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Chapter 1: Introduction

What Brought Me Here

We all have unique musical origin stories. The way my caregivers, my mom and dad, told
me mine was that when I was four, they took me to an orchestra concert for children at our local
symphony where I saw violinists and said, “I want to do that!” I started one-on-one lessons later
that summer in the same concert hall and would continue weekly violin lessons for the next
nineteen years of my life. I started playing on a 1/8" size violin, the same violin that my dad’s
father played when he was close to my age. My two younger siblings grew up listening to me
play in the house, and when they were old enough to hold Grandpa’s violin, they started as well.
My sister took a brief intermission from violin lessons to test out electric guitar in first grade, but
came back to violin after her teacher stopped answering phone calls. Music permeated every
aspect of our lives—we gave concerts on guitar and harmonica, we sang made-up-songs to
remember seemingly trivial aspects of our routines, and the radio was turned on in the car before
seatbelts were fastened.

I played violin in school ensembles but never had a particularly positive experience in
school music. My elementary school did not have music ensembles, so my first experience with
a school music program was in middle school. I had a very negative experience in my middle
school music program. My teacher would throw items whenever he was disappointed with us,
storm out of the room when he was frustrated, and take retaliatory action on us when he was
mad, such as taking solos away or taking us off certain parts. I’'m not sure why I stayed enrolled
in the program all three years honestly, but it was probably in part due to my parents encouraging
me to stay for the “good of the group,” and to stick it out because “we don’t always like

everything we do, but that doesn’t mean we quit.” When I moved on to high school, I was in the



orchestra for the first three years. It was a fairly positive experience until my senior year when I
was bullied so severely by my stand partner in front of the class that I cried to my teacher telling
her I couldn’t sit next to him anymore. She told me she couldn’t do anything for me because she
was also afraid of him. I promptly unenrolled from the course and was removed from the music
honor society, Tri-M.

As much as I dreaded my in-school music experiences, I immensely enjoyed my out-of-
school musical experiences, such as one-on-one lessons and youth orchestra. I met my childhood
best friend in youth orchestra, and we are still just as close today. Violin was my identity—I was
Allison the violinist. My violin came to relatives’ houses with me and on family vacations. I
grew up with my parents coming to lessons and youth orchestra rehearsals. My mom was the
“orchestra mom” who in addition to knowing everyone’s name, instrument, and folder number,
also worked diligently every year to fundraise for our ensemble. My dad came on the
international trips to support us and help manage logistics. One of my most vivid memories is
when we played in Venice, my dad tied hotel sheets to hold the timpani together as he carried
them over the canals on tiny stone bridges.

I continued playing in college, I majored in violin performance. I didn’t even consider
pursuing a music education degree at the same time, because the last thing I wanted to do was go
back into a school like my middle or high school and step into a large ensemble room. In
college, I taught dozens of students, from kindergarten through middle school, and fell in love
with teaching. After four-years of collegiate music, I was tired of being alone in a practice room
and tired of feeling guilty for when I was not in one, so I decided to make a change. I completed
my graduate work in music education, and subsequently accepted a job as a music teacher at an

elementary school. I fell in love with music again as a teacher, but yearned to be back in an



environment where I was able push myself academically and research about music education. I

returned to the University of Maryland, and well, the rest is history.

My origin story is not distinctive, special, or particularly noteworthy. We all have
musical stories about how we remember first being introduced to a band, an instrument, a song,
or a tradition. A multitude of interactions throughout the course of our childhood and
adolescence worked to either enhance or detract from those formative experiences, which then
subsequently influenced our decisions to either pursue or abandon subsequent musical
experiences. Influences on our musical selves can be positive, negative, or neutral. The effect of
the influences can also be brief or long lasting. In this study, I examined a snapshot of musical
influences on middle school music students, in an effort to better understand what, if any,
musical experiences may be particularly salient to a young person’s school music engagement.
Introduction

Every decision a person makes is affected by many factors, from the routine to the
consequential. At a surface level, it may appear that decisions are made with a single factor in
consideration, but that is rarely the case. For example, if a child wants to play trumpet in the
school band, the decision to enroll is not based on a single factor. A child’s enthusiasm to play
trumpet may be because their older sibling plays, their parents told them they had to pick an
instrument (but it couldn’t be the bass), they saw a cool video of a jazz combo, or their friend
plays trombone and suggested that if they played trumpet, it would be fun to play duets together.
If this child identifies as White, or if their parents consume music and arts, research suggests
they are more likely to enroll in their school’s music program (Elpus, 2022a). Thus, when we

look at students who are enrolled in school music programs, it can be easy to focus on a singular



aspect, such as race, socioeconomic status, or prior experience. However, to fully understand
who is in the music classroom, it is important to consider an array of factors holistically.
Identification of Problem

Music education researchers have conducted research to understand students’ motivation
for enrolling and participating in school music programs (Campbell, 1995; Campbell et al., 2007;
Lamont et al., 2003; McGillen & McMillan, 2005). While better understating student motivation
is a valuable contribution to the field, it only provides a sliver of insight into factors within a
student’s control that influence their enrollment. Other researchers have worked to create
demographic profiles of students enrolled in secondary public-school music programs (Alegrado
& Winsler, 2019; Elpus, 2022a; Elpus & Abril, 2019; Grisé, 2019), which have allowed
researchers and educators to see who has the most access to school music programs and how
access is associated with factors that are completely out of a student’s control. Expanding outside
the child’s sphere to the familial sphere, previous research has shown that income and parental
education are significantly associated with a student’s likelihood of enrollment in a school music
program (Durbin & Elpus, 2021). This research is vital to our field as it provides insight into
characteristics associated with enrollment, allowing music researchers, educators, and
stakeholders a clarified perspective of the population of students in the classrooms.

The next step in this body of research is to explore which individual and contextual
characteristics situated within social contexts are related to a student’s music enrollment status.
Music courses become an elective for most students in public schools across the United States
after 6™ grade (Arts Education Partnership, 2022). Thus, in 7" grade, any student who has
decided to enroll in a music course has done so most likely because they want to continue

participating in school music or their parent/caregiver has decided that they must continue their



school-based music education. When music becomes an elective, there are many influences on a
student’s decision to enroll in school music programs. For example, a student may have a parent
or caregiver at home who has required that they enroll in a music class, or they may have peers
in the neighborhood who already participate in the music program. Through this study, I aim to
provide a more complete model of individual and contextual factors that are associated with
enrollment in middle school music programs. Extant research does not typically include family
influences, as this aspect of music enrollment is not observable within schools. This study fills a
current gap in the research into understanding which contexts beyond a child’s immediate sphere
of influence affect their decisions to enroll in music.
Purpose & Framework

The purpose of this study was to understand intrinsic and familial factors that may be
associated with an adolescent’s decision to enroll in one or more music courses during their 7%
grade year. I situated this study using Bronfenbrenner’s (2001) bioecological theory of human
development to conceptualize the multiple contexts that interact with each other to influence an
adolescent’s musical development. Multiple contexts affect developmental trajectories. For
example, Mahoney et al. (2005) showed that activities that children participate in influence their
developmental trajectories. The case for studying multiple social contexts simultaneously in
quantitative research was notably suggested by Cook (2003). The study of how multiple contexts
interact can also help researchers and caregivers more broadly to understand adolescents’ social
lives outside of in-school, organized activities (Mahoney et al., 2005). As Cook et al. (2002, p.
1294) asserted, “Although cause is implied in the question formulation, one cannot randomly
assign young people to their families, friendship groups, schools, and neighborhoods!”

