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School Band Directors' Reasons for Participation in Music 

Competitions. Doctor of Philosophy (Music Education), May, 

1994, 193 pp., 37 tables, bibliography, 55 titles. 

The purpose of this study was to assess on a national 

level, high school band directors' reasons for their bands' 

participation in six different types of competitive music 

activities, identify important reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities, and examine if statistically 

significant differences existed between the magnitudes of 

importance reasons for participation when subjects' responses 

were grouped by type of competitive activity, frequency of 

participation in a competitive activity, and by groupings of 

U. S. states similar in terms of general participation in 

competitive music activities, emphasis upon ratings or 

rankings as an indication of a high school band directors' 

success, and emphasis upon participation in competitive music 

activities. 

Subjects consisted of 293 randomly selected high school 

band directors teaching in three and four year public high 

schools in the United States representing 3.88% of the total 

subject population (N = 7,511) identified for the study. Data 

means are reported at a .95 level of confidence. Data were 

gathered from voluntary responses to a questionnaire mailed to 



subjects by the researcher. 

Findings of the study indicated that the most important 

reasons for participation in music competitions were that they 

provide a sense of accomplishment for students, help maintain 

quality student performance and high standards for music 

education, provide a means of evaluation, and a clear goal for 

instruction. When reasons were disaggregated by type of 

competitive music activity, band directors were found to have 

different reasons for participation in different types of 

competitive music activities. Statistically significant 

differences existed in magnitudes of importance of reasons for 

participation when grouped by type of competitive music 

activity. Results of the study however, led to a conclusion 

that frequency of participation was not an important variable 

in differentiating importance of reasons for participation. 

Significant differences in magnitudes of importance of reasons 

for participation were found to exist between U. S. states 

grouped by competition emphasis. 
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CHAPTER 1 

RATIONALE, PURPOSE, AND BACKGROUND OF STUDY 

Rationale 

During the developing stages of the school band 

movement in the United States, participation in band 

competitions helped improve school bands by motivating 

students and band directors to achieve higher levels of 

performance and by generating community support for band 

programs. The tradition of participation in competitive 

music activities also tended to solidify the teaching of 

performance skills as the educational component of public 

school bands, and thus may have become a primary 

justification for music programs (Colwell, 1969; Dodson, 

1989; Floyd, 1985). 

Today's high school bands continue the tradition of 

music competitions, and a number of reasons for 

participation have been discussed by authors of texts 

devoted to the teaching of secondary instrumental music and 

research concerned with high school bands and band 

directors. Reasons for participation have included 

motivation and promotion of music learning for the student, 

expectations of persons other than the band director 



affiliated with high school band programs, and band directors' 

personal and professional advancement and status. 

In terms of student motivation and promotion of music 

learning, if band students and band directors view music 

contests or festivals as an opportunity to learn, they 

furnish ideal evaluation situations. Contests or festivals 

are sometimes the only occasion in which school bands perform 

quality music. Also, the desire to compete successfully under 

the pretense of personal pride and school honor at an imminent 

competition furnishes a strong form of motivation to learn 

music more thoroughly and play more adequately than for other 

performances (Colwell, 1969; Kinyon, 1982). Participation in 

music competitions also promotes music learning, is an 

acceptable public performance, provides opportunities to 

receive expert criticism, broadens students' musical 

experiences with the opportunity to hear performances by 

others, and adds impetus to improve from criticisms and 

ratings received (Robinson and Middleton, 1975) . 

Reasons to participate in competitive music activities 

may come from persons other than the band directors 

themselves. Band directors may emphasize competitive 

activities to comply with perceived expectations of the 

community in which they teach (Whitelegg, 1986), or to gain 

the approval of students, parents, administrators, or peers 

(Rogers, 1982). School administrators and parents actively 

want their school bands participating in competitive music 



activities. A winning band, like a winning football team, is 

a highly desirable public-relations vehicle, enhances school 

spirit, and for parents and other adults, provides a source of 

community pride (Kohut, 1985). 

A band director's personal and professional gain also may 

be the source of reasons to participate in competitive music 

activities. In some extreme situations, winning music 

competitions may be a factor for music educators retaining 

their jobs. Despite band directors' assertions that the 

primary source of pressure to participate in music 

competitions comes from administrators, parents, or others, 

the principal instigators and promoters of music competitions, 

however, may be band directors themselves (Kohut, 1985) . Band 

directors' attitudes toward peers may be based on ratings 

received at competitive events (Fleming, 1975) . Winning 

trophies is a boost to a band director's ego. Also, along 

with greater status within the school and community, some band 

directors see success at competitive music events as a means 

to advance their career to a better job in a bigger and better 

school system, or to a college teaching position (Kohut, 

1985). 

Reasons for participation in competitive music 

activities may also have differing magnitudes of importance 

between the type of competitive activity in which band 

directors involve their bands or the frequency with which 

band directors involve their bands in competitive music 



activities. Best (1981) and Whitelegg (1986) reported that 

band directors had preferences for certain band activities 

over others. This may imply they also may have different 

reasons or perceive different expectations to participate in 

different types of competitive music activities. 

Rogers (1982) reported that directors of bands who 

participated more frequently in marching band contests had 

higher value ratings of marching contests than directors of 

bands who participated less frequently. This may imply that 

band directors also may have higher or lower magnitudes of 

importance of reasons for participation in relationship to the 

frequency of their bands' participation in music competitions. 

Additionally, Rogers (1982) and Fleming (1975) reported 

differing emphases of participation as measured in frequency 

of participation in competitive music activities between 

different regions of the United States. As Rogers (1982) 

reported a relationship between frequency of participation and 

value ratings for marching band competitions, it may also be 

implied that higher or lower magnitudes of importance of 

reasons for participation exist between groups of states 

similar in terms of emphasis on participation in competitive 

music activities. 

Conclusions of studies by Best (1981) conducted in 

Tennessee, and Whitelegg (1986) undertaken in Cedar Rapids 

Iowa, however, may be generalizable only to a limited 

population of band directors because of the regional 



nature of the subject samples from which data were gathered. 

Findings from the study by Fleming (1975) may be somewhat 

diminished by limited participation in the study by sample 

members, and findings by Rogers (1982), although on a national 

scope, focused only on marching band contests. Reasons for 

participation in competitive music activities as discussed in 

textbooks may be speculative or based only on personal 

observation or opinion rather than systematic investigation. 

No recent, generalizable, systematically gathered 

descriptive data of a national scope that encompass a broad 

spectrum of music competitions among high school bands and 

high school band directors' reasons for participation exist. 

Data gathered may help to illuminate practices of secondary 

instrumental music educators by further clarifying the extent 

of music competitions among high school band programs in the 

United States and may provide a synopsis of reasons why band 

directors choose to involve their bands in music competitions. 

Additionally, the information provided by the study may 

provide background to aid in further examination of secondary 

instrumental music education and teacher education programs in 

colleges and universities. 

Purpose of Study and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to assess on a national 

level, high school band directors' reasons for participation 

in competitive music activities, and examine examine whether 



statistically significant differences existed between the 

magnitudes of importance of reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities. 

Four research questions were posed: 

1. What are the magnitudes of importance of high school 

band directors' reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities? 

2. Do statistically significant differences exist 

between the magnitudes of importance of high school 

band directors' reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities when subjects' 

responses are grouped by type of competitive music 

activity? 

3. Do statistically significant differences exist 

between the magnitudes of importance of high school 

band directors' reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities when subjects' 

responses are grouped by frequency of participation 

in competitive music activities? 

4. Do statistically significant differences exist 

between the magnitudes of importance of high school 

band directors' reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities when subjects' 

responses are grouped by U.S. states similar in 

emphasis on competition? 



Background of the Study 

Background for the present study includes discussion of 

history of the origins of band competitions in the U.S. 

compiled from secondary source material. Also included is a 

description of the types of music competitions and competition 

formats in which high school students may participate. 

Further, discussion which reveals interest in music 

competition among educators is included. Additionally, 

conjecture among social scientists in regard to 

competitiveness among human beings is discussed. Also, 

background of the study includes discussion of music 

competition as an activity of instrumental music education. 

Historical Background 

During the nineteenth century, Welsh immigrants in the 

United States revived the Eisteddfod, an annual congregation 

dating back to the seventh century that included competitive 

events in instrumental and vocal music (Apel, 1972; Dykema & 

Gehrkens, 1940; Keene, 1982; Latham, 1983). As a direct 

result of the Welsh influence and the Eisteddfod, music 

contests were established in several areas of Kansas, and as 

early as 1916, bands may have been included in these contests 

(Keene, 1982). Band contests involving school bands were 

first held in Oklahoma and Michigan in 1920 and in Texas in 

1921 (Keene, 1982; Hay, 1952). 

The first attempt at a national level high school band 
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competition was undertaken in 1923 (Holz, 1960). In 1926, the 

first national high school band contest was held in Fostoria, 

Ohio under the guidance of the Committee on Instrumental 

Affairs of the Music Supervisors National Conference and the 

National Bureau for the Advancement of Music (Keene, 1982; 

Moore, 1968). 

In the years following the first national high school 

band contest, interest in contests mushroomed. This increased 

interest stimulated the growth of instrumental music in public 

schools. Also, as a result of growing interest in school band 

contests, state and national associations for instrumental 

teachers were formed to facilitate discussion of problems and 

raise performance standards (Keene, 1982). An important 

sidelight of the contests was the attention they drew toward 

school bands that led to instrumental music becoming looked 

upon as an appropriate part of the curriculum in public 

schools (Moore, 1968). 

In the ensuing years leading up to the entrance of the 

United States into World War II, despite changes in contest 

format, competitions continued to grow in popularity and 

became more and more ingrained as an activity of public school 

bands (Keene, 1982; Neil, 1944). World War II curtailed 

contest activities, and after the war interest in national 

interstate contests waned in favor of state or regional 

competitions (Neil, 1944; Pfeil, 1952). Despite the demise of 

national high school band contests, competitive music 



activities among high school bands have continued in various 

forms to the present day. 

Competitive Music Activities Among High School Bands 

Of the competitive activities in which today's high 

school band students may participate, the more commonly known 

include marching, concert, sight-reading, solo/ensemble, jazz 

ensemble, and auditions for clinic type bands. 

Marching band competition typically consists of a field 

or parade presentation of selected music coordinated with 

movement. This movement usually includes, but is not limited 

to, formation marching, dance, and/or other auxiliary visual 

embellishments. 

The concert band competition often refers to an on-stage 

performance by a concert band of one or more musical 

selections. These selections may consists of one or more 

required pieces of band music and/or music selected from a 

prescribed music list. 

Sight-reading competition typically, but not exclusively, 

involves participation of a concert band in a performance of a 

musical selection never previously rehearsed or performed by 

the participants. The procedure of sight-reading competition 

usually allows a brief period of explanation, instruction, and 

study of a musical score and parts coordinated by the band's 

director prior to performance of the selection. Sight-reading 

may be separately judged and separately rated from a concert 
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competition, or serve as a component of an overall rating in a 

concert band competition. 

Solo/ensemble competitions are events that include 

performance of music written or arranged for one instrument 

alone or with piano or other accompaniment, or music written 

for an ensemble smaller than a full concert band, and 

typically one person per instrument part. Music may be 

selected from a prescribed music list. 

Jazz ensemble competitions are for performances of one or 

more music selections written or arranged specifically for a 

jazz big-band. Smaller group configurations also might be 

included as competing ensembles. 

Clinic type bands are sometimes exemplary referred to as 

all-city, all-county, all-region, all-area, or all-state 

bands. Although clinic type bands themselves do not typically 

compete, placement in the band may often be determined by one 

or more competitive auditions. The clinic band activity 

typically involves an ensemble comprised of students drawn 

from a geographic area larger than the students' own home 

school boundaries. The culminating activity for a clinic band 

typically consists of rehearsal(s) conducted by, but not 

limited to, a guest clinician/conductor, and at least one 

performance. 

Two characteristic formats of competition may exist. In 

one format, participants compete against each other, and are 

ranked in order of finish (1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, etc.). This is 
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referred to as a contest. Another format is an activity in 

which participants are awarded ratings (Division I, Division 

II, Division III, Division IV, etc.) based on some established 

criteria or standard of performance quality. This activity is 

typically referred to as a competition-festival or 

contest-festival. In activities in which participants are 

compared to a standard and not each other, the competitive 

aspect is no less evident to both students and band directors 

and the competition-festival or contest-festival may in 

reality be just another contest (Parker, 1955). Various 

semantic differences may exist from one band director to 

another in defining an activity in which participants are 

ranked in order of finish versus activities in which 

participants are awarded ratings. For the present study, 

contests, contest-festivals, and competition-festivals were 

considered synonymous. 

Educators' Interest in Music Competition 

As an activity of music education, competition has been 

of great interest to music educators. This interest may be 

exemplified in the discussion regarding competition contained 

in the October 1983 Music Educators Journal, which was devoted 

to competition as an activity of music education. No previous 

single issue of this journal experienced greater response and 

diversity of viewpoints on a single topic (Taylor, 1983). 

Researchers have also been interested in competitions as 
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an activity of music education. Moore (1938) described the 

extent, status, and configuration of band contests in the 

United States, while Mikita (1942) provided a chronology of 

band contests in Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Colorado, Ohio, 

Kentucky, Pennsylvania, and North Carolina, and noncompetitive 

festivals in Montana. Burdett (1985), Holz (I960), Moore 

(1968), and Neil (1944) focused on the emergence and 

development of school band contests in the United States, 

while Hay (1952) and Pfeil (1952) chronicled band competition 

in Texas. Temple (1973) investigated music achievement among 

students participating in band contests, and Jarrell (1971) 

compared aural discrimination skills of students from band 

programs stressing competitive activities with those that did 

not. Maxwell (1970) examined characteristics of band 

directors in Texas categorized by contest ratings received, 

and Gregory (1986) reported conclusions related to contest 

participation and job satisfaction among band directors in 

Georgia and Alabama. 

Attitudinal research focusing on competition in the 

school music program has reflected diversity of music 

educators' positions. These investigations (Ames, 1950; 

DuePree, 1968; Fleming, 1975; Fransham, 1951; Hanshumaker, 

1956; Johnson, 1964; Kepley, 1935; Krueger, 1964; LaRue, 1986; 

Miller, 1953; Parker, 1955; Ritchey, 1954; Rogers, 1982; 

Sandlin, 1972; Turner, 1954; Vandervort, 1951? Wiley, 1950) 

have reported a conundrum of opinions among music educators 
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and others regarding the advantages and disadvantages of 

competition as an activity of music education. A common theme 

among opinions reported in these studies, however, are the 

advantage of participation in competitions, such as student 

motivation, improved performance levels, and esprit de corps 

among band members, concomitant with musical and educational 

disadvantages such as study of limited musical repertoire, 

excessive rehearsal, overemphasis on winning, and attrition of 

band students. 

Almost since the inception of the national high school 

band contests, research has examined competition as an 

activity of music education from a variety of perspectives. 

In terms of attitudes toward competition, research studies 

including secondary instrumental music educators as subjects, 

have been critical of competitions as an activity of music 

education. Music competitions, however, still remain an 

integral part of secondary instrumental music programs. 

Background on Competition 

Competition has been the subject of a number of authors. 

Social scientists have contributed theories in regard to the 

nature of competition and perhaps why human beings compete. 

Educators have suggested why band directors may involve their 

bands in competition as an activity of music education. 

Although these writings may be limited in conclusiveness, or 

efficacy of generalization, they none the less provided a 
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reference point for the present study. 

Conjecture on competition. 

Park and Burgess (1921) conclude that in. the world of 

living things, competition is universal, has its setting in 

the struggle for existence, and tends to create an impersonal 

social order in which each individual in pursuit of his own 

profit makes every other individual a means to that end. 

Further, competition determines the territorial and vocational 

distribution of the population, and the organized economic 

interdependence of individuals and groups. 

Similarly, Ogburn and Nimkoff (1958) assert that 

competition plays a significant part in determining the status 

of groups and individuals. As the fundamental form of social 

struggle, competition occurs when the demand for superior 

roles and statuses is limited in number and the demand for 

them exceeds supply. 

Martindale (1960) derives that in the end, all 

competition becomes a competition to survive. When 

competition produces values and is the basis of increased 

precision and competence, it is positive. Competition may be 

negative, however, when the struggle becomes for scarce value 

not everyone can have, or if there is a greater need for 

values than competition can produce. 

Maclay and Knipe (1972) view modern human competition as 

an evolved substitute for more primeval confrontation rituals 



15 

replacing injurious dominance fights with more harmless forms 

of ritualized pseudofighting. The authors assert that man's 

spontaneous emotional reaction to winning and losing is 

perhaps the clearest evidence of continued sensitivity to 

primeval status contests and the importance of the role of 

primitive confrontation. Also, to satisfy the need for 

challenging status contests, human cultures have devised a 

great many variations on the pseudofight theme—sports or 

games of skill. The elation of winning and the depression of 

losing are characteristic of organized animals, the authors 

conclude; that man responds in this way, is possibly the most 

important single aspect of human confrontation behavior. 

Walker (1986) contends that winning and the attainment of 

competence is the purpose of competition. People seek to 

enhance their skill, Walker continues, because enjoyment is 

directly proportional to the degree of competence achieved, 

and the pleasure associated with the attainment of competence. 

The drive that is thereby engendered, leads directly to 

competition. At its best, concludes Walker, competition is 

the greatest of the performing arts, with participants 

exposing personal talent, skill, and intellect to other 

competitors and/or spectators for their applause or ridicule. 

At its worst, competition becomes mere grubbing for the 

approval of others. Walker also concludes that competition 

may be used to obtain reassurance or to demonstrate power, or 

to relive childhood struggles with authority, rivals, and 
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leaders, or childhood campaigns to gain approval, recognition, 

and affection. 

As an apparent indictment of competition in society, Kohn 

(1986) contends that through socialization, competition is 

ingrained in all Americans, with our lives consisting of one 

contest after another. Our collective creativity seems to be 

used to find new ways to produce winners and losers. As a 

learned behavior, competition is drummed into us that it is 

appropriate, desirable, required, and unavoidable. 

Kohn debates what he refers to as common myths of 

competition: Competition 1) is human nature, 2) motivates 

people to do their best, 3) provides the best way to have a 

good time, and 4) builds character and self-esteem. The 

author attests that there is no necessary relationship between 

natural selection and competition, and that the 

competitiveness of individuals is not evidence that it is an 

unavoidable feature of human life. Rather than enhancing 

productivity and superior performance, Kohn continues, the 

competitive situation promotes agitation, nervousness, and 

other emotions that interfere with performance. Further, 

competition motivates people to avoid failure, play it safe, 

stifle inclinations to take risks, and shy away from a state 

of creative problem solving to choosing imitation rather than 

innovation. An underlying feeling of worthlessness can be 

traced to the urge to become a winner, Kohn asserts. We 

compete to overcome fundamental doubts about our capabilities 
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and, finally, to compensate for low self-esteem. For those 

who have a competitive temperament, it is likely they will 

have success in a competitive framework. Kohn maintains, 

however, that given the choice, most of us would avoid 

competitive situations. We act competitively simply because 

we have been taught to, everyone around us does so, it has 

never occurred to us not to do so, and because success in our 

society seems to demand that we do so. Like an addiction, 

Kohn continues, competition is a vicious cycle only 

contributing to the need to compete again rather than 

contributing to our self-esteem and healthy human development. 

Acknowledgment of these negative outcomes, says Kohn, would be 

painful and force us to make changes in our lives, so instead 

we rationalize that competition is part of human nature, is 

more productive, or builds character. 

Discussion regarding competition among social scientists 

may at best appear contradictory- On one hand, competition is 

theorized to be universal and a necessary part of life to 

assist in establishing the efficacy of one's existence. 

Additionally, the rituals of modern games and sports are 

viewed as modern extensions of confrontation rituals common to 

primeval man and other higher species. In contrast, as a 

learned behavior, competition is viewed as neither natural, 

nor a positive motivator, nor promoting fun, excellence, or 

self-esteem. 
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Competition and instrumental music education. 

Within the music education profession, a concern over 

whether music teaching lies within the school curriculum or is 

merely an extra-curricular activity may be due to a struggle 

to reach a consensus regarding participation in music 

competitions as an activity of music education. Despite an 

apparent shift from contest ratings as justification for the 

curricular existence of instrumental music in public school 

music during the sixty-plus year history of school band 

competitions in the United States, educators still seem to 

cling to the tradition of competition (Austin, 1990). 

The performance standards of public school bands in the 

United States have been raised and maintained from 

participation in band competitions. One of the problems with 

preparation for a band contest, however, is that it 

overemphasizes the objective items of performance perhaps at 

the expense of creative and aesthetic music making. Emphasis 

on participation in music competitions perhaps reinforces an 

attitude that music education emphasizes the short-term reward 

of winning rather than the long-term goal of lifetime 

enjoyment and aesthetic pleasure of music. Students may learn 

much in terms of specific technical aspects of their 

instruments, but they may learn little about the music and 

less about the composer and the aesthetic principles behind 

the music and may rarely understand the true musical essence 

of the music they are preparing. In focusing on the 
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preparation of the few pieces that will be performed in 

competition, many band directors may not only expose students 

to only a narrow scope of music, but many high school band 

programs are graduating students who are musically illiterate, 

technically deficient, and aesthetically bankrupt (Kirchhoff, 

1988). 

The marching band has long been associated with the 

traditional high school instrumental music program. The 

marching band can provide momentum for the entire music 

program within a school district, and contributes to the 

success of an entire academic year through discipline, 

cooperation, and social interaction among students. The 

allure of promoters, peer and parental pressure, and the 

urgings of the music industry have brought the marching band 

competition to an unparalleled fervor in the history of bands 

in this country. Unfortunately, an increased emphasis on 

marching band and marching band contests has greater numbers 

of students leaving high school band programs overloaded and 

burned out. They have been the victims of a curriculum that 

has exploited them to perpetuate a tradition of winning to 

further enhance the reputation of either their band director 

or their school (Kirchhoff, 1988). 

The tradition of competition continues as part of 

secondary instrumental music education for various 

reasons. In a number of texts devoted to the subject of 

teaching secondary instrumental music, reasons for 
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participation in competitive music activities are 

addressed. 

Colwell (1969) indicates that music contests or festivals 

furnish ideal evaluation situations for bands and band 

directors if viewed by teachers and students as an opportunity 

to learn. Further, in some instances these contests or 

festivals are the only times in which performance groups play 

quality music, and the desire to compete successfully 

furnishes a strong form of motivation so that the music 

selected is learned more thoroughly and played more adequately 

than music for other occasions. 

Robinson and Middleton (1975) list various reasons for 

participation in competitive music activities: 1) Contests 

promote music learning through exciting competitive interests, 

2) contests and festivals are acceptable public performances, 

3) contests provide opportunities to receive expert criticism, 

4) students' musical experiences are broadened by the 

opportunity to hear performances by many groups and 

individuals, and 5) teachers and students receive additional 

impetus to improve from contest criticisms and ratings. 

Kinyon (1982) espouses competitive music activities as a 

unifying and motivating force. Competition arouses soloists 

and ensemble members to practice when personal pride and 

school honor are at stake at an imminent contest. 

Kohut (1985) indicates one reason for school music 

competitions is that school administrators and parents 
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actively want them. A winning band, like a winning football 

team, is viewed as a highly desirable public relations vehicle 

for the school system, it enhances school spirit, and for 

parents and other adults it is a source of community pride. 

In some extreme situations, Kohut continues, success at 

music competitions may be a factor for a music educator 

retaining his job. A music director in this given situation, 

may feel compelled to institute competition at high-pressure 

levels in order to get students to produce at their maximum 

potential. At this point, students are perhaps being used to 

advance the personal desires and goals of adults, and the 

minds and characters of everyone involved become enslaved and 

degraded by competition. 

Despite placing the primary pressure to participate in 

music competitions on administrators, parents, or others, the 

primary instigators and promoters of music competitions may be 

music teachers themselves. Winning trophies is a boost to 

their ego, and along with greater status within the school and 

community, some band directors see it as a means of advancing 

their career to a better job in a bigger and better school 

system, or as leading to a college position (Kohut, 1985) . 

Research also indicates band directors may continue to 

involve their bands in certain music activities because of 

their perceived expectations of others affiliated with their 

respective bands. Also, the magnitude of importance of band 

directors' reasons for participation in competitive music 
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activities may differ from one type of competitive activity to 

another in which their band is involved. Further, the 

magnitude of importance of band directors' reasons for 

participation in competitive music activities may differ 

between band directors whose bands are involved more or less 

frequently in competitive music activities than other band 

directors. Additionally, the magnitude of importance of 

reasons for participation in competitive music activities may 

differ from one area or state in the United States to 

another. 

Best (1981) surmised that although band directors 

preferred concert band activities over marching band 

activities, their band programs actually reflected more 

emphasis on marching band. Larue (1986) reported that 

although band directors, band students, and parent booster 

club members concurred on the value of contests, band 

directors' opinions did not reflect the same degree of 

emphasis on competitive activities as students and parents. 

Whitelegg (1986) concluded that band directors perhaps 

emphasized competitive activities to comply with perceived 

expectations of the community in which they teach. Similarly, 

Rogers (1982) surmised that band directors may participate in 

marching band contests to gain the approval of students, 

parents, administrators, or peers. Also, Fleming (1975) 

concluded that band directors may continue to participate in 

competitive activities as attitudes toward peers may be based 
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on ratings received at competitive events. 

Best (1981) and Whitelegg (1986) reported that band 

directors had preferences for certain band activities over 

others. This may imply they also may have different 

magnitudes of importance of reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities or perceive different 

expectations to participate in different types of music 

competitions. 

Rogers (1982) concluded that directors of bands who 

participated frequently in marching band contests had higher 

value ratings of marching contests than directors of bands who 

participated less frequently. As band directors' value 

ratings of marching band contests varied with the frequency of 

participation, it may be implied that magnitudes of importance 

of reasons for participation in other types of competitive 

music activities may vary affected by frequency of 

participation. 

Fleming (1975) and Rogers (1982) reported regional 

differences in emphasis on participation in competitive music 

activities. Fleming (1975) concluded that the Southeastern 

region of the United States (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, 

Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South 

Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia) showed the 

greatest emphasis on instrumental music contests and festivals 

as compared to other regions of the United States. Rogers 

(1982) reported that the Western region of the United States 
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(the U.S. postal region containing Nevada, Alaska, Wyoming, 

Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Utah, Oregon, Colorado, Washington, 

and California) had the highest average number of marching 

band contests per year as compared with other regions of the 

United States. These geographically regional differences in 

emphasis may imply differing traditions of contest 

participation from one part of the United States to another. 

As discussed above, differences in band directors' value 

ratings of competitive music activities varied with frequency 

of participation. The magnitude of importance of reasons to 

participate in music competitions among high school band 

directors may also vary between band directors in groups of 

states that are similar in terms of emphasis on music 

competition. 

The above texts and research findings indicate that band 

directors may have a variety of reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities, either for motivating students, 

providing an evaluative experience for themselves and 

students, or for personal and professional accolades and 

opportunities for advancement. Band directors, however, may 

also have their bands participate in competitive music 

activities to accommodate their perceived expectations of 

others affiliated with their respective band programs. 

Additionally, band directors may have differing 

importance of reasons for participation in one type of 

competitive activity as compared to another. Importance of 
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band directors' reasons for participation may vary between 

those participating more or less frequently than others. 

Also, findings in regard to regional differences in the 

frequency of participation in music competitions may infer 

differing levels of emphasis on participation in 

competitive music activities from one part of the United 

States to another and differences in importance of reasons for 

participation. 

Competition and its role as an activity of secondary 

instrumental music education has served as a focal point of 

debate among music educators for most of the twentieth century 

(Austin, 1990). As teachers make detailed decisions about the 

process of reaching educational goals within broad and general 

mandates, they may determine the goals of public education. 

Music educators serve a leadership role in their field, 

and may be relied upon for guidance concerning music programs 

(Hoffer, 1983). As band directors are faced with decisions 

regarding activities for their individual music programs, and 

ultimately may determine the goals of their respective 

programs, band directors have served as subjects for research 

regarding competition as an activity of music education. 

