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Abstract 

 
This study investigated how music teachers in Western New York State prepare 

beginning instrumental music students to select a musical instrument. Participants comprised 

music teachers in Cattaraugus, Chautauqua, Erie, and Niagara Counties. Eighty-one participants 

completed an online questionnaire or adaption of the online questionnaire relating to their 

instrument selection process.   

The purpose of the study was to explore the factors that determine the instrument 

selection process for beginning band students. Additional explored areas included educational 

setting, professional background, specific instrument selection procedures, the effects of gender 

on instrument choice, the role of testing in the instrument selection process, and influences of the 

instrument selection process.  

 Most participants in the study earned their master’s degrees and had an average of 16 

years of teaching experience. Participants reported that the instrument selection process was 

briefly mentioned in their preservice education and that personal experience had the most 

influence in their selection procedure. Participants also reported that students preferred 

instruments that coincided with traditional gender roles. The findings of this study indicate that 

more emphasis on the instrument selection process is needed by music teachers and preservice 

programs to address important issues such as gender bias. 

 



 3 

Acknowledgements 

 Thank you to my advisor, Dr. Katherine Levy who, through her patience, continued 

guidance and creativity, offered valuable insight and expertise in this research study. Thank you 

to committee members Dr. Christian Bernhard, Dr. Vernon Huff, and Dr. Jill Reese for their 

edits, suggestions, and judgments into this research study. Thank you to all the participants in the 

study who took the time out of their very busy schedules to complete the questionnaire and make 

this important study possible. Lastly, thank you to Janet Dangler who, through her careful edits 

and suggestions, helped shaped the readability of this project. 

  



 4 

Contents 

ABSTRACT…………………………………………………………………………………...….2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE.………………………………………………………………..…...5 

METHOD ……………………………………………………………………………………….15 

RESULTS …………………………………………………...…………………………………..18 

DISCUSSION …………………………………………………………………………………...30 

REFERENCES……………………………………………………………………………...…...36 

APPENDICES…………………………………………………………………………………...39 

 Appendix A – Tables 

Appendix B – Application for the Use of Human Subjects 

 Appendix C – Email to Teachers 

 Appendix D – Consent Letter 

 Appendix E – Consent Letter Reminder 

Appendix F – Instrument Selection Questionnaire (Print Version) 

Appendix G – Open-ended Answers From Question 31 

Appendix H – Open-ended Answers From Question 32 

 

  



 5 

Review of Literature 

Although most beginning band teachers use methods to pair a student with an instrument 

(Bayley, 2004), those methods vary among teachers, and research is incomplete on the validity 

of such methods. Pairing a student with an instrument with which he/she is most likely to be 

successful is a substantial responsibility for band teachers, and takes time and careful planning. 

Ben-Tovim and Boyd (2005) state “…after a few months, the problems of learning a badly 

chosen instrument result in a loss of interest; this has nothing to do with intelligence or 

‘musicality’” (p. 3). A poor match can be the fault of the teacher using a flawed method for 

choosing instruments.  In addition, the instruction may be imperfect (Kemp & Mills, 2002). 

Taking the time to create an organized system is essential (Cooper, 2004; Pizer, 1987).  

Certain methods have been shown to decrease gender stereotyping, increased 

instrumentation balance, and lead to an increase in student-instrument selection satisfaction 

(Cannava, 1994). Kemp and Mills (2002) justify the need of an organized selection process by 

stating, “Few pupils could make a success of absolutely any instrument, and so it makes sense to 

give serious consideration to the question of what instrument a child might learn” (p. 10). Cooper 

(2004) suggests that a recruiting program should consist of two parts: recruiting activities and the 

analysis of data gathered from tests. Recruiting processes include letters to parents and students, 

instrument demonstrations, and communication with other teachers. 

Ben-Tovim and Boyd (2005) promote the use of a three-stage systematic guide. The first 

stage involves assessment using aptitude tests and physical evaluation of a student. The second 

stage involves a study of the instruments. The third stage involves collecting the data from the 

previous two stages and narrowing the choices until the final decision can be made.  

Although band directors gain empirical data from tests to inform decisions to match 
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students with instruments, the exclusive use of tests will not result in a better match. Because no 

test or combination of tests will be completely successful, they should never result in an 

exclusion of a student from the program (Cooper, 2004; Pizer, 1987). As Kemp and Mills (2002) 

explain, “…the basis on which children are steered toward a particular instrument is frequently 

far less scientific and not informed by research” (p. 10). 

Standardized Tests 

Many music educators teaching beginning band use standardized tests such as the 

Leblanc Music Talent Quiz (Moore, 1954), The Intermediate Measures of Audiation (IMMA) 

(Gordon, 1986), Measures of Musical Talent (Seashore, 1939), The Music Aptitude Profile 

(MAP) (Gordon, 1995), and the Instrument Timbre Preference Test (ITPT) (Gordon, 1986) to 

gather quantifiable data to better direct students toward specific instruments (Bayley, 2004). 

Such tests measure students’ preference for a particular timbre as well as the assessment of their 

music aptitude and audiation. Gordon and Fonder (1999) describes music aptitude to be “… a 

product of both innate potential and early environmental experiences” (p. 42). They consider 

audiation to be the basis of music aptitude. The MAP evaluates children's ability to perceive 

music aurally. According to Gordon and Fonder (1999), the ability to audiate gives syntactical 

meaning to music before the music is performed. In this way, musical audiation is comparable to 

language audiation. The ability to musically audiate can be improved through practice. After the 

primary grades, it becomes increasingly difficult for children to improve in audiation (Gordon & 

Fonder, 1999). 

During the IMMA test, students listen to a CD and identify similar or dissimilar tonal and 

rhythmic patterns. Students listen to pairs of patterns and identify if the two patterns sound same 

or different. The entire test lasts less than 20 minutes. Each of three scores resulting from the test 
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(rhythm, tonal, and composite) represents how well a student is able to audiate (Gordon, 1986). 

Gordon’s (1986) Instrument Timbre Preference Test (ITPT) involves seven computer generated 

timbres to represent woodwind and brass instruments. Students hear a melody played twice using 

different timbres and select the timbre they prefer. The test is heard forty-two times, resulting in 

a permutation of all seven timbres. Gordon (1991) asserts that students will continue on their 

instrument 75% of the time that they choose the instrument that correlates with their preferred 

timbre.   

 The ITPT is not without controversy. The test, which has internal validity for use in 

elementary grades, takes approximately 30 minutes to administer. Not all children have the same 

patience level, and the test can become monotonous with changes occurring only in tessitura and 

timbre (Gordon, 1984). Williams (1996) found that the timbres representing band instruments 

sound so different from the actual instruments that only 50% of musicians who listened to the 

synthetic timbres were able to identify their own instrument. He promotes modifying the timbres 

on the ITPT to better represent their respective instruments and further validate the test 

(Williams, 1996). However, Gordon (1991) argues the basis for using timbres that are not 

authentic, “Perhaps most compelling is that a student may choose a timbre that is heard 

performed on an actual instrument for reasons other than its timbre” (p. 33).   

Physical Characteristics 
 

Considerations of physical characteristics and tests are prevalent for helping educators 

match a student and instrument (Bayley, 2004). Leenman (1998) states further that there “are 

some children who, because of various physical characteristics, would have a harder time 

succeeding on certain instruments than on others…” (p. 30). However, there is debate on the 

extent to which physical characteristics influence the likelihood of a student’s success (Lamp and 
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Key, 1935).  

Lamp and Key’s (1935) study of physical factors relating to performance ability (using 

physical characteristics of finger length, teeth evenness, and lip thickness) found only lip 

thickness was a significant factor in success with playing an instrument. Tooth configuration and 

length of fingers did not appear to be a significant contributor to success (Lamp & Key, 1935). 

Although little scientific basis exists for the use of physical characteristics as a criterion (Kemp 

& Mills, 2002), band teachers commonly use physical characteristics as a form of evaluation and 

sometimes use physical coordination tests (Bayley, 2004).  

 The consideration of physical attributes is usually emphasized in an attempt to raise 

retention rates. Pizer (1987) states, “Many children drop out of beginning programs simply 

because of physical obstacles” (p. 14). Techniques to evaluate a student’s physiology vary. 

Cannava (1990) and Shaw (2006) developed a screening method in which students buzzed on a 

mouthpiece and blew into a headjoint to determine the instrument best suited to students’ 

physiology. In addition, Cannava (1990) asked promising oboe and bassoon students to form an 

embouchure to simulate playing a double reed. Shaw (2006) also gave potential percussionists a 

coordination test. The unique physiology of students may give teachers insight on suitable 

instrument matching, but it should not be the only consideration. 

Ben-Tovim and Boyd (2005) stress the importance of matching physical capabilities of a 

student with the physical demand of the instrument. For example, because the trumpet requires a 

large quantity of air to play, a student must already have the lung capacity to produce the amount 

of air needed. The argument can be made that a student’s physiology will adapt to the physical 

demand of the instrument. The association of the size of the instrument and size of the student 

may perpetuate gender stereotyping as well (Hallam, Rogers, & Creech, 2008).  



 9 

Gender Association 

Music instrument preference and gender has been investigated through various studies 

(Bayley, 2004; Conway, 2000; Hallam, Rogers, & Creech, 2008; Johnson & Stewart, 2004; 

Tarnowski, 1993). Band teachers commonly address these issues (Bayley, 2004). Hallam, 

Rogers, and Creech, (2008) and Tarnowski, (1993) explored these stereotypes further. To 

investigate the possible relationship between gender association and instrument matching 

success, Hallam, Rogers, and Creech (2008) analyzed data of a previous large-scale survey 

conducted by the Department for Education and Skills in the United Kingdom concerning the 

musical training of students aged 5-19. The department gathered 391,172 responses consisting of 

234,065 females and 157,107 males. The survey contained listings of band instruments (e.g. 

trumpet and flute) and non-band instruments (e.g. strings and voice). However, since the scope 

of this literature review is limited to band instruments, the other findings are not covered. 

Tarnowski (1993) described several instruments as “gendered instruments” (p. 10), meaning they 

were played most often by one gender of musicians. Findings showed that 89% of flutists were 

females, 78% of oboists were females, 77% of tuba players were males, 75% of drummers were 

males, 73% of clarinetists were females, and 71% of trombonists were males. Cornet, French 

horn, saxophone, and Eb alto horn appeared to be the most gender-neutral instruments.  

 In her descriptive study of “gender-instrument” (p. 16) associations, Tarnowski (1993) 

sought to answer three research questions: When do gender-instrument associations develop? 

What are the gender-instrument associations of teachers? What are the effects of gender-neutral 

presentations of instruments on children's preferences? To obtain an answer for the first question, 

Tarnowski designed a worksheet in which 111 children in grades K-2 matched a picture of a 

specific instrument with a choice of a male or female. To answer the second research question, 
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Tarnowski asked the teacher participants to indicate hypothetically which instrument they would 

encourage their son and daughter to play. Tarnowski found significant differences between the 

responses of the children and the preservice teachers (p.17). Of all the band instruments, teachers 

indicated saxophone (60.7%) as the most gender-neutral. These findings are in contrast to the 

children who indicated trumpet (59.46%) was least gender neutral. Both groups of participants 

agreed the tuba is the least “gender-neutral” instrument. To ascertain whether gender-neutral 

presentations had an effect on the association of gender to a specific instrument, Tarnowski 

administered the worksheet as a pretest to another group of K-2 participants. After the worksheet 

was completed, eight musicians consisting of four females and four males demonstrated all the 

instruments listed on the worksheet by performing them.  After 15 weeks, the worksheet was 

administered again as a post-test. The findings between the two tests were significantly different. 

“On the pre-test, only the piano and French horn were rated as gender-neutral by more than half 

the group of children, while on the post-test, all 15 instruments were rated as gender-neutral by 

more than 70% of the group” (Tarnowski, 1993, p. 19). The findings indicate a strong bias 

develops early in childhood but that, with a strong emphasis on gender-neutral presentations, 

those biases can be reduced. The researchers also found gender-instrument associations are 

strong with teachers. 

Gender-based instrument associations are socially influenced, and the development of 

such associations changes as a child matures. Tarnowski (1993) discovered that students in grade 

two had gender biases towards a specific instrument that was greater than that of Kindergarten 

aged children. Harrison and O’Neil (2003) also investigated gender bias of young children. They 

asked children (boys and girls) aged 8 and 9 to rank six instruments (trumpet, guitar, drums, 

piano, violin, flute) in the order of how much they would prefer to play each one. Harrison and 
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O’Neil (2003) also asked the children to choose a hypothetical instrument for a new boy or girl 

in their school. Harrison and O’Neil (2003) used predetermined gender associations with the 

selected instruments. In this study, the trumpet, guitar, and drums were considered masculine 

instruments. The piano, violin, and flute were considered to be feminine instruments. In both 

instances they found that there were strong gender associations. Seventy-seven percent of the 

girls preferred feminine instruments and 73% of the boys preferred masculine instruments. They 

also found that both the boys and girls in the study would choose a feminine instrument for the 

hypothetical new girl and a masculine instrument for the hypothetical new boy (Harrison & 

O’Neil, 2003).  

