given the conductor more of a
preference for one piece over the other in a way that encouraged more musicality
from the musicians. Maturation also occurred with the conductor. As the conductor
was aware of what pieces they would be teaching, they were not sight-reading as the
musicians were. After the rehearsal, the conductor admitted they were more familiar
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with one piece than the other. In this case, the maturation of the conductor could have
led to more fluent conducting gestures, more assurance in those gestures, and overall
less rigid movement by the conductor. All of this would have elicited a more musical
performance from the ensemble.
Most literature has encouraged the implementation of a constructivist
technique in all varying fields of education. The few critics of constructivism have
not had strong arguments for their opposition, but instead have mostly cited the
developmental flaws of this burgeoning instruction model. Observations of this study
further support claims and arguments for a constructivist model, at least in the realm
of music education where, if the struggles of time management could be more easily
controlled, it could end up being massively beneficial to music education. The
findings of a student-led music rehearsal is consistent with nearly all previous
findings that students feel more encouraged and their attitudes towards participation
and the responsibility towards their own learning has increased (Baeten, et al., 2010).
Based on the results of questionnaires, many of the students were somewhat
familiar with the pieces they were hearing. As it is well known that familiarity with a
piece can encourage preference with the listener which could explain some of the
higher scores for especially the Strauss (which, as mentioned earlier, was a
conducting assignment for many of the musicians and participants at the time).
Similarly, the musicians, after recording the pieces mentioned in an informal oral
questioning that a number of them were quite familiar with the Strauss piece as it was
an assignment for the undergraduate conducting class at the time – so there had been
some extra studying done on that piece in particular. Based on the general familiarity
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with the pieces, there is a certain maturation that occurred in both the musician
participants and the listening participants which must account for some of the higher
scoring and better playing.
Despite the maturation, other performers attempted to discern what the
treatment was and similarly attempted to adapt their behavior to match what they
believed should be the outcome. This was stated quite clearly by a participant who,
afterwards, said “I knew exactly what [the director] was trying to do!” The same is
also true of the listening participants, who often would comment afterward that there
must be some difference, otherwise why listen to two pieces? Unfortunately, it is
impossible to account or counteract the human mind is truly the most confounding
variable. This could explain for a minute part of the result of differences in the two
pieces. Whether it was more in the direction favoring direct instruction or not is
impossible to say.
One should also be aware of the habitual-nature of humans. As mentioned
before, the typical model of instruction in an ensemble setting is still one of the direct
instruction. Direct instruction in this context is probably a result of time constraints,
and direct instruction is very time efficient as it does not require any student
involvement. In employing a new model of instruction that encouraged student
participation, students might be somewhat uncomfortable (Lea, et al., 2003) as it was
not what they were familiar with. The difference in technique can also explain how
participants might have been hesitant to become involved at first with the
instructional process.
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Similarly, the familiarity of pieces with the group of listeners was also a
confounding variable – which was taken into account as individuals marked their
familiarity on a 7-point Likert scale. Naturally, those listeners who were also
musicians themselves constantly commented on the quality of their own instrument
throughout the piece. This is unsurprising as individuals focus on what is most
identifiable to them. Musicians, instrumentalists specifically, who acted as listening
participants also made the most comments about the ability of the musicians to play
and work together. One listener stated on the constructivist piece, “There was a lot of
musicality… and it feels like the players were listening and moving together.”
Another wrote of the direct instruction, “…the performers did not line up together.
Musicality was definitely affected.”
As many of the critics of constructivism have stated, there is a general lack of
structure within the constructivist lesson. The apparent lack of structure stems from
the reliance on students to participate. That is to say, the students cannot necessarily
prepare for a lesson like a teacher if they are unaware of what is going to be taught in
the day’s lesson. In a music rehearsal, it is difficult for the musicians to anticipate
what problems will arise, therefore it might be challenging for a student to participate
in problem solving if they are unprepared for the problems. This is an especially
relevant issue in situations like that of the simulation in this study. In a first rehearsal
musicians would be required to assess the situation immediately and redirect their
focus from music making to the sound of the ensemble as a whole – something that
many would consider the job of the conductor.
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If an ensemble was accustomed to working together, and it was any other
rehearsal than the first, it would seem entirely understandable to rely more on
musician input to solve problems. Again, the time constraints of a typical rehearsal
present problems for the implementation of a constructivist instruction. Furthermore,
the ensemble used in this study had no more than 12 participants. To use
constructivism in a larger ensemble would require much more structure and
discussion than what is needed in a chamber music group. In fact, the use of
constructivism in a group larger than a chamber ensemble would require a director to
possess very precise time management. In the matter of time management, direct
instruction has the upper hand for a music ensemble.
Direct instruction does have its own set of pros that perhaps is what keeps it in
such popular usage today. If nothing else, the immediate feedback provided by the
instructor is clear and generally concise to get the problems fixed immediately. With
no heavy reliance on musician participation, the conductor can work on exactly what
they feel is the highest priority. Additionally, the structure of rehearsal then lies
within the power of the director who, more than likely, would have a plan for the
rehearsal that would be more efficient and have a better organization than were each
rehearsal left up to the members of the ensemble.
A direct result of the reliance of the ensemble members is the reinforcement
of the role of the conductor or music director. Constructivism encourages more selfreliance, without much focus on the instructor. Already there is some debate as to the
importance of the role of the conductor in musical ensembles, especially the necessity
of their role in small (read: chamber) ensembles. In a way, it is possible to say that a