From texts by Colwell (1969), Kinyon (1982), Kohut 

(1985), and Robinson and Middleton (1975), a number of 

various reasons appear to exist for band directors to 

participate in competitive music activities. From studies by 

Best (1981) in Tennessee, Whitelegg (1986) in Iowa, and 
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national level studies by Fleming (1975), and Rogers (1982) 

the following may be concluded: One, band directors may 

participate in competitive music activities within their 

respective band programs due to their perceptions of others' 

expectations of the school band. Two, as band directors may 

have preferences for certain band activities over others, they 

also may have different reasons or perceive different 

pressures to participate in different types of competitive 

music activities. Three, the frequency of a band's 

participation in competitive activities may also reflect 

differing magnitudes of importance of reasons for 

participation. Four, as differing frequencies of 

participation have been found from one region of the United 

States to another, importance of reasons for participation in 

music competitions may vary among band directors in different 

groups of states. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

For over fifty years, researchers investigating 

competition as an activity of music education, have viewed 

music competition from a variety of perspectives. The primary 

focus of many of these studies, however, has been assessments 

of music educators' attitudes toward competition as an 

activity of music education, and comparisons of educators' 

attitudes with others affiliated with school music programs. 

This chapter examines literature that serves as background, 

precursor, and impetus for the present study. 

Music Educators' Attitudes Toward Music Competition 

Attitudes of music educators toward competition as an 

activity of music education have been the subject of a number 

of surveys, reflecting diverse and sometimes seemingly 

contradictory views. Ames (1950) surveyed all 244 senior high 

school music teachers in the State of Washington. Results of 

the survey indicated that music teachers viewed the musical 

standards of the competition-festival and the noncompetitive 

festival as the same. Subjects also indicated however, that 

the noncompetitive festival offered the greatest social value 

to students, while fostering rivalry and a respect for 

superior ability. 

27 
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Also as a result of Ames study, a majority of subjects 

indicated that compet it ion-festivals had not regained their 

pre-World War II following, and indicated no desire to revive 

contests. Most respondents indicated they respected the 

decisions and comments of judges despite inconsistencies in 

judging. From results of the study, it was suggested that the 

negative aspects of the competition-festival might be 

alleviated by elimination of the competitive element, 

implementation of standardization of adjudication through 

training of adjudicators, and rating of adjudicators by music 

teachers. Also recommended was use of one required selection 

with two selections chosen by judges from a list of music 

prepared by each band, and classification of bands by size 

rather than school enrollment. 

Johnson (1964) surveyed 250 band directors in selected 

high schools in Texas. No information detailing how subjects 

were selected or why the number of subjects selected was 

provided. Based on data collected from 153 returned 

questionnaires, Johnson concluded that subjects indicated a 

need for development of a more meaningful rating system, judge 

certification through an adjudicators clinic, ratings based on 

performance disregarding appearance, and provision of adequate 

financing and facilities for bands by school administrators. 

Kepley (1935) surveyed 200 music educators throughout the 

United States. Of 56 subjects who responded, 38 felt that 

contests were primarily publicity stunts, 36 felt that 
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contests did not provide proper motivation, and 42 felt that 

contests did not give a chance for marginal learning. 

Twenty-nine subjects, however, indicated that contests 

increased the child's knowledge of music, 15 reported that 

contests created a lasting influence on the lives of their 

students, and 38 subjects felt that music taught for contests 

was not taught because of its lasting values. Forty-five of 

those surveyed felt that contests only provided a few the 

opportunity to take part, 41 felt that contests had no 

correlation with a broad cultural development, and 31 subjects 

agreed that contests taught children to worship virtuoso 

playing instead of good music and sportsmanship. Thirty-three 

respondents indicated that music for contests was not chosen 

for the aesthetic qualities of music, and 42 indicated that 

contest music is learned as perfectly as possible just to win 

a prize. Thirty-seven subjects reported that contest music is 

over the heads of the children and not loved, understood, or 

enjoyed; a majority of subjects indicated that technique was 

emphasized over the music itself; and 10 respondents indicated 

that students learned contest music by rote, 19 by note 

reading, and 27 by both rote and reading. 

Krueger (1964) conducted a survey regarding the 

competition-festival system in Minnesota to determine the 

existing and favored practices in the organizational 

procedures of the band competition-festival system. 

Questionnaires were sent to 460 band directors and 100 
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adjudicators of the Minnesota competition-festival system. 

From a return of 480 questionnaires, Krueger reported that the 

competition-festival system was used by a majority of the 

respondents, and that preferences were equally divided between 

the competition-festival event and an event that included a 

competition-festival plus a massed group performance. The 

combination event, however, was rated by subjects as the ideal 

educational experience. Krueger concluded that the basic 

philosophy of the competition-festival was considered 

educationally sound, and made several recommendations 

regarding the administration of music contests, and the 

holding of state-wide meetings for band directors and 

adjudicators to discuss and eradicate perceived problems with 

the contest system in Minnesota. 

Miller (1953) investigated the status of interschool 

choral and instrumental music competitions in Oregon senior 

high schools. Included with the study is historical 

background detailing the progression of music contests and 

competition-festivals from their origins in 1924, and the 

growth of the Oregon Music Educators Association and its 

involvement in administering music contests in Oregon. Data 

were collected from reports of various national associations 

that sponsored music competitions, newspaper articles and 

minutes of music competition events in Oregon, official 

programs of music competition events, monthly bulletins of the 

Oregon School Activities Association, personal interviews with 
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leaders in the music competition activities of Oregon, and 

results of 152 returned questionnaires from a survey of 230 

Oregon high school music directors. 

Results from Miller's survey indicated an approximately 

even division of support or opposition to the 

competition-festival type of event. Slightly more than half 

of the directors indicated that they used the 

competition-festival as a motivating force for students, while 

the remainder indicated other types of student motivation were 

sufficient. Miller also concluded that a trend away from 

competitive events was evident, recommended that each director 

be given a free choice as to participation in a competitive or 

noncompetitive event, and recommended that a study be 

conducted to determine if use of competition as a motivating 

force was educationally desirable. 

Wiley (1950) surveyed 686 band, choir, and orchestra 

directors who were members of the Texas Music Educators 

Association. From data gathered from a return of 228 

questionnaires, Wiley reported that 51% of the directors 

responding believed that music competitions were a sound 

educational objective for students. Sixty-three percent did 

not believe that exchange concerts were an adequate substitute 

for competition-festivals, and 70% believed junior high school 

organizations should attend competition-festivals. Fifty-four 

percent of the directors surveyed, however, indicated a 

preference to attend a noncompetitive festival rather than a 
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competition-festival. Wiley recommended that directors should 

become fully aware of the educational objectives of music 

competition and that the music competition event should not be 

treated as an end in itself, but as a means of achieving 

educational goals. Also, directors should not allow a 

competition-festival to be the only stimulus to music 

students; exchange concerts and clinics should be used in 

addition to the competition-festival. 

Research conducted by educators in regard to competition 

reveals widespread existence of music contests in the United 

States, and a variety of viewpoints regarding competition as 

an activity of music education. Generally, results of these 

investigations seem to indicate that music educators view the 

primary advantage of contest participation as motivation of 

student performance, yet assert a desire to supplant 

participation in competitions with noncompetitive activities. 

Comparisons of Attitudes Toward Band 

Activities Including Competition 

Research that compares music educators' attitudes toward 

the band program with attitudes of others, has revealed how 

differently those inside and outside of the music education 

profession view the role of the band program and participation 

in competitive music activities. 

Best (1981) analyzed attitudes of 129 secondary school 

band directors in Tennessee regarding the purposes and goals 
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of their music programs, then assessed whether the secondary 

school band directors' ideas were consistent with the goals of 

the citizens of Lenoir, Tennessee. The goal of Best's study-

was to develop a model instrumental music curriculum, with the 

underlying premise that if music is to be an integral part of 

the school curriculum, music education must meet local needs. 

Best concluded that there was interest in the fundamental 

objectives and aesthetic values of music as well as parades, 

pep rallies, and civic club programs. Best also reported, 

however, that although band directors professed to place 

concert band activities in a higher priority position than 

marching activities, actual programs reflected more emphasis 

on the marching band. 

DuePree (1968) surveyed Colorado school administrators 

and music educators regarding the state's large group 

competition-festival system. No specific number of subjects 

or number of questionnaires returned was reported. DuePree 

concluded that large group interschool music events are a 

valuable educational experience and a strong motivational 

factor for students. Also it was concluded that the value of 

large group competition events were outweigh the faults and 

that there is value for all groups participating in 

competitive events. Further, DuePree concluded that quality 

performance is a valid educational goal and is fostered by 

large group competitions. Also reported in the findings of 

the study was that subjects favored participation in large 
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group music competition by junior high and high school 

students. DeuPree also reported that in most cases 

competition-festival participation was aided by school or 

school district policies pertaining to participation of school 

groups in these events. Also it was concluded that the 

competition-festival was the favored type of event, and the 

use of other events and policies prohibiting participation 

were major reasons for nonparticipation. Subjects also 

indicated contradictory attitudes concerning the effect of 

competition events on directors and agreed that the 

opportunity for students to listen to other groups at 

competitive events was being neglected. 

An investigation by Fleming (1975) dealt with perceptions 

of high school band directors, college band directors, and 

high school administrators concerning music contests, focusing 

on whether too much emphasis was placed on contests. Three 

college band directors, 25 high school band directors, and 25 

high school administrators from each U.S. state were mailed 

questionnaires. Results of Fleming's survey, based on a 

19.23% return of the survey sample, indicated that high school 

band directors do not view contests as being overemphasized. 

This differed from the views of the college band directors and 

high school administrators surveyed. Fleming also concluded 

that the southeastern region of the United States emphasized 

instrumental contests and festivals more than other regions of 

the country, and that there are some states with no contests 



35 

or festivals (Connecticut, Delaware, New Jersey, and Vermont). 

A survey of 223 music teachers and 176 administrators in 

Montana concerning competition was conducted by Fransham 

(1951). No information in regard to how subjects were 

selected was provided. Fifty-one percent of the 

administrators and 57% of the music educators surveyed 

responded. According to the findings, 48% of the senior high 

school music organizations participated in the 1950 Montana 

competition-festivals. In general, administrators and music 

educators were favorable toward the competition-festival 

movement. Music educators recognized the benefits of the 

competition-festival system but also found weaknesses such as 

quality of adjudication, overemphasis on ratings, 

encouragement of severe limitations in the repertoire, and 

failure of the participants to take advantage of the 

opportunity to hear other participants. The primary benefit 

of competition was its motivation for students, but a majority 

of directors expressed an opinion that motivation could be 

achieved as well through a festival as well as a competitive 

event. Clear objectives for the students and directors, 

opportunities for recognition and evaluation, promotion of 

better music literature, and improvement of teaching 

procedures were other reported benefits of the 

competition-festival according to opinions of music educators. 

Hanshumaker (1956) surveyed 294 music teachers and 247 

school administrators in northeastern Ohio regarding large 
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group music competition. Different questionnaires were used 

for the music teachers and the administrators. No information 

was provided in regard to subject selection or number of 

subjects surveyed. Fifty-six percent of the administrators 

and 42% of the music teachers responded to the questionnaire. 

From the results of Hanshumaker's survey, it was found 

that over half of the responding teachers had participated in 

large group competitions during the past ten years, and of 

those participating, most did so regularly. Also, the survey 

indicated that a majority of administrators and music teachers 

believed that large group music competitions were a positive 

activity. Fifty-two percent of the responding teachers 

favored continuation of the existing competition system, 26% 

did not favor its continuance, and 22% registered no opinion. 

When combined with the responses of administrators, 50% 

favored continuation of the competition system, 31% did not 

favor its continuance, and 19% had no opinion. The music 

festival was practically the only substitute mentioned by the 

teachers for the already used competition system. There was 

general agreement between teachers and administrators that the 

best features of music competition-festivals were their 

motivating factor for students and the opportunity to hear 

other participants. Primary disadvantages listed by 

administrators were the encouragement of excessive rehearsals 

of a limited amount of music and the cost of travel. Teachers 

concurred that travel was a disadvantage of competition. The 



37 

overemphasis on ratings and competition, however, was a more 

frequently mentioned dislike among music teachers. 

From conclusions of his study, Hanshuxnaker recommended 

the establishment of regional state final contests in 

northeastern Ohio. Also recommended was that preparation time 

for competition be limited by announcing required numbers at a 

later date, ratings should be awarded only every other year 

with festivals on alternate years, full use of five 

ratings, and reclassification of schools should be based on 

school size and consideration of rehearsal time available to 

the organizations. 

LaRue (1986) received responses to questionnaires from 37 

band directors, 706 band members, and 90 members of parent 

booster groups from 40 band programs in Illinois regarding 

opinions related to various elements of the band program. 

Thirty Illinois high school band directors—15 from major 

contest emphasis programs (6 or more contests per year), and 

15 from minor contest emphasis programs (2 or less contests 

per year)—were randomly selected. Additionally, ten Illinois 

high school band programs--5 with major contest emphasis and 5 

with minor contest emphasis—were selected to serve as the 

source of additional band directors, band members, and members 

of parent booster groups. 

From the findings, LaRue concluded that band directors, 

band students, and members of parent booster groups concurred 

as to the value of competitive activities as sources of 
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motivation, esprit de corps, and maintenance of performance 

standards. The degree of contest emphasis, however, is not 

reflected in the opinions band directors hold regarding 

competitive elements in the high school band program. Also, 

band members from minor contest emphasis programs place a 

higher value on competitive elements as sources of motivation 

and maintenance of performance standards than do band members 

from major contest emphasis programs, and members of parent 

booster groups from major contest emphasis programs place a 

higher value on competitive elements than do members of parent 

booster groups from minor contest emphasis programs. Results 

support the contention that contests serve as a motivational 

device for band members, and that contest participation can 

serve to raise the standards of performance for the high 

school band. Findings also indicate a high valuation of 

marching band contests by band members. 

Perhaps as a concern over the value and use of contests 

in the band curriculum, Parker (1955) surveyed an unspecified 

number of high school band directors, college band directors, 

heads of college music departments, editors of state music 

publications, city supervisors of music, state supervisors of 

music, and members of state music educators' associations. 

Parker concluded that negative aspects of music competition 

outweighed its potentialities, and that an edxacational trend 

toward deemphasis of competition will result in the complete 

replacement of competitive events with noncompetitive 
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festivals. Parker also indicated that in the Southwestern 

Division of the Music Educators National Conference, the 

consensus in Colorado, Arkansas, and New Mexico was toward a 

deemphasis in competition. In the remaining four states of 

Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, and Texas, however, subjects 

concurred that music competition was vitally necessary and 

should be encouraged. Fifty-six percent of the high school 

band directors did not feel there was an overemphasis on 

competition, while all of the other groups surveyed indicated 

that competition in the band curriculum was overemphasized. 

Ritchey (1954) surveyed music educators and principals 

from a national sample of 200 randomly selected schools to 

determine their opinions concerning various problems of music 

competitions and the merits of a competition-festival as 

compared with those of a noncompetitive festival. Each school 

was sent a pair of questionnaires, one for the music director 

and one for the administrator. Different questionnaires were 

used for the principals and the music teachers. Replies were 

received from 70 (35%) of the music directors and 52 (26%) of 

the administrators. Thirty-five of the 48 states were 

represented. 

Ritchey concluded that educators found the competitive 

music events satisfactory and that administrators concurred 

that properly conducted competition-festivals are not 

undesirable. Most educators defend the idea that motivation 

comes as a result of competition, in the process of competing 
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a greater effort is made to learn, and music education 

maintains a higher standard when competition is employed. 

Ritchey also concluded, however, that the true noncompetitive 

festival movement was approved by a majority of the music 

educators, although competition remains as students tend to 

evaluate their performances against the performances of 

others. Ritchey recommended a noncompetitive festival or a 

competition event combined with an equally stressed festival 

event, and elimination of a solely competitive event. 

Rogers (1982) conducted a study in two parts in 

regard to marching band competition. Part one of the study 

consisted of a nationwide survey of 421 selected schools. The 

number of schools used and allocation of the sample to each 

state were based on student enrollments in band by state 

published nearly 10 years before. The sample was stratified 

geographically, based on regions designated by the U.S. Post 

Office: South, Midwest, Southwest, West, East, and Central. 

Questionnaires were mailed to both the principal and band 

director at each school. School districts listing fewer than 

500 students in all grades were not considered, since it was 

believed the high school in a district of that size would 

probably not have a marching band. 

Three hundred twenty-four band directors and 358 

principals responded to Rogers' survey. Results indicated 

that 62% of the band directors surveyed participated in 

marching band contests. A Kz~uskd.l-Wdilld.CG one—wdy dndlysis of 
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variance was employed to measure significant differences in 

number of marching contests per year. A statistically 

significant difference (p < .05) was found in. the annual 

number of marching contests per band due to geographic area, 

with the West region highest (2.75 marching contests per year) 

and the Midwest region lowest (1.00 marching contest per 

year). Rogers also indicated that considerable disagreement 

was noted in the value ratings of marching band contests by 

band directors and principals. Band directors rated the 

musical value of marching contests lowest and the value of the 

contests in terms of personal benefits to students highest. 

Principals rated contests highest in improving public 

relations for the school and lowest in improving financial 

support for the band. Results of Rogers' study also indicated 

a significant relationship between value ratings of marching 

band contests by subject and the number of contests attended 

by the band. Sixty percent of the band directors surveyed 

indicated participation in marching band contests was due to 

pressure from others. Although perhaps not a major component 

in a band director's decision to compete, Rogers also 

concluded that band directors may be aware of benefits of 

participation in marching contests to themselves in terns of 

approval of students, parents, administrators and peers. 

Additionally, factors relating to amount of contest activity 

were the band budget, number of contest awards earned, and the 

amount of parent involvement in band activities. 
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In part two of Roger's study, 12 schools located in 

Indiana, Illinois, Kentucky, and Ohio were selected from the 

original random sample from the first part of the study. 

These schools were selected based on their proximity to the 

researcher, that both the principal and band director had 

returned questionnaires, that the band was involved in 

marching contests, and the cooperation of the school 

superintendent, principal, and band director. Personal visits 

to each of these schools by the researcher consisted of 

interviews with the school principal and band director, and a 

questionnaire administered to band students at school. Also, 

randomly selected students' parents were mailed a 

questionnaire. Nearly 100% of the students responded to the 

questionnaire. The average rate of return for parent 

questionnaires was 70%. Responses from students, parents, 

band directors, and principals in the more localized survey in 

the second part of the study, indicated that marching band 

contests are viewed much more in terms of social and 

psychological benefits than in terms of music education. 

Rogers also concluded that there appears to be a tacit 

agreement between those persons critical of marching contests 

and persons participating, that marching contests do not have 

very much to do with music education as defined by music 

educators. 

An assessment and comparison of perceptions of the 

function of the competition-festival among music teachers and 
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school principals in Georgia is provided by Sandlin (1972). 

Sandlin surveyed secondary music teachers and principals in 

175 high schools in the State of Georgia selected because they 

had performing groups that had participated in Georgia State 

music competition-festivals during the 1969-1970 school year. 

The survey asked respondents to respond to statements 

regarding the present competition-festival format in Georgia 

and a desirable competition-festival. From a return of less 

than half of the survey sample, Sandlin concluded that music 

teachers perceived the present form of music 

competition-festivals differently from that of their 

principals although music teachers and high school principals 

perceive their present competition-festival programs as 

desirable, and agreed as to what a desirable 

competition-festival should be. 

Turner (1954) investigated preferences for type of 

performance programs in senior high school bands in the Grand 

Junction, Colorado area. Thirty-one band directors and an 

unspecified number of administrators, band students, and 

parents of band students were surveyed. Seventy-three percent 

of the administrators responded that competition-festivals 

were beneficial and worthwhile. Band directors ranked 

competition-festivals first followed in order by clinics, 

return concerts, and festivals as activities that were the 

most benefit to students. No clear preference for either a 

competitive or noncompetitive type activity was found from the 



44 

study. Forty-five percent of the parents surveyed returned 

questionnaires. They indicated they felt their child 

enjoyed competition more than noncompetitive events, gained 

more musical benefit from participation in contests, and they 

liked to have their children compete with other bands. Sixty 

percent of the band students surveyed responded. Students 

indicated they enjoyed competitive events more than 

noncompetitive ones, gained more musically from competitive 

events, played better at competitive events, and liked their 

band to compete. 

Vandervort (1951) surveyed administrators and music 

teachers from 308 different schools in Ohio regarding the 

recommendations of the Contest Committee of the North Central 

Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools that contests be 

eliminated in Ohio. An nth name random sample design was 

employed in selecting the sample. Questionnaires were sent to 

every fourth school listed in the Ohio Educational Directory 

for 1950. This included city, county, exempted village, 

parochial, and affiliated private schools. Two types of 

questionnaires used: One consisting of five questions for 

superintendents or principals and the other consisting of 

seven questions for vocal and instrumental music teachers. 

Of the 179 administrators and 193 music teachers who returned 

surveys, it was found that a majority of both administrators 

and music teachers favored the decision to eliminate contests. 

Vandervort also concluded that although contests had served 
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well for the motivation of developing many fine programs in 

Ohio schools, other activities such as festivals were now 

favored activities for music groups. 

Whitelegg (1986) compared attitudes of band students, 

band students' parents, school personnel, and band directors 

in three public high schools in Cedar Rapids, Iowa, to 

investigate conflicts in perception among these four groups of 

the role and scope of the high school band program. A survey 

instrument developed for the study elicited demographic 

information and perceptions about public performances; 

marching, concert, and jazz bands; contests and festivals; and 

other band related activities. Whitelegg concluded that band 

directors view marching band activities, pep band rallies, and 

parades more negatively than the other three groups surveyed, 

and that polarization was found to exist between band 

directors and the other three groups regarding the importance 

of marching band in the overall band program. Students varied 

from the other three groups in terms of civic club programs 

and in musical style preferences. Whitelegg also reported 

that band directors indicated a very positive attitude toward 

the importance of concert band and concert contest 

participation. Whitelegg also surmised, however, that band 

directors often continue to participate in competitive 

activities to comply with perceived expectations of the 

community in which they teach. 
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Investigations comparing attitudes of music educators 

with those of others affiliated with public school band 

programs seem to indicate differing perspectives of the role 

and purpose of instrumental music education in the public 

schools, and the importance of competition as an activity of 

music education. Band students and their parents seem to view 

various activities from the standpoint of social or 

experiential outcomes for students involved in the band 

program. Music educators in higher education view 

instrumental programs as overemphasizing contests to the 

expense of more lasting music instruction. Public school 

administrators and music teachers seem to be in a conundrum 

regarding music contests. While extolling the advantages of 

competition, educators also concomitantly endorse the 

elimination of competitive activities. 

Although no imminent resolution of the controversy 

regarding participation in competitive music activities is 

readily apparent, more current, more reliable data regarding 

the extent of music contests among public high school bands in 

the United States, and what band directors perceive as reasons 

for participating in music contests, may contribute to what 

appears to be a limited body of knowledge. This would provide 

a new starting point for continued informed discussion and 

internal examination of competition as an activity of music 

teaching within the music education profession. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This study sought to assess on a national level, high 

school band directors' reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities. Further, this study sought to 

examine if statistically significant (p < .05) differences in 

the magnitude of importance of reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities could be accounted for by: 

1) type of conpetitive activity in which high school band 

students may participate, 2) frequency of participation in a 

competitive music activity, and 3) grouping of subjects' 

responses by subject's states similar in terms of emphasis on 

band competition. 

To collect data necessary to address the purpose of the 

study and research questions, the following steps were 

undertaken: 1) A population of 7,511 high school band 

directors was identified as the subject population for the 

study, 2) A plan for sampling the population to obtain 

confident data within acceptable confidence limits was 

devised, 3) A plan that compensated for nonresponding 

subjects by sampling additional subjects was devised, 

4) A questionnaire, cover letters, and reminder cards were 

constructed to elicit data from the population sample, 
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5) A procedure for surveying the sample was devised, 

6) Testable hypotheses were formulated to address research 

questions, and 7) Statistical procedures were selected to 

analyze raw data and test hypotheses formulated to address the 

research questions. 

Identification of the Population 

The study was concerned with competitive music activities 

among public high school band programs. Subjects for the 

study were limited to band directors teaching in public three 

and four year high schools in the United States; the study 

focused on this group because band directors teaching in these 

schools may most often have their students participate in 

competitive activities. High schools including grade 

configurations other than 9 - 12 or 10 - 12, may typically be 

very small schools and might be limited in terms of their 

participation in any or all of the competitive activities 

under study. Junior high and middle schools were also not 

included because of the possibility that participation in 

competitive music activities may be limited or nonexistent. 

To identify the size of the study population and the number of 

band directors in each state that would constitute the 

population for the study, the researcher consulted with a 

representative of Market Data Retrieval, a company of The Dunn 

and Bradstreet Corporation, which specializes in maintaining 

mailing lists and data base information on educational 
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institutions and educators, and serves as an information 

source for several major publishers and the U.S. government 

(H. Brand, personal communication, March 12, 1991) . As of 

February 1992, the population of 7,511 high school band 

directors was identified for use in this study (C. Melder, 

personal communication, February 12, 1992). 

Sampling Subjects for the Study 

Possible shortcomings of survey studies may be in regard 

to lack of identifying an appropriate sample size, and/or a 

sufficient level of subject response that may limit the 

efficacy of the study findings or generalization of the data 

beyond the survey sample. 

Sampling concepts are valuable to researchers as 

enumeration of an entire population is impractical, the 

quality of data collection from a sample may be superior to 

surveying an entire population, and surveying a sample may in 

fact produce more accurate results (McCall, 1980; Kalton, 

1983; Alreck & Settle, 1985). Appropriate sample sizes are 

determined by budget and degree of confidence required for the 

study and have little to do with the size of a population 

(Alreck & Settle, 1985). To determine the minimal sample size 

necessary for desired confidence and precision, the formula 

for the standard error of the statistic is used. Although it 

may appear that the size of a sample needed is directly 

related to population size, the standard error of the 
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statistic depends much more on the size of the sample than on 

the size of the population. Only when computing sample size 

with a population size correction factor does population enter 

the computation (McCall, 1980). 

One end result of a survey is to obtain data within given 

time and resource restraints with which estimates of 

population parameters may be made. Although what constitutes 

precise data is debatable, the arbitrary judgment of the 

researcher usually decides what constitutes the minimum 

acceptable precision (or allowable error) for data to be 

gathered in the survey (McCall, 1980). For this study, .3 was 

the desired maximum confidence limit and the factor used in 

computation of the sample size. 

The confidence level selected to establish limits around 

the sample statistic is a decision that also depends on the 

judgment of the researcher. Although .90, .95, and .99 levels 

of confidence are the most frequently encountered in research, 

the researcher may select any confidence interval, but it must 

be reported in the presentation of the survey results (McCall, 

1980) . For this study, .95 was chosen to be the desired 

confidence level. 

The following formula, which includes a correction factor 

for finite populations with the standard error of the 

statistic, was employed to determine initial sample size 

(McCall, 1980): 
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n = 

_J_ + (e /en z)2 
N 

Where: n is the estimated number of individuals necessary 

in the sample for the desired precision and 

confidence. 

N is the population size. 

e is the acceptable error, or half of the maximum 

acceptable confidence limit (.15). 

cr~ is the preliminary estimate of the population 

standard deviation (estimated at 1.33 from R/6). 

Z is the two-tailed value of the standardized 

normal deviate associated with the desired level 

of confidence (Z = 1.96 for .95 level of 

confidence). 

From the above formula, a sample of 289 subjects was 

determined necessary to obtain data within a confidence limit 

of .3 with a .95 confidence interval. 

To facilitate representativeness of the survey from each 

of the fifty states, proportional allocation of the sample to 

each state was employed. Rounding error in computing the 



52 

proportional allocation to each state increased the total 

sample size to 296 subjects. 

As a 100% response from a survey is not expected, 

nonresponse must be compensated for by increasing the number 

of subjects to be surveyed (McCall, 1980) . To increase the 

number of subjects who were sent questionnaires, the following 

formula was used (McCall, 1980): 

na = n ' pr 

Where: n is the sample size adjusted for the expected rate 
a 

of response. 

n is the preliminary estimate of sample size. 