Researching influences of multiple social contexts simultaneously makes sense to decipher



influential factors on a student’s development. Observing factors beyond the student level helps
researchers ascertain which characteristics influence students’ participation in elective music-
making. Most current research on students who enroll in elective music-making examines
individual-level characteristics, such as race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status (Alegrado &
Winsler, 2019; DeAngelis, 2022; Elpus, 2022a; Elpus & Abril, 2019; Grisé, 2019). However, a
plethora of factors influence a child’s developmental trajectory, including participation in organized
music-making, making it essential for researchers in the field to understand the contexts, beyond
individual traits, that influence a child’s musical enrollment (O’Neill, 2005).

Examining multiple social contexts simultaneously allows me to see how the interaction of
internal and external factors in adolescents’ lives influence their formal music education
experiences. Within the scope of this study, I examine which individual, familial, and
neighborhood traits are associated with a student’s decision to enroll in elective 7™ grade music. In
this study, I analyze individual factors, such as music-making at home, listening to music during
free time, and having peers who play music. I also explore how individual factors interact with
familial characteristics, such as caregiver/child joint music making, caregivers’ provision of private
lessons and summer programs, and caregivers’ personal opinions about the importance of music
education in their child’s school curriculum. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine
what individual and familial traits are associated with a student’s enrollment in different types of
school music courses.

Relevance

Researchers and practitioners within music education have called for an examination of

contextual factors associated with student enrollment (Albert, 2006; Bates, 2012; Culp & Clauhs,

2020; Hoffman, 2013). Albert (2006) called for music education researchers to study the



relationship between parental occupation, parental attitude toward instrumental music
participation, and child participation in instrumental music. He recognized the potential barriers to
data for this type of study due to restricted access to student records and school district
information. Albert stated that the more music teachers understand the factors that influence
student enrollment in instrumental music, the more they will make their instrumental programs
accessible to all students.

Bates (2012) called on music educators and researchers to recognize the various social
forces that perpetuate poverty and, in turn, affect music education enrollment. Bates wrote about
the various cultural, social, and financial barriers to participating in school music ensembles. He
warned that Western Art Music as a representation of “high culture” in schools could be used to
suppress musical identities or cultures of students from “low culture.” If only one type of music is
“elevated” and deemed worthy of a formal school education, what are the ramifications for
students who do not see themselves represented or able to participate in that musical culture? What
profile of student is most likely to participate in a school music ensemble culture?

Hoffman (2013) explored alternative perspectives on music enrollment to examine how
structural aspects of school music may influence musical opportunities from low-income homes.
Potential structural barriers to school music enrollment may include financial barriers to entry such
as the cost of instruments, materials, and program fees, ability groupings for students based on
multilanguage leaner status, as well as if a student needs to use school time for remedial courses.
Students whose families do not have the financial means and/or do not have elective time in their
schedules may be excluded from non-compulsory music courses by 7" grade (Elpus, 2022a).

Students who are excluded from music opportunities in middle school may also miss potentially



critical educative musical experiences, which in turn may exclude them from high school musical
opportunities which require years of prior experience (Pendergast, 2020).

Previous research regarding factors predicting student enrollment in music has suggested
that parents’ and caregivers’ socioeconomic status is not the most predictive factor associated with
a child’s enrollment in music (Conkling, 2019; Durbin & Elpus, 2021). Culp and Clauhs (2020)
called for the examination of factors affecting enrollment that include parents and caregivers as
well as students’ identities to better understand which characteristics of a student’s life predict
enrollment in secondary music. Culp and Clauhs suggested music educators consider how teachers,
researchers, and stakeholders can increase access to and participation in school music. They
emphasized that before solutions to access can be considered, teachers should work to be aware of
the nuanced social contexts in their communities. Knowledge of current social structures, both
personal and communal, may allow music teachers to reflect on what profile of student has the
most access to their music programs and what profile of student has restricted access. Students’
musical lives are too rich for researchers to narrowly focus on a singular aspect of children’s
contextual worlds. Instead, we must strive to expand our conceptions of musical influences to not

inadvertently exclude important contextual components of students’ musical influences.

Research Question

Using data from the Longitudinal Study of American Youth Third Cohort, I sought to
answer the following question: Which individual and contextual characteristics influence an
adolescent’s enrollment in 7" grade instrumental music courses? Using Bronfenbrenner’s
bioecological theory of human development as a framework, I wanted to identify the most
influential aspects of adolescent music enrollment from a bioecological perspective.

Additionally, I sought to elucidate which bioecological characteristics were present in a



nationally-representative population of 7" graders enrolled in instrumental music programs.
These findings may help to create a clearer picture of what profile of student our current
education system is privileging when it comes to participation and access to school music
programs.

Research Design

I used data from the Longitudinal Study of American Youth (LSAY) Third Cohort 2015.
The Third Cohort was a new sample drawn similarly to the first two LSAY Cohorts in 1987. The
Fall 2015 sample included a nationally-representative cohort of 3,721 7% grade students enrolled
in public schools across the United States. Students were surveyed twice: in the fall of 2015 and
spring of 2016; their caregivers were surveyed in the spring of 2016. In the spring of 2016, 3,125
students (84%) completed the questionnaire, and 33.35% of students had at least one caregiver
complete the caregiver questionnaire. For this study, I used data from all three questionnaires
sent to parents and students of the Third Cohort.

I used a multinomial logit model for this analysis as I was most interested in which
student-level characteristics were associated with enrollment in different categories of music
courses. I wanted to explore which characteristics of a student’s personal and familial music-
making habits were associated with enrollment in one of four categories: (1) no music courses,
(2) non-BOC courses, (3) choir, or (4) band/orchestra during their 7" grade.

Definitions

For the present study, I use the following terms as defined here:

1) “Music students” are those students who indicated that they were enrolled in one or

both semesters of a band, choir, or orchestra, guitar, piano, mariachi, or non-BOC

music class during their 7% grade year. When asked to list the courses they were



2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)
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enrolled in each semester, these students indicated that they were enrolled in at least
one of the aforementioned types of music courses. They were further coded with their
specific course enrollment later in the data cleaning process.

“Band” refers to an instrumental music performance ensemble comprised of wind,
brass, and percussion players. Jazz and marching band are included in this group.
String players are not included in this ensemble.

“Choir” refers to a vocal performance ensemble, including but not limited to treble
choir, concert choir, show choir, and chamber choir.

“Orchestra” refers to any instrumental music performance ensemble that includes
string instruments, such as violin, viola, cello, and bass. Orchestras may exclusively
comprise string instruments or also include wind, brass, and percussion instruments.
“BOC” refers to band, orchestra, and choir courses.

“Non-BOC” refers to any music class that is not band, choir, or orchestra, such as
piano, guitar, mariachi, or general music.

“Caregiver(s)” refers to primary person or people who financially, emotionally, and
physically look after a child. In the context of this study, this is the person who
responded to the Spring 2016 LSAY Parent Survey on behalf of their child. While the
lay-person term I am describing here is “parenting”, I am purposely avoiding the term
because I believe at this point that “parent” is too limiting in terms of biological
sperm-giver and ovum-holder. This is consistent with suggestions by the National
Institutes of Health to use inclusive language when discussing those adults in

parenting roles (National Institutes of Health, 2022).
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Scope and Limitations

This work contributes to the body of related research in music education in that it is the first
study to examine student participation in school music ensembles through multiple social contexts
simultaneously. Previous research has looked at particular contexts in isolation, but this study will
include multiple contexts to see how social contexts are associated with music enrollment. In this
study, I hope to elucidate significant associations an adolescent’s music enrollment through a
bioecological perspective. In doing so, music educators and researchers can work to create space
within their programs and schools for students who do not have the same set of bioecological
factors contributing to their chances of enrolling in school music programs.