The reduction of such gender stereotypes is the goal of many band teachers because 

gender stereotypes can limit students’ instrument choices. Cannava (1994) found in his study 

that, through a guided instrument selection process, 15% fewer males chose the trumpet, 

compared to what was found in the study of band instrument choices by Fortney, Boyle, and 

DeCarbo (1993). 

Personality 

 Beginning band teachers may also consider students’ personality in relation to instrument 

choice. The evidence between Personality differences between performers who play certain 

instruments has been reported in instrumentalists (Cutietta & McAllister, 1997; Bell & 

Cresswell, 1984; Davies, 1978; Kemp, 1981). Bell and Cresswell (1984) and Kemp (1981) used 

Cattell’s 16PF Questionnaire to identify personality differences between woodwind, brass, 

string, keyboardists, and vocalists. Kemp (1981) found that woodwind players tended to be shy, 

self-sufficient, and introverted while brass players tended to be group-dependent and extroverted. 

Kemp’s findings of woodwind players’ shyness and self-sufficiency in relation to their 



 12 

introversion concur with Davies (1978) findings (Davies, 1978; Kemp, 1981). Bell and 

Cresswell (1984) found woodwind players to be more “tough minded, serious, and 

conscientious” than brass players. In turn brass players were more “undisciplined, aggressive, 

and group-dependent” than woodwind players (Bell & Cresswell, pp. 88-90). Cutietta and 

McAllister (1997) used the Junior Eysenck Personality Questionnaire to obtain the personality 

characteristics of woodwind players, brass players, percussionists, and string players. They found 

that percussionists tend to be more anti-social than woodwind or brass players and also tend to 

become increasingly uninvolved socially as they progress from grade 7 through 12 (Cutietta & 

McAllister, 1997).  

Using the IPAT Junior-Senior high school personality questionnaire, Sample and 

Hotchkiss (1971) examined the answers from a group of band and non-band students. The band 

students were divided into the instrument families of woodwinds, brass, and percussion. In the 

same study, percussion and brass players’ profiles were almost identical and were much lower in 

assertiveness and higher in self-control. The questionnaire also showed that woodwind players 

scored higher on excitability. Davies (1978) also used the IPAT in combination with Eysenck 

Personality Inventory to find that brass players scored the highest and woodwinds scored the 

lowest in extraversion out of musician groups of strings, brass, and woodwinds. 

 Chang (2007) used a two-part questionnaire in which the first part contained an 

adaptation of Gerard Saucier Mini-Marker personality instrument. The second part contained an 

adaptation of a questionnaire used by Fortney and DeCarbo (1993), that surveyed a student’s 

gender, current grade, band instrument, grade when instrument instruction was started, private 

lesson experience, and a checklist of influences that led to the choice of instrument. Of all the 

personality characteristics examined (conscientiousness, agreeableness, extroversion, and 



 13 

intellect-openness), only conscientiousness was a factor. Students who scored higher on 

conscientiousness were more likely to choose upper woodwinds than upper brass or percussion.  

Instrument Choice 
 

Ultimately, the choice of which instrument to play is the students’ and this cannot be 

ignored or underestimated (Leenman, 1998). Kemp and Mills (2002) state, "If the drive is very 

strong toward a certain instrument, parents and teachers may be advised not to attempt to redirect 

the child toward an alternative, even in a case where the choice appears to be inappropriate” (p. 

11). Retention may be an issue if students are unable to play the instruments their choice. “It is 

generally felt that if a student is not allowed to choose his instrument, he will drop out of the 

program before very long” (Pizer, 1987 p. 14).  Hallam, Rogers, and Creech (2008) found 

teacher and parent influence were strong influences on students’ instrument choices. 

However in Fortney, Boyle and DeCarbo’s (1993) study, students reported friends and 

television had low influences on their music instrument selection. Hallam, Rogers, and Creech 

(2008) speculated, “Social factors that may be important include role models and stereotypical 

expectations of which instruments are appropriate…” (p. 14).  

Need For the Study 

The selection process is one that is not always informed by research (Kemp & Mills, 

2002). Based on the findings of Bayley (2000), there is a need for more research on this topic. A 

replicate study in Western NY would reveal the following research questions: What instrument 

selection processes do Western NY elementary band teachers use? Does gender bias exist? Are 

the findings of Bayley (2000) applicable to Western NY beginning band teachers? 

An instrument selection process is an essential component to maintaining a successful 

instrumental music program (Bazan & Bayley, 2009; Cannava, 1990; Cooper, 2004; Leeman, 
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1998; Pizer, 1998). However, Bayley (2000) found that “two thirds of the teachers [surveyed] 

indicated that the instrument selection process was either ‘not addressed at all’ or ‘briefly 

mentioned' during their preservice teacher education” (p. 108). The results of this replicate study 

would reveal if constructing an instrument selection process is adequately addressed in the 

teacher training of the proposed participants. 
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Method 

Participants 

 I identified teachers who teach in the NY counties of Erie, Chautauqua, Cattaraugus and 

Niagara as potential participants for this study. The names and contact information for teachers 

were provided by their respective county music educator associations and found on school 

districts’ websites. Initially, I identified 162 teachers who taught beginning band students. The 

teachers represented public, private and charter schools from rural, suburban and urban areas, 

including the cities of Buffalo and Niagara Falls. Then, I contacted the teachers through email 

for their voluntary participation in the study. Out of the 162 teachers who were identified, a total 

of 95 teachers responded to the study request, representing a response rate of 59%. From those 

95 teachers, three did not consent, and 11 answered only the first 2 questions pertaining to 

consent and contact information but did not include any relevant data relating to the instrument 

selection process. Eighty-one participants were included in the present study.   

Survey Instrument 

 The survey instrument was an online questionnaire based on Bayley’s (2000) 

questionnaire. Bayley reported high validity for the questionnaire based on the high interest for 

the study topic and a high response rate (77.3%) from teachers piloted for the study. Bayley’s 

questionnaire was in a paper format mailed to the participants in his study.  

I adapted Bayley’s questionnaire for use on SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com). I 

chose an online survey format in attempt to increase the response rate of teachers and to expedite 

the collection of data. Because of the change in format, I needed to modify Bayley’s original 

version. The online questionnaire contained 32 questions. It was necessary to expand question 

three to accommodate for the SurveyMonkey software limitations thus increasing the question 
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total. I also added 2 questions to the beginning of the questionnaire to ask for consent and the 

participant’s email address respectively. I requested participants' email on the questionnaire so 

that I would be able to determine if they responded to the questionnaire ensuring that participants 

would not receive subsequent email reminders. I also changed the wording of question three in 

the online version from “separate school system” to “private/charter." I sent a paper form of the 

questionnaire based on the online version to teachers who did not respond to the online version 

of the questionnaire, whether or not they replied to the email. The paper form used the same 

numbering system as the online version to avoid confusion.  

Procedure 

After identifying and selecting potential participants for the study, I emailed them. The 

email contained the link to the questionnaire on SurveyMonkey (see appendix C for the e-mail). 

Attached to the email was a copy of the consent letter that the teacher could view or download 

(see appendix C for the consent letter). To participate in the study, teachers clicked the hyperlink 

contained in the email that directed them to the questionnaire on SurveyMonkey. Once teachers 

clicked the hyperlink, they could begin to answer the questionnaire. Teachers could answer one 

or more of the questions but were required to first answer question one to become participants in 

the study.  

Teachers had two months to complete the questionnaire. During that time, they had the 

option of modifying their answers. After one month, I emailed the teachers reminding them of 

the online questionnaire. If the participants had not indicated their dismissal from the study and 

had not responded to the online version, I sent them a paper version of the questionnaire (see 

appendix F) with a self-addressed stamped envelope through the US postal service. After the 

two-month deadline, I ended data collection by closing the web link collector on SurveyMonkey. 
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At that time, I manually entered the information from the paper surveys sent to me into the 

SurveyMonkey software. Potential participants could no longer submit their responses 

electronically and paper copies received after that point were shredded upon delivery.  
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Results 

 The purpose of this study was to explore the methods and influences of western New 

York band teachers and how they prepare their students to choose a musical instrument. The 

participants included in the study returned 81 questionnaires, 76 of which responded through the 

SurveyMonkey link and five responded by paper mail. 

The first two questions related to informed consent and the participants’ email addresses. 

Question one asked participants for permission to gather their confidential information. Out of 95 

responses, two participants answered no to the question and one participant skipped the question. 

Although these three participants answered other questions in the questionnaire, I removed their 

responses and deleted their information because they did not give consent to question one. 

Question two, which had a 100% response rate, asked the participants to enter their email 

address. Of the 81 band teachers who consented to participate, 76 completed the electronic form 

of the questionnaire via SurveyMonkey link and five completed paper form of the questionnaire 

via US mail.  All participants provided an e-mail address. 

Questions three through seven pertain to the teacher’s educational setting. Participants’ 

answers described the type of schools in which they teach: public or private. Ninety-five 

indicated they teach in a public school system setting; five percent indicated they teach in a 

private or charter school system. Participants indicate whether band was an elective or a required 

class. Only one teacher (1%) indicated that band is required, and 99% indicated that beginning 

band is an option/elective. For question five, participants reported the average student enrollment 

in beginning band for each grade level. Because participants could report numbers of beginners 

in more than one grade level, it was unclear whether the participants reported the grade levels in 

which they offered beginning band or the number of beginning band students who were in each 
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grade level (e.g., six students in the eighth grade band began instrument study that year). Most 

participants reported offering beginning band in grades four (69.1%) and five (60.5%) (see Table 

3). 

For question six, participants identified the total number of beginning band students for 

each level from grades four through nine. The average (mean) number of students, reported by 

participants, in each grade level is displayed in Table 4. The highest means of beginning band 

students are reported in grade four (m = 63%) and grade five (m = 32%). The means are 

consistently lower in grade six (m = 17%), grade seven (m = 14%), grade eight (m = 13%) and 

grade nine (11%). Question seven asked the participants to report the total student population 

(music and non-music) enrolled in school for each grade level (four through nine). The reported 

means of the total school population are displayed in Table 5. They are as follows: grade four (m 

= 120), grade five (m = 102), grade six (m = 82), grade seven (m = 97), grade eight (m = 106), 

and grade nine (m = 81). It should be noted that for grades six through nine, there was a 

significantly lower rate of responses (< 22). I could not determine through the data the reason for 

the low response rate to this part of the question.  

Questions eight through eleven ask demographic information of the participants relating 

to gender, education, teaching experience, and primary instrument. Forty-four participants (54%) 

indicated that they were female and 37 (46%) indicated that they were male. Question nine asked 

the participants to indicate their level of education. Most participants (88%) had obtained a 

Master’s degree, five percent and three percent reported working on their Master’s degrees and 

Doctoral degrees, respectively. One participant reported only having a Bachelor’s degree and one 

participant reported working on a Doctoral degree. The high reported numbers for possession of 

a Master’s degree can be attributed to New York State’s teacher education requirements, which 
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stipulate attainment of a Master’s degree for Professional Certification. The responses to 

question ten reveal a wide range of years of teaching experience. Participants had an average of 

15.81% years of teaching experience with most having taught for at least six years. The results 

from questions nine and ten indicate a highly educated and experienced sample of instrumental 

music teachers.  

Question 11 asked the participants to list their primary instruments. The most common 

were clarinet (23%), trumpet, (21%), and saxophone (15%). All of the reported instruments are 

typical concert band instruments except piano (3%), guitar (1%), and violin (1%). The 

distribution of instruments by instrument family are displayed in Table 10. 

The next section of the questionnaire (questions 12-18) was about the instrument 

selection process. The results from question 12 (When are [your students'] musical instrument 

choices made?) are displayed in Table 11. Most (68.35%) students choose a musical instrument 

at the end of the school year. Question 13 asked whether feeder school visits or performances are 

a part of the instrument selection process. Fifty participants (63%) indicated that visits or 

performances were a part of their process. Question 14 was a follow-up question to question 13. 

If the participant answered “yes,” indicating school visits or performances were an aspect of the 

instrument selection process, they were asked to choose the frequency (Never, Rarely, 

Sometimes, Frequently, Always) of demonstrations. A total number of 61 (66%) chose to answer 

this question, however, only 50 (63%) answered “yes” to question 13. Some participants 

answered “no” to question 13 but answered question 14 anyway. Twenty-two (36%) participants 

answered “Sometimes,” 14 (23%) answered “Always,” 11 (18%) answered “Frequently,” nine 

(15%) answered “Rarely,” and five (8%) answered “Never.” 

Various forms of testing or evaluations were part of the participants’ band instrument 
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selection process. Question 15 asked participants to rate their usage of various testing techniques. 

Using a Likert scale (1 = “Never,” 2 = “Rarely,” 3 = “Sometimes,” 4 = “Frequently,” 5 = 

“Always”), participants rated how often they use the listed tests and procedures. Popular tests or 

evaluations receiving the highest usage included inputs from other music teachers (m = 4.10), 

students’ physical characteristics analysis (m = 4.25), playing tests (m = 3.95), and rhythm 

“echo” tests (m = 3.28). The least used listed methods included physical coordination tests (m = 

2.84), music theory tests (m = 1.49), IQ tests (m = 1.09), the Leblanc Music Talent Quiz (Moore, 

1954) (m = 1.04), the Instrument Timbre Preference Test (Gordon, 1984) (m = 1.62), the Music 

Aptitude Profile (Gordon, 1995) (m = 2.13), and the Measures of Musical Talent (Seashore, 

1939) (m = 1.11).Question 15 had an “other” option in which participants could enter 

suggestions not included in the original list.  These six participants reported using the results of 

Intermediate Measures of Music Audiation (Gordon, 1986), recorder tests, written tests, 

instrument choice sheets, and additional teacher-created tests for specific instruments.  