Pr is the expected rate of response (.50). 

Table 1 indicates the study population size for each state, 

proportion of state sample size, sample size for each state, 

and adjustment of state sample sizes due to rounding error in 

computation of proportional allocation and compensation for 

nonresponse. 
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Table 1 

Study Population bv State, Proportion of State Population. 

Sample Size for Each State and Compensation For Non-Response 

State State N Proportion 

of N 

State n State n„ 

Alabama 134 . 018 5 10 
Alaska 18 . 002 1 2 
Arizona 100 .013 4 8 
Arkansas 97 .013 4 8 
California 488 . 065 19 38 
Colorado 105 .014 4 8 
Connecticut 58 .008 2 4 
Delaware 12 .002 1 2 
Florida 183 .024 7 14 
Georgia 177 .024 7 14 
Hawaii 15 .002 1 2 
Idaho 57 .008 2 4 
Illinois 392 .052 15 30 
Indiana 232 .031 9 18 
Iowa 224 .030 9 19 
Kansas 166 .022 6 12 
Kentucky 195 .026 8 16 
Louisiana 124 .017 5 10 
Maine 64 .009 3 6 
Maryland 86 .011 3 6 
Massachusetts 89 .012 3 6 
Michigan 343 .046 13 26 
Minnesota 133 .018 5 10 
Mississippi 143 .019 6 12 
Missouri 198 .026 8 16 
Montana 63 .008 2 4 
Nebraska 44 .006 2 4 
Nevada 15 .002 1 2 
New Hampshire 25 .003 1 2 
New Jersey 132 .018 5 10 
New Mexico 56 .007 2 4 
New York 204 .027 8 16 
North Dakota 23 .003 1 2 
North Carolina 231 .030 9 18 
Ohio 437 .058 17 34 
Oklahoma 200 .027 8 16 
Oregon 112 .015 4 8 
Pennsylvania 252 .034 10 20 
Rhode Island 16 .002 1 2 
South Carolina 130 .017 5 10 
South Dakota 42 .006 2 4 
Tennessee 175 .023 7 14 
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Texas 849 . 113 33 66 
Utah 47 .006 2 4 
Vermont 12 .002 1 2 
Virginia 195 .026 8 16 
Washington 153 .020 6 12 
West Virginia 72 .010 3 6 
Wisconsin 183 .024 7 14 
Wy caning 28 .004 1 2 

Therefore, because of proportional allocation, and 

nonresponse adjustment the total number of subjects surveyed 

for the study was 592 high school band directors. Subjects 

were selected by an nth name random sampling conducted by 

Market Data Retrieval from their data base information on the 

subject population. 

Design of the Questionnaire 

As there were many subjects for the study from a widely 

diverse geographic area, a questionnaire was determined to be 

the most efficient and economical means for collecting data. 

Questions on the survey were generated by the researcher from 

from similar items found in related literature, the 

researchers personal experience as a public school band 

director, suggestions from dissertation committee members, and 

pilot testing. Questions included one forced response item 

verifying that the subject was a high school band director and 

one open response question that identified in which U.S. state 

the subject taught. 

To identify independent variables for the study— 

frequency of participation--twenty-one forced response 
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questions were included which solicited whether subject's 

participated in specific competitive music activities and the 

frequency of participation in that activity. To identify 

independent variables for the study—groups of states similar 

in emphasis on competition--questions were included in regard 

to a general level of participation in competitive music 

activities, emphasis on ratings or rankings as a measure of a 

high school band director's success, and level of emphasis on 

participation in competitive music activities. To identify 

independent variables for the study—reasons for participation 

in competitive music activities by type of activity—and 

dependent variables for the study—magnitude of importance of 

band directors' reasons for participation in competitive music 

activities—a response grid was devised that provided spaces 

for responses to a listing in rows of 22 possible reasons a 

band director may choose to participate in a competitive 

activity across six columns representing the six types of 

competitive music activities addressed in the study. 

Additional spaces were provided for open responses of other 

reasons for participation in competitive activities not 

included among the 22 listed. Space on the questionnaire was 

also provided for any additional comments. 

On the response grid, subjects were instructed to select 

their answers from a horizontal numeric scale and indicate 

their responses only in columns that represented competitive 

activities in which their band students participated. The 
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horizontal numeric scale is recommended when items are to be 

judged on a single dimension and provides both absolute 

measures of importance and relative measures (Alreck & Settle, 

1985). The scale ranges from 1 to 9 with 1 representing 

Extremely Unimportant and 9 representing Extremely Important. 

A scale of 1 to 9 was used as a scale length of 1 to 5 

shortens range and variance of numbers which effects 

statistics (DeVellis, 1991). 

Face validity of the survey instrument was established 

through scrutiny of the survey instrument by the researcher, 

dissertation committee members, and pilot testing. An example 

of the questionnaire used in the study including the numerical 

answer coding used in compiling subject's responses is in 

Appendix A. 

Pilot Testing of Questionnaire 

For the purpose of improving the survey instrument, from 

January 27 through February 3, 1992, the researcher had a 

working copy of the questionnaire scrutinized by selected 

graduate music education students enrolled in the College of 

Music of the University of North Texas. These students were 

selected because they were either currently teaching high 

school band or had taught high school band at least as late as 

May of 1991 and would have been similar to subjects in the 

main study. 
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Pilot testing of the questionnaire was also conducted 

using samples of band directors similar to those that would be 

used in the main study. The first pilot test was conducted 

from February 12 through February 26, 1992, using a sample of 

10 high school band directors teaching in the North Texas 

area. Nine subjects returned questionnaires. From subjects' 

responses, and comments additional reasons for participation 

in competitive music activities were added. No items were 

deleted. Some modification of the questionnaire instructions 

was made. 

A second pilot test was conducted between March 2 through 

April 8, 1992 using a version of the questionnaire modified as 

a result of the first pilot test. The sample for the second 

pilot test consisted of 20 band directors teaching in the 

North Texas area. Thirteen subjects responded to the 

questionnaire. From responses, subjects appeared to 

understand the questionnaire instructions, the answer scales, 

and how to respond to the survey. Two additional reasons for 

participation in competitive music activities were added. 

Following the second pilot test, further modifications were 

suggested by dissertation committee members, including 

enlargement of the numeric answer scale used in the response 

grid and an additional reason for participation. Also, an 

additional section of questions was added, which included 

items to elicit subjects' perceptions of the general levels of 

participation in competitive music activities, the level of 
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emphasis on ratings or rankings earned at competitions as a 

measure of a band director's success, and the general level of 

emphasis on participation in competitive music activities in 

each subject's state. 

A third pilot test was conducted on July 21, 1992, as a 

means of establishing further face validity of the 

questionnaire and clarity of instructions. Sxabjects for the 

third pilot test consisted of eight school band directors 

enrolled as graduate students at the University of North 

Texas. The subjects were administered the questionnaire, then 

were allowed verbal feedback to the researcher regarding the 

questionnaire. As subjects for the third pilot test were not 

necessarily similar to those of the main study, and subjects' 

reaction to the questionnaire was the import of the third 

pilot test, subjects' responses were not compiled from the 

third pilot test. Following the third pilot test, alterations 

to the questionnaire were made to improve its overall 

appearance and organization. Analysis of the data from the 

first two pilot tests is in Appendix B. 

Procedure for Gathering Data 

On February 24, 1992, the Institutional Review Board of 

the University of North Texas approved the use of human 

subjects for the study (P. Witt, personal communication, 

February 24, 1992. See Appendix C). Printed mailing labels 

with names, addresses, and telephone numbers of subjects were 
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procured through the services of Market Data Retrieval. 

Questionnaires, cover letters, reminder postcards, and 

envelopes were printed through Printing Services of the 

University of North Texas. Surveys were mailed to subjects 

between August 25 - 28, 1992. A cover letter introducing the 

survey, informing the subjects why they were selected, and 

eliciting an accurate and timely response was included with 

the questionnaire. Questionnaires were labeled with a number 

corresponding to each of the subjects' names and addresses. 

As surveys were returned, numbers were checked on a reference 

copy of the subjects' names and addresses, and marked as 

having been returned. 

A serious limitation to direct mail data collection is a 

low response rate (Berdie, Anderson & Niebur, 1986; Alreck & 

Settle, 1985). The rate of response depends in part on the 

subject of the survey, its relevance to the survey population, 

and efforts made with followup contacts with subjects (Erdos, 

1983; Kalton, 1983). In addition to compensating for 

nonresponse discussed above, each subject was mailed a 

reminder postcard three days after the initial mailing of 

questionnaires. On September 14, 1992, a second mailing of 

the survey instrument and cover letter was sent to 

nonresponding subjects. On September 28, 1992 a third and 

final mailing of the questionnaire and cover letter was made 

to remaining nonresponding subjects. Examples of the cover 

letter and the reminder postcard are in Appendix D. 
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Results of subjects' responses were hand scored and 

entered into a computer by the researcher. Numerical coding 

of questionnaire responses is displayed in the example of the 

study questionnaire in Appendix A. 

Data were analyzed using a Macintosh Classic II computer 

manufactured by Apple Computer, Inc. Statistics software used 

for data analysis were StatView 4.0 (Abacus Concepts, 1992) 

and Super ANOVA 1.11 (Abacus Concepts, 1989). Descriptive 

statistics including frequencies, means, and confidence limits 

were calculated for each questionnaire response. 

To assign states into groups similar in terms of 

competition emphasis, a weighted mean was computed for each 

state represented in the study, using subjects' mean responses 

to questionnaire items in regard to a general level of 

participation in competitive music activities, emphasis of 

ratings or rankings earned at competitive music activities as 

a measure of a band director's success, and emphasis on 

participation in competitive music activities. 

Hypotheses 

To address research question 1, a null hypothesis was 

formulated to determine if magnitudes of importance of reasons 

for participation were neutral in importance or were either 

important or unimportant as reasons for participation: 

H0: H = 5 

accept or reject at p < .05 
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A one sample two-tailed t test was used to test the above 

hypothesis by comparing means of magnitude of importance of 

reasons for participation in competitive music activities with 

the midpoint (5) of the horizontal numeric scale used in the 

answer grid of the questionnaire. Means significantly 

different and greater than the midpoint were interpreted as 

showing relative importance for participation in competitive 

music activities. Means not significantly different from the 

midpoint were interpreted as being neutral in importance. 

Means significantly different from the midpoint and less than 

the midpoint were interpreted as showing relative unimportance 

for participation in competitive music activities. 

To address research question 2 the following null 

hypothesis was formulated: 

Ho' 

F £ 2.21 

accept or reject at p < .05 

Analysis of differences of magnitudes of reasons for 

participation in competitive music activities as grouped by 

type of competitive activity was conducted using the 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistic. When significant F 

ratios resulted, a post hoc Scheffe S test was used to 

identify specific significantly different pairs of means. 

To address research question 3 two null hypotheses were 

formulated: 
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HQ: m = \L2 = H3 

H > 5.991 

accept or reject at p < .05 

Ho: K = V-j 

F > 3.92 

accept or reject at p < .05 

Analysis for the first hypothesis was conducted using the 

Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance. This statistical 

procedure was selected because the disparate number of 

subjects in each group violated conditions for use of a 

parametric analysis of variance. Means of subject's responses 

to magnitude of importance of reasons for participation were 

the dependent variables. Subject's responses to participation 

in a competitive music activity every year, every other year, 

or other than every year or every other year were independent 

grouping variables. Although significant H values may result, 

non-parametric procedures do not allow for post hoc tests, and 

thus none were conducted. 

The second hypothesis to address research question 3 was 

tested using a simple linear regression. This procedure was 

selected because both dependent and independent variables 

consisted of continuous data, and in the results of the 

regression report an analysis of variance results. This may 

indicate differences in means when grouped by frequency of 

participation. Means of subject's responses to magnitude of 
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importance of reasons for participation were the dependent 

variables. Subject's responses to frequency of participation 

in a competitive music activity in the most recent year of 

participation were the independent variables. 

To address research question 4, the following null 

hypothesis was formulated: 

Ho: = Hi = 

H >. 9.488 

accept or reject at p < .05 

Analysis was conducted using the Kruskal-Wallis one-way-

analysis of variance. This statistical procedure was selected 

because the disparate number of subjects in each group 

violated conditions for use of a parametric analysis of 

variance. Although significant H values may result, 

non-parametric procedures do not allow for post hoc tests, and 

thus none were conducted. 

To group U.S. states, a weighted mean by state of 

subjects' mean responses to three questionnaire items was 

computed. The three questionnaire items solicited data in 

regard to a general level of participation in competitive 

music activities, emphasis of ratings or rankings earned at 

competitive music activities as a measure of a. high school 

band director's success, and emphasis on participation in 

competitive music activities. A mean and standard deviation 

of the weighted means were calculated and the individual means 
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of emphasis were grouped based on their relationship to this 

mean in terms of which standard deviation the weighted means 

were found. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

Data for the study resulted from voluntary responses to 

the questionnaire by 293 high school band directors. The 293 

subjects responding to the survey represented 98.98% of the 

sample calculated for desired precision and confidence of data 

and representativeness among U.S. states, and 49% of the 592 

questionnaires mailed to potential subjects (see Chapter 

Three). Every state except Nevada was represented by at least 

one subject. Table 2 indicates, alphabetically by state, the 

number of subjects mailed questionnaires, number of subjects 

returning questionnaires, and percentage of returned 

questionnaires from each state. 

Table 2 

Number of questionnaires mailed, number returned, and 

percentage of returned questionnaires bv state 

State na Ques. Ques, % of n State na Ques. Ques. % of n 

sent ret. ret. sent ret. ret. 

AL 10 4 80 1 MT 4 2 100 
AK 2 l 100 I NE 4 3 150 
AZ 8 4 100 1 NV 2 0 0 
AR 8 5 125 1 NH 2 l 100 
CA 38 16 84 1 NJ 10 5 100 
CO 8 6 150 1 NM 4 2 100 
CT 4 2 100 1 NY 16 7 88 
DE 2 2 200 1 NC 18 7 78 

(table continues) 
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FL 14 6 86 1 ND 2 1 100 
GA 14 7 100 1 OH 34 16 94 
HI 2 1 100 1 OK 16 8 100 
ID 4 2 100 1 OR 8 2 50 
IL 30 15 100 I PA 20 10 100 
IN 18 10 110 1 RI 2 1 100 
IA 18 10 110 1 SC 10 4 80 
KS 12 5 83 1 SD 4 3 150 
KY 16 8 100 1 TN 14 5 71 
LA 10 2 40 1 TX 66 35 106 
ME 6 3 100 1 UT 4 4 200 
MD 6 3 100 1 VT 2 2 200 
MA 6 2 67 1 VA 16 9 113 
MI 26 14 108 I WA 12 6 100 
m 10 6 120 1 WV 6 3 100 
MS 12 5 83 1 WI 14 9 128 
MO 16 8 100 1 WY 2 1 100 

Participation in Competitive Music Activities 

Of the 293 subjects who responded to the survey, 273 

(93%) reported their bands participated in at least one of the 

six types of competitive music activities under study. The 

activity subjects reported most participation in was clinic 

band auditions (93%). Subjects reported least participation 

in competitive jazz ensemble activities (48%). Table 3 shows 

the number and percentage of respondents who indicated 

participation in the six types of competitive music activities 

under study. 

Table 3 

Participation in competitive music activities 

Competitive 
Activity 

Subjects 
reporting 
participation 

Percentage of subjects 
reporting participation 
in each type of 
competitive music 
activity 
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Clinic Band Auditions 254 93 

Concert Band 231 85 
Solo/Ensemble 224 82 
Marching Band 205 75 
Sight-reading 160 59 
Jazz Ensemble 131 48 

Nonparticipation in Competitive Music Activities 

Twenty subjects indicated their bands did not participate 

in any competitive music activities at all. Nineteen of these 

subjects responded appropriately to questionnaire instructions 

by providing written responses as to why their bands 

participated in no competitive music activities. Through 

subjective interpretation, the researcher categorized these 

written responses into four groups of statements. One 

category of statements was a general negative expression 

toward participation in any type of competitive music 

activity. A second category indicated a lack of availability 

of competitive music activities in their geographic area. A 

third category expressed inadequacy of subjects' band program 

or school district funding that prevented participation in 

competitive music activities. A fourth category expressed 

participation in band activities other than competitive ones. 

A complete transcript of subjects' written responses is 

included in Appendix E. 

Frequency of Participation in Various 

Competitive Music Activities 

Two hundred five subjects reported participation in 
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competitive marching activities. Two hundred two subjects 

responded to how often they participated with 193 subjects 

indicating that their band participated every year. Two 

hundred three subjects responded to the question of how many 

competitive marching activities their bands participated in 

the most recent year of participation. Number of competitive 

marching activities ranged from 1 to 23 per year, with a mean 

number of activities per year of x = 3.3 (± .36). 

Two hundred thirty-one subjects indicated participation 

in competitive concert band activities. Two hundred 

twenty-four subjects responded to how often they participated 

with 199 subjects reporting that their band participated every 

year. Two hundred twenty-eight subjects responded to the 

question of how many competitive concert band activities their 

bands participated in the most recent year of participation. 

The number of competitive concert band activities ranged from 

1 to 9 per year, with a mean number of activities per year of 

x = 1.58 (± .12). 

One hundred sixty subjects reported that their band 

participated in competitive sight-reading activities. One 

hundred fifty-eight subjects indicated how often they 

participated with 150 reporting that their band participated 

every year. One hundred fifty-nine subjects responded to the 

question of how many competitive sight-reading activities 

their bands participated in the most recent year of 

participation. Number of competitive sight-reading activities 
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ranged from 1 to 6 per year, with a mean number of activities 

per year of x = 1.239 (± .10). 

Two hundred twenty-four subjects reported that their band 

participated in competitive solo/ensemble activities. Two 

hundred thirteen subjects responded to how often they 

participated with 206 subjects reporting their band 

participated every year. Two hundred twenty subjects 

responded to the question of how many competitive 

solo/ensemble activities their bands participated in in the 

most recent year of participation. The number of competitive 

solo/ensemble activities per year ranged from 1 to 20 per 

year, with a mean number of activities per year of x = 1.825 

(± .29) . 

One hundred thirty-one subjects indicated that their band 

participated in competitive jazz ensemble activities. One 

hundred twenty-eight subjects responded to how often they 

participated with 119 subjects reporting their band 

participated every year. One hundred twenty-nine subjects 

responded to the question of how many competitive jazz 

ensemble activities their bands participated in in the most 

recent year of participation. The number of competitive jazz 

ensemble activities per year ranged from 1 to 6 per year, with 

a mean number of activities per year x = 1.992 (± .20) 

Two hundred fifty-four subjects reported student 

participation in competitive auditions for positions in clinic 

type bands. Two hundred thirty-seven subjects responded to 
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how often they participated, with 237 subjects reporting their 

students participated every year. Two hundred forty-seven 

subjects responded to the question of how many competitive 

auditions any one of their students participated in in the 

most recent year of participation. The number of competitive 

auditions per year ranged from 1 per year to 20 per year, with 

a mean number of auditions per year of x = 2.711 (± .21) . 

Table 4 summarizes the number of subjects indicating 

frequency of their band's participation in each of the six 

types of competitive music activities under study. In 

parenthesis below each frequency of response is the percentage 

of subjects indicating that frequency in relationship to the 

total number of subjects reporting participation in that 

competitive music activity. The largest number of subjects 

responding to a particular frequency in each category of 

competitive activity is highlighted in bold type. A dash (-) 

indicates frequencies of participation that no subject 

reported. 

Table 4 

Frequency of participation in competitive music activities 

Frequency Marching Concert Sight- Solo/ Jazz Clinic 
of Band Band reading Ensemble Ensemble Band 
partici-
pation 

Total number 247 202 224 158 213 208 
subjects 
reporting 
participation 
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Every Year 193 199 150 206 119 237 
(95.5%) (88.8%) (94.9%) (96.7%) (92.9%) (95.9%) 

Every Other 5 18 7 4 4 3 
Year (2.5%) (8%) (4.4%) (1.8%) (3.1%) (1.2%) 

Other Than 4 7 1 3 5 7 
Every Year (1.9%) (3%) (.6%) (1.4%) (3.9%) (2%) 
or Every 
Other Year 

1 Per Year 36 131 127 122 57 39 
(17.7%) (57,4%) (79.8%) (55.4%) (44.1%) (15.7%) 

2 Per year 53 75 30 73 38 91 
(26.1%) (32.8%) (18.8%) (33%) (29.4%) (36.8%) 

3 Per Year 43 16 - 17 18 63 
(21.0%) (7%) (7.7%) (13.9%) (25.5%) 

4 Per Year 30 4 1 2 11 30 
(14.7%) (1.7%) (.6%) (.9%) (8.5%) (12.1%) 

5 Per Year 16 1 - 1 4 19 
(7.8%) (.4%) (.4%) (3.1%) (7.6%) 

6 Per Year 14 - 1 1 1 3 
(6.8%) (.6%) (.4%) (.7%) (1.2%) 

7 Per Year 4 -
(1.9%) 

8 Per Year 2 - - i 
(•9%) (.4%) 

9 Per Year 2 1 - 1 

(•9%) (.4%) (.4%) 

15 Per Year 1 - - 1 

(•4%) (.4%) 

18 Per Year 1 -

(•4%) 

20 Per Year - 2 1 

(•9%) (.4%) 

23 Per Year 1 -

(-4%) 
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Twenty-seven subjects indicated "Other" in response to 

how often their band participated in competitive music 

activities. Sixteen subjects provided written explanations as 

requested in the questionnaire instructions. A transcript of 

the sixteen written responses to how often subjects' bands 

participated in various competitive music activities among 

subjects responding "Other" on the questionnaire is included 

in Appendix E. 

Participation in Other Types of 

Competitive Music Activities 

Twenty-one subjects provided written responses in regard 

to types of competitive music activities in which their bands 

participated that were not addressed on the questionnaire. 

Through subjective interpretation, the researcher categorized 

these written responses into three categories of activities: 

Activities associated with trips or tours, parades, and 

competitive activities for another non-band musical 

organization or band related group in which band members 

participate in a supporting role. Parades were mentioned most 

often among subjects indicating other types of competitive 

activities in which their band students participated. A 

transcript of subjects' written responses in regard to types 

of competitive music activities not addressed in the 

questionnaire is included in Appendix E. 
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Research Question One: The Magnitude of 

Importance of Reasons for Participation 

in Competitive Music Activities 

Research question one examined the magnitude of 

importance of high school band directors' reasons for 

participation in competitive music activities. Table 5 

summarizes a ranking of the 22 reasons from the questionnaire 

for participation in competitive music activities by a 

weighted mean of magnitudes of importance across all six types 

of competitive music activities. A weighted mean was 

calculated because of the disparate number of subjects 

reporting participation in each of the six types of 

competitive music activities. Tables 6 through 11 summarize 

rankings of reasons for participation in each of the six types 

of competitive music activities addressed in the study. 

From results of a one-sample two-tailed t-test, nineteen 

reasons in Table 5 were found to be significantly different 

from the midpoint (5) of the horizontal numeric scale used in 

the questionnaire. This lead the researcher to reject the 

null hypothesis Hc: \i = 5 for these items. Additionally, 

these nineteen reasons all ranked above the midpoint in 

magnitude of importance and were identified as important 

reasons for participation. Three item's magnitudes of 

importance were not significantly different from the midpoint 

and were identified as neutral reasons for participation. 
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Table 5 

Magnitudes of Importance of Reasons for Participation in 

Competitive Music Activities 

Reasons for participation x confidence 
limit 

IMPORTANT REASONS 
1. Give students a sense of accomplishment 
2. Participation improves quality of student's performance 
3. Raise students awareness of others' performance levels 
4. Participation promotes high standards for music education 
5. Provides evaluation from which students learn 
6. Provides personal evaluation from which I learn 
7. Improves students' understanding of music 
8. Creates a clear goal for music instruction 
9. Creates a medium to showcase students 
10. Expectations of my students 
11. Tradition of this competitive activity in my state 
12. My personal belief in importance of competition 
13. Creates a medium to showcase my band program 
14. Tradition of this competitive activity at my school 
15. My personal enjoyment of competition 
16. Expectations of my students' parents 
17. Expectations of my band director peers 
18. External evaluation of my competence as a teacher 
19. How I am perceived by other band directors 

NEUTRAL REASONS 

20. Enhancement of my future career opportunities 
21. Expectations of the community in which I teach 
22. Expectations of my school's administrators 

7. .9 (± .19) 
7. .79 Lt .32) 
7. .58 Lt .30) 
7. .557 Lt .49) 
7. .497 Lt .38) 
7. .02 Lt .43) 
7. .02 Lt .64) 
6. .87 (± .39) 
6. .817 <± .55) 
6. .679 Lt .39) 
6, .067 Lt .47) 
6. • 049 Lt .22} 
6, ,03 Lt .30) 
5, .89 (± .29) 
5. , 689 Gt .27) 
5, .5 Lt .49) 
5, .479 (± .27) 
5 < .356 Lt .27) 
5. .325 t± .22) 

4. .967 Lt .37) 
4. .885 Lt .55) 
4. .77 Lt .43) 

Table 6 summarizes a ranking of reasons for participation 

in competitive marching band activities. From results of a 

one-sample two-tailed t-test, 19 reasons were significantly 

different from the midpoint. This lead the researcher to 

reject the null hypothesis HQ: |i = 5 for these items. 

Additionally, these 19 items all ranked above the midpoint in 

magnitude of importance and were identified as important 
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reasons for participation. Three item's magnitudes of 

importance were not significantly different from the neutral 

midpoint. 

Table 6 

Magnitudes of Importance of Reasons for Participation in 

Competitive Marching Band Activities 

Reasons for participation x confidence 
limit 

IMPORTANT1 REASONS 

1. Give students a sense of accomplishment 
2. Raise students' awareness of others' performance levels 
3. Expectations of my students 
4. Creates a medium to showcase students 
5. Participation improves quality of student's performance 
6. Provides personal evaluation from which I learn 
7. Provides evaluation from which students learn 
8 • Creates a medium to showcase ray band program 
9. Expectations of my students' parents 
10. Participation promotes high standards for music education 
11. Tradition of this competitive activity at my school 
12. Expectations of the community in which I teach 
13. Tradition of this competitive activity in my state 
14. Creates a clear goal for music instruction 
15. My personal belief in importance of competition 
16. Expectations of my school's administrators 
17. Improves students' understanding of music 
18. External evaluation of my competence as a teacher 
19. How I am perceived by other band directors 

NEUTRAL REASONS 
20. Expectations of my band director peers 
21. My personal enjoyment of competition 
22. Enhancement of my future career opportunities 

7 .762 (± .24) 
7 .475 (± .25) 
7 .333 (± .26) 
7 .121 l± .28) 
7 .050 L+ .30) 
6 .730 t± .32) 
6 .698 t± .30) 
6 .597 (± .34) 
6, .495 (± .31) 
6, .400 l± .33) 
6, .343 (± .34) 
6, .054 l± .35) 
6 < • 039 (± .34) 
5. .970 (± .34) 
5, .939 (± .36) 
5, .480 l± .36) 
5, .453 (± .35) 
5, .437 Lt .40) 
5, ,374 1+ .41) 

5, , 352 l± .40) 
5. ,320 t± .37) 
5. ,153 (JL .42) 

Reasons for participation in competitive concert band 

activities are summarized in Table 7. From results of a 

one-sample two-tailed t-test, twenty reasons were 
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significantly different from the midpoint. This lead the 

researcher to reject the null hypothesis Hc: |i = 5 for these 

items. Additionally, these twenty items all ranked above the 

midpoint in magnitude of importance and are identified as 

important reasons for participation. Two item's magnitudes of 

importance were not significantly different from the neutral 

midpoint. No magnitudes of importance of reasons for 

participation were significantly less than the midpoint. 