Austin (2021) called for music educators to provide sustained and meaningful opportunities
for minoritized students to build upon their identity within the educational contexts in the
classroom where they, their families, and their communities are valued. Previous researchers have
already shown that minoritized students are less likely to enroll in school music programs (Elpus,
2022a; Elpus & Abril, 2019), but what other individual and contextual characteristics are
associated with a student’s likelihood of enrolling or consequently not enrolling in a school music
class? By acknowledging that students are deeply influenced by their individual, familial, and
community ecosystems, music educators can work to create meaningful opportunities for all
students, not just the most musically privileged. This study may also help secondary music
educators navigate possible barriers to access within their programs.

Outline of the Remainder of the Study

Chapter 2 is a review and synthesis of relevant literature that provides context for this

study. The review focuses on research exploring demographic and non-demographic factors that

influence a student’s enrollment in music and familial factors associated with a student’s
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enrollment in music. In Chapter 3, I outline and propose a conceptual model of contextual
influences on music engagement, and present a means to conceptualize multiple social contexts
that may be associated with a student enrolling in a type of music class. This model undergirds
the analysis presented later. In Chapter 4, I present the research methods and empirical strategy
for analysis, including the preparation of data for analysis and the theoretical models in the
analysis. Results of the analysis are presented in Chapter 5, and Chapter 6 concludes the
dissertation with discussion and conclusions. I discuss implications for music educators,
researchers, and stakeholders, including a call for a more nuanced understanding of what profiles
of students pursue an elective music education. Additional implications include ensuring the

provision of music education to all students enrolled in public schools in the United States.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Related Literature

In this chapter, I survey relevant research regarding the demographics of middle school
music students enrolled in public schools in the United States and personal and familial
structures that may be associated with formal and informal music-making contexts. The review is
divided into four segments: 1) demographics of middle school music students, 2) salient
sociological frameworks for analysis, 3) individual structures associated with enrollment in

music courses, and 4) family structures associated with enrollment in music courses.

Location of Sources for Review

Literature for this review was sourced using WorldCat, Google Scholar, PsyclInfo, and
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. Additional sources were found in bibliographical references
of articles as well as “Cited by” searches to find relevant sources used in related literature. To
bind this review of literature, I limited my examination of studies to those that were peer-
reviewed and had been published in the last thirty years. While this timeframe may seem too
large a period, it was necessary to exhaustively include salient publications related to a child’s
involvement in music programs and mediating familial and social factors that may influence
enrollment. Additionally, I included papers presented at refereed national conferences,
government-published reports of data, as well as theoretical and position papers and chapters
within noteworthy books in music education. Table 2.1 provides a summary of key
characteristics of selected literature included in this review, along with sources of the data and

the purpose of the studies.
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Key Characteristics of Reviewed Empirical Studies
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Citation

Data Source

Purpose of the Study

Demographics of Secondary and Post-Secondary Music Students in the United States

Elpus (2022)

Alegrado & Winsler (2020)

Abril & Gault (2008)

Elpus & Abril (2019)

Elpus (2015)

Grisé (2019)

National Assessment of
Education Progress (NAEP)
(N =4,340)

Community-wide
longitudinal study
(N=31,332)

Random sample of active
secondary school principals
(N =540)

High School Longitudinal
Study of 2009 (HSLS)
(N =25,000)

Praxis II test data &
questionnaire responses
(N=120,521)

High School Longitudinal
Study of 2009 (HSLS)
(N =25,000)

Examine demographic
characteristics and music
achievement of eighth-graders
in the U.S.

Examine select characteristics
of students who did and did not
enroll in middle school music
elective courses in Miami

Create a profile of secondary
school music programs in the
US as well as principals’
perceptions of music curricula

Create a national demographic
profile of high school music
ensemble students

Analyze the demographic
profile of music teacher
licensure candidates in the U.S.

Explore aspirant music
educator’s experiences as K12
students through college via a
longitudinal dimension of
pathway outcomes

(continued)



15

Citation Data Source

Purpose of the Study

DeAngelis (2022) Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System
(IPEDS; 2011-2018)
(N =29,869)

Examine demographics of
college graduates with
bachelor’s degrees in music
education

Individual factors associated with adolescent music making

(Lamont et al., 2003) Respondents to a Pupils’
Music Questionnaire from
21 schools in England
(N=1,479)

(Lorah et al., 2014) Nationally representative
sample of U.S. tenth-
graders (N = 15,011) using
data from the Education
Longitudinal Study of 2002

(Campbell et al., 2007) Middle and high school
students who participated in
a national essay contest (N
=1,155)

McPherson et al. ((2012) 7-9-year-old students
enrolled in urban and
suburban primary schools in
Sydney, Australia (N = 157)

Examine students’ engagement
in and attitudes towards music
in and out of school and their
aspirations in music.

Examine U.S. English language
learner (ELL) students’
participation in school-
sponsored music ensembles as
compared to non-ELL peers

Determine the significance of
music and music education to
middle and high school
adolescents

A longitudinal study to follow
a cohort of students from age 7
until their early 20’s to trace
their musical lives.

(continued)
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Citation Data Source

Purpose of the Study

Familial factors associated with adolescent music making

(Conkling, 2019) Structured interviews
(N =132 parents and
caregivers)

(Koops, 2018) Intrinsic case study of

parents & their children (N
= 11 family units)

(Mehr, 2014) N =78 families in the
Boston area with 4-year-old
children

(Sichivitsa, 2007) Choir Participation Survey

(N =130 members of a
choir at a large public
university in the United
States)

To better understand why
parents and primary caregivers
support their children’s
participation in music activities
outside school.

Explore beliefs of personal
musicianship of 8—12-year-old-
children and their parent’s
musical parenting.

To investigate a potential
connection between music in
early childhood and subsequent
music making as a parent and
parents’ perceptions of the
benefits of music classes for
their young children.

To examine the influences of
parental support of music,
previous musical experience,
self-concept in music, teachers
and peers, academic and social
integration in music classes,
and value of music on college
students’ intentions to continue
music participation.
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A majority of the existing literature uses the term “parents” when describing a child’s
primary caregivers. However, “parent” is a singular label that does not represent all possible
caregiving relationships. Therefore, although the extant literature may not follow my convention,
I will typically use the term “caregiver” to denote the primary person or people who financially,
emotionally, and physically looks after a child.

Demographics of teachers and students in the United States

Music education researchers have conducted secondary analyses on large-scale data sets
to understand the demographic profiles of music students and teachers (Abril & Gault, 2008;
Alegrado & Winsler, 2019; DeAngelis, 2022; Elpus, 2015, 2016, 2022a, 2022b; Elpus & Abril,
2011, 2019; Grisé, 2019). An understanding of a demographic profile of students and teachers in
music education helps music education researchers, teachers, and stakeholders to know what
profile of student has historically been more likely to participate in school music ensembles and
what profile of student has had the most access to school music programs. In addition,
understanding students’ and teachers’ demographic traits has provided a basis for understanding
further individual and familial contexts associated with a student’s participation in school music
courses. In the first portion of this chapter, I review research regarding student and teacher
demographics.