Question 16 asked how often students participate in various procedural activities, which 

were to view pictures/diagrams of musical instruments, look at a variety of instruments on 

display, touch/hold a variety of instruments, produce a sound on a variety of instruments, hear 

live performances of instruments, and hear recorded performances of instruments. Using a 5-

point Likert scale (1 = “Never,” 2 = “Rarely,” 3 = “Sometimes,” 4 = “Frequently,” 5 = 

“Always”), participants rated the frequency of their use of these activities. The results indicated 

that participants frequently used all of the stated activities. Participants rated the activity of 

hearing live performances of instruments most strongly (m = 4.35) followed by the viewing of 

pictures or diagrams (m = 4.27) and the viewing of instruments on display (m = 4.23). 

Participants used the activities of hearing recorded performances (m = 3.82), touching or holding 
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instruments (m = 3.74), and producing a sound (m = 3.62) the least. Question 16 had an “other” 

option in which participants could enter suggestions not included in the original list. Six 

participants choose to contribute additional comments. Of these six, two participants wrote that 

they have students play the recorder as an activity. Two other participants emphasized having 

students hold and “discover” the instruments. Another participant emphasized having 

prospective students listen to “veteran players in grades six through eight.” One participant 

emphasized not having a “tryout” and did not allow students to switch instruments once they 

made their choice.  

Question 17 examined which instruments, if any, participants exclude from the 

instrument selection process. The design of the question included a list of instruments commonly 

excluded. Once selected, the participant could list a reason for the instrument’s exclusion. Table 

16 shows the rank of instrument exclusion from the highest percentage exclusion to the lowest 

percentage. Piccolo, with a 91% exclusion rate, was the most excluded instrument from the 

process followed by baritone saxophone (90%), bass clarinet (80%), bassoon (64%), tenor 

saxophone (55%). oboe (39%), tuba (39%), drums (16%), mallet keyboard (14%), French horn 

(10%), drums and mallet (9%), alto saxophone (6%), and baritone (5%). The least excluded 

instruments (Bb clarinet, flute, trombone, and trumpet) all had an exclusion rate of 1%.  

Question 18 asked participants what they think the teacher’s role is during the instrument 

selection process. Fifty participants (63.3%) indicated that the teacher’s role is to guide the 

students in their instrument choices. Twenty-one (26.6%) indicated that the teacher’s role is to 

guide the students’ choices from within a limited number of instruments. Seven (8.9%) indicated 

that teachers should choose the appropriate instrument for the student, and only one participant 

indicated that the teacher should not attempt to guide or influence students in their musical 
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instrument choice.  

Question 19 examined how often participants encourage students to choose specific 

instruments based on the following reasons: financial considerations, physical consideration, and 

balanced instrumentation. Participants could choose, from a drop-down list, rate the type of 

reason, frequency (Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Frequently, Always) and up to three instruments 

that are applicable to that reason. Participants also had the option of listing an additional 

instrument and reason for encouraging that instrument. The reason of “balanced instrumentation” 

received the highest mean (m = 3.86) followed “physical considerations” (m = 3.29) and 

“financial considerations” (m = 2.56).  Table 19 depicts the responses of which reasons are used 

to encourage students to select specific instruments. For financial reasons, alto saxophone 

received the most responses (n = 18). Piccolo, bass clarinet, and mallet keyboard received no 

responses (n = 0). For physical considerations, tuba received the most responses (n = 31). 

Piccolo, drums, mallet keyboard, drums and mallet all received no responses (n = 0). For balance 

considerations, alto saxophone and trombone received the most responses (n = 17) while piccolo, 

bassoon, and mallet keyboard did not receive a response (n = 18). In an attempt to ascertain the 

involvement of an outside business interest, Question 20 asked participants if music store 

personnel are involved at all with instrument demonstration. Sixty-seven (85.9%) answered yes 

while 11 (14.1%) answered no. 

 The next part of the questionnaire (questions 21 – 26) was about teachers’ perceptions of 

male and female students’ instrument preferences and the reasons that their students give for 

choosing or wishing to change instruments after selection. Question 21 asks participants to report 

what the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd instrument choices are for boys. Thirty-one participants listed 

drums/percussion as the first choice for boys followed by trumpet (n = 25) and saxophone (n = 
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20). Question 22 asked participants to list the instrument they perceive to be least preferred by 

boys. Sixty-eight (93.1%) listed flute as boys’ least preferred instrument. Question 23 asked 

participants to report what the first, second, and third instrument choices are for girls. Fifty-three 

participants listed flute as the first choice for girls followed by clarinet (n = 42) and saxophone (n 

= 23). Question 24 asks participants to list the instrument they perceive to be least preferred by 

girls. Twenty-eight (39.4%) listed tuba as girls’ least preferred instrument. 

 Question 25 asked participants to rate from “very weak” to “very strong” the degree to 

which specific factors influence students’ instrument choices. Participants rated “friends" as the 

strongest factor influencing students’ instrument choices (m = 4.25; sd = .67). Also receiving 

high means were the sound of an instrument (m= 4.06), relatives (m = 4.03), the size/weight of 

an instrument (m = 3.49), instruments’ easiness and playability (m = 3.49), and the availability of 

the school instrument (m = 3.41). Receiving lower means were the influence of school 

performing ensembles (m = 3.34), elementary classroom teachers (m = 2.34), and the cost of an 

instrument (2.34). The cost as a reason also had the highest standard deviation (sd = 1.27). The 

high variance among responses concerning instrument expense might be related to the socio-

economic status of the population of the school districts from which the participants’ students 

were enrolled. The additon of questions on the percentage of students eligible for free breakfast 

and free and reduced lunch, and on the availability of free or reduced rental instruments in the 

could add useful perspective to the consideration of costs on instrument choice. Question 25 had 

an “other” option in which participants could enter reasons not included in the original list. Eight 

participants gave additional reasons. Two participants listed the “cool” factor—students 

preferred instruments they perceived to be “cool” or that were popular with members of their 

peer group. Two participants mentioned the availability of rental school instruments, two 
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participants mentioned instrument familiarity, one mentioned instrument difficulty as a factor, 

and another participant wrote that students choose instruments from a list of the teacher’s 

recommendations for them.  

Question 26 asked the reasons students provide for changing to another instrument. The 

participants rated each reason on a 5-point Likert (1 = “Never,” 2 = “Rarely,” 3 = “Sometimes,” 

4 = “Frequently,” 5 = “Always”). The participants’ ratings largely agreed (sd < 1) that students 

cited all of the reasons sometimes too frequently. The reason of the instrument being too difficult 

to play received the highest mean (m = 3.42) followed by the reason that the student wants to 

play an instrument his/her friend is playing (m = 3.40). The reason of the size or weight of an 

instrument received the next highest rating (m = 3.06). Participants reported that their students 

justified changing instruments with the reasons of an instrument not being popular (m = 2.70) 

and not liking the sound of an instrument (m = 2.61) least often. 

The next section of the questionnaire (questions 27-28) examined participants’ 

perspectives regarding gender-stereotypes. Question 27 posed the statement “Student instrument 

choices are strongly influenced by gender-stereotyping (bias)." Participants, based on a 5-point 

Likert scale, were asked to rate their agreement with the statement. Results of these ratings 

revealed diverse views regarding the statement. Five (6.41%) participants “strongly agree” with 

the statement that students’ instrument choices are strongly influenced by gender-stereotyping, 

and 28 (35.9%) indicated that they “agree” with the statement. Twenty-five (32.05%) “neither 

disagree or agree” with the statement. Fifteen (19.23%) “disagree” with the statement that 

students’ instrument choices are strongly influenced by gender-stereotyping, and five (6.41%) 

“strongly disagree” with the statement indicating that most participants agree that instrument 

choices are influenced by gender-stereotyping.  
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 In question 28 participants were asked if they take steps, similar to those described in 

other studies (Hallam, Rogers, & Creech, 2008; Harrison & O’Neil, 2003; Tarnowski, 1993) to 

address gender bias during the instrument selection process. Fifty-three participants (67.95%) 

indicated that they do take steps to address gender bias. Twenty-five (32.05%) indicated they do 

not take steps to address gender bias. All who indicated they take steps to address bias submitted 

additional qualitative information. Many reported that they emphasize what they consider to be 

gender reversals, for example emphasizing as models boys who play flute or girls who play 

trumpet. Several teachers reported that they themselves play an instrument not traditionally 

associated with their gender and it helps them to dissuade usual gender associations. Several 

teachers also report listing or showing videos and playing music that emphasizes a musician 

playing an instrument not normally played by persons of that gender. One teacher commented, “I 

encourage anyone to try any instrument. I also show clips of famous players playing instruments 

not traditionally associated with their gender, for example Evelyn Glennie on percussion or Jean-

Pierre Rampal on flute.” Six participants’ responses indicated that parents negatively influence a 

student’s choice because of the traditional gender associations. 

The last section of the questionnaire (questions 29-32) examined the factors that 

influenced participants’ specific instrument selection process. Question 29 sought to explore the 

various influences on the participants’ instrument selection approach. The question asked the 

participants to rate the influence (1 = very weak, 2 = weak, 3 = moderate, 4 = strong, 5 = very 

strong) of various factors on their present instrument selection process. Responses indicated 

participants’ personal experiences strongly influenced the way they approach the instrument 

selection process (m = 4.56; sd = .51). Participants rated their preservice training course(s) as a 

moderate (m = 2.73) influence and their cooperating teacher during preservice training as a weak 
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(m = 2.68) influence. Participants also rated fellow teachers as a moderate influence (m = 3.30). 

Also reflecting on personal background, participants rated the influence of their music teacher 

when they were students as a moderate (m = 2.57) influence. Participants indicated that their 

predecessor in their current teaching position influenced them the least (m = 2.43).  

Question 30 asked the participants’ preservice teacher training. Corresponding with the 

results of question 29, thirty-two (43.24%) participants indicated that their training briefly 

mentioned instrument selection processes. Twenty-five (33.78%) indicated that their training 

included in some detail, and 17 (22.97%) indicated that it was not addressed at all. Question 30 

also allowed for additional comments. Six participants chose to comment. One participant stated 

that the selection process was “…strongly addressed in instrumental method courses and 

pedagogy as well.” Three other participants did not recall if the selection process had be covered 

or not in their preservice education.  

 Seventy-six participants responded to question 31 that asked “Have you made changes to 

instrument selection process since you began teaching?” Fifty-six (73.68%) answered “yes” and 

20 (26.32%) answered “no”. All participants who indicated they had changed the process since 

they began teaching provided additional comments. Many participants described similar 

challenges to the instrumentation selection process that included the balanced instrumentation 

and students’ personal instrument choices. One participant commented, “Some instruments are 

more of a hard sell from time to time. But to achieve balanced instrumentation, students need 

information and guidance to try to achieve balanced instrumentation while having students 

choose a pleasing instrument that they will stick to.” The additional comments in question 31 

also revealed conflicting opinions on methods.  One participant commented that he or she first 

used the Gordon ITPT and Seashore Measures of Musical Talent but finds these tests “to be 
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waste of time and difficult to schedule;” another participant described changing the process to 

use objective or standardized tests more often than in previous years. 

Other participants described modifying the type and number of instruments they include 

as options. One participant offers more instruments (including French horn, and baritone and 

tenor saxophone) to the selection process. Other participants emphasized limiting the number of 

instruments or eliminating certain instruments that they make available to the students due to 

popularity or availability. Some participants reported having many school instruments from 

which to choose and others cited having to limit the number of instruments.  

Three participants, due to community financial difficulties, found it difficult to fit 

students to certain instruments. One participant commented on these challenges: 

I have had to adapt to what is available to myself and the students. Many students can 

only play what their families can provide. I have a limited amount of instruments and 

resources at the school. Many students cannot afford the instruments and the maintenance 

involved to purchase or rent. I have many students playing an instrument that is available 

rather than what they should be playing. I also have students playing on a poor quality of 

instrument as well. 

Another participant found that if a student is selected to play a certain instrument but cannot 

afford the instrument, then it is better to suggest a more affordable instrument to minimize the 

frustration and embarrassment related to the student’s inability to afford a more expensive 

instrument. Two participants shared thoughts on instrument exclusion. One participant 

mentioned this change in detail.  

 I stopped starting students on French horn. I discovered it's easier to start them on 

 trumpet and switch them. It takes time to discover which students have the aptitude to 
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 play horn. I think it's more challenging and takes a good musical ear to be successful. 

Other participants described using more discretion when pairing students with instruments such 

as oboe, French horn, and percussion. 