34

continuation direct instruction works as a job insurance for a conductor. However it
must not be said that the role of the director is completely obsolete in a constructivist
model.
A conductor’s role must change at least slightly, if they are to implement a
constructivist model. In this different paradigm, a director is not only a conductor, but
they then become a mediator for each of the members of their ensemble. Already, the
conductor takes on multiple roles of time beater, parent, and administrator (C.
Chapman, personal communication, May 4, 2016). In taking on yet another role, the
director stretches themselves thinner in an already many-faceted occupation.
Though the aspect of the change in role of the conductor must be taken into
consideration, the primary focus should be on the effect of the ensemble – the
musicians who are the ones who physically create the music. With constructivism, the
responsibility is relocated and placed on the musicians. There exists an expectation on
the musicians to contribute to the rehearsal process and as a result, musicians (and
students in general) tend to take a deeper approach to learning. A deeper approach to
learning in this case would consist of knowing the piece backwards and forwards as
well as how it fits into the scheme of the entire ensemble. In taking a deeper approach
to learning a piece, the musicians are far better versed in what the composer is trying
to achieve in the music.
A natural consequence of this deeper understanding is the ability to transfer
any and all techniques from this particular piece to another. All music requires use of
skills acquired in the learning of previous works. Much like any other kind of
knowledge, new knowledge must be built up from previous learnings. Music is no
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different. In music, the understanding that a trill in Classic music and later starts on
the written note rather than above is knowledge that must be used in every piece in
these periods unless otherwise stated. In short, it is the transfer of knowledge from
one aspect of life to another (even within a musical context) that is considered the
true measure of learning (J. Silveira, personal communication, February 20, 2015).
Based on the results of this study and others (see Chapter 1), constructivist
theory should be implemented more and more in smaller ensembles, or at least be
used with younger ensembles. The ownership that is required of students in this
paradigm is beneficial for students in the long run as it creates a habit that can be
carried through their years as musicians and as students. Since the structure of
constructivist teachings thus far have shown to be somewhat elusive because of the
nature of student responsibility, it is advised that direct instruction should be utilized
in addition. A healthy balance of the two models of instruction should result in an
ownership by the students and still maintain the order and time efficiency of direct
instruction.
Implications
Understanding what makes an ensemble, and director too, the most effective
as possible is the most important aspect of this paper. A more effective rehearsal
creates a more effective performance. Should the effects of constructivism be
understood more thoroughly, its application can be more readily used and applied
when necessary. Based on the results of this study, were a director to use
constructivism in their rehearsals it would most likely result in a discernably different
performance. Actually a performance, after some application of constructivist
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techniques, would probably result in a more musical result. The end result of the most
musical performance possible is arguably the entire point of creating music.
Limitations
The most obvious limitation of this study is the simulation of a rehearsal,
rather than the use of a real rehearsal with the end goal of a performance. When there
is an end goal in sight, generally humans are more inclined to perform better and
attempt to create a public-ready performance. As the musician participants were
unaware that the recording they made in the end was to be used as a stimulus, there is
a very probable chance that, had they known, the musicians would have attempted to
give a better performance.
Furthermore, in relation to the simulation of a rehearsal, the time in the
rehearsal room together with a conductor/instructor was unusual because the space
was not a typical rehearsal hall, but a minor performance space that also serves as the
university’s theory and music history classroom. The extraneous presence of the
researcher, who was in charge of recording devices and keeping any individuals from
entering the room, was another confounding factor that could have contributed to a
more relaxed environment that would have further affected any laziness of execution
of the pieces being performed.
As the researcher was in charge of the recording devices, it is possible that the
amateur nature of the recordings had a definite impact upon the listening portion of
the study. Many listeners remarked on the “fuzzy,” or “hissing” quality of the audio
and some claimed it was too distractive to determine minute details of the music (e.g.
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articulation). Naturally the effects of a poorly-made audio had some bearing on the
listeners’ ratings.
In the attempt to eliminate any possible maturation, this entire rehearsal was a
cold-read for the musicians. The entire 45-minute rehearsal before the recording was
made was theoretically sight-reading to all participants. Restriction from seeing the
music before the study was conducted was primarily meant to eliminate any chance
of maturation but also served as an insurer of no outside influences on learning the
piece. Without any chance to practice or see the music definitely affected the end
result in the recording in its amateurism.
As there was no pre-poll to determine if the selected repertoire was new to
them, there were a few musicians who had previously performed the repertoire
(particularly the Strauss, as mentioned before). Some of the students who were taking
their undergraduate conducting classes were presently studying the Strauss Serenade
from the conductor’s perspective, but it is impossible to say that no maturation
occurred from this exposure to the piece. Fewer students were familiar with the
Gounod Petite Symphonie, or were at least less forthcoming about it if they were.
Future Research
Future research should further explore the extent to which constructivist
instruction can influence a performance. The present study examined only the very
surface of what influences constructivism could have on a performance. Future
studies could be more observational and a larger ensemble, one which is used to
playing together more than just once a year. A researcher could sit in on rehearsals
and determine frequency, length of time and type of implementation of
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constructivism the conductor uses in rehearsal to determine perhaps if it is probably
to use in a larger setting. This study could also examine a performance afterwards to
determine if it has any effect versus another ensemble that does not use any of this
technique.
Other studies might look at ensembles that would be willing to actively
incorporate a few constructivist practices into their normal rehearsals. A baseline
examination of a concert that had been performed without any constructivism could
serve as a control to determine whether there was any effect due to the
implementation of constructivism – the final performance serving as the dependent
variable.
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Appendix A
The Questionnaire
Effects of Instructional Technique on Perceived Musicality
Gender (circle one):
Age:

Male

Female

_______

Major: _____________________ Instrument/voice: __________________________

Instructions:
You will hear two different recordings of live performances of chamber music. After
listening to each performance, you will be asked to rate your level of familiarity with
each excerpt, and evaluate the quality of the performance on several different criteria.
Each recording will last approximately five minutes, and will be played only once.
Do you have any questions?
Interpretation/expressivity: Elements of a musical performance that depend on
personal response and that vary between different interpretations
Tone quality: The character of musical tones with reference to their richness or
perfection
Intonation: The state of a performer's tuning.
Technique: The ability of musicians to exert optimal control of their instruments or
vocal cords in order to produce the precise musical effects they desire.
Rhythmic precision: Being exact and accurate in a repeated pattern of movement or
sound.
Articulation: The separation of successive notes from one another by a performer,
and the manner in which this is done; the degree to which a performer detaches
individual notes from one another in practice.
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Recording A
Rate your level of familiarity with the following excerpt.
1
Not at all
familiar with it

2

3

4

5
Intimately
familiar with it

Please rate each recording on the following criteria, with 1 being the lowest possible score and 5
being the highest.

Recording A
Interpretation/expressivity
Tone quality
Intonation
Technique
Rhythmic precision
Articulation

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

Additional Comments:
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________

48

Recording B
Rate your level of familiarity with the following excerpt. (Circle one)
1
Not at all
familiar with it

2

3

4

5
Intimately
familiar with it

Please rate each recording on the following criteria, with 1 being the lowest possible score and 5
being the highest.