Student demographics

Congress mandates the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) to collect,
collate, analyze, and report on the condition of American education as well as international
educational activities (NCES, n.d.). NCES publishes reports on numerous education topics,
including enrollment, financial aid, and student characteristics from early childhood to beyond

postsecondary. These data are updated frequently and disseminated through reports, tables, and
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graphs on their website. According to the NCES Digest of Education Statistics, there were
approximately 3,732,000 public school students enrolled in 7" grade in 2015, and 3,687,000
public school students are projected to be enrolled in 7" grade for the 2022 school year (NCES,
2022). The decrease of about 45,000 students over the eight-year period is partly the result of a
marked decrease in school enrollment due to the COVID-19 pandemic. While it is outside the
scope of this paper to discuss the impact of COVID-19 on the United States education system,
the pandemic’s potentially disruptive effects should be acknowledged.

According to Common Core Data, in the 2015-2016 school year, 48.9% of students
enrolled in public schools identified as White, 15.4% identified as Black, 25.9% identified as
Hispanic, 5.4% identified as Asian or Pacific Islander, 1% identified as American Indian/
Alaskan Native, and 3.4% identified as two or more races (NCES, 2021). In the Common Core
of Data, race and ethnicity categories are mutually exclusive, for example, the White and Black
categories exclude those who identify as White Hispanic or Black Hispanic. The most current
year in the Common Core of Data with a percentage distribution of enrollment by race/ethnicity
is 2020; all subsequent years currently only have projected percentages. For this reason, I will
compare the 2015 and 2020 enrollment demographics. In the 2020-2021 school year, 45.8% of
students identified as White, 15% identified as Black, 28% identified as Hispanic, 5.8%
identified as Asian or Pacific Islander, less than 1% identified as American Indian/ Alaskan
Native, and 4.5% identified as two or more races (NCES, 2021). The percentage of students who
identify as White decreased by 3.1 percentage points between 2015 and 2020, while the
percentage of students who identify as Black decreased by 0.4 percentage points, the percentage
of students who identify as Hispanic increased by 2.1 percentage points, the percentage of

students who identify as Asian or Pacific Islander increased by 0.4 percentage points, the
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percentage of students who identify as American Indian/ Alaskan Native stayed about the same,
and the percentage of students who identify as two or more races increased by just over one
percentage point (NCES, 2021).

Music teacher demographics

Public school teacher demographics are drastically different than the demographics of the
students in their classrooms. According to the Common Core of Data, in the 2017-2018 school
year, 79% of teachers in public elementary and secondary schools identified as White, 7%
identified as Black, 9% as Hispanic, 2% as Asian/ Pacific Islander, and 2% two or more races,
and 1% as American Indian or Alaskan Native (NCES, 2022).

Elpus (2016) used data from the 2011-2012 NCES Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS)
to compile a detailed demographic profile of public-school arts teachers in the United States.
Variables included were gender, race/ethnicity, marital status, age, years of experience in the
classroom, educational attainment, certification statuses, full-time/part-time employment status,
and average salary. He used survey-sampling adjusted estimation to create the demographic
profiles, survey-adjusted linear regression to compare continuous data for arts and non-arts
educators, and the Rao-Scott adjusted X? to compare categorical data for arts and non-arts
educators. Key findings from the analysis show that arts educators were 66.36% female and
33.64% male, which is a significantly different split than the gender distribution of the educator
workforce, 76.96% female and 23.04% male. Arts educators had a higher percentage of male
teachers, which was attributed to the increased number of male teachers at the high school level.
Due to the rigidity of governmental data collection, there was no option for sex other than male
or female. If respondents were able to select an alternative option to male or female, the

percentages may have been slightly different. While the entirety of the teacher workforce in the
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United States is predominantly White, and lacks racial diversity compared to the adult
population, arts educators (90.69% White) were significantly less racially diverse than teachers
as a whole (82% White).

Elpus (2022b) conducted a follow-up to his 2016 study that again examined population
demographics of music teachers in U.S. public schools compared to their colleagues in other
subjects. This time, he used updated data from the National Teacher and Principal Survey
(NTPS) to better understand how music teachers systematically differ from other teachers and to
see if there had been any changes in music teacher demographics since 2011. According to his
findings, there were an estimated 3.87 million public school teachers in the U.S. in 2011; of
those, 77% identified as female and 23% as male. The modal teacher in U.S. public schools was
a white woman. When looking at just music teachers, 59% of music teachers were female, and
40% were male. There were no significant changes when looking at data from the 2022 follow-
up compared to the initial report in 2016; music teachers continued to be even more White than
other teachers, and the modal music teacher was a White woman.

Demographics of music education degree-seekers

Next, I examine demographic research of post-secondary music students: music teacher
licensure candidates and college graduates with music education degrees.

DeAngelis (2022) examined the demographics of almost 30,000 college graduates from
over 600 institutions who graduated with bachelor’s degrees in music education between 2011
and 2018 using Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) data. He used
descriptive statistics to explore the demographics of these graduates. Results showed that 81% of
students who graduated with bachelor’s degrees in music education between 2011 and 2018

identified as White, 7% were Hispanic/Latinx, 4% identified as Black/African American, 2%
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identified as Asian, 0.5% identified as American Indian/Alaskan Native, 0.1% identified as
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and 2% identified as two or more races. While the results initially
showed a racial diversification of the population who graduates with a bachelor’s degree in
music education, 17% of the schools reported that all of their music education graduates
identified as White, and 40% of schools indicated that over 90% of their graduates identified as
White. Additionally, 30% of students who identified as Black attended a historically Black
college or university (HBCU), while 25% of Latinx music education graduates attended a
Hispanic-serving institution (HSI). These results suggest the lack of apparent diversity in PWIs
may be attributed to enrollment in music education programs at HBCUs and HSIs.

Elpus (2015) examined the demographic profile of music teacher licensure candidates in
the United States to determine if one’s performance on the music teacher licensure test, Praxis I,
varied as a function of certain demographic characteristics. Elpus used test data and background
questionnaire responses from the Praxis II that were provided by the Educational Testing Service
for all 20,521 candidates who sat for the exam between 2007 and 2012. For analysis, he used
descriptive statistics to profile licensure candidates and ANCOVA to analyze possible variation
across levels of categorical demographic variables and potential interaction effects. Results
showed that 86.02% of music teacher licensure candidates identified as White, 7.07% identified
as Black, 1.94% identified as Hispanic, 1.79% identified as Asian, 0.30% identified as Native
American/Alaskan Native, 0.32% identified as Pacific Islander, 0.82% identified as Multiracial,
and 1.74% identified as Other. Notably, he also reported frequencies and chi-square goodness-
of-fit tests that showed that music teacher licensure candidates were not representative of the
public-school music teacher population at large, as well as “potential music education majors,”

which Elpus defined as those who had taken four years or more of music courses in high school.
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This study showed that music teacher licensure candidates were more White (86.02%) than their
working music teacher counterparts (81.9%). He also highlighted concerns about the
homogeneity of current music teachers compounded with the increased homogeneity of potential
music teachers.