In question 32 participants made additional comments about their instrument selection 

process. In this question, participants had the opportunity to elaborate and describe their 

selection process in a 20-line, comment box. Twenty-five participants chose to discuss their 

instrument selection process in more detail. Participants chose to discuss the topics of balanced 

instrumentation, instrument preference, budgetary concerns (both family and school), testing, 

switching instruments, and instrument demonstrations. Six participants discussed the importance 

of balanced instrumentation, sometimes above all other considerations. Six participants discussed 

students’ instrument preferences. Three participants discussed budgetary concerns relating 

renting or buying instruments. Three participants discussed the importance of testing or 

evaluating students as a part of the selection procedure. Two participants discussed their process 

for students switching instruments. Two participants discussed instrument demonstration. One 

participant described in detail many of the above topics. One participant commented on outside 

influences including students’ home life.  
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Discussion 

 The present study is based on Bayley’s (2000) study, which was replicated in Bazan’s 

(2005) study. Eighty-one teachers from Cattaraugus, Chautauqua, Erie, and Niagara Counties 

participated in the present study. Participants’ different approaches to the instrument selection 

process were revealed throughout the results of this study. The reasons for such different 

approaches may be due to differences in preservice education, different professional and 

personal experiences relating to instrument selection, and different school environments. It is 

unclear from the results of this study if these factors correlate with retention rates. More research 

is needed to determine if such correlations exist. 

 The first section of the questionnaire asked participants questions relating to the teaching 

setting. Bayley (2000) found that nearly 25% of participants reported that beginning band classes 

are required compared to only one percent in the present study. Most beginning band students in 

the current study start at grade four while in Bayley's (2000) most start in grade seven.  

 All three studies (Bayley, 2000; Bazan, 2005; the current study) found that there was 

close to an equal percentage of male to female participants. The vast majority of participants 

(88%) in the present study have Master’s degrees. Bazan (2005) found that 30% of his 

participants had earned a Master’s degree while Bayley (2000) found that 8.9% had earned their 

Master’s degree at the time of the study. The differences in earned degrees between the studies 

may indicate the teaching requirements for state/province. In the state of New York, teachers 

must earn a Master’s degree before they can apply for their professional teaching certificate. The 

average years of experience also differed with the population samples of all three studies. The 

average years of teaching in the present study was 15.81 years, which contrasts with the average 

of Bayley’s (2000) study (10.65 years) and Bazan’s (2005) study (18.07 years). Bazan (2005) 
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also reported the biggest variation in teaching years (sd = 11.98) versus the present study (sd= 

9.97). Bayley (2000) reported his sample to be mostly male (51.2%) while there are mostly 

female participants (54.32%) in the present study. The higher percentage of female participants 

in this study compared to Bayley’s (2000) may be attributed to more a higher percentage of 

females responding to the survey. It could also be that females constitute, in the four counties 

that were sampled, a greater percentage of beginning band teachers.  

The participant’s primary instrument was investigated in this study. Bayley (2000) 

reported that almost one-third of his participants indicated having a wind or percussion primary 

instrument. In the current study, only four participants reported playing a non-wind or percussion 

instrument. It is unclear if these participants had a strong secondary instrument that was brass or 

wind. In contrast with participants in Bayley’s study, participants in the current study indicated 

no discomfort modeling instruments that were not their primary instrument. Because teachers in 

the current study reported demonstrating various instruments as part of the instrument selection 

process, it seems unlikely that teachers’ primary instruments had an impact on students’ 

instrument choices. Bayley (2000) found, from comment sections, teachers reported having 

inexperience on double reeds as a factor of double reed instruments being excluded in the 

instrument selection process. However, participants in the present study did not report having 

inexperience with double reed instruments. Future research could explore the correlation 

between using double reed and other secondary instruments in the selection process and 

teachers’ familiarity and skill playing secondary instruments.  

 The type(s) of assessment procedures used in the participants’ procedures varied widely 

from study to study. Despite recommendations made by Ben-Tovim and Boyd (2005), Cannava 

(1994), and Cooper (2004), participants in the current study seldom used researched and 
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published assessments. The highest frequency of evaluations (playing tests, aural tests, rhythm 

tests, physical characteristic analyses, other music teacher’s inputs, and academic record 

analyses) lack published validity and reliability. These findings were consistent with Bayley 

(2000) and Bazan (2005). The reasons for these results are unclear. In the additional/comment 

sections participants seemed skeptical about using published tests and preferred to consider 

student preferences. It is uncertain if participants are aware of such tests or the published 

research concerning them. Although research suggests that using analysis of physical 

characteristics as a sole assessment tool is dubious (Cannava, 1990), participants used this 

assessment the most frequently. Teachers may strongly consider physical characteristics over 

other instrument matching criteria because of time constraints.  

 Personal experiences were reported to be a strong influence of the participants' 

instrument selection methodology. Much like Bayley's (2000) participants, participants in the 

present study cite their personal experiences and observations as their primary way of guiding 

students in the selection process. Future research could examine the reasons why teachers rely on 

their personal experiences during the instrument selection process, rather than other influences 

such as preservice education or colleagues. Future research could also investigate more 

thoroughly the content of preservice programs as they relate to the instrument selection process 

and instrument selection methodology.  

The perfect symmetry of the instrument selection process would consist of pairing each 

student with an instrument that student likes and can comfortably play, that is affordable and 

readily available, and that contributes to overall ensemble balance. There is no consensus 

between participants in how to achieve this perfect symmetry, but it is clear that participants are 

very conscious about the inherent tensions and missteps they encounter in efforts to create this 
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perfect symmetry. Participants, in great detail, expressed their frustration and frequent shifting of 

focus with instrument selection processes. 

 The minimal involvement of music store personnel during the instrument selection 

process is consistent with the findings of Bayley (2000). While Bayley (2000) acknowledges the 

conflict of interest, he asserts that music store personnel are “under-utilized,” This aspect of the 

selection procedure does not seem to have a strong influence and was not mentioned in any of 

the qualitative sections of the questionnaire. Further research could explore a broader definition 

of the music industry such as the influences of YouTube, commercials, and mp3 downloads.  

 Sixty-three percent of participants responded that they utilize feeder school visits. This is 

comparable to the results of Bayley (2000) (62%). Of these only 23% of the feeder school visits 

include demonstrations compared to Bayley’s (2000) study (27%). It seems that teachers could 

utilize feeder schools more for demonstrations, especially if visits are already present.  

 The strong influence of students’ friends on instrument choice is consistent with the 

findings of Bayley (2000) and Bazan (2005). Friends’ influence is also reported as a reason for 

switching instruments in Bayley’s (2000) study and the present study. The sound of an 

instrument was also a strong reason for instrument choice, however participants indicated that an 

instrument’s sound was the least frequent reason for students wanting to switch instruments. 

These findings are consistent with Bayley (2000) and Bazan (2005). Results suggest students 

have individualized preferences for certain timbres, and that these preferences influence 

instrument choice. 

This study explored gender bias or stereotyping. The perceived preferences of students in 

relation to gender bias in this study have changed little from the results of Bayley (2000). The 

top perceived choices of boys and girls as well as their less perceived choices are consistent with 
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the findings of Bayley (2000). These associations are also consistent with the findings of 

Harrison and O’Neil (2003) and Tarnowski (1993). It is apparent that gender bias has changed 

little in the 20 years in which these studies were conducted. It is worth mentioning that, 

according to participants, parents were more inclined to hold gender associations than were 

students. Tarnowski (1993) and Harrison and O’Neil (2003) suggested that instrument-gender 

associations are learned. Participants mentioned several methods they used to inhibit the effects 

of gender bias on instrument selection, and many participants commented on the importance of 

addressing instrument gender bias.   

 The combination of the weak degree participants reported their preservice teacher 

education addressing aspects of the instrumental process and the weak degree to which 

preservice education (both teacher education courses and cooperating teachers) influenced 

participants indicates that either participants believed their preservice education was not relevant 

to their teaching settings or that their education lacked sufficient attention to the instrument 

selection process. Bayley (2000) also reported incompatibility between his participants’ 

perceptions of their preservice education and the challenges of the instrument selection process. 

Bayley concluded, “To strengthen teachers’ skill in this area, preservice teacher education 

programs must allot more time to this topic” (p. 128). Future research could examine how 

education can better prepare preservice teachers to make effective instrument selection processes 

for various teaching settings. Teachers may find preservice education concerning instrument 

selection more relevant if it includes effective practices for a range of teaching settings. 

 Systematic methods outlined by Ben-Tovim and Boyd (2005), Cannava (1994), Cooper 

(2004), and Pizer (1987) provide beginning band teachers with suggestions for recruitment and 

instrument matching in the instrument selection process. These, and other methods, include 
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several different criteria designed to help band teachers match students to instruments, increase 

retention, and create a balanced instrumentation in the beginning band. Reliable and valid testing 

measures, such as the Music Aptitude Profile, can provide objectivity in the instrument selection 

process. Future researchers and teachers might consider how these tests can be improved to make 

them more convenient to use while still maintaining reliability and validity. 

Interestingly, participants in this study did not mention following any specific published 

method. They overwhelmingly agreed that a detailed, thoughtful method is necessary to 

successfully prepare students to choose an instrument. In open-ended formats most participants 

described becoming more aware of the importance of the selection process over time and some 

described making their process more complex. However, it is apparent from the data that not all 

participants use a systematic method. Moreover, participants reported using some criteria at the 

exclusion of others and placed unequal attention on different aspects of their chosen method. 

Participants alluded to several possible reasons for this including the size of the 

school/department, the availability of instruments, and personal experience. There is a need for 

further research to examine the effectiveness of various methods. There is also need for research 

to examine topics that were beyond the scope this study, such as long-term retention.  
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Appendix A 

Table 1 

Types of School System 

School System N % 

Public School System 77 95 

Private/Charter School System 4 5 

Total 81 100 

Note. N = 81.  

 

Table 2 

Beginning Band 

Required or Elective N % 

Required 1 1 

Optional/Elective 79 99 

Total 80 100 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 1. 
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Table 3 

Grade Levels in Which Beginning Band is Taught 

Grade Level Total Number of Responses % 

4 56 69.1 

5 49 60.5 

6 13 16.0 

7 8 9.9 

8 7 8.6 

9 4 4.9 

Total 137*  

Note. N = 81.  
Total number of participants was 81, therefore, this total indicates that participants identified 
multiple levels at which beginning band is taught. 
 

Table 4 

Average Student Enrollment Associated with Beginning Grades 

Grade Level Responses M 

4 54 63.06 

5 55 31.84 

6 24 17.42 

7 16 14.38 

8 14 12.93 

9 9 10.89 

Total 172 25.08 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 2. 
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Table 5 

Average Total School Population by Grade Level 

Grade Level Total Number of Responses M 

4 53 120 

5 52 102 

6 21 82 

7 14 97 

8 12 106 

9 8 81 

Total 160 98 

 

Table 6 

Gender of Participants 

Gender N % 

Female 44 54.32 

Male 37 45.68 

Total 81 100 

Note. N = 81. 
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Table 7 

Education Level of Participants 

Education Level N % 

Bachelor’s degree 1 1.23 

Working on a Master’s degree 5 6.17 

Master’s degree 71 87.65 

Working on a doctoral degree 3 100 

Doctoral Degree 1 1.23 

Total 81 100 

Note. N = 81.  

 

Table 8 

Years of Teaching Experience 

M Median Mode Range SD 

15.81 15 6 34 (1-35) 9.97 

Note. N = 81.  
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Table 9 

Participant’s Principal Musical Instruments 

Instrument N % 

Clarinet 19 23 

Trumpet 17 21 

Saxophone 12 15 

Flute 7 8 

Bassoon 5 6 

Trombone 5 6 

Euphonium 3 4 

French Horn 3 4 

Percussion 3 4 

Oboe 2 3 

Piano 2 3 

Guitar 1 1 

Tuba 1 1 

Violin 1 1 

Total 81 100 

Note. N = 81. Participants who submitted multiple instruments had their first instrument chosen. 
Alto and tenor saxophone were combined with saxophone.  
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Table 10 

Frequency Distribution by Instrument Family 

Instrument Family N % 

Woodwinds 45 55.56 

Brass 29 35.80 

Strings (including piano) 4 4.94 

Percussion 3 3.70 

Total 81 100 

Note. N = 81. Piano and guitar were incorporated into the string family.  

 

Table 11 

Period When Musical Instrument Choices are Made 

Time Period N % 

At the end of the year 54 68.35 

During the summer months 1 1.27 

First week of fall classes 7 8.86 

Second week of fall classes 11 13.92 

Third week of fall classes 6 7.59 

Total 79 100 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 2. 

 

 

 



 45 

Table 12 

Feeder School Visits/Performances  

Visits/Performances N % 

No 29 36.71 

Yes 50 63.29 

Total 79 100 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 2. 