Table 7 

Magnitudes of Importance of Reasons for Participation in 

Competitive Concert Band Activities 

Reasons for participation x confidence 
limit 

1. Give students a sense of accomplishment 7 .951 C+ .20) 
2. Participation promotes high standards for music education 7 .946 1+ .21) 
3. Participation inproves quality of student's performance 7 .890 (± .21) 
4. Provides evaluation from which students learn 7 .768 (± .22) 
5. Raise students' awareness of others' performance levels 7 .714 (± .22) 
6. Provides personal evaluation from which I learn 7 .685 (± .24) 
7 • Improves students' understanding of music 7 .254 (+ .28) 
8. Creates a clear goal for music instruction 7. .209 C+ .28) 
9. Expectations of my students 7, .098 Lt .25) 
10. Creates a medium to showcase students 7, .067 Lt .27) 
11. Creates a medium to showcase my band program 6, .570 (+ .32) 
12. Tradition of this competitive music activity in my state 6 < .465 t+ .33) 
13. My personal belief in the importance of competition 6, ,327 (± .33) 
14. Tradition of this competitive activity at nry school 6 < . 191 (± .34) 
15. My personal enjoyment of competition 6. H1

 

CD
 

00
 

1+ .34) 
16. Expectations of my band director peers 6, .031 Lt .37) 
17. Expectations of my students' parents 5. .911 (+ .32) 
18. External evaluation of my competence as a teacher 5.796 (+. .37) 
19. How I am perceived by other band directors 5. 615 (t .38) 
20. Enhancement of iry future career opportunities 5. 615 (± .40) 
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NEUTRAL REASONS 
21. Expectations of ray school's administrators 5.274 .34) 
22. Expectations of the community in which I teach 5.187 t+ *34) 

Table 8 summarizes a ranking of reasons for participation 

in competitive sight-reading activities. From results of a 

one-sample two-tailed t-test, 17 reasons were significantly-

different from the midpoint. This lead the researcher to 

reject the null hypothesis H0: n = 5 for these items. 

Additionally, 15 items ranked above the midpoint in magnitude 

of importance and were identified as important reasons for 

participation. Two item's magnitudes of importance ranked 

below the midpoint and were identified as unimportant reasons 

for participation. Five item's magnitude of importance were 

not significantly different from the midpoint. 

Table 8 

Magnitude of Importance of Reasons for Participation in 

Competitive Sight-reading Activities 

Reasons for participation x confidence 
limit 

IMPORTANT REASONS 

1. Participation improves quality of student's performance 7.794 (± .25) 
2. Participation promotes high standards for music education 7.641 t+. .31) 
3. Give students sense of accomplishment 7.622 C± .27) 
4. Provides personal evaluation from which I learn 7.484 (+. .31) 
5. Provides evaluation from which students learn 7.465 (_t .30) 

6. Improves students' understanding of music 7.160 (+. .36) 
7. Creates a clear goal for music instruction 7.154 (+. .31) 

(table continues) 
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8. Raise students' awareness of others' performance levels 6.858 t+ .38) 
9. My personal belief in importance of competition 6. • 378 l± .39) 
10. Expectations of ray students 6. .038 (+ .42) 
11. Tradition of this competitive activity in my state 5, .880 i ± .41) 
12. My personal enjoyment of competition 5. .851 t± .44) 
13. External evaluation of my competence as a teacher 5. .630 (± .44) 
14. Expectations of my band director peers 5. .590 l± .46) 
15. Tradition of this competitive activity at my school 5. .522 t± .45) 

NEUTRAL REASONS 
16. Creates a medium to showcase ray band program 5. .429 (± .45) 
17. How I am perceived by other band directors 5. .422 Lt .45) 
18. Creates a medium to showcase students 5. .397 Lt .45) 
19. Enhancement of my future career opportunities 5. • 079 1+ .50) 
20. Expectations of my students' parents 4, > 865 Lt .42) 

UNIMPORTANT REASONS 
21. Expectation of my school's administrators 4. . 340 (JL .44) 
22. Expectations of the community in which I teach 4. . 212 (± .45) 

Reasons for participation in competitive solo/ensemble 

activities are summarized in Table 9. From results of a 

one-sample two-tailed t-test, 17 reasons were significantly 

different from the midpoint. This lead the researcher to 

reject the null hypothesis HQ: n = 5 for these items. 

Additionally, 16 of these items ranked above the midpoint in 

magnitude of importance and were identified as important 

reasons for participation. One item's magnitude of importance 

ranked below the midpoint and was identified as an unimportant 

reason for participation. Five item's magnitude of importance 

were not significantly different from the midpoint. 
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Table 9 

Magnitude of Importance of Reasons for Participation in 

Competitive Solo/ensemble Activities 

Reasons for participation confidence 
limit 

IMPORTANT REASONS 

1. Participation improves quality of student performance 8 .183 (± .19) 
2. Give students sense of accomplishment 8 .181 (± .18) 
3. Provides evaluation from which students learn 8 .114 <± .17) 
4. Participation promotes high standards for music education 8 .033 (± .19) 
5. Improves students' understanding of music 7 .771 1+ .25) 
6 • Raise students' awareness of others' performance levels 7 .612 l± .24) 
7. Creates a clear goal for music instruction 7 .256 Lt .28) 
8. Creates a medium to showcase students 6 .892 t± .30) 
9. Provides personal evaluation from which I learn 6. .822 l± .32) 
10. Expectations of my students 6. .474 <± .27) 
11. My personal belief in importance of competition 6. .051 Lt .39) 
12. Tradition of this competitive activity in my state 5. .982 1+ .34) 
13. Tradition of this competitive activity at my school 5, • 916 l± .34) 
14. Creates a medium to showcase my band program 5 < , 526 l± .36) 
15. My personal enjoyment of competition 5 < .521 (± .38) 
16. Expectations of my students' parents 5. .410 (± .32) 

NEUTRAL REASONS 
17. Expectations of my band director peers 5, .246 (± .38) 
18. External evaluation of my competence as a teacher 5 < .134 t± .38) 
19. How I am perceived by other band directors 5, ,110 l± .39) 
20. Expectations of the community in which I teach 4, .687 (± .36) 
21. Expectations of my school's administrators 4, .664 ( + .34) 

UNIMPORTANT REASONS 
22. Enhancement of ny future career opportunities 4. 500 t± .39) 

Table 10 summarizes a ranking of reasons for 

participation in competitive jazz ensemble activities. From 

results of a one-sample two-tailed t-test, 14 reasons were 

significantly different from the midpoint. This lead the 

researcher to reject the null hypothesis H0: (i = 5 for these 
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items. Additionally, 13 items ranked above the midpoint in 

magnitude of importance and were identified as important 

reasons for participation. One item's magnitude of importance 

ranked below the midpoint and was identified as an unimportant 

reason for participation. Eight item's magnitudes of 

importance were not significantly different from the neutral 

midpoint. 

Table 10 

Magnitude of Importance of Reasons for Participation in 

Competitive Jazz Ensemble Activities 

Reasons for participation confidence 
limit 

IMPORTANT REASONS 

1. Raise students' awareness of others' performance levels 7 .823 Lt .29) 
2. Give students sense of accomplishment 7 .752 Lt .31) 
3. Participation improves quality of student's performance 7 .645 (± .34) 
4. Provides evaluation from which students learn 7 .580 Lt .30) 
5. Provides personal evaluation from which I learn 7. .374 Lt .36) 
6. Participation promotes high standards for music education 7. .276 Lt .35) 
7. Creates a medium to showcase students 7. .161 l± .38) 
8. Improves students' understanding of music 7. .081 (JL * 41) 
9. Creates a clear goal for music instruction 6. ,798 Lt .40) 
10. Expectations of my students 6, ,690 Lt .38) 
11. Creates a medium to showcase my band program 6. .573 l± .43) 
12. My personal enjoyment of competition 5, .952 Lt .48) 
13. My personal belief in importance of competition 5 < .680 c± .48) 

NEUTRAL REASONS 

14. Tradition of this competitive activity at my school 5. .437 (± .46) 
15. Tradition of this competitive activity in my state 5. .383 (± .44) 
16. Expectations of my students' parents 5. .360 1+ .44) 
17. External evaluation of my competence as a teacher 5, .317 Lt .51) 
18. How I am perceived by other band directors 5. .187 Lt .49) 
19. Enhancement of my future career opportunities 5, ,156 Lt .52) 
20. Expectations of my band director peers 5, .040 1+ .49) 
21. Expectations of the community in which I teach 4, .703 Lt .45) 

(table continues! 
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UNIMPORTANT REASONS 
21. Expectations of my school's administrators 4.484 .46) 

Reasons for participation in competitive auditions for 

clinic bands are summarized in Table 11. From results of a 

one-sample two-tailed t-test, 19 reasons were significantly 

different from the midpoint. This lead the researcher to 

reject the null hypothesis HQ: |X = 5 for these items. 

Additionally, 16 item's magnitude of importance ranked above 

the midpoint and were identified as important reasons for 

participation. Three item's magnitude of importance ranked 

below the midpoint and were identified as unimportant reasons 

for participation. Three items' magnitude of importance were 

not significantly different from the neutral midpoint. 

Table 11 

Magnitude of Importance of Reasons for Participation in 

Competitive Auditions for Clinic Type Bands 

Reasons for participation x confidence 
limit 

IMPORTANT REASONS 

1. Give students sense of accomplishment 8.187 Gt .19) 
2. Participation improves quality of student's performance 8.061 t+ .20) 
3. Raise students' awareness of others' performance levels 7.907 (± .23) 
4. Participation promotes high standards for music education 7.868 (+. .20) 
5. Improves students' understanding of music 7.336 (ĵ  .28) 
6. Provides evaluation from which students learn 7.323 C±. *28) 
7. Creates a medium to showcase students 7.033 {+_ .32) 
8. Creates a clear goal for music education 6.822 .31) 

continues) 
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9. Tradition of this competitive activity in my state 6, • 303 (± .34) 
10. Provides personal evaluation from which I learn 6 < ,292 C+ .37) 
11. Expectations of my students 6, 1258 (+ .31) 
12. My personal belief in importance of competition 5, , 835 l ± .37) 
13. Tradition of this competitive activity at my school 5, , 688 (± .36) 
14. Creates a medium to showcase ray band program 5. ,564 (± .37) 
15. Expectation of my band director peers 5, ,425 Lt .38) 
16. My personal enjoyment of competition 5 , ,410 (± .38) 

NEUTRAL REASONS 

17. How I am perceived by other band directors 5.038 C± .39) 
18. Expectations of my students' parents 4, ,991 c± .34) 
19. External evaluation of my competence as a teacher 4 -

T—1 
00 (± .40) 

UNIMPORTANT REASONS 

20. Enhancement of my future career opportunities 4. .380 t± .40) 
21. Expectations of the community in which I teach 4. .266 (+. .35) 
22. Expectations of my school's administrators 4, .153 (± .34) 

Research Question Two: Differences in Magnitudes of 

Importance of Reasons for Participation in 

Competitive Music Activities Grouped 

by Type of Competitive Activity 

Research question two examined the existence of 

statistically significant different magnitudes of importance 

of reasons for participation in competitive music activities 

when grouped by type of competitive music activity. From 

results of a one-way univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA), 

means of twenty-one of the twenty-two reasons addressed in the 

questionnaire were found to have significant F values. This 

lead the researcher to reject the null hypothesis 

Hc: \ia = p.j for these twenty-one reasons for participation. 

Only one reason: "How I am perceived by other band directors" 

did not have a resultant significant F value. Table 12 lists 
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the twenty-one reasons for participation significantly 

different when grouped by type of competitive music activity. 

Table 36 in Appendix F contains the results of the ANOVA 

calculated for all reasons for participation grouped by type 

of competitive music activity. 

Table 12 

Reasons for Participation With Significantly Different 

Magnitudes of Importance When Grouped bv Type of Competitive 

Music Activity. 

F 
value 

P 
value 

TMPORTANT REASONS 

1. Give students sense of accomplishment 4.253* .0008 
2. Participation improves quality of students' performance 11.423* .0001 
3. Raise students' awareness of others' performance levels 6.913* .0001 
4. Participation promotes high standards for music education 23.223* .0001 
5. Provides evaluation from which students learn 13.459* .0001 
6. Provides personal evaluation from which I learn 11.095* .0001 
7. Improves students' understanding of music 26.712* .0001 
8. Creates a clear goal for music instruction 9.480* .0001 
9. Creates a medium to showcase students 14.143* .0001 
10. Expectations of my students 9.886* .0001 
11. Tradition of this competitive music activity in my state 3.549* .0034 
12. My personal belief in the importance of competition 3.940* .0015 
13. Creates a medium to showcase my band program 9.539* .0001 
14. Tradition of this competitive music activity at ray school 2.617* .0231 
15. My personal enjoyment of competition 3.106* .0086 
16. Expectations of my students' parents 11.796* .0001 
17. Expectations of my band director peers 2.694* .0199 
18. External evaluation of my competence as a teacher 2.880* .0137 

NEUTRAL REASONS 
19. Enhancement of my future career opportunities 5.006* .0002 
20. Expectations of the community in which I teach 13.224* .0001 
21. Expectations of my school's administrators 8.311* .0001 

^significant p < .05 
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As significant F values resulted from the ANOVA, post hoc 

Scheffe S tests were conducted to identify specific 

differences in magnitudes of importance for participation 

among types of competitive activity. Tables 13 through 3 0 

summarize the results of the post hoc Scheffe S tests. Also 

indicated in each table are the differences, critical 

differences for a significance level of p < .05, and P value 

for each significant mean. No significant pairs of means for 

the reasons "Tradition of this competitive activity at my 

school," "Expectations of my band director peers," or "My 

personal enjoyment of competition," resulted from the the post 

hoc tests. Significant F-values for these three items perhaps 

occurred as a result of Type I Error. 

From a comparison of means, the item "Give students 

sense of accomplishment" ranked significantly lower in 

importance for competitive sight-reading, than competitive 

solo/ensemble activities and clinic band auditions. No 

significant differences were observed for this reason between 

the other types of competitive music activities. Table 13 

summarizes the results of the post hoc comparison. 
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Table 13 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to "Give 

students sense of accomplishment." 

Dif f. Crit. 
diff. 

P value 

Sight-reading 

Solo/ensemble 

Clinic band 

7.622 
vs. 
8.181 
8.187 

.560* .549 .0424 

.565* .550 .0392 

^significant p < .05 

From an examination of data summarized in Table 14 for 

the item "Participation improves quality of student 

performance," a significant difference was observed between 

marching band and four other types of competitive activities. 

Improvement of student performance, ranked significantly lower 

in magnitude of importance for marching band than for 

competitive sight-reading, concert band, clinic band or 

solo/ensemble activities. No significant difference was 

observed between marching band band jazz ensemble competitions 

and no differences existed between the other types of 

competitive music activities. 
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Table 14 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Participation improves quality of student performance." 

X Diff. Crit. 
diff. 

P value 

Marching band 7.050 
vs. 

Sight-reading 7.794 .743* .602 .0049 
Concert band 7.897 .847* .548 .0001 
Clinic band 8.061 1.011* .555 .0001 
Solo/ensemble 8.183 1.133* .554 .0001 

*significant p < .05 

The item "Raise students' awareness of others' 

performance levels" ranked significantly lower for competitive 

sight-reading activities than for solo/ensemble, concert band, 

jazz ensemble and clinic band activities. Results of the the 

post hoc comparisons are found in Table 15. No difference was 

observed between sight-reading and marching band, nor between 

the other types of competitive music activities. 

Table 15 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to "Raise 

students' awareness of others' performance level a." 

Diff. Crit. P value 
diff. 

Sight-reading 

Solo/ensemble 

6.858 
vs. 
7.612 .754* .648 .0105 

(table continues) 
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Concert band 
Jazz ensemble 
Clinic band 

7.714 
7.823 
7.907 

.856* 

.965* 
1.048* 

.642 

.740 

.648 

.0015 

.0021 

.0001 

*significant p < .05 

From an examination of data summarized in Table 16 for 

the item "Participation promotes high standards for music 

education," a significant difference was observed between 

marching band and the remaining five types of competitive 

activities. As a reason for participation, promotion of high 

standards of music education, was significantly lower in 

magnitude of importance for marching band than for the 

remaining five types competitions. Additionally, as a reason 

for participation, promoting high standards rcinked lower for 

jazz ensemble competition than for competitive solo/ensemble 

activities. 

Table 16 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Participation promotes high standards for music education." 

X Diff. Crit • 
diff. 

P value 

Marching band 6.400 
vs. 

Jazz ensemble 7.276 .876* .692 .0033 
Sight-reading 7.641 1.241* .648 .0001 
Clinic band 7.868 1.468* .595 .0001 
Concert band 7.946 1.546* .588 .0001 
Solo/ensemble 8.033 1.633* .594 .0001 

(table continues) 
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Jazz ensemble 7.276 
vs. 

Solo/ensemble 8.033 .756* .684 .0189 

^significant p < .05 

A comparison of means summarized in Table 17 revealed 

significant differences between types of competitive music 

activities for the item "Provides evaluation from which 

students l<=arn." As a reason for participation, student 

evaluation ranked significantly lower in magnitude of 

importance for marching band competition than for the 

remaining five types of competitive activities addressed in 

the study. Also, student evaluation ranked significantly 

lower as a reason for clinic band auditions than 

solo/ensemble competition, and lower for competitive 

sight-reading activities than solo/ensemble competition. 

Table 17 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Provides evaluation from which students learn." 

x Diff. Crit. P value 
diff. 

Marching band 6.698 

vs. 
Clinic band 7 .323 . 625* .600 .0344 
Sight-reading 7 .465 .767* .650 .0089 
Jazz ensemble 7. ,580 .882* .694 .0032 
Concert band 7, . 678 .980* .591 .0001 
Solo/ensemble 8. .114 1.416* .598 .0001 



Clinic band 

Solo/ensemble 

89 

7.323 
vs. 
8.114 .791* .590 .0014 

Sight-reading 

Solo/ensemble 

7.465 
vs. 
8.114 .649* .641 .0450 

^significant p < .05 

For the item "Provides evaluation from which I learn" a 

number of significantly different means were observed from the 

data summarized in Table 18. Evaluation ranked significantly 

less in importance for clinic band auditions than for 

competitive jazz ensemble, sight-reading, and concert band 

activities. Also, participation in marching band and 

solo/ensemble competitions ranked significantly lower than for 

competitive concert band activities. 

Table 18 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Provides evaluation from which I learn." 

X Dif f . Crit. 
cliff. 

P value 

Clinic band 

Jazz ensemble 
Sight-reading 
Concert band 

6.292 
vs. 
7.374 
7.484 
7.685 

1.082* 
1.191* 
1.392* 

.854 

.800 

.724 

.0034 

.0002 

.0001 

Marching band 

Concert band 

6.730 

vs. 

7.685 .955* .735 .0023 

Solo/ensemble 6.822 

(table continues) 
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Concert band 

vs. 

7.685 .863* .723 .0076 

•significant p < .05 

From data summarized in Table 19 for the item "Improves 

students' understanding of music," significant differences 

between marching band and the five remaining types of 

competitive music activities were observed. As a reason for 

participation, improving understanding of music was of 

significantly less importance for participation in marching 

band competitions than for participation in competitive jazz 

ensemble, sight-reading, concert band, clinic band auditions 

and solo/ensemble activities. No significant differences were 

observed between the other types of competitive music 

activities. 

Table 19 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Improves students7 understanding of music." 

Dif f. Crit. 
diff. 

P value 

Marching band 

Jazz ensemble 
Sight-reading 
Concert band 
Clinic band 
Solo/ensemble 

5.453 
vs. 
7.081 
7.160 
7.254 
7.336 
7.161 

1.629* 
1.708* 
1.802* 
1.884* 
1.764* 

.843 

.786 

.715 

.723 

.921 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

^significant p < .05 
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Significant differences were observed between marching 

band and four of the other types of competitive activities 

addressed in the study for the item "Creates a clear goal for 

music instruction." From a comparison of means summarized in 

Table 20, as a reason for participation in marching band 

competitions, a goal for instruction was of significantly less 

importance than as a reasons to participate in competitive 

clinic band auditions, sight-reading, concert band, or 

solo/ensemble activities. No difference was observed between 

marching band and jazz ensemble, nor were any significant 

differences between the other types of competitive music 

activities. 

Table 20 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Creates a clear goal for music instruction." 

X Diff. Crit. 
diff. 

P value 

Marching band 5.970 
vs. 

Clinic band 6.822 .852* .728 .0098 
Sight-reading 7.154 1.184* .791 .0002 
Concert band 7.209 1.239* .719 .0001 
Solo/ensemble 7.256 1.286* .727 .0001 

*significant p < .05 

As a reason for participation, "Creates a medium to 

showcase students" was observed to be of significantly lower 
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magnitude of importance for sight-reading than the five 

remaining types of competitive music activities. No 

differences were observed between the other types of 

competitive music activities. Table 21 summarizes the results 

of the post hoc comparison. 

Table 21 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Rssnnnses to 

"Creates a medium to showcase students." 

X Diff. Crit. 
diff. 

P value 

Sight-reading 5.397 
vs. 

Solo/ensemble 6.892 1.495* .807 .0001 
Clinic band 7.033 1.636* .807 .0001 
Concert band 7.067 1.670* .798 .0001 
Marching band 7.121 1.724* .816 .0001 
Jazz ensemble 7.161 1.764* .921 .0001 

*significant p < .05 

From a comparison of means, "Expectations of my students" 

was found to be significantly different between a number of 

different types of competitive music activities. Table 22 

summarizes the results of the post hoc comparison for this 

item. As a reason for participation, student expectations 

ranked significantly lower in magnitude of importance for 

participation in competitive sight-reading activities or 

clinic band auditions than for concert band and marching band 

competitions. Student expectations also ranked lower as a 
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reason for participation in solo/ensemble competitions than 

for competitive marching band activities. 

Table 22 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Expectations of irtv students." 

X Dif f. Crit. 
dif f. 

P value 

Sight-reading 

Concert band 
Marching band 

6.083 
vs. 
7.098 
7.333 

1.015* 
1.251* 

.744 

.762 

. 0010 

.0001 

Clinic band 

Concert band 
Marching band 

6.258 
vs. 
7.098 
7.333 

. 840* 

1.075* 
.684 
.704 

.0053 

.0001 

Solo/ensemble 

Marching band 

6.474 

vs. 

7.333 .859* .704 .0057 

*significant p < .05 

From examination of data in Table 23, significant 

differences between means for the item "Tradition of this 

competitive activity in my state" were found only between jazz 

ensemble and concert band competitions. No significant 

differences were found for this reason between the other types 

of competitive activities addressed in the study. 
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Table 23 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Tradition of this competitive activity in mv state." 

x Diff. Crit. P value 
diff. 

Jazz ensemble 5.383 

vs. 

Concert band 6.465 1.082* .939 .0:118 

*significant p < .05 

Significant differences were observed in Table 24 only 

between marching band, and concert band and sight-reading for 

the item "My personal belief in importance of competition." 

Personal belief in the importance of competition ranked lower 

in importance for participation in marching band competitions 

than for competitive concert band and sight-reading 

activities. 

Table 24 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to "Mv 

personal belief in importance of competition.« 

x Diff. Crit. P value 
diff. 

Marching band 5.393 

vs. 
Concert band 6.327 .934* .854 .0214 
Sight-reading 6.378 .985* .937 .0319 

*significant p < .05 
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From a comparison of means in Table 25 for the item 

"Creates a medium to showcase irry band program" significant 

differences were observed between a number of different types 

of competitive music activities. As a reason for 

participation in competitive sight-reading activities, a 

medium to showcase a band program was significantly lower in 

magnitude of importance than as a reason for participation in 

concert band, jazz ensemble or marching band competitions. 

Also, as a reason for participation in competitive 

solo/ensemble activities, showcasing the band program was of 

significantly less importance than as a reason for 

participation in concert band, jazz ensemble and marching band 

competitions. Additionally, showcasing the band was of 

significantly less importance for participation in clinic band 

auditions than competitive concert band, jazz ensemble or 

marching band activities. 

Table 25 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Creates a medium to showcase mv band program." 

x Diff. Crit. P value 
diff. 

Sight-reading 5.429 
vs. 

Concert band 6.570 1.140* .905 .0036 
Jazz ensemble 6.573 1.143* 1.043 .0208 
Marching band 6.597 1.167* .924 .0035 

(table continues) 
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Solo/ensemble 

Concert band 
Jazz ensemble 
Marching band 

5 .526 
vs. 
6.570 
6 .573 
6.597 

1 .044* 
1 .047* 
1 .071* 

.830 

.979 

.851 

.0037 

.0269 

.0037 

Clinic band 

Concert band 
Jazz ensemble 
Marching band 

5.564 
vs. 
6.570 
6 .573 
6 .597 

1.006* 

1.009* 
1 .033* 

.832 

. 981 

.853 

.0065 

.0390 

.0064 

^significant p < .05 

Comparison of mean responses summarized in Table 26 for 

the item "Expectations of my students' parents" revealed 

significant differences between types of competitive music 

activities. As a reason for participation, parental 

expectations ranked lower in importance for sight-reading 

competition or clinic band auditions than for competitive 

concert band or marching band activities. Also, for jazz 

ensemble and solo/ensemble competitions, parental expectations 

ranked lower in importance than for participation in marching 

band competitions. 

Table 26 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Expectations of mv students' parents." 

x Diff. Crit, 
diff, 

P value 

Sight-reading 

Concert band 

4 .865 
vs. 
5 .911 1 .046* .856 .0056 

ftable continnpsl 



Marching band 6.495 1, .630* .875 .0001 
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Clinic band 4.991 
vs. 

Concert band 5.911 .921* .785 .0096 
Marching band 6.495 1. .504* .807 .0001 

Jazz ensemble 

Marching band 

5.360 

vs. 
6.495 1. .135* .935 .0061 

Solo/ensemble 

Marching band 

5.410 
vs. 

6.495 1.085* .808 .0013 

^significant p < .05 

Significant differences between means for the item 

"External evaluation of my competence as a teacher" were 

observed only between clinic band auditions and concert band 

competition. No other significant differences were found 

between the remaining types of competitive activities. Table 

27 summarizes the results of the post hoc comparison 

Table 27 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"External evaluation of mv competence as a teacher." 

Diff. Crit. 
diff. 

P value 

Clinic band 

Concert band 

4.861 

vs. 

5.796 .935* .918 .0426 

^significant p < .05 



98 

For the item "Enhancement of my future career 

opportunities" significant differences in means were observed 

only between clinic band and concert band, and solo/ensemble 

and concert band. No other significant differences were found 

between the remaining types of competitive activities. Table 

28 summarizes the results of the post hoc comparison 

Table 28 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Enhancement of my future career opportunities." 

X D i f f . C r i t • 
c l i f f . 

P va lue 

Clinic band 

Concert band 

4.380 
vs. 
5.615 1.235* .959 .0026 

Solo/ensemble 

Concert band 

4.500 
vs. 
5.615 1.115* .964 .0114 

*significant p < .05 

From a comparison of means in Table 29 for the item 

"Expectations of the community in which I teach" significant 

differences were observed between a number of different types 

of competitive music activities. As a reason for 

participation in competitive sight-reading activities or 

clinic band activities, community expectations is 

significantly lower in magnitude of importance than as a 
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reason for participation in concert band or marching band 

competitions. Also, from examination of Table 29, community 

expectations also rank lower in magnitude of importance for 

participation in solo/ensemble or jazz ensemble competition 

than for competitive marching band activities. 

Table 29 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Expectations of the community in which I teach." 

X Diff. Crit. 
diff. 

P value 

Sight-reading 

Concert band 
Marching band 

4.212 
vs. 
5.187 
6.054 

.975* 

1.843* 
.918 

.939 
.0287 

.0001 

Clinic band 

Concert band 
Marching band 

4.266 
vs, 
5.187 
6.054 

.920* 
1.788* 

.841 

.864 
.0213 
.0001 

Solo/ensemble 

Marching band 

4.687 
vs. 
6.054 1.368* .864 .0001 

Jazz ensemble 

Marching band 

4.703 
vs. 

6.054 1.351* .995 .0011 

*significant p < .05 

Examination of data summarized in Table 30 reveals a 

number of significant differences between types of competitive 

music activities for the item "Expectations of my school's 

administrators." As a reason for participation, expectations 

of administrators ranks significantly lower in importance for 
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clinic band auditions and sight-reading than concert band or 

marching band competitions. Administrator expectations also 

ranked lower in magnitude of importance for jazz ensemble 

competitions than for competitive marching band activities. 