Grisé (2019) used a multiple pathways approach to investigating students who, during
their high school and college years, expressed interest in pursuing music, teacher, or music
teacher career or educational pathways. He used data from the High School Longitudinal Study
of 2009 (HSLS), supplemented with data from the Common Core of Data (CCD), the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), and EDFacts to construct a data set that allowed
for the examination of variables at the individual, school, and college levels. He then used
logistic regression to model selection into, persistence through, or exit from the various pathways
at six determinant points from high school through college. Salient results for the purpose of this
review of literature showed that aspirant music teacher educators were Whiter than their peers
and attended high schools with significantly fewer racial/ethnic minority students. Grisé labels
this part of the education pathway a bottleneck, as it hinders the diversity of participants as well
as experiences. In addition to race/ethnicity, aspirant music educators were more likely to be
middle class or higher and have at least one college-educated parent. Grisé’s study highlights the
varying advantages that White middle/upper-class students have if they pursue a career as a
music educator. He showed that as early as high school, the field of music education privileges
factors out of a young person’s control that could later be significant determinates in their

potential career pathways.
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Music enrollment in high school and middle school

Elpus and Abril (2019) constructed a nationally representative demographic profile of
high school music ensemble students. Using the same data set as Grisé (2019), the High School
Longitudinal Study of 2009, Elpus and Abril explored bivariate relationships between
demographic characteristics and a student’s enrollment in high school music courses using the
Rao-Scott adjusted X?.Additionally, they used logistic regression to estimate the likelihood that a
student would enroll in at least one year of a music ensemble. The analysis showed that about
24% of high schoolers in the class of 2013 took at least one music ensemble course. The most
popular music ensemble courses were choir (13%) and band (11%), with orchestra far behind
(2%). Students who identified as Black or Latinx were significantly underrepresented in high
school band and orchestra programs but were not underrepresented in choir. The results of this
study showed that as early as high school, there was a significant relationship between the
likelihood of a student enrolling in a band, choir, or orchestra ensemble and their race/ethnicity.
Previous research (DeAngelis, 2022; Elpus, 2015, 2016; Grisé, 2019) has shown that this
relationship between participation in school music ensembles, grade on a licensure exam, and
obtainment of a bachelor of music degree and race/ethnicity is consistent from a student’s high
school years through their decision to pursue or not pursue a career as a music teacher.

Elpus (2022) expanded upon his previous analysis of high school students by examining
the demographic characteristics and music course enrollment of eighth-grade students in the U.S.
using data from the 2016 National Assessment of Educational Progress in the Arts (NAEP). The
data contained a nationally representative sample of 4,340 eighth-graders from 270 public and
private middle schools. He also used multiple regression to examine potential associations

between student-level characteristics and NAEP scores. Results showed that 64% of eighth-
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graders were enrolled in any type of school music class, and 34% of eighth-graders were enrolled
only in an ensemble class. Within the 34% of eighth-graders who were enrolled in an ensemble
class, Black and Latinx students and students of lower socioeconomic status were significantly
underrepresented. For the students who were enrolled in a general music class, Black and Latinx
students and students of lower socioeconomic status were significantly overrepresented. When
looking at Music NAEP scores, students enrolled in ensembles performed significantly better
than those not enrolled in non-BOC music courses. This study illuminates the stark demographic
difference between the profile of student who enrolls in band, choir, or orchestra, compared to
non-BOC music courses. Students enrolled in ensemble courses tended to be more White and
socioeconomically advantaged than their non-BOC musical peers. These results also raise the
question, why is there such a marked difference between the profile of student who enrolls in
choir versus general music? What differences exist between these two types of students other
than their self-identified race/ethnicity and parents’ socioeconomic status?

Alegrado and Winsler (2020) recognized an inherent difference between the students who
do and do not select into musical participation. They used data from a large-scale
communitywide longitudinal study to examine characteristics of 31,332 students who did and did
not enroll in elective music courses (band, choir, orchestra, guitar, and other) in public middle
schools (sixth, seventh, and eight-grades) in Miami, Florida. Importantly, this sample is from a
predominately low-income, ethnically diverse population of students and is not nationally
representative of middle schoolers in the U.S. Alegrado and Winsler examined variables using
descriptive statistics, chi-squared analyses for categorical variables, and #-tests for continuous
variables. They subsequently used multivariate logistic regression to examine blocks of variables

as predictors of participation in any type of music course in middle school. The analysis showed
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that 23% of students enrolled in a music class during middle school, with the highest proportion
of middle school music students enrolled in band, followed by choir, orchestra, and guitar.
Additionally, students who identified as Black, who received special education services, or who
were not proficient in English were significantly less likely to enroll in middle school music

courses.

Summary of demographic research

When we look at the results of these studies broadly, we can see that there is a
predominance of White students from the highest socioeconomic brackets not only enrolled in
secondary school music courses, but also enrolled in Bachelor of Music Education degree-
seeking programs and teaching music in public schools throughout the U.S. Results in these
studies highlight dominant Whiteness (Hess, 2017) and class privilege in school music education
as we know it, at the exclusion of racially- and economically-minoritized students. Student
demographic information is critical for music educators and researchers to be aware of when
considering components of policy and curricula.

A demographic understanding of students enrolled in school music ensembles provides
insight into enrollment, but there are additional characteristics in addition to demographics that
may prove to be influential. The next section of this chapter will examine theories highlighting
interactions between multiple contexts of young people’s experiences. In this section, I will
discuss the theories and their application in the field of music education.

Multiple Social Contexts

Cook (2003) discussed the value of examining multiple social contexts simultaneously to

construct a more detailed understanding of potential interactions between variables. He considers

contexts to include a young person’s neighborhood, school, family, peer groups, and media
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consumption. In addition to these local contexts, young people also exist within much larger city,
state, regional, and national contexts that influence the local contexts. Cook considers the
dominant research style to be one that is singularly focused on how a person comes to exist in a
particular context, what individual attributes contribute to the effect of this particular context,
and how these effects influence a potential causal relationship between contextual factors and an
outcome. Cook used adolescent smoking as an example to explain how numerous contexts may
influence a young person’s likelihood that they begin to smoke. For example, adolescents can
start smoking because of peers they spend time with, a relative they are around, or if a
community space is not negatively sanctioned. Additionally, if an area has higher smoking rates,
politicians at the state or local level may be less likely to pursue strict policies against smoking.
He argues that the decisions young people make, such as whether to smoke or not, influence the
types of contexts adolescents choose and how they engage with the spaces and people in those
contexts. Cook hypothesizes that the more comprehensive contextual change there is around an
individual, the more decisions that are made are more difficult to modify, as the changes are
embedded in contextual support. This hypothesis is pertinent to music education research as it
highlights the importance of not just considering isolated contexts, such as a school, ensemble, or
cohort of students. Rather, Cook challenges researchers to examine the contexts in combination
to create a more robust understanding of how contextual variables interact and not just the
outcome of interest, such as school music enrollment or uptake.