 

Table 13 

Frequency of Demonstrations of Individual Instruments 

Time Period N % 

Never 5 8.20 

Rarely 9 14.75 

Sometimes 22 36.07 

Frequently 11 18.03 

Always 14 22.95 

Total 61 100 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 20. 
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Table 14 

How Frequently Participants Used Assessment Procedures 

Test/Evaluation Responsea Missing Data Mode M SD 

Playing test ("fittings") 78 3 5 3.95 1.43 

Aural test  78 3 3 3.15 1.50 

Rhythm "echo" test  78 3 5 3.28 1.48 

Physical coordination test  76 5 1 2.84 1.43 

Music theory test 77 4 1 1.49 .98 

Analysis of students' physical 
characteristics  
 

77 4 5 4.25 1.13 

Input from elementary music 
teacher 
 

77 4 5 4.10 1.21 

Academic record 77 4 3 3.01 1.51 

IQ test 77 4 1 1.09 .37 

Leblanc Music Talent Quiz 77 4 1 1.04 .25 

Instrument Timbre Preference 
Test (Gordon) 
 

78 3 1 1.62 1.27 

Music Aptitude Profile (Gordon) 76 5 1 2.13 1.65 

Measure of Musical Talent 
(Seashore) 
 

73 8 1 1.11 .57 

Other 6 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Overall   1 2.54 1.14 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 3. 
aNumber of responses per subcategory item.  
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Table 15 

How Frequently Instrument Familiarization Activities Were Used 

Activities Responsea Missing Data Mode M SD 

View pictures/diagrams of musical 
instruments 
 

78 14 5 4.27 .82 

Look at a variety of instruments on display 78 14 5 4.23 1.06 

Touch/hold a variety of instruments 78 14 5 3.74 1.25 

Produce a sound on a variety of instruments 78 14 5 3.62 1.42 

Hear live performances of instruments 78 14 5 4.35 .89 

Hear recorded performances of instruments 78 14 5 3.82 1.10 

Other 6 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Overall   5 4.01 1.09 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 3. 
aNumber of responses per subcategory item. 
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Table 16 

Rank Order of Frequency With Which Instruments Are Initially Excluded 

Instrument Percentage of Participants Who Exclude 
Specific Instruments (%) 

Missing Data 

Piccolo 72 (91.14%) 9 

Baritone Saxophone 69 (89.61) 12 

Bass Clarinet 54 (70.13%) 27 

Bassoon 49 (63.64%) 32 

Tenor Saxophone 42 (54.55%) 39 

Oboe 30 (38.96%) 51 

Tuba 30 (38.96%) 51 

Drums (only) 12 (15.58%) 69 

Mallet Keyboard (only)  11 (14.29%) 70 

French Horn 8 (10.39%)  73 

Drums and Mallet 7 (9.09%) 74 

Alto Saxophone 5 (6.49%) 76 

Baritone 4 (5.19%) 77 

Bb Clarinet 1 (1.3%) 80 

Flute 1(1.3%) 80 

Trombone 1(1.3%) 80 

Trumpet 1(1.3%) 80 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 4. 
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Table 17 

Teacher’s Role During the Selection Process   

Teacher’s Role/Influence n % 

Students are guided in making their instrument choices 50 63.3 

Students are guided in making their instrument choices 
from a limited number of instruments 
 

21 26.6 

The appropriate instrument is chosen for the student 7 8.9 

No attempt is made to influence or guide students in 
making their instrument choices 
 

1 1.3 

Total 79 100 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 2. 

 

Table 18 

Frequency Reason is Used to Encourage Students to Select a Musical Instrument 

Reasons Responsea Missing Data Mode M SD 

Financial considerations 77 15 3 2.56 1.11 

Physical considerations 76 14  3 3.29 .95 

Balanced Instrumentation 76 14 3,4,5 3.86 1.13 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 2. 
aNumber of responses per subcategory item.  
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Table 19 

Frequency Reason is Used to Encourage Students to Select Specific Musical Instruments 

Instrument Financial 
N 

Physical 
N 

Balance 
N 

Piccolo 0 0 0 

Flute 3 2 10 

Oboe 9 1 1 

Bb Clarinet 8 3 6 

Bass Clarinet 0 3 1 

Bassoon 8 11 0 

Alto Saxophone 18 12 17 

Tenor Saxophone 4 7 1 

Baritone Saxophone 1 14 1 

Trumpet 7 1 7 

French Horn 9 3 9 

Baritone 10 8 11 

Trombone 4 18 17 

Tuba 10 31 11 

Drums (Only) 3 0 15 

Mallet Keyboard (Only) 0 0 0 

Drums and Mallet 2 0 8 

Total Responses 95 114 115 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 2. Participants had the opportunity to choose up to three 
instruments that they encourage so the total number of responses exceeds the number of 
participants.  
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Table 20 

Extent to Which Music Store Personnel Demonstrate Instruments to Students 

Time Period N % 

No 67 88.9 

Yes 11 14.1 

Total 78 100 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 3. 

 

Table 21  

Boys’ Instrument Preferences as Perceived by Teachers   

Choices Instrument N % 

First Choice Drums/Percussion 37 51 

Second Choice Trumpet 25 35 

Third Choice Saxophone 20 30 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 8. 

 

Table 22   

Instrument believed to be least preferred by boys 

Instrument N % 

Flute 68 93.1 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 8.   
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Table 23 

Girls’ Instrument Preferences as Perceived by Teachers  

Choices Instrument N % 

First Choice Flute 53 74 

Second Choice Clarinet 42 58 

Third Choice Saxophone 23 35 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 9. 

 

Table 24   

Instrument Believed to be Least Preferred By Girls 

Instrument N % 

Tuba 28 39.4 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 10.   
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Table 25 

Reasons That Influence Instrument Choice 

Reasons Responsea Missing data Mode M SD 

Cost of an instrument 76 5 1 2.34 1.27 

Size/weight of an instrument 77 4 3,4 3.49 .93 

Easy to learn and play 76 5 3 3.49 1.18 

Availability of a school instrument 76 5 3 3.41 1.21 

The sound of an instrument 77 4 4 4.06 .71 

Friends 77 4 4 4.25 .67 

Relatives  77 4 4 4.03 .74 

Elementary classroom teacher 75 6 2 2.35 1.11 

School performing ensembles 76 5 3 3.34 .81 

Other 8 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 4.  
aNumber of responses per subcategory item. 
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Table 26 

Reasons Given By Students Who Wish to Change Instruments 

Reasons Responsea Missing Data Mode M SD 

Instrument Thought to be too heavy 77 15 3 3.42 .80 

Not believed to be a popular instrument by 
their peers 
 

77 15 2 2.70 .87 

Size/weight of the instruments 77 15 3 3.06 .82 

Student wants to play an instrument his/her 
friend is playing 
 

78 14 3 3.40 .89 

Does not like the sound of the instrument 77 15 3 2.61 .92 

Overall    3.04 .86 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 3.  
aNumber of responses per subcategory item.	  
 
 
Table 27 

The Influence of Gender on Instrument Choice 

Level of Agreement N % 

Strongly Disagree 5 6.41 

Disagree 15 19.23 

Neither Disagree or Agree 25 32.05 

Agree  28 35.90 

Strongly Agree 5 6.41 

Total 78 100 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 3 
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Table 28 

Do You Take Any Steps to Address bias? 

Level of Agreement N % 

No 25 32.05 

Yes 53 67.95 

Total 78 100 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 3 

 

Table 29 

Degree to Which Individuals or Experiences Have Influenced Music Educator’s Present 
Approaches to the Instrument Selection Process 
 

Influence Responsea Missing data Mode M SD 

College/university preservice 
teacher education course 
 

77 4 3 2.73 1.21 

Cooperating teacher(s) during 
preservice training 
 

77 4 2 2.68 1.19 

Participant’s predecessor 76 5 1 2.43 1.39 

Fellow teachers 77 4 3,4 3.30 1.18 

Personal experiences 77 4 5 4.65 .51 

Participant’s music teacher when 
they were a student 
 

76 5 3 2.57 1.27 

Other 4 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Overall    3.06 1.13 

Note. N = 81. Missing data = 4.  
aNumber of responses per subcategory item. 
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Table 30 

Degree to Which Participants’ Preservice Teacher Education Addressed Aspects of the 
Instrumental Selection Process 
 

Degree Addressed N % 

Not addressed at all 17 22.97 

Briefly mentioned 32 43.24 

Dealt with in some detail 25 33.78 

Other/additional comments 6 N/A 

Total 81 100 

Note. N = 81.  
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Appendix B 

Application for the Use of Human Subjects 
 

Please address each numbered item in the order given. Incomplete applications will be 
returned to the principal investigator. If there are sections that are not applicable to your 
research, please explain why. Use the following as your guide: 

 

1.   Name the principal investigator. Describe his/her qualifications and any relevant 
experiences; attach a copy of the vitae of the principal investigator and faculty sponsor, if 
appropriate. If a student has been identified as the principal investigator, the role of the 
faculty sponsor(s) in guaranteeing compliance with the procedures outlined in this 
application as well as compliance with the regulations governing the use of human subjects 
must be mentioned. 

 

Faculty sponsors should meet with student researchers to review human subjects 
protection and to monitor data collection. 

 

2.   Explain the procedures involved to carry out your in detail. What is the overall goal of 
your study and what are your specific objectives? What will you do? What will the 
subjects do? A list of the steps in your study is often helpful. It is important that you 
describe your research protocol in enough detail that an uninformed reader can understand 
what is involved in your research project. 

 

3.   Describe the individuals who will participate in your study, noting their age (or age 
ranges), gender, ethnic background, and health status (if known). Mention other 
characteristics that make your subjects identifiable (for example, “elderly males living in 
supervised living arrangements in rural Chautauqua County). There are protected classes of 
subjects (i.e., pregnant women, children under the age of 18 years, individuals with 
disabilities, prisoners, and any individual viewed as vulnerable). If your 
subject pool includes members of these protected classes or has the potential for 
inclusion of these protected classes, full Human Subjects Review Committee review 
will be necessary and the more complete your Request for Review, the more likely a 
timely approval will be issued. 

 

4.   Identify the data you hope to collect and how you will collect those data. Mention all 
instruments you will use and attach a copy of these instruments to your application. 
Please note that if you are using a piece of equipment, you just need to describe that 
equipment. Describe how you will use the information you collect; that is, to further 
research on your topic, to further research, to provide some form of treatment, to improve 
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student performance, etc. Describe what will happen to the data/videotapes/audiotapes you 
collect upon the completion of the study. 

 

5.   Describe how you will recruit subjects for your study and how you will handle obtaining 
their informed consent for participation. Informed consent is one of the most important 
components of conducting research that involves living human subjects. State who will 
obtain consent and what information on your study will be provided to potential subjects. 
Federal regulations mandate that if a research study involves subjects under 18 years of age, 
consent must be obtained from the parent or legal guardian AND the minor child. You must 
have two separate forms when minor children are involved in your research:  a parent form 
and a child consent form. Here at Fredonia, a child’s consent form must be included in 
research protocol involving children ages 5 to 17 years. The language used 
in a minor child consent form must be appropriate to the age of the child. You must 
attach a copy of all consent forms to your application. 
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To ensure that your consent forms meet federal standards, 
please include a statement that this is research 
b.   the purpose of your study 
c.   a description of your procedures 
d.   how long subjects will be involved in your study 
e.   both the potential benefits and the risks and/or discomforts of 
participants f. any alternatives to the treatment you provide, if 
appropriate 
g.   how confidentiality of subjects and their data will be maintained 
h.   a statement that participation is voluntary and that the subjects can withdraw 

at any time without penalty; and 
i. the names and phone numbers of contact people for your study. 

 

6.   This component contains four parts: 
a.   Identify any potential risks: physical, psychological, social, legal, or another type of 
risk. 

Mention the likelihood of these risks occurring and their seriousness. Describe 
alternative treatments that might be advantageous to the subjects. 

b.   Where appropriate, state how you will ensure that your subjects receive necessary 
medical or professional intervention if they have adverse effects to your 
treatment/research protocol. 

c.   Tell how you will maintain the safety of your subjects during your study. 
d.   If there are risks in your study, tell how the risks are balanced by the benefits to be 

gained by the subjects from their participation in your study. Also mention the 
relationship of the risks to the knowledge that will be gained from your study. 

 

7.   If your study deals with a sensitive issue and/or the data you collect deals with criminal 
acts, sexual conduct and behavior, drug and alcohol use, sensitivity and awareness to 
potential risks, and/or liabilities to your subjects, you will need to clearly state the 
precautions taken to minimize risks or liabilities. 

 

8.   Mention how you will prevent any risk to violating the confidentiality of the subjects 
involved in your study. 

 

If you have questions about your research project or how this application should be completed, 
please feel free to contact any of the following individuals: 

 

Maggie Bryan-Peterson, Human Subjects Administrator and Director, Office of Sponsored 
Programs 
Phone: 673-3528; e-mail: petersmb@fredonia.edu 
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Barbara Mallette, Chair, Human Subjects Committee, Professor, College of Education 
Phone: 673-3311; e-mail: barbara.mallette@fredonia.edu 

 

Cheryl Drout, Member, Human Subjects Committee, Chair, Psychology Department 
Phone: 673-3129; e-mail: cheryl.drout@fredonia.edu 

 

Alan Laflamme, Member, Human Subjects Committee, Chair, Sociology Department 
Phone: 673-3205; e-mail: alan.laflamme@fredonia.edu 

 

Bridget Russell, Member, Human Subjects Committee, Associate Professor, Speech 
Pathology/ Audiology Phone: 673-4616; e-mail: bridget.russell@fredonia.edu 

 

Sally Turner, Member, Human Subjects Committee, Director, Counseling Center 
Phone: 673-3424; e-mail: sally.murphy@fredonia.edu 
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1. The principal investigator in this research study is Anthony Dangler. I am currently a Masters 
student applying for the degree of Music Education. My research emphasis is in instrument 
selection. I have written other academic papers in instrument selection. Before attending 
SUNY Fredonia I taught elementary band for three years. My adviser is Dr. Katherine Levy. 
I have been in contact with her for every step of my research process. I have completed the 
CITI Human Subjects Training and Dr. Levy has reviewed the process with me. 
 