Table 30 

Results of the Post Hoc Comparison of Mean Responses to 

"Expectations of my school's administrators." 

X Diff. 
diff. 

Crit. P value 

Clinic band 4.153 

Concert band 

Marching band 

vs. 
5.274 

5.480 
1.121* 
1.327* 

.828 

.852 
.0011 

.0001 

Sight-reading 4.340 

Concert band 

Marching band 

vs. 
5.274 

5.480 
.935* 

1.140* 
.905 

.927 
.0376 

.0050 

Jazz ensemble 4.484 

Marching band 
vs. 
5.480 .996* .987 .0462 

*significant p < .05 

Research Question Three: Differences in Magnitudes of 

Importance of Reasons for Participation When Grouped 

by Frequency of Participation 

Research question three examined whether the magnitude of 

importance of reasons for participation in competitive music 

activities varied significantly when grouped by frequency of 

participation in competitive music activities. Two levels of 
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frequency were used in analysis. One level compared means of 

reasons for participation when subjects responses were grouped 

by their participation in competitive music activities every 

year, every other year or other. Another level of frequency 

of participation used in analysis was how many competitive 

events subject's bands participated in in their most recent 

year of participation. 

Results of a Kruskal-Wallis one way analysis of variance 

indicated significant (p < .05) H values (H >_ 5.991) for 6 

means of reasons for participation in competitive music 

activities. The significant difference in the means lead the 

researcher to reject the null hypothesis Hc: xx = x2 = x3 for 

these means. 

Table 31 lists reasons for participation which had 

significantly different means. A complete summary of the 

Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance for all reasons 

for participation may be found in Table 37 in Appendix F. 

Also included in Table 37 are means, and confidence limits 

under each grouping variable for those means with 

significant H values. 

Table 31 

Reasons with significantly different means when grouped hv 

participation every year, every other year, or other than 

every year or every other year. 
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H P 
value 

Tradition of this conpetitive activity in my state 
Tradition of this conpetitive activity at my school 
Expectations of the community in which I teach 
Expectations of my school's administrators 
Expectations of my students' parents 
Expectations of my students 

15.795* 
28.429* 
19.585* 
8.899* 

11.097* 
10.922* 

.0004 

.0001 

.0001 

.0117 

.0039 

.0042 

^significant p < .05 

Results of an ANOVA indicated 9 means of reasons for 

participation with significant (p < .05) F-values (F _> 3.84) 

when subjects' responses were grouped by frequency of 

participation in the most recent year of participation. The 

researcher, therefore, rejected the null hypothesis 

H0: xa = Xj for these 9 means of reasons for participation. 

Table 32 lists the 9 reasons with means having 

significant F values. A complete summary of the results of 

the ANOVA for all reasons for participation is in Table 38 in 

Appendix F. Also included in Table 38 for each reason with 

significant F values, are means, and confidence limits headed 

by the frequency of participation in the most recent year of 

participation. 

Table 32 

Reasons for participation significantly different when grouped 

bv frequency of participation in the most recent year of 

participation. 
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F P 

v a l u e v a l u e 

Tradition of this competitive activity at ray school 23.863* .0001 
Expectations of the community in which I teach 26 .157* .0001 
Expectations of my school's administrators 7 .559* • 0061 
Expectations of my students' parents 27 .390* .0001 
Expectations of my students 15.252* .0001 
Raise students' awareness of others' performance levels 5.756* .0166 
Give students sense of accomplishment 5.310* .0214 
Creates a medium to showcase students 10.994* .0009 
Creates a medium to showcase my band program 6.456* .0112 

*significant p < .05 

Research Question Four: Differences in Importance of 

Reasons for Participation Grouped by States Similar in 

Emphasis on Music Competition 

Research question four examined the existence of 

significant differences in magnitude of importance of reasons 

for participation in competitive music activities between band 

directors grouped by U.S. states with similar levels of 

competition emphasis. To group states, a weighted mean of 

subjects' mean responses to three questionnaire items that 

solicited data in regard to a general level of participation 

in competitive music activities, emphasis of ratings or 

rankings earned at competitive music activities as a measure 

of a high school band director's success, and emphasis on 

participation in competitive music activities was computed for 

each state. An overall mean and standard deviation were 

calculated and the individual states' means were grouped 
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according to similar standard deviations. Five groups of 

states were identified as a result of this analyses. Table 33 

lists in rank order the weighted means of emphasis for each 

state, and groupings of states. The investigator recognized 

that this method of grouping was somewhat arbitrary in nature 

and that small differences separated the states at the 

extremities of each group. Nevertheless, the investigator 

believed that this grouping method would yield findings of a 

broad nature regarding attitudes even though judgments about 

individual states were inappropriate. 

Table 33 

Ranking of means of emphasis and grouping of states 

State Mean of emphasis State Mean 

GROUP 1 GROUP 3 
Texas 4 .53 Minnesota 3 .28 
Arkansas 4 .40 Maryland 3 .22 
New Mexico 4 .00 Massachusetts 3 .17 
Nebraska 4 .00 New York 3 .11 
Mississippi 4 .00 Georgia 3 .11 

New Hampshire 3 .00 

GROTP 2 Wisconsin 2 .93 
Indiana 3 .87 Pennsylvania 2.73 
South Carolina 3 .83 Connecticut 2 .67 
Virginia 3. .82 Wyoming 2, .67 
Kentucky 3, .'75 
Missouri 3/75 GROUP 4 
Alabama 3, .67 New Jersey 2 < .60 
Delaware 3, .67 Maine 2. .50 
Idaho 3, .67 Kansas 2, .40 
Louisiana 3. .67 Vermont 2, ,17 
Oregon 3, • 67 
Oklahoma 3« ,63 GROUP 5 
Utah 3. . 58 Alaska 1. .67 
Iowa 3, .57 North Dakota 1. 67 
West Virginia 3. 56 Hawaii 1. 33 
Washington 3 . 55 
Colorado 3. 50 

Mean of emphasis 
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California 3.44 
Michigan 3.43 

North Carolina 3.43 
Arizona 3.42 
Tennessee 3.40 
Florida 3.39 
Ohio 3.38 
Rhode Island 3.33 
Montana 3.33 
South Dakota 3.33 
Illinois 3.29 

Using this grouping, band directors' questionnaire 

responses were analyzed using the Kruskal-Wallis one way-

analysis of variance. Table 34 summarizes these analyses. 

Findings revealed twenty items which exhibited significant 

(p <. 05) differences (H .> 9.488). Two items, "Give students 

sense of accomplishment" and "Raise students' awareness of 

others' performance levels" did not yield significant 

differences. Examination of the data in Table 34 reveals that 

10 items ranked highest in importance for the group of highest 

competition emphasis (Group 1). Nine items ranked highest in 

importance for the group of lowest competition emphasis (Group 

5), and one item ranked highest in Group 4. Included in Table 

34 for all means with significant H values are means and 

confidence limits for each reason headed by group designation. 

Highest ranking means are highlighted in bold type. Because 

these were non-parametric comparisons, no post hoc tests were 

conducted. 
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Table 34 

Results of the Kruskal-Wallis one wav analysis of variance of 

reasons for participation compared bv state groupings 

Variables and 
results 

Means for reasons grouped bv states 
GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3 GROUP 4 GROUP 5 

(n = 50) (n = 177) (n = 48) (n = 15) {n = 3) 

"Tradition of this competitive 7.070 5.808 5.792 5.118 6.000 
activity in my state" (+. .27) {± .18} (+. .46) (+. 1.02) (+ 1.96) 

df Groups Ties H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
4 5 9 54.549* .0001 55.832* .0001 

"Expectations of the community 5*928 
in which I teach" (+. .32) 

df 
4 

Groups 
5 

Ties 
9 

H 
51.840* 

P value 
.0001 

4.681 
l± .19) 

4.282 
(± •48) 

4.000 
(± .82) 

2.667 
(± .65) 

H corrected for ties Tied P value 
52.748* .0001 

"Expectations of my school's 
administrators" 

df 
4 

Groups 
5 

Ties 
9 

H 
85.983* 

6.062 4.462 4.333 3.294 3.000 
(±.30) (+.19) t+ .40) C+ .64) (+0) 

P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
.0001 87.830* .0001 

"Expectations of my students 
parents" 

df 
4 

Groups 
5 

Ties 
9 

H 
32.037* 

6.293 
c±. .30) 

P value 
.0001 

5.366 
(± .18) 

5.227 
(± .42) 

4.824 
(± .83) 

5.000 
(± 1.13) 

H corrected for ties Tied P value 
32.599* .0001 

"Expectations of my students" 

df 
4 

Groups 
5 

Ties H 
22.145* 

7 .137 
C+ .26) 

P value 
.0002 

6.494 
l± .16) 

6.756 
(± .32) 

6.941 
(± .64) 

6.000 
1+ 0 ) 

H corrected for ties Tied P value 
22.867* .0001 

"Expectations of my band 
director peers" 

df 
4 

Groups 
5 

Ties 
9 

H 
69.795* 

6 .698 
{± .29) 

P value 
.0001 

5.308 
l± .21) 

4.244 
(± .51) 

4.735 
C± .84) 

5.000 
t+ 0) 

H corrected for ties Tied P value 
71.324* .0001 

(table continues) 
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"External evaluation of ray 
competence as a teacher" 

df 
4 

Groups 
5 

Ties 
9 

H 
93.618* 

6*634 5.207 3.520 5.824 5.000 
(±.28) (±.21) (±.50) (±.93) (±0) 

P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
.0001 95.428* .0001 

"How I am perceived by other 
band directors" 

df 
4 

Groups 
5 

Ties 
9 

H 
58.582* 

6.394 
<± .28) 

P value 
.0001 

5.158 
<± .22) 

3.976 
(± .49) 

5.912 
(± .90) 

6.000 
(± 0) 

H corrected for ties Tied P value 
59.818* .0001 

"Enhancement of ray future 6.529 4.680 3.697 4.676 2.000 
career opportunities" (± .32) (± .22) (± .53) (±1.05) (±0) 

df Groups Ties H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
4 5 9 91.761* .0001 94.315* .0001 

"Creates a clear goal for 
music instruction" 

df 
4 

Groups 
5 

Ties 
9 

H 
19.093* 

7.243 
(± .24) 

P value 
.0008 

6.885 
1+ .17) 

6.033 
l± .46) 

6.853 
(± .69) 

7.000 
(± 0) 

H corrected for ties Tied P value 
20.001* .0005 

"Tradition of this competitive 6.625 5.628 6.066 5.441 6.667 
activity at ray school" (± .28) (± .20) (± .44) (± 1.09) (± 1.31) 

df Groups Ties 
4 5 9 

H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
26.659* .0001 27.194* .0001 

"Participation promotes high 7.905 7.530 7.057 7.324 8.000 
standards for music education" (± .18) (± .15) (± .38) Lt .65) (±0) 

df Groups Ties H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
4 5 9 13.660* .0085 15.316* .0041 

"My personal enjoyment of 
competition" 

df Groups Ties H 
4 5 9 9.343 

6.145 
(± .32) 

P value 
.0531 

5.557 
(± .20) 

5.549 
(± .51) 

5.412 
(+. • 99) 

7.000 
(± 0) 

H corrected for ties Tied P value 
9.537* .0490 

"My personal belief in 
importance of competition" 

df 
4 

Groups 
5 

Ties H 
14.773* 

6.502 
(± .29) 

P value 
.0052 

5.814 
(± .20) 

5.626 
(± .48) 

5.735 
(± 1.03) 

8.000 
C± 0) 

H corrected for ties Tied P value 
15.118* .0045 
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"Participation improves quality 8.056 7.715 7.710 7.618 9.000 
of student's performance" (+. .18} {± .13) (± .31) ti .55) (+.0) 

df Groups Ties H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
4 5 9 10.095* .0388 11.539* .0211 

"Creates a medium to showcase 6.514 5.940 5.475 6.294 8.000 
ray band program" (± .32) (+. .20) {± .44) (+. .75) t± 1.13) 

df Groups Ties H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
4 5 9 19.077* .0008 19.547* .0006 

"Improves students' 
understanding of music" 

7.269 
(± .26) 

7.031 
(± -17) 

6.455 
(± *43) 

6.676 
(± *75) 

9.000 
t+ 0) 

df Groups Ties H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
4 5 9 17.349* .0017 18.490* .0010 

"Provides evaluation from which 7.678 7.488 6.894 7.882 8.000 
students learn" (_+ .19) (+. .14) {± .36) [± .41) (+. 0) 

df Groups Ties H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
4 5 10 17.247* .0017 18.810* .0009 

"Provides personal evaluation 7.394 6.955 6.528 7.500 8.000 
from which I learn" (+. *25) C± .17) C+ .44) Gt .62) t± 0) 

df Groups Ties H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
4 5 9 12.171* .0161 13.017* .0112 

"Creates a medium to showcase 7.331 6.719 6.187 7.382 7.000 
students" {± .27) (+. .18) (+. .39) (± .54) (+. 1.13) 

df Groups Ties H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
4 5 9 33.785* .0001 35.369* .0001 

"Raise students' awareness of 
other' performance levels" 

df Groups Ties H P value H corrected for ties Tied P value 
4 5 9 3.742 .4420 4.189 .3810 

"Give students sense of 
accomp1i shment * 

df 
4 

Groups 
5 

Ties 
9 

H 
1.229 

P value 
.8734 

H corrected for ties Tied P value 
1.442 .8368 

* significant < .05 
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Reasons For Participation in Competitive Music 

Activities Not Addressed in the Questionnaire 

Ten subjects provided relevant written explanations to 

the response choice "Other" on the answer grid in regard to 

reasons for participation in competitive music activities. 

Subjective interpretation by the researcher determined 

subjects' comments were generally statements that it is human 

nature to compete, participation in competitions helps 

maintain the band program, and contests provide an external 

assessment of a band. A complete transcript of subjects' 

comments in regard to reasons for participation in competitive 

music activities is in Appendix E. 

Other Relevant Comments Provided By Subjects 

Six subjects chose to include other written comments. All 

of the comments were in regard to subjects explaining why 

their bands do not participate in certain types of competitive 

music activities, or why their bands do not participate in any 

competitive music activities. A transcript of these subjects' 

comments is in Appendix E. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND DISCUSSION 

Background and Purpose of Study 

A tradition of public-school music instruction in the 

United States began during the first quarter of the twentieth 

century with the emergence and advance of the wind band into 

the curriculum of American public high schools. Concomitant 

with the tradition of the high school band has been the 

tradition of participation in competitions. This tradition 

perhaps stemmed from student and teacher motivation toward 

improved levels of musical performance and the recognition 

received by successful high school band programs and their 

directors as a result of favorable adjudication. 

Another tradition associated with band competitions has 

been the negative criticism they have received from within the 

music education profession. As an activity of instrumental 

music education, participation in music competitions has been 

implicated as emphasizing short-term goals of earning high 

ratings or rankings at the expense of more long-term goals 

such as musical understanding and students' continued active 

association with music through adulthood. Despite the 

incrimination of competition's negative outcomes, high school 

band directors have continued to participate in competitive 
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music activities as an integral part of their students' 

secondary school instrumental music experience. 

The present investigation resulted from a need to answer 

questions that would more accurately and broadly identify high 

school band directors' reasons for their bands' participation 

in competitive music activities. Texts devoted to the 

teaching of secondary instrumental music and research in 

regard to activities of high school bands have identified 

reasons for participation in competitive music activities. 

Conclusions of these writings, however, have been either the 

result of speculation based on personal experience or limited 

in generalization because of a narrow scope of study or 

subject samples. 

One goal of the present study was to capitalize on 

conclusions and findings of previous writers and perhaps 

improve upon them by contributing data gathered from a 

systematic investigation on a scope larger than previously 

undertaken in regard to high school band directors' reasons 

for participation in music competitions. Concomitant to this 

goal was to enlarge the body of data within the field of music 

education regarding participation in music competitions and 

band directors' reasons for doing so. A better understanding 

of the scope of music competitions involving high school bands 

and high school band directors' reasons for their students' 

participation, would provide an informational aid for further 

examination of secondary instrumental music education and 
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teacher education programs in colleges and universities. 

The purpose of the present study was to assess on a 

national level, high school band directors' reasons for 

participation in competitive music activities and examine 

whether statistically significant differences existed between 

the magnitudes of importance of reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities. 

Four research questions were posed: 

1. What are the magnitudes of importance of high school 

band directors' reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities? 

2. Do statistically significant differences exist 

between the magnitudes of importance of high school 

band directors' reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities when subjects' 

responses are grouped by type of competitive music 

activity? 

3. Do statistically significant differences exist 

between the magnitudes of importance of high school 

band directors' reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities when subjects' 

responses are grouped by frequency of participation 

in competitive music activities? 

4. Do statistically significant differences exist 

between the magnitudes of importance of high school 

band directors' reasons for participation in 
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competitive music activities when subjects' 

responses are grouped by U.S. states similar in 

emphasis on competition? 

Description of the Study Sample 

Subjects for the study consisted of 293 randomly 

selected high school band directors teaching in three and four 

year public high schools in the United States. The sample 

represented 3.88% of the total subject population (N = 7,511) 

identified by the researcher as appropriate for the study (see 

Chapter 3), and represented the subject population in 49 of 

the 50 states. The size of the sample allowed data means to 

be reported at a .95 level of confidence. 

Data gathering and analysis 

Data were gathered from August 25 through October 25, 

1992 as the result of voluntary response to a questionnaire 

mailed to subjects by the researcher. The questionnaire 

solicited data in regard to participation in six different 

types of music competitions and frequency of participation in 

competitive music activities. Also in the questionnaire 

subjects were asked to indicate their magnitude of importance 

of reasons for participation in music competitions. 

Additionally, the questionnaire solicited data in regard to 

each subject's state in terms of the general level of 

participation of high school bands in music competitions, the 

emphasis on ratings or rankings earned from participation in 



114 

music competitions as an indicator of a band director's level 

of success, and the level of emphasis on high school bands' 

participation in competitive music activities. 

For all nominal data resulting from the questionnaire, in 

addition to frequencies, percentages in relationship to all 

nominal data responses were calculated. Means and confidence 

limits were calculated for each questionnaire item that 

generated continuous data. 

To test hypotheses formulated to identify significantly 

different means and address research questions, statistical 

procedures employed included a two-tailed one-sample t-test, 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) , Kruskal-Wallis one way analysis 

of variance, and simple linear regression. All hypotheses 

were accepted or rejected at the p < .05 level of 

significance. When significant F values resulted from the 

analysis of variance, a post hoc Scheffe S test was computed 

to identify specific pairs of means that were significantly 

different. 

Conclusions of the Study 

The following discussion is in three parts: The 

magnitudes of importance of reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities, significant differences in the 

magnitudes of importance of reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities, and other conclusions based on 

subject responses to the questionnaire. 
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Research Question One: Magnitudes of Importance of rmbotib 

for Participation 

Research question one examined the magnitude of 

importance of band directors' reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities. Findings indicated that in 

general, across the six types of competitive activities 

addressed in the study, the most important reasons for 

participation in music competitions were that they provide a 

sense of accomplishment for students, help maintain quality 

student performance and high standards of music education, 

provide a means of evaluation of music performance, and a 

clear goal for music instruction. Band directors considered 

external pressures to participate such as expectations of 

others and traditions of competition in their state or school 

of lesser importance. Curiously, enhancement of future career 

opportunities, an often discussed topic among band directors, 

was considered unimportant. 

When data associated with the six types of competitive 

music activities were disaggregated, it was clear that band 

directors hold different opinions regarding reasons for 

participation in different types of competitive music 

activities, yet responses tended to be similar to those in the 

overall findings. 

From examination of means of the 22 reasons for 

participation compared across each of the six types of 

competitive music activities, differences in reasons to 
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participate were evident. The researcher concluded items that 

ranked highest for participation in inarching band competitions 

were perhaps due to external pressures: Expectations of 

students, students' parents, the community, and school 

administrators. Also, tradition of marching band competition 

at the director's school and a medium to showcase the band 

program ranked higher in importance than for other types of 

music competition. 

Participation in concert band competitions ranked higher 

in importance for the items in regard to personal and external 

evaluation, perceptions and expectations of band director 

peers, enhancement of future career opportunities, tradition 

of the competitive activity in the director's state, and 

personal enjoyment of competition. 

It was also concluded that band directors' reasons 

ranking higher as reasons for participation in competitive 

sole/ensemble activities include creating a goal for 

instruction, improving student understanding of music, 

evaluation and improvement of student performance, and 

promotion of high standards for music education. 

Giving students a sense of accomplishment, and raising 

their awareness of others' performance levels ranked highest 

as reasons for participation in clinic band auditions. A 

personal belief in the importance of competition ranked 

highest as a reason for particpation in competitive 

sight-reading events and showcasing students ranked highest 
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among band directors' as a reason for participation in jazz 

ensemble competitions. 

Research Question Two 

Research question two examined differences between 

magnitudes of importance of reasons for participation when 

subjects' responses were grouped by type of competitive music 

activity. Significant differences were found in twenty-one of 

the twenty-two reasons for participation addressed in the 

questionnaire. 

Results of post hoc tests lead to a conclusion that 

certain of band director's reasons for participation in 

marching band competitions were less important than as reasons 

for participation in other types of competitive music 

activities. Those reasons included promoting high standards 

of music education, personal belief in importance of 

competition, improving quality of students' performance, 

creating a clear goal for music instruction, improving 

students' understanding of music, and providing a learning 

evaluation for both students and band directors. From 

examination of data, it may be concluded that marching band 

contests provide less than other types of competitive music 

activities in terms of instruction, evaluation, or learning. 

As discussed above, participation in marching band contests 

largely occurs because of the expectations of others, school 

traditions, and the opportunity to showcase the band program. 
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From results of post hoc tests, it was concluded that for 

participation in competitive sight-reading events, 

expectations of others is of less importance than for other 

types of competitive music activities. Also of significantly-

less importance was raising students' awareness of others' 

performance levels, giving students a sense of accomplishment, 

creating a medium to showcase students and band program, and 

providing evaluation from which students learn. Examination 

of the data lead to the conclusion that participation in 

sight-reading competitions is of less importance in terms of 

external reasons and more important in terms of a band 

director's personal belief in the importance of competition. 

In examination of reasons for participation in 

solo/ensemble events, results of post hoc tests indicated that 

expectations of others was of significantly less importance 

than for participation in other types of competitive music 

activities. Also, enhancement of future career opportunities, 

creating a medium to showcase the band program, and providing 

a learning evaluation for band directors were of significantly 

less importance. It may be concluded that external 

expectations and band directors' personal reasons are not 

important for participation. Goals for instruction, learning, 

evaluation, quality of performance, and high standards for 

music education are important reasons for participation in 

solo/ensemble competitions. 

Results of post hoc tests also lead to the conclusion 
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that as reason for participation in jazz ensemble 

competitions, tradition of participation in an individual 

state was of significantly lesser importance than for 

participation in competitive concert band activities. Also, 

expectations of the community, expectations of administrators, 

expectations of parents, and promoting high standards of music 

education were of significantly less importance as reasons for 

participation in jazz ensemble competitions than other types 

of competitive music activities. It may be concluded that 

external reasons are of less importance for participation and 

the opportunity to showcase students is am important reason 

band directors consider participating in competitive jazz 

ensemble activities. 

A number of reasons for participation in clinic band 

auditions are of significantly less importance than as reasons 

for participation other types of competitive music activities. 

Reasons for participation in clinic band auditions that were 

of significantly less importance included expectations of 

others, evaluation of teaching competence, enhancement of 

future career opportunities, showcasing the band program, and 

providing a learning evaluation for students and band 

directors. Reasons for participation in clinic band auditions 

stem less from a band directors' personal or external 

expectations and are of more importance because of the sense 

of accomplishment and awareness of others' abilities 

participation provides students. 
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Research Questions Three 

Results of analysis in regard to research question three 

indicated that frequency of participation in competitive music 

activities is not an important variable when used to group 

subject's responses. The magnitudes of importance of six 

reasons for participation in competitive music activities were 

significantly different when subjects' responses were grouped 

by participation every year, every other year, or other than 

every year or every other year. In a separate analysis, nine 

reasons for participation were found to be significantly 

different when subjects responses were grouped by frequency of 

participation in the most recent year of participation. In 

these analyses however, these reasons accounted for less than 

half of all the reasons for participation addressed in the 

study. 

When significant differences existed, results of analysis 

revealed that tradition of participation in an. individual 

state or school is more important among band directors who 

participate every year in competitive music activities than 

those who participate less frequently. Also, among band 

directors who participate every year in competitive music 

activities, expectations of others affiliated with the band 

program were somewhat higher in importance than among band 

directors who participate less frequently. 

Additional analysis also revealed significant differences 

among reasons for participation when subjects responses were 
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compared to how frequently subject's band participated in 

their most recent year of participation. When significant 

differences existed in magnitude of importance, they generally 

were in regard to expectations of others affiliated with the 

band program, tradition of competition at an individual 

school, showcasing the band program and band students, raising 

awareness of others' performance levels, and giving students a 

sense of accomplishment. Among subjects reporting 

participation in one, two, three, four, or five competitions 

per year, reasons for participation tended to be higher in 

magnitude than those of subjects who participated less 

frequently. For subjects reporting participation in six or 

more activities per year, there was no apparent consistency 

between frequency of participation and magnitude of 

importance. 

Research Question Four 

Research question four sought to examine differences in 

band director's reasons for participation in competitive music 

activities when directors were grouped by U.S. states similar 

in competition emphasis. 

Five different groups of states were formulated ranging 

from Group 1 comprised of states with the highest weighted 

means of competition emphasis, to Group 5, comprised of states 

with the lowest means of emphasis. 

Differences across groups were not found in two reasons 
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for participation ranked as important for participation. 

Providing students a sense of accomplishment and raising 

students awareness of others' performance levels seemed to be 

important reasons for participation across the entire 

population regardless of a band director's geographic 

location or the emphasis on competition in that location. 

Of the twenty reasons that were significantly different 

between groups of states, ten reasons ranked highest among 

band directors from Group 1. Among band directors from states 

with high competition emphasis, the tradition of contest 

participation in those states, expectations of others, the 

external evaluation of teacher competence, perceptions of band 

director peers, enhancement of future career opportunities, 

and creating a goal for music instruction were very important. 

Nine reasons for participation ranked highest among band 

directors of Group 5. Among band directors from states with 

virtually no competition emphasis, individual school 

tradition, personal enjoyment of competition, personal 

learning evaluation, and personal belief in the importance of 

competition were of highest importance. Also ranking higher 

in importance than in other groups of states are the learning 

evaluation for students competition provides, improvement of 

students' understanding of music, improved quality of student 

performance, high standards of music education, and the 

opportunity to showcase the band program. 

One reason for participation ranked highest in Group 4, 
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that showcasing band students. No reasons ranked highest in 

importance among band directors in groups 2 and 3. 

Other Conclusions From Results of the Questionnaire 

Subjects' responses to the questionnaire revealed that 

participation in music competitions among public high school 

bands in the United States remains a popular cictivity. 

Ninety-three percent of the subjects responding to the 

questionnaire indicated that their band participated in at 

least one of the six types of competitive music activities 

under study. Also, an average of 94% of those reporting 

participation indicated their bands participated every year in 

at least one of the competitive music activities addressed in 

the study. The above conclusion, however, should be 

interpreted with some caution because of the subjects who did 

not respond to the questionnaire. It is not known how many 

did not respond merely because their band may not participate 

in any competitive music activities, and therefore, the 

director chose not to participate in this study. 

In terms of specific types of competitive music 

activities, auditions for clinic bands (e.g. all-city, 

all-region, all-state bands directed by a guest 

clinician/conductor) appears to be an activity that is the 

most widespread and has the highest level of participation. 

Ninety-three percent of subjects responding indicated their 

students participated in competitive auditions for clinic type 
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bands. In contrast, competitive jazz ensemble activities are 

not as common, with only 48% of the responding subjects 

reporting participation. 

The six types of competitive music activities addressed 

in the study questionnaire-~marching band, concert band, 

sight-reading, solo/ensemble, jazz ensemble, and clinic band 

auditions--seem to constitute the main body of competitive 

music activities in which high school bands participate. 