Bronfenbrenner (1979) proposed a framework to study child development authentically.
By authentically, he means that children should be observed in a natural setting instead of a
laboratory, where they interact with familiar adults over time. Bronfenbrenner described this

framework as ecologically valid in that it allows the researcher to examine layers within the
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complex system of the child’s environment that have formative influences on the child.
Bronfenbrenner (2001) defined the bioecological theory of human development as an evolving
theoretical system for the scientific study of human development. In this theory, development is
considered the phenomena of continuity and change in the biopsychological characteristics of
individuals and groups (2001, p. 6964). Development extends over the life course, across
generations and time, both past and present. The model can be useful in creating new hypotheses
that allow for a more nuanced and precise research design, consequently providing a scientific
basis for designing social policies and programs meant to counteract developmentally disruptive
influences. In this framework, strong emotional attachments between the caregiver and child can
internalize the parents’ activities and feelings of affection. This internalization of parents’
activities motivates the child’s interest and subsequent engagement in related activities in the
physical, social, and imaginative environments.
Multiple contexts in music education research

Campbell (2015) called for educators to embrace the knowledge students bring to school
from their out-of-school experiences and recognize that children learn in multiple social and
cultural settings. She highlights Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory as a way to gain perspective
on the immediate and distant forces that collide to influence a developing child’s understanding
of themselves, their family unit, their peers, and the world around them (Campbell, 2015, p. 20).
In Campbell’s view, children transfer the knowledge they learn in one context to a separate
context situated elsewhere. Families’ values and priorities are influenced by the larger cultural
communities around them, which in turn, influence the children situated within the family units.
These influences include the musical socialization of children as influenced by their caregivers

via external factors, such as musical taste, musical uses, the prioritization of formal music
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education, and informal music-making practices. When studying the music education trends of
adolescents and young children, familial contexts should be included because the role of the
family is strong in the socialization of children’s musical selves (Campbell, 2015, p. 23).
Campbell adds to the body of research that calls for studying multiple contexts.

Ilari (2018) reviewed and synthesized current musical parenting research that used
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological perspective to conceptualize interactions between teachers,
students, and parents that influence music teaching and learning. She overlayed examples of
musical interactions and experiences between child and their environments onto
Bronfenbrenner’s Process-Person-Context-Time (PPCT). In this model, Process is the cyclical
interactions between people, objects, and symbols in a child’s immediate environment, such as
learning a musical instrument at home or school. For a particular process to be effective, it must
be repeated frequently over some time. The Person in the PPCT model represents the unique
characteristics that each individual has and thus influences their decisions and actions. This
section of the model includes any preconceived expectations, such as age or gender, resources
that the child may or may not have, such as skills, intelligence, and material, as well as
personality and motivation. Context in this model contains four interrelated systems: micro,
meso, exo, and macro. The microsystem contains the closest influences in a child’s life, such as
the home and school. Parent-child musical interactions would be considered within the
microsystem. When different entities within the microsystem interact, such as the student-
teacher-parent triad, the interactions are considered within the mesosystem. The exo system
includes the meso and micro systems and represents settings and experiences that are
independent of the child but impact the lives of the adults around the child. This portion of the

system includes the media, economy, and technological developments. Encompassing all three
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systems is the macrosystem, which is intended to represent prevailing ideologies and attitudes
that impact the world in which the child exists. In a musical context, this includes a parent’s
intention to provide private music lessons for their child to enhance their pre-collegiate resume
or drive a parent to enroll their child in band due to a misconception that music classes will make
their child smarter. The final portion of the model, time, represents what occurs during an
activity or interaction, how consistent activities or interactions are in a child’s life, and finally,
the social and historical time during which a child lives. Illari’s musical representation of
Bronfenbrenner’s PPCT model illustrates how musical experiences in a child’s life, such as the
earliest caregiver-child musical exchanges, interact with the child’s individual characteristics,
social worlds, and motivating factors to influence their musical lives. She used Bronfenbrenner’s
bioecological theory of human development to frame music education research as it crystallized
the idea that the family and communal units in which children are raised are vastly different and
dynamic communities.

Leu (2008) used Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory to examine early childhood
music education in Taiwan. She situated the child’s musical development at the center of the
microsystem and built out the ecological system to visually display the interactions between
children, Taiwanese culture, and policy. Leu noted influential factors in a child’s microsystem
that influence their musical development to adults’ perceptions of the child and child-adult
interactions. At the mesosystem level, the second level, she noted that child-parent-teacher
relationships impact a child’s musical development. In the exo system and macro system levels,
Leu placed teacher training in music and educational policies that affect children’s musical

learning in a school context.
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Previous Research using LSAY Data

Over 200 papers have been published using data from Cohorts One and Two. Topics
included careers and career choices (Ing, 2014), citizenship (Wray-Lake & Shubert, 2019), math
and science achievement and attitude (Young et al., 1996), parent, teacher, school, and extra-
curricular factors (Hong et al., 2010; Wang et al., 1996), and methodology (Choi & Seltzer,
2008). In the following section, I highlight salient studies that have used data from LSAY Cohort
One (tenth graders) and Cohort Two (seventh graders).

All previous curriculum and student outcomes research using the LSAY Cohort One and
Cohort Two data focused on math, science, or civic outcomes. This focus on math and science is
because the National Science Foundation funded the data collection, and the questionnaires
focused on gathering specific data regarding math, science, and civic engagement (LSAY, n.d.).
The Third Cohort was the first cohort that included questions related to arts and music
consumption and engagement due to funding from the National Endowment for the Arts
(National Science Foundation, 2017). This dissertation is one of the first to contribute to the

current body of LSAY literature with arts and music-related outcomes.

Uses of the Longitudinal Study of American Youth in previous research

In the current study, I expanded upon previous demographic research in the field to
approach the concept of student enrollment in school music courses from multiple contextual
perspectives using data from the Longitudinal Study of American Youth Third Cohort. I
examined family, peer, and individual influences on the likelihood of a student enrolling in
school music ensembles to better understand the nuances of engagement in school music
programs. As this dissertation is an analysis of the LSAY Third Cohort, it is worthwhile to

explore studies that have used these data in the past.
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In an investigation of a potential relationship between early perceived parental support
and achievement and science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) career attainment, Ing
(2014) used data from the first 7 grade cohort of LSAY. She utilized latent growth curve
modeling to create four models: student math achievement, student science achievement, STEM
career occupation, and gender. The independent variable in all models was early perceived
parental support. Ing found that math and science trajectories were positively related to STEM
career persistence, while perceived early parental support was only related to growth in math
achievement for males. The results showed differences in the relationships between parental
support, achievement, and career persistence based on content area and students’ gender.

Wray-Lake and Shubert (2019) studied patterns of adolescent civic engagement and
development have been studied using data from high schoolers in the first cohort of the LSAY
Wray-Lake and Schubert used developmental theory as a framework to model how adolescents
engage civically in different ways, specifically how engagement patterns vary across individuals
and contexts. The researchers estimated a latent transition analysis using adolescent civic
variables as indicators along with sociodemographic covariates. Results from the analysis
showed that civic engagement varied systematically by gender, parent education, and
race/ethnicity.

Young et al. (1996) used data from the first cohort of LSAY students (tenth graders) to
analyze achievement scores on science tests in relation to individual and school-level factors
Young et al. sought to better understand the relative importance of school and individual factors
in science learning. The researchers employed hierarchical linear analysis to model school and

individual-level factors. The analysis found that most of the variance was from individual-level
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factors such as initial science attitude, instructional time, home environment, and exposure to
mass media.

Hong (2010) used First Cohort data examine the reciprocal relationship between parents’
involvement in their child’s math and their child’s math achievement. Hong et al. employed
multivariate autoregressive cross-lagged modeling to ascertain a relationship direction between
parental reinforcement and student academic achievement. The analysis showed that parents’
academic reinforcement did not affect students’ mathematics achievement and vice versa, but
there was a significant positive reciprocal influence between parents’ mathematics value and
students’ mathematics achievement.