2. The goal of this research study is to explore various techniques and methods that Western 
NY band teachers currently use to ensure a successful instrument match. I will email the 
Western NY band teachers. In the body of the email will be a hyperlink leading to a 
questionnaire on SurveyMonkey. Teachers at that point may participate in the study simply 
by clicking the hyperlink. Participants may choose to answer as many questions as they wish 
and there is no penalty for not answering a question. In addition, participants may reenter the 
survey to change or enhance their answers up to the time in which the results are collected. 
Upon completion of the questionnaire, participants will receive a thank you notice generated 
from the website. If a participant chooses to not be included after submission, he/she may 
contact me and I will remove that participant’s responses. In order to ascertain whether 
teachers have completed the questionnaire, they will be asked to submit their email. Teachers 
who have not completed the survey will be sent an email reminder one month after the first 
email. Teachers who have not completed the online questionnaire two weeks after the survey 
will be sent a paper copy with a self-addressed stamp envelope. Teachers at that point may 
participate in the study by completing the online or paper form of the questionnaire.  
 

3.  The participants in this study will be beginning band teachers, either public or private, who 
teach in the counties of Cattaraugus, Chautauqua, Erie, and Niagara in New York State. The 
participants will be both male and female. There is no specific age range for the participants 
but they will all be over the age of 18 years of age.  
 

4. This study will utilize a questionnaire to gather the data needed to answer the research 
questions. The original questionnaire was designed and implemented in a previous study by 
Dr. Jonathan Bayley, professor of music at University of Windsor. The questionnaire 
contains 26 questions relating to the instrument selection procedure of the participant. 
Twenty-four of the questions are closed-ended and two are open-ended allowing for 
additional qualitative data. Most of the questions feature the use of a Likert scale. I modified 
the questionnaire to be used electronically with the online survey collector, SurveyMonkey. 
While adapting the questionnaire for SurveyMonkey, I had to edit the following in order to 
accommodate the restrictions of the online software and to reflect the systems of schooling in 
Western NY. First, I had to increase the number on questions from 26 to 30. The increase in 
questions was not a result of adding new questions but separating some of Bayley’s original 
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questions into separate questions. The design and look of some of the questions were 
changed as well to accommodate the electronic design. Next I changed the some of the 
wording of Bayley’s original questionnaire to reflect the organizational structure of school 
systems in NYS. Specifically, I changed “Separate school system” to “Charter/private” to 
accommodate the type of alternative schooling available in Western NY. The results will 
reveal how beginning band directors in Western NY organize their procedures for the 
matching of band instruments to students. After collecting the questionnaire results, I will 
compare the results of each question to Bayley’s results. The survey may be accessed on this 
website: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/YFCC9SP 
 

5. I will recruit the participants in my study through email. I obtained the most of participants’ 
email addresses and names from the presidents of county music educators associations. I 
compiled other participants’ names and emails from the Internet. I will email the teachers 
separately. Inside the body of the email will be information on the study, my contact 
information, and a hyperlink directing the teacher to SurveyMonkey that includes the 
questionnaire. Attached to the email will be a consent form (attached to this application) 
informing the teacher that completion of the questionnaire indicates consent to the study. 
Teachers at that point may participate in the study simply by clicking the hyperlink.  
 

6. Risks of the study. 
a. I do not foresee any risks associated with this study. 
b. Participants should not have any adverse effects from the study and therefore should 

not need any intervention.  
c. If at any time participants feel uncomfortable with the study, they may withdraw their 

answers. 
d. I do not foresee any risks associated with this study. 

 

7. This study does not deal with any sensitive issue such as those described in the Human 
Subject Application. 
 

8. I will prevent any risk of violating confidentiality of the participants in my study by 
destroying all confidential information, both physically and electronically, as soon as the data 
is compiled and analyzed. Any participant who would no longer wish to be included in the 
study will have their confidential information destroyed immediately. 
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Appendix C 

Email to Band Teachers 

Dear Band Teacher, 

My name is Anthony Dangler. I am a graduate student at SUNY Fredonia and I am 

conducting an online study on instrument matching. I would be grateful if you if would take the 

time to complete an online questionnaire by clicking the hyperlink below. Please read and review 

the letter of consent attached to this email before beginning the questionnaire. If you have any 

questions about this process, please reply to this email or call me at (315) 542-4587. Thank you 

for your time. 

 

Anthony Dangler 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/YFCC9SP 
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Appendix D 

Consent Letter 
 

Dear Band Teacher: 
 
 
I am conducting a research study utilizing a questionnaire to assess the various techniques and 
methods band teachers currently use to ensure a successful instrument match. The purpose of this 
study is to ascertain such information and compare the results to prior research in this area. The 
questionnaire contains 32 questions and should take you approximately 15 to 20 minutes to 
complete.  Please feel free to answer one or more of these questions. If you agree to participate in 
this study you will have one month to complete the questionnaire. If you do not complete the 
questionnaire within that time, I will email you with a reminder. After the reminder, if you have 
not completed the study and have not contacted me to request withdrawal from the study, I mail 
a paper version of the questionnaire to your school. This study is voluntary and you may 
request to withdraw at anytime and there is no penalty for not participating. Upon notice 
of your withdrawal from the study, I will remove all questionnaire answers and destroy 
your contact information. 
 
Benefits of this study may improve the body of knowledge in regard to instrument matching. The 
sharing of these results to other band teachers will allow them to know which processes 
elementary band teachers in Western NY use. Teachers may find the processes others use to 
beneficial in their own teaching. The results may also reveal if there are differences in processes 
in relation to school environment and location. There are no risks associated with this study. 
 
If you choose to participate in this study, simply click the hyperlink to SurveyMonkey provided 
in the body of the email. If there are any questions on this questionnaire that you are 
uncomfortable answering, you may leave them blank. Please be assured that your anonymity is 
my highest priority and that the results of the study and your personal information will remain 
confidential. After all data is collected, all records of contact information including name, email, 
school addresses will be destroyed physically and electronically. 
 
I would be very grateful if you agree to participate in this study. Questions are encouraged. If 
there are any questions about this research project, please contact:  Anthony Dangler, (315-542-
4587, email: dang3769@fredonia.edu). Questions about the rights of research subjects may be 
addressed to the Human Subjects Review Committee, SUNY Fredonia, Fredonia, New York, 
14063. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Anthony G Dangler 
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Appendix D 

Consent Letter reminder 

April 13, 2012 

Dear Band Teacher: 
 
I am conducting a research study utilizing a questionnaire to assess the various techniques and 
methods band teachers use currently to ensure a successful instrument match. The purpose of this 
study is to ascertain such information and compare the results to prior research in this area. The 
questionnaire contains 32 questions and should take you approximately 15 to 20 minutes to 
complete. Please feel free to answer one or more of these questions. If you agree to participate in 
this study, you will have two weeks to complete the questionnaire and return it to me. The study 
will close on June 13, 2012 and I must receive all completed questionnaires, printed or 
electronic, by that time. This study is voluntary and you may request to withdraw at any 
time and there is no penalty for not participating. Upon notice of your withdrawal from the 
study, I will remove all questionnaire answers and destroy your contact information. 
 
Benefits of this study may improve the body of knowledge in regard to instrument matching. The 
sharing of these results to other band teachers will allow them to know which processes 
elementary band teachers in Western NY use. Teachers may find the processes others use to 
beneficial in their own teaching. The results may also reveal if there are differences in processes 
in relation to school environment and location. There are no risks associated with this study. 
 
If you choose to participate in this study, simply fill out the questionnaire and mail it back to me 
using the self-addressed stamped envelope. If you have already completed the online version of 
the questionnaire, there is no need to submit the paper version. If there are any questions on this 
questionnaire that you are uncomfortable answering, you may leave them blank. Please be 
assured that your anonymity is my highest priority and that the results of the study and your 
personal information will remain confidential. After all data is collected, all records of contact 
information including name, email, school addresses will be destroyed physically and 
electronically. 
 
I would be very grateful if you agree to participate in this study. Questions are encouraged. If 
there are any questions about this research project, please contact:  Anthony Dangler, (315-542-
4587, email: dang3769@fredonia.edu). Questions about the rights of research subjects may be 
addressed to the Human Subjects Review Committee, SUNY Fredonia, Fredonia, New York, 
14063. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
Anthony G Dangler 
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Appendix E 

Instrument Selection Questionnaire (Print Version) 
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Thank you for choosing to be part of this study. When you are finished with the questionnaire, please mail it promptly so 
that your answers will be counted.  

1. I agree to allow Anthony Dangler, the researcher, to use my confidential information 
for the purposes of this study. I understand that all my contact information remain 
confidential and after the results of the survey are analyzed that my contact 
information will be deleted. You may freely browse through the survey after answering 
"no" to this question. However, you must answer yes for your input to be counted.  

2. Please enter your school's email address. It is important for me collect your 
email so I will know that you have completed the survey. Your privacy is very 
important to me and I will keep all such information confidential.  

Consent to Questionnaire 

Email Address: 

Yes 

No 
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Please answer the following questions regarding your educational setting.  

3. Which of the following describes your school system?  

4. In your school, is BEGINNING band a required class or is it offered 
as an option/elective?  

5. Indicate the grade level(s) at which beginning band is taught at your school.  

6. Write in the total number of BEGINNING band students for EACH grade level you 
chose in question 3.  

7. Now consider the total student population (music and non-music.) Write in the total 
number of students in your school for EACH grade level you chose in question 3.  

Educational Setting 

Grade 4 

Grade 5 

Grade 6 

Grade 7 

Grade 8 

Grade 9 

Grade 4 

Grade 5 

Grade 6 

Grade 7 

Grade 8 

Grade 9 

Public school system 

Private/Charter 

Other (please specify)  

5�

6�

Required 

Option/Elective 

4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Please provide information on your professional background.  

8. What is your gender?  

9. What is the highest level of education that you have attained?  

11. What is your principal instrument?  

Professional Background 

Male 

Female 

Bachelor's degree 

Working on a master's degree 

Master's degree 

Working on a doctoral degree 

Doctoral degree 

10. At the end of the current school year, how many years will you have been 
teaching?  
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Please describe your procedural and administrative practices relating to this selection process.  

12. When are musical instrument choices made?  

13. Are feeder school visits/performances an aspect of your instrumental 
selection process?  

14. If yes to question #13, how often do students see demonstrations of 
individual instruments during feeder school visits/performances as part of 
your recruitment process?  

Instrument Selection Procedures 

At the end of the year, prior to beginning classes in the Fall 

During the summer months 

1st week of Fall classes 

2nd week of Fall classes 

3rd week of Fall classes 

No 

Yes 

Never 

Rarely 

Sometimes 

Frequently 

Always 



 71 15. How frequently do you use the following forms of testing/evaluation as a part 
of your instrument selection process? 

16. Prior to making an instrument choice, how often do students have an 
opportunity to participate in the following activities?  

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Always 

Playing test ("fittings")  
(mouthpiece/headjoint/reed) 

Aural test (matching pitches) 

Rhythm "echo" test (call- response 
sequence) 

Physical coordination test  
(psychomotor skills) 

Music theory test 

Analysis of students' physical 
characteristics(teeth/hands/lips, etc.) 
 

Input from elementary music 
teacher 

Academic record 

IQ test 

Leblanc Music Talent Quiz 

Instrument Timbre 
Preference Test (Gordon) 

Music Aptitude Profile  
(Gordon) 

Measure of Musical Talent  
(Seashore) 

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Always 

View pictures/diagrams 
of musical instruments 

Look at a variety of 
instruments on display 

Touch/hold a variety of 
instruments 

Produce a sound on 
a variety instruments 

Hear live performances 
of instruments 

Hear recorded   performances 
of instruments 

Other (specify name or type of test and frequency)  

Other (please specify)  
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17. One of the important decisions teachers make during this process is deciding 
which, if any, instruments will be initially excluded from the range of choices available 
to students. Please indicate which instruments you initially exclude from the 
instrument selection process. You may write the number of the reason for exclusion in 
the space provided next to the instrument.   
 

Reasons for excluding certain instruments  

1. The instrument(s) was not available  

2. Too expensive to rent, buy, or maintain  

3. Too large/heavy  

4. Not an appropriate instrument for a beginner  

5. Too difficult to learn at this stage  

6. Too popular with students; offered later in an effort to control instrument balance  

7. The teacher is less familiar with these instruments  

Reason for exclusion 

Piccolo 

Flute 

Oboe 

Bb Clarinet 

Bass Clarinet 

Bassoon 

Alto Saxophone 

Tenor Saxophone 

Baritone Saxophone 

Trumpet 

French Horn 

Baritone 

Trombone 

Tuba 

Drums (only) 

Mallet Keyboard (only) 

Drums and Mallet 

Other (please specify instrument and reason for exclusion)  
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Describe the roles and influence of teacher and music store personnel during the instrument selection process.  

18. Which one of the following statements most accurately describes your 
role as a teacher during the instrument selection process?  