Twenty-one subjects did provide written responses in regard to 

other types of competitive music activities in which their 

bands participated but which were not addressed on the 

questionnaire. Parades were mentioned most often among these 

subjects. For those subjects who mentioned parades, they 

perhaps differentiated between a marching band competition 

involving a field show and one involving their band in a 

parade setting although both these activities may involve the 

same ensemble. Other competition types indicated included 

Mariachi ensembles and music theory competitions reported by 

subjects in Texas, marching band percussion competition in 

Indiana and California, indoor color guard competition in 

Indiana and Delaware, pep band competition reported by one 

subject in Illinois, and show choir competition reported by 

one subject in Massachusetts. In regard to show choir 

competition, it may be surmised from the subject's comment 

that band students participate only in providing instrumental 

accompaniment for the choir, or some other support function. 
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In regard to color guard competition, it is not known whether 

subjects indicated this as a type of band competition because 

their band functioned in a support role, because the subjects 

view the marching band color guard as part of their marching 

bands rather than only as an auxiliary unit of the marching 

band, or because instrumentalists in the band also participate 

in the color guard, and this organization was under the 

subject's direction. 

Discussion 

Reasons for participation in competitive music activities 

identified in the present study are congruent with statements 

of previous writers. Both Colwell (1969) and Robinson and 

Middleton (1975) indicated that music contests provide 

opportunities to receive expert criticism and furnish ideal 

evaluation situations for bands and band directors. Findings 

of the present study would concur because "Provides evaluation 

from which students learn" and "Provides personal evaluation 

from which I learn" ranked as important reasons for 

participation. 

Colwell (1969) and Kinyon (1982) espoused that the 

desire to compete successfully furnishes motivation to learn 

music more thoroughly and perform more adequately than music 

for other occasions and arouses soloists and ensemble members 

to practice. In the present study, "Participation improves 

quality of student performance" ranked as an important reason 
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for participation among subjects. 

To "Raise students' awareness of others' performance 

levels" ranked as an important reason in the present study, 

and is similar to a conclusion held by Robinson and Middleton 

(1975) that at contests students' musical experiences are 

broadened by the opportunity to hear performances by many 

groups and individuals. 

In contrast, results of the present study are also 

divergent from previous assertions. Both Kohut (1985) and 

Rogers (1982) indicated that band directors may have their 

bands participate in music competitions because parents and 

school administrators want them to do so. Also, Rogers (1982) 

indicated that band directors have their bands participate in 

competitions because of expectations of their students. 

Although from the present study, "Expectations of my students" 

ranked as an important reason for participation, "Expectations 

of my school's administrators" not only did not rank among 

subjects' most important reasons for participation, but of the 

22 different reasons offered in the study questionnaire, it 

ranked as one of the most unimportant reasons for 

participation. "Expectations of my students' parents," ranked 

only 16th out of 22 reasons for participation. 

Whitelegg (1986) concluded that band directors may 

participate in competitive music activities because of 

perceived expectations of the community in which they teach. 

In the present study, however, "Expectations of the community 
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in which I teach" ranked as one of the less important reasons 

for participation among band directors. 

Kohut (1985) related that some band directors see 

success at contests as a means of advancing their career. The 

reason "Enhancement of my future career opportunities," in the 

present study however, did not rank as an important reason for 

participation. 

Both Rogers (1982) and Fleming (1975) surmised that band 

directors may participate in band contests to gain the 

approval of peers and continue to participate in competitive 

activities as attitudes toward peers may be based on ratings 

received at competitive events. From the present study 

however, "Expectations of my band director peers" and "How I 

am perceived by other band directors" ranked 17th and 19th 

respectively in importance. 

Best (1981) and Whitelegg (1986) reported that band 

directors had preferences for certain band activities over 

others. The implication that band directors also may have 

different magnitudes of importance for reasons for 

participation in competitive music activities across 

different types of competitive music activities was supported 

by results of the present study. 

Rogers (1982) concluded that directors of bands who 

participated frequently in marching band contests had higher 

value ratings of marching contests than directors of bands who 

participated less frequently. The implication that the 
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magnitude of importance of reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities also may vary statistically 

significantly when subjects' responses are grouped by 

frequency of participation in a competitive music activity is 

only supported somewhat by the present study. 

Fleming (1975) and Rogers (1982) indicated regional 

differences in emphasis on participation in competitive music 

activities. Groupings of states in both the Fleming (1975) 

and Rogers (1982) studies were due strictly to geographic 

location. The present study grouped states in regard to 

competition emphasis in individual states as revealed by study 

subjects. The notion that different emphases of competition 

exist in different U.S. states was supported by the present 

study. 

Implications of the study 

The present study addressed the reasons why high school 

band directors have students participate in music competitions 

as an activity of public school instrumental music education. 

No previously conducted study had drawn subjects from a 

national population. Thus, this study provided reasons for 

participation in several types of competitive music activity 

and provides a national perspective. Additionally, sample 

design for the present study was devised to assure that data 

could be reported at an acceptable level of confidence (.95), 

and within relatively narrow confidence limits lending to the 
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efficacy of the study data. 

High school band directors have a number of reasons of 

relative importance for participation in competitive music 

activities. These reasons vary among different groups of band 

directors, between different types of competitive music 

activities, and by degree of contest emphasis in their states. 

In terms of variation of importance of reasons, results of 

the present study did reveal variation in importance of 

reasons for participation between different types of 

competitions in which students may be involved. This perhaps 

reaffirms that band directors perceive differences in 

the goals of different types of band activities. 

Speculation Based on the Study 

High school band directors revealed through results of 

the present study a number of important reasons for 

participation in competitive music activities that may be 

perceived as viable and worthwhile goals. 

A number of authors have criticized band competitions. 

Perhaps the criticism of band competition in secondary 

instrumental music teaching should not be leveled so much at 

competition itself, but rather the misuse of competition or 

extreme measures that students and educators employ to prepare 

for such activities. Perhaps organizations such as the 

National Education Association, National Association of 

Secondary School Principals, the Music Educators' National 



130 

Conference, various state music teacher organizations, and 

various state-run leagues or conferences should take a more 

aggressive stance in establishing and enforcing guidelines for 

preparation for, and participation in, competitive music 

activities. 

Competition has been accused by educators as undermining 

the long range goals of music education. If competition is 

indeed the culprit, music educators in teacher education 

programs in colleges and universities that prepare individuals 

for careers in secondary instrumental music should take an 

aggressive stance in addressing competition, and delineate 

viable alternative activities to competitive ones. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

The present study has established groupings of states 

similar in terms of competition emphasis. Further studies 

utilizing these state groupings as independent variables, 

could include comparisons of music achievement test scores 

among band students, retention rates of band members through 

high school, students' continuation of active participation in 

music after high school, or rates of attrition of high school 

band directors from the profession. 

The present study has also established a pool of 

twenty-two different reasons why band directors may have their 

bands participate in competitive music activities. Another 

recommended study would employ the reasons addressed in the 
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present study making comparisons incorporating different 

independent variables in the analysis of data. Variables such 

as subject age, years of teaching, or gender were not 

considered in this study, and may lend insights not garnered 

in the present study. 

An investigation that may be of interest would be to 

compare various guidelines for music contests of individual 

state organizations which regulate music competitions. This 

type of investigation would perhaps assist in codifying 

various individual state guidelines, and lend insights into 

individual state traditions and practices regarding band 

competitions. Also, the state groupings established in the 

present study could be used as independent variables for 

comparison. 

The present study was concerned only with subjects who 

teach high school band. There is a paucity of data regarding 

competitive music activities at the junior high and middle 

school level, and an investigation in this area would 

certainly help to fill the void of data. 

That the issue of competition is a difficult one to 

surmise is no understatement. Neither the present study nor 

any other previous investigations provide any definitive 

resolution to the issue, and as participation in music 

competitions remains a viable activity of instrumental music 

teaching in the United States, further investigation is 

warranted. As music educators, perhaps our task is to gain a 
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clearer perspective of the circumstances competitive music 

activities bring to the process of teaching instrumental music 

and realize that competition should be incorporated in a 

careful and prudent manner. 
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PLEASE RETURN BEFORE SEPTEMBER 9, 1992 

— _ _ 4 

COMPETITIVE MUSIC ACTIVITIES AMONG HIGH SCHOOL BANDS 

Below you wili find questions regarding the extent of your band's participation in various competitive music activities, and 
reasons for participation. Respond only in regard to activities in which your band or individual students are ranked or rated. 
Where requested, please print or write legibly. 

• Are you now, or in the past year have you been a high school band director? Q Yes Q No 
• In which U. S. state do you leach? 
• Does your band participate in any competitive music activities? 

Q j Y e s (Please continue wicb PARTS I, llt and III) 

Q N O (Below, please explain why your band does not participate; include a separete sheet if necessary. Then skip to PART III on page 4) 

PARTI 

1. Does your band participate in competitive marching band activities? Q | Yes Q No 
• How often does your band participate? (Please continue) (Please go to #2 below) 

Every Year Every Other Year Other: 
• • • Please explain 

• In your most recent year of participation, in how many separate 
competitive marching band activities was your band involved? 

One Two Three Four Five Six Other: (how many?) 

• • • • • • • 

2. Does your band participate in competitive concert band activities? Q Yes Q No 
• How often does your band participate? (Please continue) (Please go to #3 below) 

Every Year Every Other Year Other: 

• • • Please explain 
• In your most recent year of participation, in how many separate 
competitive concert band activities was your band involved? 

One Two Three Four Five Six Other: (bow many?) 

• • • • • • • 

3. Does your band participate in competitive slghtreading activities? Q Yes I I No 
• How often does your band participate? (Please continue) (Please continue with #4 on page 2) 

Every Year Every Other Year Other: 

• • • Please explain 

•In your most recent year of participation, in how many separate 
competitive sightreading activities was your band involved? 

One Two Three Four Five Six Other: (how many?) 

• • • • • • • 
Please continue with the next page (PAGE 2) 
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PLEASE RETURN BEFORE SEPTEMBER 9 , 1 9 9 2 

— * 

4. Do your students participate in competitive solo/ensemble activities? Q Yes Qj No 
• How often do your students participate? (Please continue) (Please go to #5 below) 

Every Year Every Other Year Other: 

• • • Please explain 
• In their most recent year of participation, in how many separate 
competitive solo/ensemble activities were your students involved? 

One Two Three Four Five Six Other; (how many?)-

• • • • • • • 

5« Does your band participate in competitive jazz ensemble activities? • Yes Q No 
• How often does your band participate? (Please continue) (Please go to *6 below) 

Every Year Every Other Year Other: 

• • • Please explain _______ 
• In your most recent year of participation, in how many separate 
competitive jazz ensemble activities was your band involved? 

One Two Three Four Five Six Other: (how many?) 

• • • • • • • 

6. Do your students participate in competitive auditions for positions 
in clinic-type (utt-ut# au-^ufrict, niiwunty, mU wgian, ait rim**, ,iU~<mti4rs 06.) bands? • Yes • No 

•How often do your students participate? (Please continue) (Please continue with #7 Mow) 
Every Year Every Other Year Other: 

• Q Q Please explain. 
• In their most recent year of participation, what was the largest number 

of competitive audtions any one ol your students took pert in? 

One Two Three Four Five Six Other: (how many?)_ 
• • • • • • • 

7. Does your band participate in a type of competitive music activity not asked about above? 

Q Yes (what type of activity is it?) 

• NO (Please go to Part 17 on page 3) 

• How often does your band participate? 
Every Year Every Other Year Other: 

• • • Please explain 
•In your most recent year of participation, in how many of 
these competitive activities was your band involved? 

One Two Three Four Five Six Other: (how many?)„ 

• • • • • • • 
Please continue with the next page (PAGE 3) 

page 2 
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PART n 

The grid below lists six types of competitive music activities across the top in which high school bands 
may participate. Along the left side are some reasons given for participating in music competitions. In 
providing your responses, please use the following procedure: 

* Take one competitive activity at a time and working down the column, pick a number from the answer scale indicating the 
level of importance each reason for participation has in your teaching situation, and jot the number in the space provided. 
For example, if you feel the reason given for participation in a particular activity is extremely important, pick a number from 
the far right side of the scale. If you feel the reason is extremely unimportant, pick a number from the far left side. If you 
feel the importance is between these extremes, pick a number from some place in between. 

* Respond to each and every reason in only those columns which correspond to competitive activities your band participates. 

* If there are reasons NOT listed, write the reason in the space(s) marked "OTHER" and indicate die level of importance. 

Extremely 
Unimportant 

1 

Respond to all reasons using numbers 
from the answer scale above 

Tradition of this competitive activity in my state 

Tradition of this competitive activity at my school 

Expectations of the community in which I teach 

Expectations of my school's administrators 

Expectations of my students' parents 

Expectations of my students 

Expectations of my band director peers 

External evaluation of my competence as a teacher 

How I am perceived by other band directors 

Enhancement of my future career opportunities 

Participation promotes high standards for music education 

My personal enjoyment of competition 

My personal belief in importance of competition 

Participation improves quality of student's performance 

Raise students' awareness of others' performance levels 

Give students sense of accomplishment 

Creates a clear goal for music instruction 

Creates a medium to showcase students 

Creates a medium to showcase my band program 

Improves students' understanding of music 

Provides evaluation from which students learn 

Provides personal evaluation from which I learn 

OTHER: 

OTHER: — _ — 

Extremely 
Important 

5 6 7 8 9 
Respond only to activities In which your band participates 

Marching 
Band 

Competition 

Coner* Sight-
Band. reading 

Competition Competition 

Solo/ 
Ensemble 

Competition 

Jazz Cliruc 
Ent.cn! bic Band 

Competition Auditions 

Please continue with the next page (PAGE 4) 
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PART III 

Please check the box below the answer which best characterizes YOUR STATE. 

• In general, how would you characterize the level of participation in competitive music activities in your state? 

Q Virtually all • Most participate Many participate Some participate [^Jj Virtually none 
participate participate 

• In your state, how would you characterize the level of participation in competitive marching band activities? 

Q j Virtually all • Most participate [^Jj Many participate j^ j | Some participate Virtually none 
participate „ paxticipaie 

»In your state, how would you characterize the level of participation in competitive concert hand activities? 

Q Virtually all Q j Most participate Q j Many participate Q Some participate Q j Virtually none 
participate participate 

• In your state, how would you characterize the level of participation in competitive sightreading activities? 

iy~j Virtually all Q j Most participate • Many participate • Some participate Q | Virtually none 
participate participate 

• In your state, how would you cliaracterize the level of participation in competitive solo/ensembk activities? 

Q | Virtually all Q j Most participate Q | Many participate Q j Some participate Q Virtually none 
participate participate 

• In your state, how would you characterize the level of participation in competitive ja&e ensemble activities? 

Q Virtually all • Most participate j^ j | Many participate |^Jj Some participate • Virtually none 
participate participate 

• In your state, how would you characterize the level of participation in competitive auditions for clinic-type bands? 

Q Virtually all Q j Most participate Q Many participate Q j Some participate Q | Virtually none 
parti: ipate participate 

• As a measure of a high school band directors success, how much emphasis is there in your state on attaining high ratings or rankings? 
I I Very much Q j Much emphasis Q j Some emphasis Q j IJttle emphasis Q j Virtually no 

emphasis empliasis 

• In general, in your state how much emphasis is placed on high school bands' participation in competitive music activities? 

[ I VerY m u c h Q l Much empliasis Q | Some empliasis Q j IJttle emphasis Q | Virtually no 
emphasis ernphasb 

»in general, how would you characterize die overall quality of high school band programs in your state? 

Q j Superior Q Excellent Q G o o d Q f air Q | Poor 

THANK YOU for your participation in tins survey. Please include any additional comments you may wish to 
make on a seperate sheet of paper. Place your questionnaire in the business reply envelope provided and 
return iminediately (pn&rably prior to September 9,1992). Your anonymity will be preserved in die 
report of this survey. The number stamped on your questionnaire is meiely for the purpose of identifying by 
number that a questionnaire was received from you. If you wouJd like to discuss any portion of die 
questionnaire or the nature of my itsearch study, feel free to telephone me at (817) 89&-089S, If would like to 
receive a copy of the suivey results, please include a self-addressed stamped envelope. 
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Analysis of Data from Pilot Test #1 (n = 9) 

U.S. State in which subject teaches Texas 9 (100%) Others 0 (0%) 

Does your band compete in competitive marching activities? 
Yes 9 (100%) 

How often does your band participate in competitive marching 
activities? 

Every Year 9 (100%) 

How many competitive marching activities each year? 
One 1 (11%) 
Two 6 (67%) 
Three 1 (11%) 
Four 1 (11%) 

x = 2.22 s.d. = .83 

Does your band compete in competitive concert activities? 
Yes 9 (100%) 

How often does your band participate in competitive concert 
activities? 

Every Year 8 (89%) Every Other Year 1 (11%) 

How many competitive concert activities each year? 
One 1 (11%) 
Two 7 (78%) 
Three 1 (11%) 

x = 2.00 s.d. = .50 

Does your band compete in competitive sightreading activities? 
Yes 8 (89%) No 1 (11%) 

How often does your band participate in competitive sightreading 
activities? 

Every Year 8 (89%) No Resp. 1 (11%) 

How many competitive sightreading activities each year? 
One 7 (78%) 
Two 1 (11%) 
No Resp. _1 (11%) 

x = 1.13 s.d. = .35 

Does your band participate in competitive solo/ensemble activities? 
Yes 9 (100%) 

How often does your band participate in competitive solo/ensemble 
activities? 

Every Year 9 (100%) 
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How many competitive solo/ensemble activities each year? 
One 4 (29%) 
Two 3 (43%) 
Three 2 (29%) 

x = 1.78 s.d. =.83 

Does your band compete in competitive jazz ensemble activities? 
Yes 5 (56%) No 4 (44%) 

How often does your band participate in competitive jazz ensemble 
activities? 

Every Year 5 (100%) No Resp. 4 (44%) 

How many competitive jazz ensemble activities each year? 
One 1 (20%) 
Two 4 (80%) 
No Resp. 4 (29%) 

x = 1.8 s.d. = .45 

Do your band students participate in competitive auditions for clinic type 
bands? 

Yes 9 (100%) 

How often do your band students participate in competitive auditions for 
clinic type bands? 

Every Year 9 (100%) 

How many competitive auditions for clinic bands each year? 
One 2 (22%) 
Two 1 (11%) 
Three 2 (22%) 
Four 3 (33%) 
Five 1 (11%) 

x = 3.00 s.d. = 1.41 

Does your band compete in a competitive activity not listed in the 
que s t i onna ire? 

No 9 (100%) 

Band Directors' Reasons for Participation in Competitive Music Activities 
Grouped By Type of Competitive Activity. 

Marching __ 

Expectations of students x = 4 . 67 s.d. = .71 

Tradition of this activity x = 4.25 s.d. = .71 

Expectations of school administrators x = 4 . 2 2 s.d. =1.1 

Maintain high standards of music ed. x = 4.11 s.d. = .93 
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Expectations of other band directors 

Enhancement of future career 
opportunities 

Expectations of students' parents 

How perceived by other band directors 

Evaluation of my competence 

Maintain high standards of music ed. 

Expectations of students 

Expectations of other band directors 

Tradition of this activity 

Expectations of school administrators 

Enhancement of future career 
opportunities 

Expectations of students' parents 

Evaluation of competence 

x = 3.89 s.d. = 1.1 

x = 3.44 s.d. = 1.6 

x = 3.39 s.d. = .78 

x=3.22 s.d. =1.4 

x = 3.11 s.d. = 1.5 

x=4.44 s.d. =1.0 

x=4.00 s.d. =1.1 

x = 3.89 

x = 3.88 

x = 3.56 

x = 3.44 

x = 3.33 

s.d. = 1.1 

s.d. = .99 

s.d. = 1.2 

s.d. = 1.6 

s.d. = 1.0 

x=3.22 s.d. =1.6 

How perceived by other band directors 

iUqht--reading 

Maintain high standards of music ed. 

Tradition of this activity 

Expectations of other band directors 

Evaluation of competence 

Enhancement of future career 
opportunities 

How perceived by other band directors 

Expectations of students 

Expectations of school administrators 

x=3.22 s.d. =1.4 

x=4.50 s.d. = .76 

x = 4.14 s.d. = .69 

x = 3.88 

x = 3.75 

x = 3.50 

x = 3.38 

s.d. = .83 

s.d. = 1.4 

x=3.75 s.d. =1.4 

x = 3.50 s.d. = 1.3 

s.d. = 1.3 

s.d. = 1.6 
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Expectations of students' parents 

-SplQ/engeroble 

Maintain high standards of music ed. 

Expectations of students 

Expectations of other band directors 

Expectations of students' parents 

How perceived by other band directors 

Tradition of this activity 

Evaluation of competence 

Enhancement of future career 
opportunities 

Expectations of school administrators 

x = 3.00 

x = 4.78 

x = 4.00 

x = 3.00 

x = 3.00 

x = 2.89 

s.d. = 1.4 

s.d. = .44 

s.d. = 1.3 

x = 3.29 s.d. = 1.0 

x = 3.22 s.d. = 1.1 

s.d. = 1.2 

s.d. = 1.1 

s.d. = 1.3 

x = 2.78 s.d. = 1.8 

x = 2.56 s.d. = 1.7 

Maintain high standards of music ed. 

Expectations of students 

Enhancement of future career 
opportunities 

How perceived by other band directors 

Expectations of students' parents 

Evaluation of competence 

Expectations of school administrators 

Tradition of this activity 

Expectations of other band directors 

Clinic Band Auditions 

Maintain high standards of music ed. 

Expectations of students 

How perceived by other band directors 

x=3.57 s.d. =1.6 

x=2.86 s.d. =1.8 

x = 2.71 s.d. = 1.7 

x = 2.57 s.d. = 1.2 

x = 2.43 

x = 2.33 

x = 2.00 

x = 2.00 

x = 2.00 

x = 4.67 

x = 3.89 

x = 3.22 

s.d. = 1.2 

s.d. = 1.5 

s.d. = 1.3 

s.d. = 1.1 

s.d. = 1.1 

s.d. = .50 

s.d. = 1.4 

s.d. = 1.4 
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Expectations of other band directors x = 3 .44 s .d. = 1 .3 

Tradition of this activity X = 3 .38 s .d. = 1 .2 

Enhancement of future career 
opportunities X = 2 .89 s .d. = 1 .7 

Evaluation of competence X = 2 .89 s .d. = 1 .3 

Expectations of students' parents X = 2 .89 s .d. = 1 .4 

Expectations of school administrators X = 2 .56 s . d. = 1 .3 

Mean Responses and Rankings of Reasons for Participation in Competitive 
Activities Grouped bv Frequency of Participation 

One Competitive Marching Band Activity Per Year (n = 1) 
Expectations of school administrators 5 
Tradition of this activity 4 
Expectations of students' parents 4 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 3 
Expectations of students 3 
Expectations of other band directors 3 
Evaluation of competence 1 
How perceived by other band directors 1 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 1 

.Two Competitive Marching Activities Per Year (n = 6) 
Expectations of students 4.8 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 4.3 
Tradition of this activity 4.3 
Expectations of school administrators 4 
Expectations of students' parents 3.8 
Expectations of other band directors 3.8 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3.7 
Evaluation of competence 3.5 
How perceived by other band directors 3.5 

Three Competitive Marching Activities Per Year fn = 11 
Expectations of students 5 
Tradition of this activity 4 
Expectations of school administrators 4 
Expectations of other band directors 4 
Expectations of students' parents 3 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 3 
How perceived by other band directors 2 
Evaluation of competence 1 



144 

Four Competitive Marching Band Activities Per Year (n = 1) 
Expectations of school administrators 
Expectations of students' parents 
Expectations of students 
Expectations of other band directors 
Evaluation of competence 
How perceived by other band directors 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 
Tradition of this activity 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
no response 

Participates Every Other Year in Competitive Concert Band Activity (n = 1) 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 5 
Expectations of school administrators 3 
Expectations of students' parents 3 
Expectations of students 3 
Expectations of other band directors 2 
Evaluation of competence 2 
How perceived by other band directors 2 
Tradition of this activity 2 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 1 

Participates Every Year in Competitive Concert Band Activities (n = 8) 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 4.38 
Expectations of students 4.1 
Expectations of other band directors 4.1 
Tradition of this activity 4.1 (n 
How perceived by other band directors 3.38 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3.75 
Expectations of school administrators 3.6 
Expectations of students' parents 3.37 
Evaluation of competence 3.37 

=7. 1 no response) 

One Competitive Concert Band Activity Per Year fn = 11 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 5 
Expectations of school administrators 3 
Expectations of students' parents 3 
Expectations of students 3 
Expectations of other band directors 2 
Evaluation of competence 2 
How perceived by other band directors 2 
Tradition of this activity 2 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 1 

Two Competitive Concert Band Activities Per Year fn = 71 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 4.7 
Expectations of students 4.42 
Tradition of this activity 4.3 (n 
Expectations of school administrators 4.14 
Expectations of other band directors 4.14 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3.85 

=6. 1 no response) 
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Evaluation of competence 3.7 
Expectations of students' parents 3.57 
How perceived by other band directors 3.57 

Three Competitive Concert Band Activities Per Year fn = 1) 
Expectations of other band directors 4 
Expectations of school administrators 3 
Tradition of this activity 3 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 2 
Expectations of students' parents 2 
Expectations of students 2 
How perceived by other band directors 2 
Evaluation of competence 1 

One Competitive Siahtreadina Activity Per vear (n = 7) 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 4.71 
Tradition of this activity 4.16 (n = 6. 1 no response) 
Expectations of other band directors 3.86 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3.86 
Expectations of students 3.86 
Evaluation of competence 3.86 
Expectations of school administrators 3.7 
How perceived by other band directors 3.57 
Expectations of students' parents 3.28 

Twq competitive Siahtreadina Activities Per Year (n = n 
Tradition of this activity 4 
Expectations of other band directors 4 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 3 
How perceived by other band directors 3 
Evaluation of competence 3 
Expectations of school administrators 1 
Expectations of students' parents 1 
Expectations of students 1 

One Competitive Solo/Ensemble Activity Per Year (n = 4̂  
Maintain high standards of music ed. 4.75 
Expectations of students 4 
Expectations of students' parents 3.25 
Tradition of this activity 2.75 
Expectations of other band directors 2.5 
How perceived by other band directors 2.25 
Evaluation of competence 2 
Expectations of school administrators 1.75 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 1.5 

TWO Competitive Polo/Ensemblft Activities Par Y**r (n = 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 4.67 
Tradition of this activity 3.33 
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Enhancement of future career opportunities 3.33 
Expectations of school administrators 3.33 
Expectations of students 3.33 
Expectations of other band directors 3 
How perceived by other band directors 3 
Evaluation of competence 3 
Expectations of students' parents 2.67 

Three Competitive Solo/Ensemble Activities Per year fn = 2) 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 5 
Expectations of students 5 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 4.5 
Evaluation of competence 4.5 
How perceived by other band directors 4.5 
Expectations of other band directors 4 
Expectations of students' parents 4 
Tradition of this activity 3 (n = 1. 1 no response) 
Expectations of school administrators 3 

One Competitive Jass Enaemfrle Activity Per Year (n = I) 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 
Expectations of students 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 
Evaluation of competence 
How perceived by other band directors 
Expectations of other band directors 
Expectations of students' parents 
Expectations of school administrators 
Tradition of this activity no response 

Two Competitive Jazz Ensemble Activities Per Year (n = 4) 
Expectations of students 4.25 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 4 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3.5 
How perceived by other band directors 3.25 
Evaluation of competence 3 (n = 3. 1 no response) 
Expectations of students' parents 3 
Expectations of school administrators 2.75 
Expectations of other band directors 2.25 
Tradition of this activity 2.25 

One Clinic Band Audition Per Year (n = 2) 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 4.5 
Expectations of other band directors 4.5 
Tradition of this activity 4.5 
How perceived by other band directors 4.5 
Expectations of students 4 
Expectations of students' parents 4 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3 
Evaluation of competence 3 
Expectations of school administrators 3 
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Two Clinic Band Auditions Per Year (n = 1) 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 4 
Expectations of students 3 
Expectations of students' parents 3 
Expectations of school administrators 3 
Expectations of other band directors 3 
Tradition of this activity 3 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 1 
How perceived by other band directors 1 
Evaluation of competence 1 

Three Clinic Band Auditions Per Year (n = 2) 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 5 
Expectations of students 4 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3 
Tradition of this activity 3 
How perceived by other band directors 2.5 
Evaluation of competence 2.5 
Expectations of students' parents 2.5 
Expectations of school administrators 2.5 
Expectations of other band directors 2.5 

Four Clinic Band Auditions Per Year (n = 3) 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 4.67 
Expectations of students 3.67 
How perceived by other band directors 3.33 
Evaluation of competence 3.33 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 3 
Expectations of students' parents 3 
Expectations of other band directors 3 
Expectations of school administrators 2.67 
Tradition of this activity 2 (n = 2. 1 no response) 

Five Clinic Band Auditions Per Year (n = 1) 
Expectations of students 5 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 5 
Expectations of other band directors 5 
Tradition of this activity 5 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 4 
How perceived by other band directors 4 
Evaluation of competence 4 
Expectations of students' parents 1 
Expectations of school administrators 1 

Analysis of Data from Pilot Test #2 (n = 13) 

U.S. State in which subject teaches Texas 13 (100%) Others 0 (0%) 
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Does your band compete in competitive marching activities? 
Yes 13 (100%) 

How often does your band participate in competitive marching 
activities? 