Researchers used data from the LSAY second cohort to ascertain whether specific
variables related to parental influence were associated with their child’s 7 grade math
achievement (Wang et al., 1996). Using a backward elimination procedure for analysis, the
researchers determined that parent education and encouragement were strongly related to
increased student achievement. Not all parental influence variables had a positive relationship
with student achievement, though, as there was a negative impact on student achievement if
students reported that their parents did not understand their feelings.

LSAY data has been used in methodological research as well, specifically to show how
modeling differences within schools as a function of school characteristics can increase the type
of questions asked in school effects research (Choi & Seltzer, 2008). Choi and Seltzer posited a
fully Bayesian approach to estimating three-level hierarchical models where latent variable
regression (LVR) coefficients used to capture relationships between initial status and rate of
change within individual schools were treated as varying across schools. The authors treated

within-group LVR coefficients as random coefficients in the three-level models. The researchers
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used time-series data for 2,628 students nested within 45 schools from the LSAY Cohort One
and two samples. Choi and Seltzer suggest this analytic method proved helpful when studying
the change in a student’s status (i.e., initial test score in the fall) over a period of time (i.e.,
subsequent test score in the spring), repeated throughout a middle and high school career. This
analysis method can be useful when growth is nonlinear, as well as in multisite evaluation and
cross-sectional studies.
Zooming in: looking at multiple contexts in music education

The final two sections of this chapter examine individual and familial structures
associated with a student’s enrollment in school music courses. In the first section, I discuss
research on individual factors associated with an adolescent’s decision to enroll in a school
music program. | cover research on motivating factors to make music during adolescence, social

aspects of music making, and intrinsic motivating factors to enroll in organized music in schools.

Factors associated with music-making during adolescence

In a position paper, Campbell (1998) explored how the anthropological theory of
enculturation can be used to understand children’s acquisition of cultural knowledge, such as
music. Enculturation can be best understood as a life-long process where one develops their
personal and collective cultural identity. Music enculturation occurs subtly and slowly but is
driven by a multitude of musical experiences during a child’s adolescence. These experiences
occur in homes, neighborhoods, schools, and within broader communities. Music enculturation is
dynamic; it changes as the child’s environment changes, whether because a child moves
neighborhoods or migrates to a different peer group. Caregivers play an essential role in the
musical enculturation of children as they are typically the first presenters of musical culture to a

child. Campbell explained that in addition to being dynamic, musical enculturation is unique to
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each individual and is representative of the milieu that contributes to the ecological systems
surrounding each child. Therefore, enculturation should be considered when conceptualizing
motivating factors for adolescents to enroll in school music programs. As it exists in a formal
school structure, music education is intended to “pass on to children the principal heritage of a
society, large-scale cultural knowledge that is deemed important for all...” (Campbell, 1998, p.
49). Students who have a proclivity to enroll in school music programs may do so because of
their enculturation to that specific type of music. Conversely, students who were not enculturated
to value or participate in the type of music taught formally in schools may not see it as something
that is welcoming, interesting, or relevant to their musical cultures.

Lamont et al. (2003) examined English students’ engagement with and attitudes toward
music both in-school and out-of-school. The first phase of the study was disseminating the
Pupils’ Music Questionnaire, which was designed to cover students’ musical experiences and
attitudes with closed and open-ended questions. The second phase of the study contained in-
depth follow-ups with a smaller group of students to examine more information about their
musical experiences and attitudes. Phase 1, the questionnaire, was sent to a nationally
representative stratified sample of 1,479 students between the ages of 8 and 14. Phase 2, the
focus group, consisted of 134 students selected to represent a balance of socioeconomic status,
geographic location, and school size. Data from the questionnaires and interviews showed that
students overwhelmingly consumed music outside of school by listening to recordings either
online or via CDs. The older the students were, the more hours they reported listening to music
per week, with students in Year 9 listening to music for 13 hours per week. Only about 10% of
students reported listening to recordings of classical or jazz music, as the other 90% reported

listening to pop, dance, rock, and R&B. Additionally, about 80% of students reported having at
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least one instrument to play at home; 50% of students reported that they made music informally
on their own, while 20% of students reported that they participated in formal music classes at
school. This study shows music consumption and creation out of school play a large part in
students’ musical lives. Music listening and music making are integral parts of students’ lives,
even if they do not occur during the formal school day. In another paper that discussed the
findings of this study, Hargreaves and Marshall (2010) emphasized adolescents’ consumption
and making of music as badges of identity, as well as the desire for autonomy over their music-
making.

Campbell et al. (2007) examined the potential significance of music and school music
education to middle and high school students in the United States. The respondents were
participants in a national essay contest sponsored by a deodorant brand. Students were invited to
submit an essay supporting music’s continuing status as a subject included in school curricula.
There are methodological concerns with the data source used, such as biased submissions due to
the fact that the essays submitted had to be in support of music in schools, and that only students
who consumed advertising from the specific deodorant brand knew to submit essays. However,
examining a subset of the adolescent population’s opinion on music education in schools can still
be worthwhile. The following results are not generalizable to adolescents in the U.S. as a whole,
even though data were collected from a nationally publicized essay writing contest. The
researchers coded the essay submissions for commonly used terms and themes within the texts.
The final results contained five principal themes: (1) individual and group identity formation
through music, (2) emotional expression, (3) musical benefits across life, (4) social belonging,
and (5) positive and negative aspects of music education in school. While the methodology of

this study is of concern, the student’s perceptions of music in their lives should be taken at face
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value. Music can allow some adolescents to feel emotionally connected to their peers and aid in
forming their individual and group identities. These themes for participating in school music are
just a few reasons that some students may strongly desire to enroll in school music courses.

Campbell (1995) interviewed nine musicians in rock bands in the Seattle area to explore
the social and emotional benefits of music-making. All interviewees identified as white boys
between the ages of fourteen and sixteen. While these interviews provide information about
informal music-making during adolescence, the study results cannot be generalized to the
adolescent population. The nine boys were members of two bands; one band had five members,
and the other had four. Campbell interviewed the members about various topics, and the
following themes were identified: influences in the home, school, and media, transmission of
music and skills, and writing original material. The respondents reported memories of singing
and playing instruments at home with their family members when they were younger. One boy
discussed the influence of a peer who was a neighbor who introduced him to the genre of rock
and the drum set as an instrument. Members of the bands also consistently talked about the
influence of media, especially music videos and recordings, on the type of music they listened to
and played. Six of the nine students talked about their school music programs as providing them
with skills for reading and writing music.