Environment 

No attempt is made influence or guide students in making their instrument choices 

Students are guided in making their instrumental choices 

Students are guided in making their choice from a limited number of instruments 

The appropriate instrument is chosen for the students 

19. Given the following reasons, how often do you encourage students to choose 
specific instruments?  

20. Do music store personnel demonstrate instruments to students at your 
school?  

1. Financial Considerations (cost of renting/purchasing a musical instrument)   Frequency of encouragement 
Which instrument(s), if any?       (Circle your answer) 
 
___________________________________________    NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS 
 
2. Physical consideration (the instrument is too large/heavy for the student 
 
___________________________________________    NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS 
 
3. Balanced instrumentation 
Which instrument(s), if any? 
 
___________________________________________   NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS 
 
4. Other (specify) 
Which instrument(s), if any? 
 
___________________________________________    NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS 
 

o NO 
 

o YES 
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Please identify boys' and girls' instrument preferences and their reasons for choosing or wishing to change specific 
instrument choices.  

21. Which beginning instruments are most preferred by BOYS?  

22. What beginning instrument is least preferred by BOYS?  

25. As beginners, students choose instruments for a variety of reasons. Based 
on your experience, to what degree do the following reasons influence students' 
beginning instrument choices?  

Gender Preferences 

1st choice 

2nd choice 

3rd choice 

1st choice 

2nd choice 

3rd choice 

Very weak Weak Moderate Strong Very strong 

Cost of an instrument 

Size/Weight of an 
instrument 

Easy to learn to play 

Availability of a school 
instrument 

The sound of the 
instrument 

Friends (peers) 

Relatives (parents, siblings, 
grandparents, etc.) 

Elementary 
classroom teacher 

School performing 
ensembles 

Other (please specify)  

24. What beginning instrument is least preferred by GIRLS?  

23. Which beginning instruments are most preferred by GIRLS?  



 75 26. The following reasons may be given to students who wish to change to 
another instrument. How frequently do students express these reasons?  
 

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Always 

Instrument is thought to be 
too difficult to play 

Not believed to be a   popular 
instrument by their peers 

Size/weight of the 
instrument 

Student wants to play an 
instrument his/her friend is  
Playing 

Does not like the sound of 
the instrument 

Other (please specify reason and frequency)  
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Please provide your views about gender-stereotyping issues.  

27. How do you feel about this statement? "Student instrument choices are 
strongly influenced by gender-stereotyping (bias)."  

28. Do you take any steps to address gender stereotyping (bias) during the 
instrument selection process?  

Gender Stereotypes 

Strongly Disagree 

Disagree 

Neither Disagree nor Agree 

Agree 

Strongly Agree 

No 

If yes, please describe the steps taken 

5�

6�
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Please assess the relative impact of the following areas on shaping and modifying your approach to the instrument 
selection process.  

29. To what degree have the following individuals or settings influenced your 
present approach to the instrument selection process?  

30. To what degree did your preservice teacher education address aspects 
of the instrument selection process?  

Influences of Your Instrument Selection Procedures 

Very weak Weak Moderate Strong Very strong 

Your college/university preservice 
teacher education courses 
 

Your cooperating teacher(s) during 
your preservice teacher training 
 

Your predecessor’s approach to 
the instrumental selection process 
 

Your personal experiences as a 
teacher 

Your music teacher when you were 
a beginning student 
 

Other (please specify individual(s) or setting and frequency)  

Not addressed at all 

Briefly mentioned 

Dealt with in some detail 

Other (please specify)  

5�

6�

Your fellow teachers (colleagues) 
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31. Have you made changes to your instrument selection process since you 
began teaching? 

32. Are there any additional comments you would like to make about your 
instrument selection process? If so, please use the space provided below.  

5�

6�

No 

If yes, what are some of the changes? 

5�

6�
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Appendix F 

Open-ended answers from questionnaire Question 31 

 

1. I offer more instruments (French horn, baritone, tenor saxophone) to students. 

2. Find the instrument that's right for the students, rather than balanced instrumentation 

needs. 

3. Moved try-out/recruitment to the spring. Take time to really be sure that the student will 

be happy on the instrument they have been chosen/guided to play. This may take a few 

extra visits, but it is well worth the results- a happy, well-balanced ensemble. 

4. Not major changes. If we something that does not work one year, we tweak it for the 

following year. We used to let every single students try and many instruments as they 

wanted. Now, we make them choose their two favorites and let them try those two in 

order to make a decision, along with our recommendations, and needs for balance of the 

ensemble. 

5. We've been changing the way the instruments are demonstrated to the young children. 

Middle school, and High school students now demonstrate for them. 

6. I really stress to the students that they should choose an instrument that they really like 

and are going to stick with regardless of my recommendation or their parent's influence. I 

have found over the years that students drop out sometimes because they never really 

wanted to play "that" particular instrument in the first place. Someone told them they 

"had" to. At the very beginning of my career I gave the Gordon Timbre preference test 

and the seashore test. I found these to be a waste of time and difficult to schedule a time 

for the students to take them. I also used to get feedback from the vocal music teacher 
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and the student's classroom teacher on work habits, musical ability, etc. This was helpful 

at first, but after a couple of years I realized that the information really wasn't having any 

impact on retention in my program or on student success. I now feel that it is better to go 

in "with a clean slate" and not know much about the student before placing them. I think 

having a preconceived idea about a student isn't always a good thing. A behavior problem 

in the classroom may excel in music. Someone who can't match pitch can benefit from 

instrumental instruction. That's my job, to teach them. Each year the selection process is a 

bit different because some years flute is very popular and others maybe sax is extremely 

popular. My answers to the "boy" instrument choices and "girl" instrument choices can 

vary from year to year. 

7. Almost all students rent a school owned instrument. Availability of instruments 

sometimes limits what instruments are offered to beginners. (i.e. percussion, saxophone) 

8. I have a very organized approach. My goal is to get every kid on one of the 3 instruments 

they chose, while also filling band balance needs. I also try to spread the different types 

of kids around in the different sections. For example, I look for more independent kids 

for instruments like tuba. Another example is I try not to put all the talkative kids 

together in one section. I have a questionnaire that the third grade teachers fill out on 

each kid. This gives me background information on each kid, so I have an idea who they 

are when they get to try out day. 

9. I used to do a great deal of pre-selection assessment. Although not greatly influencing a 

student’s choice, I found it a helpful starting point when instruction began. Peers and 

parents still remained the primary deciding factors when it came to choosing. Due to time 

constraints in the schedule, pre-selection assessment was eventually stopped. 
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10. I do not offer saxophone in the first year and I limit percussion to 5. I generally choose 

the percussion players out of the list of those who want percussion, based on PMMA 

scores and observation. Behavior has a lot to do with percussion choice as well. 

11. Go with the students' initial desires & then guide based on experiences of past similar 

students' results 

12. We do many more performances throughout the year. We also have more opportunity for 

students to try instruments before they choose. 

13. Allow the students to be a bigger part of the process 

14. Some minor adjustments, I continue to change how I screen percussion. 

15. More classroom music teacher input. Gordon testing. 

16. I stopped starting students on French Horn. I discovered it's easier to start them on 

trumpet and switch them. It takes time to discover which students have the aptitude to 

play horn. I think it's more challenging and takes a good musical ear to be successful. 

17. In the beginning I placed the students on an instrument without them playing on the 

instrument. Now I have the students try the instruments before they choose one. 

18. Some instruments are more of a hard sell from time to time. But to achieve balanced 

instrumentation, students need information and guidance to try to achieve balanced 

instrumentation while having students choose a pleasing instrument that they will stick 

to. 

19. I demonstrate all of the instruments several times over the course of 2 years (I teach the 

kids in 2nd and 3rd grade for general music, and then they begin an instrument in 4th 

grade). At the end of the 3rd grade year, they choose 3 instruments that they come in and 

try. At the end of that process, we select an instrument together based on: their 
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preference, balanced instrumentation, and whether or not I think they physically can play 

the instrument of their choice. The teacher before just asked them what they wanted to 

play, based on pictures and recordings of the instrument. They didn't have an opportunity 

to see the instruments up close and/or try anything out before making a decision. 

20. Being more selective for oboe and French horn Being very aware of balanced 

instrumentation Very aware of physical characteristics Trying to look years ahead to 

build a balanced program More aware of putting the right kids on the right instrument. 

21. In regards to the IMMA results. Double checking with students when they enter 4th grade 

(visual) to see if their instrument is a good fit physically. 

22. I am more yielding to the student's preferences than I was before. I realized that if a 

student was happier playing an instrument that they would be more successful. 

23. Everyone gets sound out of an alto sax mouthpiece and whatever students successfully 

play they tend to want as their principal instrument. I learned from experience to put a 

harder reed on the altos so if a student gets a good sound with a harder reed, they would 

most likely perform better on that instrument. Also, checking in with the elementary 

music teacher for students who excel at singing for instruments such as French horn 

where a good ear is crucial. 

24. It is constantly evolving because it is such an important process. I struggle with trying to 

make everyone happy. Balanced ensemble, child on an instrument that s/he enjoys, happy 

parents, child able to achieve some degree of success on the instrument.... The whole 

process causes a lot of friction and when you combine the fact that you are trying to fill 

and orchestra and a band, it gets complicated. Children are often interested in a band 

instrument and an orchestra instrument, too. 
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25. I no longer demonstrate or mention percussion due to its popularity. Students must 

audition for percussion. 

26. More designed to student needs rather than the program's instrumentation needs 

27. My first year, I followed the approach that was done by my predecessor. Too many kids 

dropped because they were not successful due to physical characteristics. I now have a 

very developed recruitment process. First I go into the 3rd grade classrooms and read a 

book to them that explains the different instruments. Next, my 5th graders demonstrate 

all the instruments in their music class. The parents & students then attend a recruitment 

night where the instruments are demonstrated by High School students, the summer 

music program is explained, recruitment literature is passed out, stores are available with 

rental information, and students sign up for their private conference. The student and a 

parent come to a 15 minute screening where they try instruments from each family. 

Based on their physical characteristics, test scores, preferences, and my recommendation, 

they choose an instrument to learn either in the summer program or in the Fall. 

28. My district has a mix of some families who are financially comfortable, and many poor 

families. Additionally, my district owns very few instruments. I have increased 

instrument rehab and maintenance efforts to increase the amount of usable school 

instruments which are much cheaper to rent, simplified and streamlined all recruitment 

materials to answer common questions in a user- friendly and approachable way, 

increased advertising for an informational parent meeting to help "demystify" some 

aspects of band and music, and added "alternate instrument choices" to some final 

instrument recommendations (for example, if a student is selected to play horn and a 

student can't afford it, I may suggest trumpet to avoid the parents giving up and getting 
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nothing, or same thing with saxophone to clarinet). I also stress parent communication 

more than before- many parents get frustrated or embarrassed when they realize they 

cannot afford the instrument rental fee. I encourage all parents to contact me with any 

concerns to see if we can work something out. 

29. Absolutely! Aural testing, looking at overall instrumentation and trends in this 

community over the years shape many of the students choices. This in turn has had a 

strong influence on student instrument selection. There are also ways to approach 

students with questions about their final selection that I have shaped and/or changed 

throughout the last ten years. 

30. The way in which embouchure on certain instruments is first explained and 

demonstrated. 

31. Created a video of students throughout the district giving "testimonials" about why they 

enjoy playing an instrument as well as student performances. This video is shown to each 

group of "recruits". I've also relied less on the advice of classroom and music teachers 

and more on my hands-on experience and objective testing. I found that objective 

measures were better since students may excel on an instrument yet not in the classroom. 

32. I have streamlined the process - I play "Yankee Doodle" on every instrument so they can 

hear the different sounds and make a decision based on what they hear. 

33. Prior to the Instrument Demonstration Assembly on recruitment day, we send home a 

letter to let parents know if their student has been recommended or not recommended to 

begin an instrument in fourth grade. In the best interests of students, our district believes 

that many students should wait an extra year before beginning an instrument. Reasons for 

this include issues with physical/mental maturity, behavior, academic performance, basic 
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organization, and school attendance. In recent years, I have only sent "not recommended" 

letters to the parents of students who demonstrate issues of extreme concern. I believe 

that the desire of the student (along with the support of the parents) is paramount to 

success at the beginning stages of instrumental instruction. 

34. I am not the primary band teacher. I am the general music teacher and I help out with the 

band program. I basically follow her lead most of the time, though we have made a few 

changes to adjust to the changing needs of students. 

35. Streamlined the process to allow individuality of every student 

36. Having students try out the instrument; having 3 selections to choose from 

37. utilize testing more. 

38. I limit the amount of kids that play the drums. I now start them on another instrument, 

and then after the first concert I begin working with a few select kids on snare drum, 

especially those students with a strong sense of rhythm but may be struggling on pitched 

instrument. 

39. We used to do it before the summer mainly due to having a summer music lesson 

program, but after that was cut, we moved it to beginning of year. Has been harder to do 

with the teachers wanting to get on the ground running and sometimes instrument 

shortages at music stores. Dept chair also sort of took over one year and left us out in the 

planning. Orchestra coworker and I are planning on moving it back to after our concert in 

May and June since there is more time. Our general music co-worker is also an 

instrumentalist and has helped with introducing instruments and we are going to be using 

her class to demonstrate. 

40. I have had to adapt to what is available to myself and the students. Many students can 
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only play what their families can provide. I have a limited amount of instruments and 

resources at the school. Many students can not afford the instruments and the 

maintenance involved to purchase or rent. I have many students playing an instrument 

that is available rather than what they should be playing. I also have students playing on a 

poor quality of instrument as well. 