Every Year 13 (100%) 

How many competitive marching activities each year? 
Two 8 (61%) 
Three 4 (30%) 
Four 1 (8%) 

x = 2.46 s.d. = .66 

Does your band compete in competitive concert activities? 
Yes 13 (100%) 

How often does your band participate in competitive concert 
activities? 

Every Year 13 (100%) 

How many competitive concert activities each year? 
Two 12 (92%) 
Three 1 (8%) 

x = 2.08 s.d. = .28 

Does your band compete in competitive sightreading activities? 
Yes 13 (100%) 

How often does your band participate in competitive sightreading 
activities? 

Every Year 13 (100%) 

How many competitive sightreading activities each year? 
One 9 (69%) 
Two 4 (31%) 

x = 1.31 s.d. = .48 

Does your band participate in competitive solo/ensemble activities? 
Yes 13 (100%) 

How often does your band participate in competitive solo/ensemble 
activities? 

Every Year 13 (100%) 

How many competitive solo/ensemble activities each year? 
One 6 (46%) 
Two 7 (54%) 

x = 1.54 s.d. = .52 

Does your band compete in competitive jazz ensemble activities? 
Yes 5 (38%) No 8 (62%) 
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How often does your band participate in competitive jazz ensemble 
activities? 

Every Year 5 (100%) No Response 8 

How many competitive jazz ensemble activities each year? 
One 1 (20%) 
Two 2 (40%) 
Three 2 (40%) 
No Resp. 8 

x = 2.2 s.d. = .84 

Do your band students participate in competitive auditions for clinic type 
bands? 

Yes 13 (100%) 

How often do your band students participate in competitive auditions for 
clinic type bands? 

Every Year 13 (100%) 

How many competitive auditions for clinic bands each year? 
Two 5 (38%) 
Three 6 (46%) 
Four 1 (8%) 
Five 1 (8%) 

x = 2.85 s.d. = .90 

Does your band compete in a competitive activity not listed in the 
questionnaire? 

No 13 (100%) 

Band Directors' Reasons for Participation in Competitive Music Activities 
Grouped Bv Type Of Connnetitive Activity. 

Marching Band 
Raise students awareness of others' 

achievements X = 4 .85 s .d. : = .38 

Expectations of students X = 4 .62 s .d. : = .65 

Give students sense of accomplishment X = 4 .62 s .d. : = .65 

Maintain high standards of music ed. X = 4 .46 s .d. : = .88 

Improve quality of students' 
performance X = 4, .46 s .d. = = .78 

Medium to showcase students X = 4, .38 s. .d. = = 1.19 

Expectations of students' parents X = 4. ,15 s, ,d. = = .80 

Evaluation of competence as teacher X = 4. ,15 s. ,d. = = .80 
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How perceived by other band directors 

Tradition of activity in state 

Tradition of activity at school 

Expectations of school administrators 

Expectations of other band directors 

Expectations of community 

Provide students a goal to work 
towards 

Enhancement of future career 
oppor tun i t i e s 

Personal enjoyment of competition 

Improve students' understanding of 
music 

Personal belief in importance of 
competition 

Cpncert Banfl 

Raise students awareness of others' 
achievements 

Maintain high standards of music 
education 

Give students sense of accomplishment 

Improve quality of students' 
performance 

Improve students' understanding of 
music 

Expectations of students 

How perceived by other band directors 

Provide students a goal to work 
towards 

Tradition of activity at school 

Expectations of other band directors 

x = 4.15 s.d. = .99 

x = 4.08 s.d. = 1.32 

x = 4.08 s.d. = 1.12 

x = 4.00 s.d. = .82 

x = 4.00 s.d. = 1.29 

x = 3.92 s.d. = 1.26 

x = 3.85 s.d. = 1.21 

x=3.83 s.d. =1.19 

x = 3.77 s.d. = 1.42 

x = 3.69 s.d. = 1.32 

x = 3.23 s.d. = 1.36 

x = 4.92 s.d. = .28 

x = 4.77 s.d. = .44 

x = 4.75 s.d. = .62 

x = 4.69 s.d. = .63 

x = 4.54 s.d. = 1.13 

x = 4.46 s.d. = .97 

x = 4.46 s.d. = .78 

x = 4.46 s.d. = .97 

x = 4.38 s.d. = .96 

x = 4.31 s.d. = 1.18 
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Evaluation of competence as teacher 

Medium to showcase students 

Enhancement of future career 
opportunities 

Expectations of students' parents 

Tradition of activity in state 

Personal belief in importance of 
competition 

Expectations of school administrators 

Expectations of community 

Personal enjoyment of competition 

Sightreaflinq 

Maintain high standards of music 
education 

Raise students awareness of others' 
achievements 

Give students sense of accomplishment 

Expectations of students 

Evaluation of competence as teacher 

How perceived by other band directors 

Expectations of other band directors 

Improve students' understanding of 
music 

Tradition of activity at school 

Expectations of students' parents 

Improve quality of students' 
performance 

Enhancement of future career 
opport un i t i e s 

x = 4.31 s.d. = .85 

x = 4.31 s.d. = 1.25 

x = 4.25 s.d. = .87 

x = 4.23 s.d. = .83 

x = 4.08 s.d. = 1.44 

x = 4 . 0 8 s.d. =1.32 

x = 4.00 s.d. = .71 

x = 3.92 s.d. = 1.38 

x = 3.85 s.d. =1.46 

x = 4.62 s.d. = .51 

x = 4.54 s.d. = 1.13 

x = 4.54 s.d. = .66 

x = 4.31 s.d. = .95 

x = 4.15 s.d. = .80 

x = 4.15 s.d. = .99 

x = 4.08 s.d. = 1.19 

x = 4.00 s.d. = 1.29 

x = 3.92 s.d. = 1.38 

x = 3.92 s.d. = 1.26 

x = 3.92 s.d. = 1.32 

x = 3.91 s.d. = 1.04 
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Tradition of activity in state 

Provide students a goal to work 
towards 

Expectations of school administrators 

Personal belief in importance of 
competition 

Personal enjoyment of competition 

Medium to showcase students 

Expectations of community 

Solo/ensemble 

Give students sense of accomplishment 

Improve quality of students' 
performance 

Improve students' understanding of 
music 

Raise students awareness of others' 
achievements 

Maintain high standards of music 
education 

Expectations of students 

Provide students a goal to work 
towards 

Medium to showcase students 

Tradition of activity in state 

Personal belief in importance of 
competition 

Tradition of activity at school 

Expectations of students' parents 

How perceived by other band directors 

Evaluation of competence as teacher 

x = 3.85 s.d. = 1.52 

x = 3.85 s.d. = 3.85 

x = 3.62 s.d. = 1.33 

x = 3.46 s.d. = 1.56 

x = 3.15 s.d. = 1.52 

x = 3.15 s.d. = 1.46 

x = 3.08 s.d. = 1.75 

x = 4.92 s.d. = .28 

x = 4.77 s.d. = .60 

x = 4.77 s.d. = .44 

x = 4.69 s.d. = .85 

x = 4.62 s.d. = .65 

x = 4.38 s.d. = .77 

x = 4.38 s.d. = 1.04 

x = 4.15 s.d. = 1.46 

x = 4.08 s.d. = 1.44 

x = 4.00 s.d. = 1.22 

x = 3.92 s.d. =1.32 

x = 3.62 s.d. = 1.19 

x = 3.62 s.d. = 1.12 

x = 3.46 s.d. = 1.13 
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Expectations of other band directors 

Personal enjoyment of competition 

Expectations of community 

Enhancement of future career 
opportunities 

Expectations of school administrators 

Jazz Ensemble 

Raise students awareness of others' 
achievements 

Expectations of students 

Maintain high standards of music 
education 

Give students sense of accomplishment 

Tradition of activity at school 

Improve quality of students' 
performance 

Expectations of school administrators 

Expectations of students' parents 

Tradition of activity in state 

Expectations of community 

Provide students a goal to work 
towards 

Medium to showcase students 

Improve students' understanding of 
music 

How perceived by other band directors 

Personal belief in importance of 
competition 

Expectations of other band directors 

x = 3.38 s.d. = 1.39 

x = 3 . 3 8 s.d. =1.56 

x = 3.31 s.d. = 1.55 

x = 3.25 s.d. = 1.29 

x = 3.23 s.d. = 1.48 

x = 5.00 s.d. = .00 

x = 4.80 s.d. = .45 

x = 4.40 s.d. = .55 

x = 4.40 s.d. = .89 

x = 4 . 2 0 s.d. =1.30 

x = 4.20 s.d. = .84 

x = 4.00 s.d. = .71 

x = 4 . 0 0 s.d. =1.00 

x = 3.80 s.d. = 1.30 

x = 3 . 6 0 s.d. =1.67 

x = 3.60 s.d. = .55 

x = 3.60 s.d. = 1.67 

x = 3.60 s.d. = 1.67 

x = 3.40 s.d. = .89 

x = 3.40 s.d. = 1.52 

x = 3.20 s.d. = 1.10 
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Enhancement of future career 
opportunities 

Personal enjoyment of competition 

Evaluation of competence as teacher 

Clinic Band Auditions 

Raise students awareness of others' 
achievements 

Give students sense of accomplishment 

Maintain high standards of music 
education 

Improve quality of students' 
performance 

Improve students' understanding of 
music 

Expectations of students 

Medium to showcase students 

Provide students a goal to work 
towards 

Tradition of activity in state 

Personal belief in importance of 
competition 

How perceived by other band directors 

Expectations of students' parents 

Evaluation of competence as teacher 

Tradition of activity at school 

Expectations of other band directors 

Personal enjoyment of competition 

Expectations of community 

Expectations of school administrators 

x = 3.20 s.d. = 1.48 

x = 2.80 s.d. = .45 

x = 2.60 s.d. =1.14 

x = 4.92 s.d. = .28 

x = 4.85 s.d. = .38 

x = 4.69 s.d. = .48 

x = 4.69 s.d. = .63 

x = 4.54 s.d. = .66 

x = 4.31 s.d. = .75 

x = 4.23 s.d. = 1.30 

x = 4.15 s.d. = 1.28 

x = 4.00 s.d. = 1.41 

x = 4.00 s.d. = 1.22 

x = 3.77 s.d. = 1.17 

x = 3.69 s.d. = 1.25 

x = 3.69 s.d. = 1.25 

x = 3.62 s.d. = 1.50 

x = 3.54 s.d. = 1.33 

x = 3.54 s.d. = 1.61 

x = 3.46 s.d. = 1.56 

x = 3.46 s.d. = 1.33 
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Enhancement of future career _ 
opportunities x = 3.17 s.d. = 1.34 

Mean Responses and Rankings of Reasons for Participation in Competitive 
Activities Grouped bv Frequency of Participation 

Raise students awareness of others' achievements X = 4 .75 
Give students sense of accomplishment X = 4 .63 
Medium to showcase students X = 4 .50 
Improve quality of students' performance X = 4 .50 
Expectations of students X = 4 .38 
Maintain high standards of music education X = 4 .25 
Expectations of students' parents X = 4 .13 
Evaluation of competence as teacher X = 4 .13 
Tradition of activity in state X = 4 .00 
How perceived by other band directors X = 4 .00 
Personal belief in importance of competition X = 4 .00 
Expectations of community X = 3 .88 
Tradition of activity at school X = 3 .75 
Expectations of school administrators X = 3 .75 
Expectations of other band directors X = 3 .75 
Enhancement of future career opportunities X = 3 .75 
Provide students a goal to work towards X = 3 .63 
Improve students' understanding of music X = 3 .63 
Personal enjoyment of competition X = 3 .38 

Three Competitive Marchina Band Activities Per Year (n = 4) 
Expectations of students X = 5 .00 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements X = 5 .00 
Maintain high standards of music ed. X = 4 .75 
Tradition of activity at school X = 4 .50 
Give students sense of accomplishment X = 4 .50 
Expectations of school administrators X = 4 .25 
Expectations of other band directors X = 4 .25 
How perceived by other band directors X = 4 .25 
Improve quality of students' performance 2 = 4 .25 
Tradition of activity in state X = 4 .00 
Expectations of students' parents X = 4 .00 
Evaluation of competence as teacher X = 4 .00 
Enhancement of future career opportunities X = 4 .00 
Provide students a goal to work towards X = 4 .00 
Medium to showcase students X = 4 .00 
Expectations of community X 3 .75 
Improve students' understanding of music X = 3 .50 
Personal belief in importance of competition X = 3, .25 
Personal enjoyment of competition X = 2, .50 

Four Competitive Marchina Band Activities Per Year (n - 1) 
Tradition of activity in state X 5. .00 
Tradition of activity at school X = 5. .00 
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Expectations of community 
Expectations of school administrators 
Expectations of students' parents 
Expectations of students 
Expectations of other band directors 
Evaluation of competence as teacher 
How perceived by other band directors 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 
Personal enjoyment of competition 
Personal belief in importance of competition 
Improve quality of students' performance 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements 
Give students sense of accomplishment 
Provide students a goal to work towards 
Medium to showcase students 
Improve students' understanding of music 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 

x 
x 
x 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 

no response 

Two Competitive Concert Band Activities Per Year (n = 12) 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 
Give students sense of accomplishment 

(n = 11. 1 
Improve quality of students' performance 
How perceived by other band directors 
Improve students' understanding of music 
Expectations of students 
Evaluation of competence as teacher 
Provide students a goal to work towards 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 

(n = 11. 1 
Tradition of activity at school 
Expectations of other band directors 
Medium to showcase students 
Expectations of students' parents 
Tradition of activity in state 
Expectations of school administrators 
Personal belief in importance of competition 
Personal enjoyment of competition 
Expectations of community 

x = 4.91 
x = 4.75 
x = 4.73 

no^response) 
x = 4.67 
x 
x 
X 

X 

X 

X 

4.50 
4.50 
4.42 
4.42 
4.42 
4.36 

no^response) 
x = 4.33 

2 
x 
x 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

4.25 
4.25 
4.16 
4.00 
4.00 
4.00 
3.75 
3.58 

Three Competitive Concert Band Activities Per Year (n = 1) 
Tradition of activity in state X sr 5 .00 
Tradition of activity at school X = 5 .00 
Expectations of community X = 5 .00 
Expectations of students' parents X rr 5 .00 
Expectations of students X — 5 .00 
Expectations of other band directors X = 5 .00 
Maintain high standards of music ed. X = 5 .00 
Personal enjoyment of competition X = 5 .00 
Personal belief in importance of competition X 5 .00 
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Improve quality of students' performance X = 5 .00 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements X = 5 .00 
Give students sense of accomplishment X = 5 .00 
Provide students a goal to work towards X = 5 .00 
Improve students' understanding of music X = 5 .00 
Expectations of school administrators X = 4 .00 
How perceived by other band directors X = 4 .00 
Medium to showcase students 5 = 4 .00 
Evaluation of competence as teacher X = 3 .00 
Enhancement of future career opportunities X = 3 .00 

One Competitive Sightreading Activity Per Year (n = 9) __ 
Maintain high standards of music ed. x = 4,56 
Give students sense of accomplishment x = 4.56 
Expectations of students x = 4.33 
Expectations of other band directors x = 4.33 
Evaluation of competence as teacher x = 4.33 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements x = 4.33 
Improve students' understanding of music x = 4.22 
Expectations of students' parents x = 4.11 
How perceived by other band directors x = 4.11 
Improve quality of students' performance x = 4.11 
Tradition of activity at school x = 4.00 
Provide students a goal to work towards x = 4.00 
Tradition of activity in state x = 3.88 
Enhancement of future career opportunities x = 3.86 

(n = 7.__2 no response) 
Personal belief in importance of competition x = 3.78 
Medium to showcase students x = 3.78 
Personal enjoyment of competition x = 3.56 
Expectations of community x = 3.11 
Expectations of school administrcLtors x = 2.67 

Two Competitive Sight reading Activities P^r Year (n = 4) 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements X zz 5 . 0 0 

Maintain high standards of music ed. X = 4 . 7 5 

Give students sense of accomplishment X = 4 . 5 0 

Expectations of students X rs 4 . 2 5 

How perceived by other band directors X z= 4 . 2 5 

Enhancement of future career opportunities X = 4 . 0 0 

Tradition of activity in state X = 3 . 7 5 

Tradition of activity at school X zz 3 . 7 5 

Evaluation of competence as teacher X = 3 . 7 5 

Expectations of school administrators X = 3 . 5 0 

Expectations of other band directors X = 3 . 5 0 

Improve quality of students' performance X 3 . 5 0 

Provide students a goal to work towards X = 3 . 5 0 

Improve students' understanding of music X = 3 . 5 0 

Expectations of students' parents X — 3 . 2 5 

Expectations of community X 3 . 0 0 

Personal belief in importance of competition X = 2 . 7 5 
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Personal enjoyment of competition X = 2 .25 
Medium to showcase students X = 1 .75 

One ConiDetitive Solo/Ensemble Activitv Per Year (n = 
Give students sense of accomplishment X zz 5 .00 
Improve quality of students' performance X = 4 .83 
Improve students' understanding of music X = 4 .83 
Provide students a goal to work towards X = 4 .67 
Tradition of activity in state X =: 4 .50 
Maintain high standards of music ed. X 4 .33 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements X = 4 .33 
Medium to showcase students X = 4 .33 
Expectations of students X = 3 .83 
Personal belief in importance of competition X = 3 .83 
Tradition of activity at school X = 3 .50 
Evaluation of competence as teacher X = 3 .16 
Expectations of community X = 3 .00 
Expectations of other band directors X zr 3 .00 
How perceived by other band directors X = 3 .00 
Expectations of students' parents X = 2 .83 
Personal enjoyment of competition X = 2 .83 
Enhancement of future career opportunities X =: 2 .67 
Expectations of school administrators X = 2 .50 

Two Competitive Solo/Ensemble Activities Per Year (n = 7) 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements X = 5 . .00 
Give students sense of accomplishment X = 4, .86 
Expectations of students X = 4. .86 
Maintain high standards of music ed. X = 4, .86 
Improve quality of students' performance X — 4, .71 
Improve students' understanding of music X =: 4. ,71 
Tradition of activity in state X zz 4. .43 
Tradition of activity at school X = 4. ,29 
Expectations of students' parents X = 4. ,29 
How perceived by other band directors X = 4. ,14 
Personal belief in importance of competition X — 4. ,14 
Provide students a goal to work towards X — 4. 14 
Medium to showcase students X = 4. .00 
Expectations of school administrators X = 3. 86 
Personal enjoyment of competition X = 3. 86 
Enhancement of future career opportunities X = 3. 83 

(n = 6 . J L no response) 
Expectations of other band directors X — 3. 71 
Evaluation of competence as teacher X — 3 . 71 
Expectations of community X — 3. 57 

One Competitive Jazz Ensemble Activity Pgr- V^r tn = 1) 
Improve quality of students' performance x = 5.00 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements x = 5.00 
Improve students' understanding of music x = 5.00 
Tradition of activity in state x = 4.00 
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Tradition of activity at school X = 4 .00 
Expectations of students X = 4 .00 
How perceived by other band directors X = 4 .00 
Maintain high standards of music ed. X = 4 .00 
Give students sense of accomplishment X = 4 .00 
Provide students a goal to work towards X = 4 .00 
Medium to showcase students X = 4 .00 
Expectations of community X = 3 .00 
Expectations of school administrators X = 3 .00 
Expectations of students' parents X = 3 .00 
Expectations of other band directors X = 3 .00 
Personal enjoyment of competition X = 3 .00 
Personal belief in importance of competition X = 3 .00 
Evaluation of competence as teacher X = 2 .00 
Enhancement of future career opportunities X =r 1 .00 

Two Competitive Jazz Ensemble Activities Per Year (n = 2) 
Expectations of students X = 5 .00 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements X = 5 .00 
Give students sense of accomplishment X = 5 .00 
Expectations of community X = 4 .50 
Expectations of school administrators X = 4 .50 
Expectations of students' parents X = 4 .50 
Maintain high standards of music ed. X = 4 .50 
Improve quality of students' performance X = 4 .50 
Personal belief in importance of competition X s= 4 .00 
Medium to showcase students X = 4 .00 
Tradition of activity in state X = 3 .50 
Tradition of activity at school X = 3 .50 
Evaluation of competence as teacher X = 3 .50 
How perceived by other band directors X = 3 .50 
Enhancement of future career opportunities X = 3 .50 
Provide students a goal to work towards X =: 3 .50 
Improve students' understanding of music X = 3 .50 
Expectations of other band directors X sr 3 .00 
Personal enjoyment of competition X = 3 .00 

Three Competitive Jazz Ensemble Activities Per Year fn = 2) 
Tradition of activity in state X = 4 .00 
Tradition of activity at school X = 5 .00 
Expectations of community X = 3 .00 
Expectations of school administrators X = 4 .00 
Expectations of students' parents X = 4 .00 
Expectations of students X = 5 .00 
Expectations of other band directors X 3 .50 
Evaluation of competence as teacher X = 2 .00 
How perceived by other band directors X =: 3 .00 
Enhancement of future career opportunities X =r 4 .00 
Maintain high standards of music ed. X =r 4 .50 
Personal enjoyment of competition X = 2 .50 
Personal belief in importance of competition X = 3, .00 
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Improve quality of students' performance x = 3 .50 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements x = 5 .00 
Give students sense of accomplishment x = 4 .00 
Provide students a goal to work towards x = 3 .50 
Medium to showcase students x = 3 .00 
Improve students' understanding of music x = 3 .00 

Two Clinic Band Auditions Per Year (n = 5) 
Raise students awareness of others' achievssments X = 5 .00 
Give students sense of accomplishment X = 4 .80 
Maintain high standards of music ed. X = 4 .60 
Improve quality of students' performance X = 4 .60 
Provide students a goal to work towards X = 4 .60 
Improve students' understanding of music X = 4 .60 
Tradition of activity in state X = 4 .00 
Medium to showcase students X = 4 .00 
Expectations of students X = 3 .80 
Expectations of other band directors X = 3 .40 
Tradition of activity at school X = 3 .20 
Expectations of school administrators X = 3 .20 
Evaluation of competence as teacher X = 3 .20 
How perceived by other band directors X = 3 .20 
Personal belief in importance of competition X = 3 .20 
Enhancement of future career opportunities X = 2 .80 
Expectations of students' parents X = 2 .60 
Personal enjoyment of competition X = 2 .40 
Expectations of community X = 2 .00 

Three Clinic Band Auditiong Per Year fn = g) _ 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements x = 4.83 
Give students sense of accomplishment x = 4.83 
Expectations of students x = 4.67 
Maintain high standards of music ed. x = 4.67 
Improve quality of students' performance x = 4 . 67 
Expectations of community x = 4.50 
Expectations of students' parents x = 4.50 
Personal belief in importance of competition x = 4.33 
Improve students' understanding of music x = 4.33 
Tradition of activity in state x = 4.16 
Evaluation of competence as teacher x = 4.16 
How perceived by other band directors x = 4.16 
Personal enjoyment of competition x = 4.16 
Medium to showcase students x = 4.16 
Expectations of school administrators x = 3.83 
Provide students a goal to work towards x = 3.50 
Enhancement of future career opportunities x = 3.40 

(n = 5 1 no response) 
Expectations of other band directors x = 3.33 
Tradition of activity at school x = 3.16 
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Four Clinic Band Auditions Per Year (n = 1) 
Tradition of activity in state 
Tradition of activity at school 
Expectations of community 
Expectations of students' parents 
Expectations of students 
Expectations of other band directors 
Maintain high standards of music ed 
Personal belief in importance of competition 
Improve quality of students' performance 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements 
Give students sense of accomplishment 
Provide students a goal to work towards 
Medium to showcase students 
Improve students' understanding of music 
Expectations of school administrators 
How perceived by other band directors 
Personal enjoyment of competition 
Evaluation of competence as teacher 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 

Clinic Banti Per (n = 1) 
Maintain high standards of music ed. 
Personal enjoyment of competition 
Personal belief in importance of competition 
Improve quality of students' performance 
Raise students awareness of others' achievements 
Give students sense of accomplishment 
Provide students a goal to work towards 
Medium to showcase students 
Improve students' understanding of music 
Expectations of students 
Expectations of other band directors 
Evaluation of competence as teacher 
How perceived by other band directors 
Enhancement of future career opportunities 
Expectations of community 
Expectations of students' parents 
Tradition of activity in state 
Tradition of activity at school 
Expectations of school administrators 
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University of North Texas 
O f f i c e of Resea rch Admin i s t r a t ion 

February 24, 1992 

Craig W. Hurst 
1721 Teasly Ln. #250 
Denton, TX 76205 

Dear Mr, Hurst: 

Your proposal entitled "Differences in Band Directors Reasons for 
Participation in Competitive Music Activities,11 has been approved 
by the IRB and is exempt from further review under 45 CFR 46.101, 
Exemption #2. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (817) 565-3946. 

Good luck on your project. 

Sincerely, 

Peter Witt, Chair 
Institutional Review Board 

PW/tl 

P.O Box 5396 • Denton, Texas 76203-5396 
817/565-3940 • FAX HI7/565-2141 • INTERNET: RESEARCH&VAXB.ACS.UNTJiLHJ 
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August 31, 1992 

Dear Fellow Band Director: 

I am writing asking for your help. Please take a minute to read this letter. I am 
currently conducting a nation-wide survey of high school band directors. This study is 
being conducted for my doctoral dissertation, and is being funded completely by myself, 
The purpose of this study is to examine reasons why band directors involve their bands 
in competitive music activities, and how those reasons may differ. 

Enclosed with this letter is a questionnaire in regard to your band's participation in 
various competitive music activities, and how you rate various reasons for involving your 
band in competitions. I am asking you to look over the questionnaire and, if you choose 
to do so, complete the questionnaire and to send it back to me. All data being sought 
from your responses are important to the outcome of my study. You may be one of a 
few or the sole representative from your state in the survey. As the results of this study 
will be submitted for publication, it would be regrettable if data from your state were 
absent. 

Please respond to the entire questionnaire as instructed. Do not write your name or 
the name of your school on the questionnaire. I do not need to know who you are, and 
will preserve your anonymity. The registration number stamped on the questionnaire is 
merely to identify by number that a questionnaire has been received from you. 

I hope you will take a few minutes to complete this questionnaire and, as soon as 
possible (preferably prior to September 9th), return it in the enclosed business reply 
envelope. Without the help of people like yourself, research on band directors and 
music education would not be conducted. You may telephone me at (817) 898-0895 if 
you have any questions. Please enclose with your questionnaire a self-addressed 
stamped envelope if you would like to receive the survey results. 

Through your participation, I hope to better understand the needs of band directors 
and teacher education programs in Colleges and Universities. I ask for your participation, 
and thank you for reading this letter. 

Cordially, . 

Craig W. Hurst 

THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH 
TEXAS COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 
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September 3, 1992 

Dear Fellow Band Director:: 

A few days ago, I mailed you a questionnaire concerning your high school 
band's participation in various competitive music activities, and your rating of 
reasons for participation. 