Recording B
Interpretation/expressivity
Tone quality
Intonation
Technique
Rhythmic precision
Articulation

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

Additional Comments:
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
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Appendix B
Consent Forms
CONSENT FORM
Project Title:
The Effect of Constructivist Teaching Methods on Perceived
Musicality
Principal Investigator:
Jason M. Silveira
Student Researcher:
Ashley M. Walchli
Version Date:
04/01/2015

1. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS FORM?
This form contains information you will need to help you decide whether to be in this
study or not. Please read the form carefully and ask the study team member(s)
questions about anything that is not clear.
2. WHY IS THIS STUDY BEING DONE?
The purpose of this study is to better understand how perceptions of musicality are
effected by instructional techniques on a music performance.
Up to 400 participants may be invited to take part in this study.
3. WHY AM I BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS STUDY?
You are being asked to participate in this study because you are an advanced
musician with experience playing chamber music.
4. WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF I TAKE PART IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY?
If you choose to participate, you will be asked to rehearse two pieces of chamber
music for 45 minutes each on two separate days.
Total time commitment will be approximately two hours.
Following each rehearsal period, your performance will be audio recorded to serve
as a music stimulus for other study participants. Being audio recorded is a required
activity for this study. You should not participate if you do not want to be audio
recorded.
Storage of data: The recordings will be played for students who will rate them based
on listed criteria.
Study Results: Results from this study may be published in a research journal. You
may contact the principal investigator (jason.silveira@oregonstate.edu) to inquire
about the results of this study.
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5. WHAT ARE THE RISKS AND POSSIBLE DISCOMFORTS OF THIS
STUDY?
There is a risk that we could accidentally disclose information that identifies you
based on the name and email address you provided; however, this information will be
destroyed once the recordings have been made.
6. WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF THIS STUDY?
This study is not designed to benefit you directly. However, you will also have an
opportunity to play two standards in the chamber winds repertoire, which will add to
your music history and music literature knowledge base.
7. WILL I BE PAID FOR BEING IN THIS STUDY?
You will not be paid for being in this research study. Participation in this study is
completely voluntary.
8. WHO IS PAYING FOR THIS STUDY?
There is no funding for this study.
9. WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION I GIVE?
The information you provide during this research study will be kept confidential to
the extent permitted by law. Research records will be stored securely and only the
principal investigator and student researcher will have access to the records. Federal
regulatory agencies and the Oregon State University Institutional Review Board (a
committee that reviews and approves research studies) may inspect and copy records
pertaining to this research. Some of these records could contain information that
personally identifies you.
If the results of this project are published your identity will not be made public.
To help ensure confidentiality, we will not have any identifiable in the recordings. All
data collected will be stored in a locked filing cabinet, and will be destroyed after
seven years.
10. WHAT OTHER CHOICES DO I HAVE IF I DO NOT TAKE PART IN THIS
STUDY?
Participation in this study is voluntary. If you decide to participate, you are free to
withdraw at any time without penalty. You will not be treated differently if you
decide to stop taking part in the study. If you choose to withdraw from this project
before it ends, the researchers may keep information collected about you and this
information may be included in study reports.
11. WHO DO I CONTACT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS?
If you have any questions about this research project, please contact: Dr. Jason M.
Silveira (jason.silveira@oregonstate.edu) or Ashley Walchli
(walchlia@onid.oregonstate.edu).
If you have questions about your rights or welfare as a participant, please contact the
Oregon State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) Office, at (541) 737-8008
or by email at IRB@oregonstate.edu
51

12. WHAT DOES MY SIGNATURE ON THIS CONSENT FORM MEAN?
Your signature indicates that this study has been explained to you, that your questions
have been answered, and that you agree to take part in this study. You will receive a
copy of this form.
Do not sign after the expiration date: MM/DD/YYYY

Participant's Name (printed):___________________________________________________
_________________________________________________
(Signature of Participant)