41. I have the students try at least three instruments they are considering. This takes much 

time, but it is time well spent. 

42. We have recruited tuba players before all of the other instruments for the past 4-5 years. 

The results have been extraordinary. Prior to this change, we had difficulty recruiting 

tuba players. We now consistently turn kids away from the tuba because we have so 

much interest and can select students that demonstrate promise. 

43. Changed tests to Gordon from Selmer, added Timbre test, modified the tryout phase, 

changed the informational assembly, modified the info going home several times, added a 

Q&A for parents..... We adapt a bit each year to try to get it to go more smoothly and end 

up with happier students.    

44. Faculty makes the final decision about instrument assignment rather than the 

student/parent choosing. 

45. There was no formal selection process when I started. 

46. Limited offerings so I could have more focused lesson groups. Added in other 

instruments a grade or two later. 

47. We have an instrument petting zoo with incoming 3rd graders in the evening with the 

orchestra educators. We, the 4-12 instrumental band and orchestra educators, help 

students try the instruments with their family member who brings them to the instrument 
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zoo. We have had this practice for the past 5-7 years. 

48. I teach the 4th graders to play the recorder for 6 months then after getting to know the 

student better I can make a suggestion. When we tryout the instruments, they get to hold 

and play each instrument for a month so their choice is based on trial and error. The have 

to be happy with the selected instrument because they know that they will be successful 

on it.      

49. I used to have the parent attend the "fitting" meeting mostly because the previous music 

teacher did. It made the appointment way too long and the student was often influenced 

by the parent in a negative way. Example - "You don't want to play that thing - its too 

loud (big, heavy....etc.)"         

  

50. Percussionists and tuba players are selected prior to the recruitment concert.   

51. have more written and verbal communication with parents so that I can address perceived 

concerns than in the first years. I have found that messages passed through children are 

often unreliable and incomplete. Many parents who are unclear about something will just 

let it go instead of seeking information from the teacher. I also recruit older students and 

new students during the summer as much as possible.       

52. Took over for someone who gave individual tryout conferences for each student -- 

continue to do that.   

53. To try to balance out instrumentation.       

54. Most students use school instruments. If a student wants to play an instrument in an 

extreme desired way, I tell them to rent it. Also, in regards to changes, if a student wants 

to change, it's their responsibility to go and rent that instrument. I was too soft in the 
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beginning regarding instrument changes. That is the hardest thing, is encouraging 

students not to change their instruments once they select one on order to not regress in 

their musical skills.   

55. I try to make sure I have a strong prospective player or more on each instrument. I try to 

push brass, esp low brass.   

56. Kids actually play the instruments before final selection. 
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Appendix G 

Additional Comments From Question 32 

1. I feel that allowing a student to choose on his/her instrument that makes him/her happy 

for whatever reason is far superior to choosing based on a test/survey (Gordon, et al). If 

for no other reason than allowing music to be an enjoyable experience for the student 

rather than one requiring another test.      

2. And...when they show up after summer lessons with no money to buy an instrument we 

have a number of trombones & cornets we let them use. This gives us some more low 

end. Also trumpet players with not-too-good high chops are steered towards low brass in 

2nd and 3rd year.      

3. I allow students to begin whichever instrument they choose. I do not worry about balance 

at the Elementary Level. My goal is to get kids "hooked" on playing in Band. After a 

couple of years of instruction, I work to change kids to Instruments we need for balance 

and on which I feel they will succeed.     

4. I have found each person has an instrument that "fits" them. The trick is to figure out 

what instrument best suits each player. Having "friends" playing similar instruments is 

also helpful. They get together to practice and stay in band longer    

  

5. Balance is super important. How to achieve it is an art. You need to make sure the 

students are happy with their instrument. Some students don't really have a preference as 

to what instrument they play, while others may have a deep-seeded reason why they want 

to play a particular instrument. Be sure to fill the low brass, French horn, percussion and 

double reeds carefully. The undecided students can fill-in on trumpet, clarinet, and flute. I 



90 

believe you need to have a number for each instrument and stick to it. Everyone thinks 

they are good at drums because you drop a stick on a drum and it makes a sound. I point 

out their strengths and weaknesses so they understand that although, they made a sound, 

it was difficult to keep a beat, or coordinate, or master the mallet side too.- We are 

looking for well-rounded percussionists.     

6. Instrumentation must be based on the needs of the district's highest level performance 

ensemble. All beginners should understand the need to have a balanced instrumentation. 

All the voices of a wind ensemble must be represented.      

7. I have the students try the instruments before they choose an instrument. But, I limit how 

many students can take each instrument so that I have balanced instrumentation for band 

and orchestra. Once an instrument is filled the remaining students on the list do not get to 

try the instrument.     

8. It is an ongoing changing process. Each year there are new issues and challenges to 

achieving balanced instrumentation. You need to know your students and work within 

their interests and your needs.   

9. I have let students switch between years, on occasion, but it is usually not the norm. Only 

if the student is severely struggling and is unsuccessful. If behavior was the reason for 

their lack of improvement, then another choice is not given. If it was an honest bad 

matching of instrument to child, then I let the child try some other choices in their last 

lesson. If any students switch in their second year, they know they have to reach a certain 

page in their lesson book to rejoin band. There is also a higher expectation for them, 

because there is no tolerance for slacking because they switch. 

10. In a small program, it's whatever instrument they can get. I do see failures with this 
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method, but I do see a lot of kids succeed.       

11. Students must WANT to play the instrument they are given otherwise they will not have 

any desire to practice it. Student choice should play a key role in the process. Ideally each 

student plays ALL the instrument offered, but time usually does not allow for this. 

Keeping in good contact with the elementary music teacher(s) can be extremely helpful 

when choosing instruments and especially when assigning lesson groups. Most students 

should not have to work too hard to get the desired sound when testing on instruments. If 

it comes naturally then that instrument is probably a good choice for them.   

    

12. Instrument selection is one of the top 3 most important things we do as music teachers. It 

is difficult, time-consuming, and is very draining!!! However, there is definitely an art to 

it. I firmly believe that when it is all said and done, the teacher needs to always remember 

to achieve balanced ensembles. A band that has too many flutes and not enough low brass 

is NOT A BAND. (I teach band) Yes, the teacher absolutely needs to always consider all 

the other factors and not ignore them. But there needs to be low sounds in a band for it to 

sound good, and a good- sounding band keeps students on board!  

13. The orchestra teacher and I do a 3rd grade recruitment assembly for our beginning 

students. This follows a unit on getting to know the band/orchestra instruments that the 

general music teachers teach. The general music teachers show pictures of the 

instruments, show and demonstrate the actual instruments, have the students listen, etc. 

At the recruitment assembly, an Advanced Band/Orchestra student will demonstrate the 

instrument while the orchestra teacher and I talk about the instrument. The students then 

receive a sign-up/parent permission form created by our district music department 
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coordinator which instructs the student to place an x by three instruments they are 

interested in studying. After the orchestra teacher and I receive the forms back, we sit 

down together and separate the forms into band and orchestra piles. We look for forms 

that have 3 band instruments checked - those would be definitely band students, or three 

orchestra instruments checked - those would be definitely orchestra students. We have to 

keep in mind our teaching assignments and schedules (ex. traveling) - that will influence 

how many students each of us can take. Once we've separated the students I create a 

spreadsheet with the students names and their top three instrument choices. From there I 

see the students in small groups to assess their physical characteristics, rhythmic, and 

pitch abilities. I also compare their instrument choices with their results of the timbre, 

rhythmic, and musical aptitude tests that I and the general music teachers give. I try to 

keep in mind their choices (because a student who is not excited about the instrument 

they are playing is less likely to succeed) the results of the tests, and create a balanced 

instrumentation at the same time (our district has a percentage to follow in creating a 

balanced instrumentation) when giving their instrument assignments. I then send home a 

"congratulations, you will be playing ______" letter with all of the instrument 

rental/lesson/supply information. I hope this clarifies my process for you. If you have any 

questions, please don't hesitate to contact me.    

14. 1- In the early part of this survey, the question of numbers in the beginner "band" 

program- 248 out of 461 class members. HOWEVER, there are also 80 orchestral 

students as well. This brings the total number of beginning instrumentalists to 328 out of 

the 461 4th grade students. 2- I don't know if I'll ever be satisfied with the selection 

process. I truly believe that we can always do more, which is why I was happy to see this 
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survey. There can always be a stronger emphasis on aural skills, which I believe is the 

most important element to instrumental selection. Rhythm and steady pulse being the 

second most important, evaluations done by previous elementary educators should not be 

the final evaluation. The instrumental teacher(s) responsible for the selection process 

should do an on the spot aural and rhythm/pulse testing before guiding the student further 

down the path of a final selection.    

15. Our school has been for the education of boys with dyslexia and other language-based 

learning difficulties. One girl has joined our population this semester as a "day" student. 

The students sign up for lessons and many have already been involved with lessons prior 

to their transfer to our school, so they continue with their instrument choice (thus my 

answer to Question #21, according to our school population). Others choose their 

instrument when arriving here at school, so we have quite an "array" of choices. That also 

influences our small performing ensembles (we have three of them at present), and I "re-

write" music as the need arises.    

16. I admire the people that have the time in their schedule to individually match instruments 

to student's physical characteristics. However, if a student is playing an instrument that's 

hard for them to physically play yet they want to play it - isn't that your job as the teacher 

to teach them how to play what they would like? Research shows (I forget the name of 

the study though, sorry) - that students that are allowed to play their first choice 

instrument are much more likely to stick it out through many years. If you don't really 

want to play something - why would you spend 20 minutes practicing it every day? 

   

17. It is not like in the past where you could try out the instruments with each kid, have a 
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parent meeting or night, at least where I work. The students and classroom teachers are so 

pressed for time, so there is not much wiggle room. Parents will not come to evening 

meetings unless you are raffling something off or there is free food. Many do not 

understand the monetary needs before they sign up and then expect the school to take 

care of it. We do have a limited selection of instruments (like flutes/clarinets/trumpets) 

but it becomes hard to determine who is the most needy enough for the few of them that 

there are. It is sometimes a crapshoot. Also have parents/families that push students into 

instruments, or they put down when they have to select from a list of 3 that there is only 

one they are interested in, even if they haven't tried other instruments. Some would rather 

not play at all if they can't get that instrument.    

18. We have a very well-established instrument selection process. The primary school music 

teacher introduces the 3rd graders to the instruments and gives the Gordon PMMA test. 

She also encourages them to attend the Instrument Recruitment night, at which the High 

school students demonstrate all the instruments. The 3rd graders also attend a 5th grade 

spring concert. At the instrument recruitment night, parents sign up for a 15 minute 

Student/parent/teacher Instrument conference at which the 3rd grader tries his/her top 3 

instrument choices. Sometimes, they have to try a 4th or 5th instrument before they find 

one that they really like. Since the parent is there, they get to have much input into the 

decision. We begin the students in an optional summer program before 4th grade or in the 

fall of 4th grade.      

19. This is the most difficult aspect of teaching band. Anyone who dismisses this process is 

overlooking a huge factor in the success of the entire district band program. Our process 

is very involved, and has moved away from finding the kids who already play piano (they 
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are fewer in number each year) and toward matching kids to instruments they will be 

most successful on. I have found that desire to play a certain instrument trumps almost 

anything else - including timbre preferences. IMMA is very good for finding kids that 

will do well with French horn - having an ear for the partials. It's not very good at 

predicting which kids will be successful on their chosen instruments or even which kids 

overall will really excel on their instruments.  

20. We minimize switching in 5th grade. We do however, switch students to the tenor and 

baritone saxophone, bass clarinet and bassoon in 5th grade. We do not have students play 

piccolo until 8th grade. New students to the district are given an opportunity to try 

instruments and pick something but we don't usually start flute, saxophone or drums.   

21. We tell the students that "any song can be played on any instrument", but then proceed 

with playing more "catchy tunes" on the clarinet in an effort to get more students to select 

the clarinet.     

22. I think you can do your best in all facets of instrument selection but the best approach is 

one on one. Very time consuming and exhausting but I think kids and parents appreciate 

it. Unfortunately, no matter what you do, there are always factors outside your control -- 

parents, home environment, etc. A healthy dose of realism is needed.     

23. Instrument selection and recruitment is EXTREMELY important to the potential success 

of a 4-12 band program. I, along with my colleagues, firmly believe that balanced 

instrumentation must happen from the bottom-up. Though it can be highly stressful to 

balance the band (selecting 2nd or 3rd choice instruments for students), it is essential and 

beneficial to the overall quality of an elementary band, middle school band, and even the 

high school wind ensemble (how many HS band teachers complain that they only have 2 
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French horns in their WE, or 3 trombones total in their high school, or no bassoonists or 

oboes?). Most of all, students want to sound good from the start... it is nearly impossible 

to make a good sounding band with 26 saxophones, 16 flutes, 6 clarinets, 6 trumpets, and 

12 drummers. Retention is much easier when students feel as though they are part of a 

high quality experience.      

24. Students who seem to have a low musical ability I try to guide to playing clarinet. It is 

hard to hide a poor trumpet or oboe for instance.      

25. All instrumental teachers in district have input and participate in some form with 

instrument demo and selection. 