If you have already returned the questionnaire, please consider this card 
a THANK YOU" for your assistance. 

Although responding to the survey would only require a small amount of your 
time, you may not as yet have taken the opportunity to respond and return the 
questionnaire. Let me encourage you to leturn a completed survey as soon as possible 

(preferably before September 9, 1992). You may be one of a few or the sole 
representative from your state in the survey, so your participation by'completing 
and returning a questionnaire is important to my study. 

Thank you again for your cooperation. 

Cordially, 

CraM W. Hurst 
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Transcript of Nineteen Subjects' Written Responses of 

Why Their Bands Participate in no Competitive Music 

Activities Whatsoever 

Subject #57 (Pennsylvania): "I do not agree with the 
concept of high school musical competition. There is a 
dilution of the goals of the program by spending the time on 
competition preparation. Join DCI/DCA if competition is 
needed". 

Subject #278 (Michigan): "We do many festivals for a 
rating (I - V), but NO competition. If feel I can obtain 
outstanding results without subjecting students to a 
ranking. I used to compete in marching band—NOT any more"! 

Subject #349 (Illinois): "I do not feel competition has any 
place in music education--it can do as much harm as good". 

Subject #134 (Georgia): "1) The hassle of filling out forms 
for the Georgia High School Association. 2) Do not have to 
worry about no pass/no participate if noncompetitive. 
3) Don't see many advantages. Kids compete in regard to 
everything else. They need to feel good about something 
without the pressure of finishing first. 4) We went 
competitive last year". 

Subject #389 (Kansas): "To get to any competitive 
activity is an extra expense in a zero-based budget, and I am 
currently trying to rebuild a program and low ranks in 
competition would not build morale, in my opinion". 

Subject #3 (Massachusetts): "We will go to Festivals that do 
Ratings and Evaluation but not competitive—Personal belief 
and Dept. Policy with the exception of District and All State 
(solo competition)". 

Subject #137 (Georgia): "Too much time required for 
non-musical activities. Would require that students' other 
extra curricular activities be limited". 

Subject #53 (Pennsylvania): "We compete with ourselves to 
see how good we can be with what we have. Bands these days 
need to support each other, not compete. Many flaws in 
competition—judging—time strain on students, etc". 

Subject #64 (Pennsylvania): "Band is not a competitive 
activity". 
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Subject #15 (Maine): "No real competitive activities within a 
visible distance". 

Subject #17 (Vermont): "There is no concert band festival in 
place in our state, marching is a very small (non-existent) 
component of band in our area". 

Subject #592 (Alaska): "This is the second year the school 
has existed. I know of no competitive music activities that 
are available--we have festivals but no ratings". 

Subject #370 (Missouri): "Too small". 

Subject #494 (Texas): "We do not have the proper 
instrumentation or numbers for participation". 

Subject #87 (Virginia): "In second year of building music 
program from a situation of no quality public performance". 

Subject #23 (Ohio): "No transportation—Budget cuts—Lack of 
confidence in the adjudication system"!! 

Subject #10 (New Hampshire) : "We have no marching band, and 
our concert band membership has been low. Band has been cut 
in our school district and is no longer scheduled. Our 
students do however participate in All-State Music Festivals 
on an individual basis". 

Subject #42 (New York) "We hold concerts, festivals 
(non-competitive). We do not march". 

Subject #268 (Michigan) "Educational Festivals". 

Written Responses by Subjects Indicating "Other" as a 

Response to How Often Their Band Participates in 

a Particular Competitive Music Activity 

Of the four subjects indicating "Other" in response to how 

often their band participated in competitive marching band 

activities, two subjects provided written explanations: 

Subject #312 (Wisconsin) "Wisconsin State Fair—2 to 3 

years". Subject #103 (North Carolina) "We are just starting 
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to compete this year". 

Of the seven subjects indicating "Other" in response to how 

often their band participated in competitive concert band 

activities, 6 subjects provided written explanations: Subject 

#554 (California) "Rarely—once every 2 years or so"; 

Subject #18 (Vermont) "About every 2 - 3 years"; 

Subject #319 (Minnesota) "When taking trips"; Subject #255 

(Indiana) "Every three years"; Subject #47 (New York) "When 

the group(s) have earned the right to go"; Subject #305 

(Wisconsin) "2 out of 3 years one state competition 

1 national competition." 

Subject #255 (Indiana) in indicating "Other" in 

response to how often their band participated in competitive 

sightreading activities provided the written explanation 

"Every three years." 

None of the three subjects responding "Other" to how often 

they participated in competitive solo/ensemble activities 

provided a written explanation. 

Of the five subjects indicating "Other" in response to how 

often their band participated in competitive jazz ensemble 

activities, three subjects provided written explanations: 

Subject #172 (Tennessee) "When we feel able to compete"; 

Subject #411 (Arkansas) "Availability of these is 

irregular"; and Subject #552 (California) "When offered and 

budge t allows." 
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Of the seven subjects indicating "Other" in response to how 

often their band participated in competitive auditions for 

positions in clinic type bands, four subjects provided written 

explanations: Subject #274 (Michigan) "Occasionally, 

individual students will audition to play in a college 

'All-Star' band. A few students/year maybe 10 - 12"; Subject 

#325 (Minnesota) "When a student wants to"; Subject #250 

(Indiana) "When Interest in All-State Band is here"; and 

Subject #539 (California) "When I get them organized". 

Subjects' written responses to types of competitive music 

activities not addressed in questionnaire 

Subject #412 (Arkansas) "Theme park festivals/Every three 
years/One per year in the latest year of participation." 

Subject #28 (New Jersey) "Band Trip—Rating Only/Every Other 
Year". 

Subject #458 (Texas) "Band festivals like 'Contest of 
Champions/Usually every 3 years we go on a major trip/One Per 
Year". 

Subject #448 (Texas) "Parade/Every Year/One Per Year." 

Subject #188 (Mississippi) "Parade/Every Other Year/One Per 
Year." 

Subject #463 (Texas) "Parade/Every Year/Two Per Year." 

Subject #88 (Virginia) "Parades/Every Year/9 Parades per 
year (small town--very short!)." 

Subject #547 (California) "Competitive Parade Marching/Every 
Year/Three Per Year." 

Subject #177 (Tennessee) "Parades separate from Marching Band 
(Field show competition)". 

Subject #475 (Texas) "Parades/Festivals." 
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Subject #103 (North Carolina) "Parades—bands are judged on 
playing and marching". 

Subject #31 (New Jersey) "Parade/Every Year/Five per Year". 

Subject #419 (Oklahoma) "Privately Supported Honor 
Group/Every Year/One Per Year." 

Subject #483 (Texas) "Mariachi/Every Year/Two Per Year." 

Subject #6 (Massachusetts) "Show Choir (Pit) 3 horns plus 
rhythm/Every Year/Two Per Year." 

Subject #243 (Indiana) "Marching Percussion--Winter 
Guard/Every Year." 

Subject #256 (Indiana) "Winter Guard/Every Year/8 Per Year." 

Subject #543 (California) "Drumline Circuit/Every Year/Four 
per year." 

Subject #69 (Delaware) "Indoor Guard/Every Year/Three Per 
Year". 

Subject #443 (Texas) "U.I.L. Theory - AP Testing". 

Subject #A (Illinois) "State Pep Band/Every Year/One per 
Year". 

Subjects' Reasons For Participation In Competitive Music 

Activities Not Addressed In The Questionnaire 

Subject #6 (Massachusetts) "Kids are competitive". 

Subject #130 (Georgia) "Festivals also provide much of the 
above—However it's human nature to compare achievement head 
to head. Competition provides another dimension to the 'how 
close to perfect is this?' that forms the basis of a festival. 
A winner does not have to be 'perfect' (highest grade not 
necessary an 'A')". 

Subject #521 (Arizona) "Helps Maintain Interest in the Band 
Program". 

Subject #318 (Minnesota) "It helps form a team" I! 
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Subject #396 (Nebraska) "Movement to Music/Acknowledge by-
student the Dance/Music Art Form". 

Subject #551 (California) "To make fun of the entire 
competitive marching 'scene". 

Subject #273 (Michigan) "Reason in kids minds to play 
'heavy' (harder) literature/Requires—demands group effort on 
a common musical goal". 

Subject #554 (California) "Fun! " "This (auditions for 
clinic type bands) does give students experience in 
auditioning for an opening in a professional group". 

Subject #41 (New York) "Provides outside assessment for 
administrators and parents". 

Subject #515 (Utah) "Athletic competition mind set of 
administrators and music teachers/The Improvement of Music 
Education". 

Other Relevant Comments Provided By Subjects 

Subject #554 (California) "I feel I must explain--in my 
school, marching band is a separate band from wind ensemble, 
symphonic band, jazz, etc. I treat marching band much as an 
athletic team--I don't like competitions for the music groups-
-the jazz ensemble does do one competitive festival per year, 
because that one festival has great clinic and guest artists, 
and I feel that this is worth the trade-off". 

Subject #277 (Michigan) "We participate in festivals for S & 
E, Concert Band, Sight-reading etc. Not competitions". 

Subject #396 (Nebraska) "Please understand in Nebraska that 
we have District Music Contest level in Concert Band. All 
schools are assigned to a district site. Superior Performance 
is our musical goal. We do not rank the kids except for the 
clinic band auditions". 

Subject #285 (Kansas) "Kansas does not allow competitive 
events in state. To compete we must go out of state". 

Subject #198 (Kentucky) "If judges are not good it ruins the 
whole point of competition. If children are trying, their 
ego's should not be smashed as many marching competitions do"! 
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Subject #34 (New York) "We participate in non-cornpetitive 
festival settings except for solo auditions for all county and 
all state. I have a GRADE VI A+ Concert Band—The students 
know it, I know it—we don't need a competitive setting to 
reaffirm this--Also, from what I have seen of competitions, 
judges tend to have their own agendas that bias their ability 
to be objective". 
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Table 35 

Results of an ANOVA of reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities grouped bv type of competitive 

music activity 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value P-Value 
Type of activity 5 115.227 23.045 3.549* .0034 
Residual 1145 7435.805 6.494 
Dependent: Tradition of this competitive activity in my state 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value P-Value 
Type of activity 5 88.311 17.662 2.617* .0231 
Residual 1225 8269.043 6.75 
Dependent: Tradition of this competitive activity at my school 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value P-Value 
Type of activity 5 462.022 92.404 13.224* .0001 
Residual 1133 7917.140 6.988 
Dependent: Expectations of the community in which I teach 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value P-Value 
Type of activity 5 282.688 56.538 8.311* .0001 
Residual 1133 7707.584 6.803 
Dependent: Expectations of rny school's administrators 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 358.119 71.624 
Residual 1127 6842.969 6.072 
Dependent: Expectations of ray students' parents 

Source df Sum of Squares 
Type of activity 5 227.990 
Residual 1129 5207.274 
Dependent: Expectations of my students 

Mean Square 
45.598 
4.612 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 109.353 21.871 
Residual 1120 9093.677 8.119 
Dependent: Expectations of ray band director peers 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 117.337 23.467 
Residual 1107 9020.056 8.148 
Dependent: External evaluation of my competence as a teacher 

F-Value 
11.796* 

F-Value 
9.886* 

F-Value 
2.694* 

F-Value 
2.880* 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 75.506 15.101 
Residual 1110 9145.422 8.239 
Dependent: How I am perceived by other band directors 

F-Value 
1.833 

P-Value 
.0001 

P-Value 
.0001 

P-Value 
.0199 

P-Value 
.0137 

P-Value 
.1036 
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Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value 
Type of activity 5 220.692 44.138 5.006* 
Residual 1094 9646.130 8.817 
Dependent: Enhancement of my future career opportunities 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value 
Type of activity 5 380.985 76.197 23.223* 
Residual 1118 3668.256 3.281 
Dependent: Participation promotes high standards for music education 

P-Value 
.0002 

P-Value 
.0001 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 117.871 23.574 
Residual 1120 8501.336 7.590 
Dependent: My personal enjoyment of competition 

F-Value 
3.106* 

P-Value 
.0086 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value 
Type of activity 5 136.826 27.365 3.940* 
Residual 1125 7814.596 6.946 
Dependent: My personal belief in importance of competition 

P-Value 
.0015 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value 
Type of activity 5 162.568 32.514 11.423* 
Residual 1120 3187.968 2.846 
Dependent: Participation improves quality of student's performance 

P-Value 
.0001 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value 
Type of activity 5 117.351 23.470 6.913* 
Residual 1125 3819,503 3.395 
Dependent: Raise students' awareness of others' performance levels 

P-Value 
.0001 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 52.187 10.437 
Residual 1131 2775.503 2.454 
Dependent: Give students sense of accomplishment 

F-Value 
4.253* 

P-Value 
.0008 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 235.038 47.008 
Residual 1130 5603.454 4.959 
Dependent: Creates a clear goal for music instruction 

F-Value 
9.480* 

P-Value 
.0001 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 372.854 74.571 
Residual 1125 5931.692 5.273 
Dependent: Creates a medium to showcase students 

F-Value 
14.143* 

P-Value 
.0001 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 322.464 64.493 
Residual 1123 7592.606 6.761 
Dependent: Creates a medium to showcase my band program 

F-Value 
9.539* 

P-Value 
.0001 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 651.681 130.336 
Residual 1126 5494.033 4.879 
Dependent: Improves students' understanding of music 

F-Value 
26.712* 

P-Value 
.0001 

(table continues) 
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Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 225.235 45.047 
Residual 1129 3778.799 3.347 
Dependent: Provides evaluation from which students learn 

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Type of activity 5 283.756 56.751 
Residual 1117 5713.442 5.115 
Dependent: Provides evaluation from which I learn 

F-Value 
13.459* 

F-Value 
11.095* 

P-Value 
.0001 

P~Value 
.0001 

^significant p < .05 

Table 36 

Results of the Kruskal-Wallis one wav analysis of variance of 

means of reasons for participation in competitive music 

activities 

Variables and results Means for reasons grouped bv how 
often subjects' bands participate 
Every 
Year 

Every 
Other 
Year 

Other 
Than 
Every 
Year 
or 
Every 
Other 
Year 

"Tradition of this competitive 6.163 
activity in my state" (±. .15) 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 15.795* 
P value .0004 
H corrected for ties 16.173* 
Tied P value .0003 

"Tradition of this competitive 6.020 
activity at iry school" {± .16) 
Grouping Variable: How Often 

4.846 
(± .82) 

4.652 
1+ 1-1) 

5.000 
(± .88) 

3.043 
t± . 88 ) 

(table continues!) 
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df 
# Groups 
# Ties 
H 
P value 
H corrected for ties 
Tied P value 

2 
3 
9 
28.429* 

.0001 
29.006* 

.0001 

*Expectations of the Community 
in which I teach" 
Grouping Variable; How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 19.585* 
P value .0001 
H corrected for ties 19.927* 
Tied P value .0001 

4.998 
l± * 16) 

4.051 
(± .99) 

2.696 
(± .92) 

"Expectations of nr̂  school's 
administrators" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 8.899* 
P value .0117 
H corrected for ties 9.085* 
Tied P value .0106 

4.857 
(± .16) 

4.231 
(± -96) 

3.273 
l± .93) 

"Expectations of my students' 
parents" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 11.097* 
P value .0039 
H corrected for ties 11.293* 
Tied P value .0035 

5.614 
(± .15) 

4.744 
(± .86) 

4.136 
(+. 1.03) 

"Expectations of ny students" 

Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 10.922* 
P value .0042 
H corrected for ties 11.286* 
Tied P value .0035 

6.757 
(± .13) 

6.051 
t+ .81) 

5.500 
(± .84) 

(table continues1 
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"Expectations of rry band director 
peers" 
Grouping Variable; How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 5,372 
P value .0682 
H corrected for ties 5.489 
Tied P value .0643 

External evaluation of my 
competence as a teacher" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 

H 1.680 
P value .4317 
H corrected for ties 1.712 
Tied P value .4249 

"How I am perceived fcy other 
band directors" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 

H 2.145 
P value .3421 
H corrected for ties 2.189 
Tied P value .3346 

"Enhancement of my future career 
opportunities" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 

H 1.068 
P value .5862 
H corrected for ties 1.097 
Tied P value .5777 

Participation promotes high 
standards for music education 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 

# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H .012 
P value .9941 
H corrected for ties .013 
Tied P value .9934 

(table continues) 
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"My personal enjoyment of 
competition" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 

df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 2.775 
P value .2497 
H corrected for ties 2.832 
Tied P value .2427 

"My personal belief in importance 
of competition" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 1.861 
P value . .3944 
H corrected for ties 1.904 
Tied P value .3859 

"Participation improves quality 
of student performance" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 6 

H 1.782 
P value .4103 
H corrected for ties 2.033 
Tied P value .3619 

"Raise awareness of others' 
performance levels" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 3.608 
P value .1646 
H corrected for ties 4.038 
Tied P value .1328 

"Give students sense of 
accompl i shment" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H .640 
P value .7260 
H corrected for ties .751 
Tied P value .6870 

(table continues) 
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"Creates a clear goal for music 
instruction" 

Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 4.298 
P value .1166 
H corrected for ties 4.502 
Tied P value .1053 

"Creates a medium to showcase 
students" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H .843 
P value .6562 
H corrected for ties .879 
Tied P value .6442 

"Creates a medium to showcase 
my band program" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 

H 1.532 
P value .4649 
H corrected for ties 1.570 
Tied P value .4562 

Improves students' understanding 
of music" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 

H 4.652 
P value .0977 
H corrected for ties 4.951 
Tied P value .0841 

"Provides evaluation from which 
students learn" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 10 

H 4.767 
P value .0922 
H corrected for ties 5.202 
Tied P value .0742 
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"Provides personal evaluation from 
which I learn" 
Grouping Variable: How Often 
df 2 
# Groups 3 
# Ties 9 
H 1.383 
P value .5008 
H corrected for ties 1.479 
Tied P value .4774 

significant p < .05 

Table 37 

ANOVA of means of reasons for participation in 

competitive music activities grouped bv how many per year 

"Tradition of this competitive state" vs. How Many Per Year 

df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value P-Value 
Regression 1 8.131 8.131 1.26 .2610 
Residual 1132 7276.738 6.428 
Total 1133 7284.869 

"Tradition of this competitive activity vs. How Many Per Year 
at my school" 

How Many Per 

df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value P-Value 
Regression 1 159.505 159.505 23.863* .0001 
Residual 1124 7513.091 6.684 
Total 1125 7672.597 

1/vear 2/vear 3/vear 4 /vear 5/vear 6/vear 
5.590 6.056 5.820 6.527 6.872 7.000 
i ± *24) (± .26) (± • 42) C± .56) (± .66) (± -35) 

7 /year 8 /vear 9/vear 15/vear 18/vear 20/vear 
8.750 8.333 7.750 9.000 7.000 7.000 
t± •49) t+ • 65) (± 1.23) (± 0) (± 0) l± .1.13) 

23/year 
9.000 
C± 0) 

"Expectations of the community in which I teach" vs. 

df Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Regression 1 186.420 186.420 
Residual 1120 7982.140 7.127 
Total 1121 8168.561 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 

26.157* .0001 

(table continues) 
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l/vear 2/year 3/vear 4/vear 5/vear 6 /vear 
4.565 4.941 4.987 5.662 6.051 6.421 
Ct .20) Ct .29) 1+ .43) l± .59) It .70) Q. .83) 

7/y?ar 8/ye^r 9 /year 15/year 18/year 20/year 
7.250 5.000 7.500 6.000 7.000 6.333 
Ct 2.81) Ct 3.92) (+ 1.70) Ct 0) (± 0) (+. 2.36) 

23/vear 
8.000 
Ct 0) 

"Expectations of my school's administrators" vs. 

Regression 
Residual 
Total 

df Sum of Squares 
1 52.771 

1114 7777.318 
1115 7830.089 

Mean Square 
52.771 
6.981 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
7.559* .0061 

l / v e a r 
4.686 
C+ .24) 

2 /year 
4.721 
(± .28) 

3/year 
4.780 
It * 42) 

4/year 
5.081 
(± .57) 

5/year 
5.154 
l± >84) 

6/year 
5.000 
(± 1.16) 

7/ye^y 
7.250 
1+ 1.67) 

8/year 
4.667 
Lt 1.73) 

9 /year 
6.250 
(± 2.81) 

15/year 
3.500 
(± .98) 

18/year 
9.000 
Ct 0) 

20/year 
7.333 
Lt -65) 

£3/yegg: 
7.000 
(+. 0) 

"Expectations of my students' parents" 
df Sum of Squares 

Regression 1 167.497 
Residual 1115 6818.581 
Total 1116 6986.079 

vs. How Many Per Year 
Mean Square F-Value P-Value 
467.497 27.390* .0001 
6.115 

l/vear 
5.210 
<± .23) 

7/y^r 
7.500 

1 . 2 6 ) 

23/year 
9.000 
(+. 0) 

2/vear 
5.641 
t+ . 2 6 ) 

8 /vear 
6.667 
1+ .65) 

3/vear 
5.723 
(± .41) 

9/vear 
7.750 
Ct 1.23) 

4/vear 
6.342 
Ct .52) 

15/vear 
6.500 
t± 4.9) 

5 /vear 
6.436 
l± .71) 

18 /vear 
8.000 
C± 0) 

6 /vear 
6.316 
(± .83) 

20/vear 
7.333 
Ct 3.27) 

"Expectations of my students" 
df Sum of Squares 

Regression 1 70.389 
Residual 1117 5154.953 
Total 1118 5225.342 

vs. How Many Per Year 
Mean Square F-Value P-Value 
70.389 15.252* .0001 
4.615 

(table continue) 
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l/vear 
6.437 
(+. . 2 0 ) 

2/vear 
6.747 
(± -23) 

3 /vear 
6.919 
Ct .35) 

4 /vear 
7.384 
(± *39) 

5 /vear 
6.846 
(± .70) 

6 /year 
7.474 
1+ .74) 

7/vear 
8.250 
(± .94) 

8/year 
7.667 
t± .65) 

9/year 
8.250 
C+ .94) 

15/vear 
8.000 
(± 1.96) 

18/vear 
7.000 
(± 0) 

20/vear 
7.000 
U . 0) 

23/year 
9.000 
(+ 0) 

"Expectations of my band director peers" v 
df Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 1 9.223 9.223 
Residual 1108 8986.075 8.110 
Total 1109 8995.297 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
1.137 .2865 

"External evaluation of my competence as a 
teacher" 

vs. How Many Per Year 

Regression 
Residual 
Total 

df Sum of Squares 
1 2.264 

1098 8970.412 
1099 8972.676 

Mean Square 
2.264 
8.170 

F-Value 
.277 

P-Value 
.5987 

"How I am perceived by other band directors" vs. 
df Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 1 .970 .970 
Residual 1101 9050.839 8.221 
Total 1102 9051.810 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
.118 .7312 

"Enhancement of my future career opportunities" 

Regression 
Residual 
Total 

df Sum of Squares 
1 1.077 

1084 9669.922 
1085 9670.999 

Mean Square 
1.077 
8.921 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
.121 .7283 

"Participation promotes high standards 
for music education" 

df Sum of Squares 
Regression 1 13.029 
Residual 1098 3896.297 
Total 1099 3909.326 

vs. How Many Per Year 

Mean Square 
13.029 
3.549 

F-Value 
3.672 

P-Value 
.0556 

"My personal enjoyment of competition" 
df Sum of Squares 

Regression 1 12.401 
Residual 1109 8404.591 
Total 1110 8416.992 

vs. 
Mean Square 
12.401 
7.579 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
1.636 .2011 

"My personal belief in importance of competition" vs. 
df Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 1 .083 .083 
Residual 1113 7745.213 6.959 
Total 1114 7745.297 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
•012 .9128 

(table continues) 
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*Participation improves quality of student's 
performance" 

df Sum of Squares 
Regression 1 .001 
Residual 1108 3342.090 
Total 1109 3342.091 

vs. How Many Per Year 

Mean Square 
.001 

3.016 

F-Value 
3.357 

P-Value 
.9854 

"Raise students' awareness of other's 
performance levels" 

df Sum of Squares 
Regression 1 19.967 
Residual 1114 3864.428 
Total 1115 3884.394 

vs. How Many Per Year 

Mean Square 
19.967 
3.469 

F-Value 
5.756* 

P-Value 
.0166 

1/vear 
7.394 
(± *18) 

2 /year 
7.621 
(± .20) 

3/year 
7.660 

(± -27) 

4/vear 
8.233 
(± -25) 

5/year 
8.026 

i ± *50) 

6 /year 
7.944 
l± *75) 

7 /year 
7.000 
1+ 1*79) 

8/year 
7.333 
(± 1.73) 

9/year 
8.500 
(± *57) 

15/year 
8.500 
(± -98) 

18/year 
6.000 
(± .23) 

20/year 
7.000 
(± 3.92) 

23/year 
9.000 
(+. 0) 

"Give students sense of accomplishment" v 
df Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 1 12.608 12.608 
Residual 219 618.792 2.826 
Total 220 623.041 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
5.310* .0214 

1/vear 
7.821 
(± *15) 

2/year 
7.988 
(± *16) 

3 /year 
8.060 
1+ *24) 

4/year 
8.411 
Gt *21) 

5/year 
8.205 
It *51) 

6/year 
8.053 
t± *79) 

7 /year 
8.750 
l± *49) 

8/year 
5.667 
(± 1.31) 

9/year 
8.000 
Gt 1*39) 

15/year 
7.500 
Gt *98) 

18/year 
9.000 
1+ 0) 

20/year 
8.667 
(± *65) 

23 /year 
9.000 
1+ 0 ) 

"Creates a clear goal for music instruction" vs. 
df Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 1 1.512 1.512 
Residual 1118 5626.016 5.032 
Total 1119 5627.528 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
.300 .5837 

"Creates a medium to showcase students" 

Regression 
Residual 
Total 

df Sum of Squares 
1 60.309 

1113 6105.365 
1114 6165.674 

vs. 
Mean Square 
60.309 
5.486 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
10.994* .0009 

(table continues) 
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1/year 
6 .529 
t± .23} 

2/vear 
6.882 
(± .24) 

3/vear 
7 .176 
l± .34) 

4/vear 
7.569 
C± .45) 

5/vear 
7.282 
(± .64) 

6 /vear 
6.921 
t+ 1.26) 

7/vear 
7.750 
Ct .94) 

8 /vear 
7.000 
(+. 1.13) 

9 /vear 
8.250 
1+ .94) 

15/year 
7.000 
l± 1.96) 

18/year 
9.000 
(± 0) 

20/vear 
7.667 
(+ .65) 

23/year 
6.000 
(± 0) 

"Creates a medium to showcase my band program" vs. 
df Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 1 44.730 44.730 
Residual 1111 7698.010 6.929 
Total 1112 7742.740 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
6.456* .0112 

l/vear 
5 .866 
(+. -24) 

2/vear 
6.018 

(± .28) 

3/vear 
6.055 
i ± .45) 

4/vear 
6.863 
(± -54) 

5/yqar 
6 .641 
(± .80) 

6 /vear 
6 .395 
t+ 1 . 3 1 ) 

7/vear 
7.000 
(+. 1.60) 

23/vear 
1.000 
(± 0) 

8 /vear 
6.333 
(± 1.31) 

9/vear 
8.000 
t± .80) 

15/vear 
6.500 
(± .98) 

18 /year 
9.000 
(±. 0) 

20/vear 
7.667 
(± 2.61) 

"Improves students' understanding of music" vs. 
df Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 1 8.146 8.146 
Residual 1115 5952.938 5.339 
Total 1116 5961.083 

How Many Per Year 
F-Value P-Value 
1.526 .2170 

"Provides evaluation from which students learn" vs. How Many Per Year 
df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Value P-Value 

Regression 1 6.790 6.790 1.526 .2170 
Residual 1117 3781.706 3.386 
Total 1118 3788.496 

"Provides evaluation from which I learn" 

Regression 
Residual 
Total 

df Sum of Squares 
1 9.244 

1106 5783.287 
1107 5792.531 

vs. How Many Per Year 
Mean Square 
9.244 
5.229 

F-Value 
1.768 

P-Value 
.1839 

* significant p < .05 
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