___________________
(Date)

________________________________________________
(Signature of Person Obtaining Consent)

___________________
(Date)
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CONSENT FORM
Project Title:
The Effect of Constructivist Teaching Methods on Perceived
Musicality
Principal Investigator:
Jason M. Silveira
Student Researcher:
Ashley M. Walchli
Version Date:
04/01/2015

1. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS FORM?
This form contains information you will need to help you decide whether to be in this
study or not. Please read the form carefully and ask the study team member(s)
questions about anything that is not clear.
2. WHY IS THIS STUDY BEING DONE?
The purpose of this study is to better understand how perceptions of musicality are
effected by instructional techniques on a music performance.
Up to 400 participants may be invited to take part in this study.
3. WHY AM I BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS STUDY?
You are being invited to take part in this study because you are an adult with
experience in either formally or informally evaluating music and/or making
judgments about music.
4. WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF I TAKE PART IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY?
If you choose to participate in this study, you will be asked to listen to two excerpt of
two chamber wind ensemble performances. While listening, you will rate the excerpts
based on 6 listed criteria. Following the recording, you will be asked to provide any
additional written comments regarding the study.
The study activities include recording your questionnaire responses. At no time will
any identifiable information be collected. There are no right or wrong answers; we are
simply interested in seeing how individuals’ perceive musicality based on instruction
technique.
It will take approximately 20 minutes to complete the study.
Storage of data: Your anonymous responses will be stored in a locked filing cabinet
in the principal investigator’s work office for a period of seven years, after which
they will be destroyed.
Study Results: Results from this study may be published in a research journal. You
may contact the principal investigator (jason.silveira@oregonstate.edu) to inquire
about the results of this study.
5. WHAT ARE THE RISKS AND POSSIBLE DISCOMFORTS OF THIS
STUDY?
There is a risk that we could accidentally disclose information that identifies you
based on the name and email address you provided; however, this information will be
destroyed once data have been collected. Volume level will be carefully monitored to
ensure it does not have the potential to cause hearing damage.
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6. WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF THIS STUDY?
This study is not designed to benefit you directly. However, you will also have an
opportunity to listen to two standards in the chamber winds repertoire, which will add
to your music history and music literature knowledge base.
7. WILL I BE PAID FOR BEING IN THIS STUDY?
You will not be paid for being in this research study. Participation in this study is
completely voluntary.
8. WHO IS PAYING FOR THIS STUDY?
There is no funding for this study.
9. WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION I GIVE?
The information you provide during this research study will be kept confidential to
the extent permitted by law. Research records will be stored securely and only the
principal investigator and student researcher will have access to the records. Federal
regulatory agencies and the Oregon State University Institutional Review Board (a
committee that reviews and approves research studies) may inspect and copy records
pertaining to this research. Some of these records could contain information that
personally identifies you.
If the results of this project are published your identity will not be made public.
To help ensure confidentiality, we will not use any identifiable markings on your
questionnaire. All data collected will be stored in a locked filing cabinet, and will be
destroyed after seven years.
10. WHAT OTHER CHOICES DO I HAVE IF I DO NOT TAKE PART IN THIS
STUDY?
Participation in this study is voluntary. If you decide to participate, you are free to
withdraw at any time without penalty. You will not be treated differently if you
decide to stop taking part in the study. If you choose to withdraw from this project
before it ends, the researchers may keep information collected about you and this
information may be included in study reports.
11. WHO DO I CONTACT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS?
If you have any questions about this research project, please contact: Dr. Jason M.
Silveira (jason.silveira@oregonstate.edu) or Ashley Walchli
(walchlia@onid.oregonstate.edu).
If you have questions about your rights or welfare as a participant, please contact the
Oregon State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) Office, at (541) 737-8008
or by email at IRB@oregonstate.edu
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12. WHAT DOES MY SIGNATURE ON THIS CONSENT FORM MEAN?
Your signature indicates that this study has been explained to you, that your questions
have been answered, and that you agree to take part in this study. You will receive a
copy of this form.
Do not sign after the expiration date: MM/DD/YYYY

Participant's Name
(printed):_________________________________________________
_________________________________________
(Signature of Participant)
_________________________________________
(Signature of Person Obtaining Consent)

___________________
(Date)
___________________
(Date)
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