McGillen and McMillan (2005) wanted to explore potential links between original music
making, cooperative learning, and socio-musical relationships between twenty-one 13—18-year-
old students who were all band members. The students were enrolled in a rural public secondary
school north of Melbourne, Australia. The researchers collected data over six months from
weekly rehearsal audio and video recordings, rehearsal journals, interviews from fifteen of the

twenty-one students, written reflections from all twenty-one students, and field notes the



37

researchers took during weekly rehearsals. The researchers conducted a process-based analysis in
addition to a thematic analysis of the collected written, spoken, and observed data. Four themes
were identified related to the student’s experiences creating and playing music together:
belonging, identity construction, relationships, and cooperation. Students in this ensemble had a
personal investment and complete control over all aspects of their musical work. This investment
and autonomy contributed to developing their identities as musicians in a group. This study
emphasized the social nature of adolescent music-making and the desire for some students to not
only play music together, but create, rehearse, and perform music within a group of peers.
McPherson et al. (2012) studied 157 primary school students enrolled in instrumental
music programs in Sydney, Australia. The researchers started the study when the students were
in third and fourth grade and followed them for the next 14 years. Interviews were conducted
with the students and their parents both individually and together. During the first three years of
the student’s musical instruction in school, the parents were interviewed at regular intervals by
phone, and all of the students were interviewed at the end of each year of their first three years of
learning. During these first three years, the researchers also interviewed the student’s classroom
teachers, instrumental teachers, and ensemble directors. Additionally, students’ school transcripts
and testing scores from standardized tests were collected. One portion of the study considered
the role of music in one family’s life functioned at two points in 1999 and 2009. The family
consisted of two parents and three children aged 16, 12, and 10. Throughout the interviews with
the children and the parents, themes of family musicking, musical parenting, and sibling
relationships became evident. The two younger siblings reported being inspired to join band
because of their oldest sibling, who was drawn to band because of a particularly memorable

teacher. The siblings practiced their instruments in dyads, leaning on each other for support in
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learning how to teach and play their instruments. They also navigated sibling dynamics where
one was perceived as the most musical or talented, one took on the persona of the dancer, and the
youngest, the mathematician. Interestingly, the two youngest siblings viewed the oldest as “the
musician” and, as such, were driven to try on alternative identities for themselves. The parents
were very supportive of their child’s varied musical and artistic interests and actively worked to

find a balance between discipline and the encouragement of self-motivation.

Summary of adolescent music making

The aforementioned studies and position papers discuss the multitude of reasons that
adolescences from disparate populations are drawn to and subsequently engage in music making.
Musical consumption and engagement are prevalent throughout the lives of adolescents
(Campbell, 1995, 1998; Campbell et al., 2007; Lamont et al., 2003; McGillen & McMillan,
2005). While the ways in which adolescents engage with music varies, the desire for self-
expression and comradery is consistent (McGillen & McMillan, 2005; McPherson et al., 2012).
Additionally, adolescents reported a strong desire to have autonomy in the creation and
presentation of their musical creations as this allows for a more impactful and personal musical
experience (Campbell et al., 2007; Hargreaves & Marshall, 2010; McGillen & McMillan, 2005).
The next portion of this review of literature will discuss literature that examines students’

intrinsic motivation to enroll in formal school music programs.

Factors associated with enrollment in school music programs

Lorah et al. (2014) examined a nationally representative sample of tenth-graders in the
United States to estimate school music ensemble enrollment rates for English Language Learners
(ELL) and non-ELL. The researchers used data from the Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002

(ELS), which included 15,011 students from 751 schools. The outcome variable of interest was
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ensemble (band, orchestra, or chorus) participation in tenth grade. The three predictor variables
included individual ELL status, socioeconomic status, and academic achievement. Lorah et al.
analyzed this data with multilevel logistic regression models to account for student differences
within schools. The results of the analysis showed that student academic achievement and SES
were correlated with ELL status. Additionally, it aligns with previous research (Elpus & Abril,
2011) that just under a quarter of the high school seniors enroll in a music ensemble, and that
ELL students participate in school music ensembles at a lower rate than non-ELL students. The
researchers highlighted that ELL status as an indicator of language could be related to
race/ethnicity. They suggested that since 59% of ELL students reported Spanish as their home
language, some previous research on Hispanic students’ participation in music ensembles could
provide additional context.

Freer and Evans (2019) explored the belief that “high school students do not value music
education highly, nor do they see it as a useful part of their academic pathways” (2019, p. 1).
With this presupposition, the researchers sought to examine the motivational climate of the high
school music classroom. The respondents were 395 high school students from 11 schools across
the greater Sydney region of New South Wales, Australia. The students in this study were at the
point in their educational careers where music courses would soon become elective, and they had
an option of enrolling in a non-compulsory music class for the first time in their academic
careers. The researchers conducted confirmatory factor analysis for each factor structure: relative
needs satisfaction in the music classroom, elective intentions, perceived teacher needs support,
their grade in music class as given by their teacher, SES, and prior formal music lesson
participation. Freer and Evans then structured a structural equation model based on their

hypothesized model. The models showed that student psychological needs satisfaction was a
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significant predictor of a student’s intention to continue music in high school. The analysis also
showed that gender, years at school, school type, and SES did not significantly impact a
student’s ability to develop a desire to pursue music as an elective if their psychological needs
were met. This study showed nuances in the student’s various contextual environments that
influence something seemingly so straightforward as deciding whether to register for a music
class in school or not.

Klinedinst (1991) examined predictive characteristics of fifth-grade instrumental music
students’ performance achievement, teacher rating of musical achievement and progress, and
retention of beginning instrumentalists. Participants in the study were 205 fifth-grade
instrumental students from seven elementary schools in a suburban school district in
Pennsylvania. The town that the schools were in was majority White, middle to upper middle-
class, and the school population was 96% White. Data were collected over a 32-week period, and
at the conclusion, a stepwise multiple regression analysis and a discriminate function analysis
were conducted. Results showed that socioeconomic status was a significant predictor of
retention. Additionally, attitude towards music, self-concept in music, and home musical
background were interrelated; this result indicated that students who experienced music both at
home and in school were more likely to have positive attitudes towards music and motivation to
succeed. These findings show that, once again, in a small proportion of a particular part of the
population, there is a strong association with retention in school music education programs if
students are supported in experiencing music.

Summary of school music enrollment
A student’s decision to enroll in school music programs is greatly influenced by myriad

factors that are both within and beyond the student’s control (Freer & Evans, 2019; Klinedinst,



41

1991; Lorah et al., 2014). Factors that are outside of a student’s control include ELL status,
socioeconomic status, race/ethnicity, and home musical background (Klinedinst, 1991; Lorah et
al., 2014) Factors within a student’s control that are associated with enrollment in school music
programs include attitude in music, self-concept in music, and the specific social environments
that students are in both in and out-of-school (Freer & Evans, 2019; Klinedinst, 1991).
Understanding factors that influence enrollment in school music is important for music
educators, music teacher educators, and stakeholders who wish to expand school music programs
as well as diversify the profile of student who is more likely to enroll in those programs.

The penultimate section of this chapter will highlight research on familial structures that
are associated with enrollment in music courses. This section will highlight research on another
aspect of an adolescent’s micro and meso systems. While the familial context exists alongside
peer influences and school dynamics within the micro-system, the interactions between the
familial contexts (parents’ beliefs about their children’s musical education) and their educational
experiences (enrollment in curricular or extra-curricular music education). I will discuss
research on caregiver engagement during adolescence, including parental aspirations for their
child, and musical parenting. The purpose of this section is to discuss musical contexts in an

adolescent’s life that are influenced by their family unit, outside the singular school context.

Familial and peer contexts in adolescence

Gutman and Eccles (2007) examined how family relationships are related to adolescent
outcomes concurrently and longitudinally. They were especially interested in the moderating
effects of gender and ethnicity. Gutman and Eccles used data from the Maryland Adolescent
Development in Context (MADIC) study, a longitudinal study of adolescents, their families, and

their schools in Maryland. Participants were recruited from a single county, and a subsample of



42

1,427 families was selected to participate based on stratified sampling to include families from
each of the 23 middle schools in the county. Data collection began in 1991, when the students
were in 7 grade, and continued until they were three years post-high school graduation. The
ethnic composition of the students was representative of the county in which they lived, with
60% identifying as Black, 30% White, and 10% other. Gutman and Eccles applied a two-level
hierarchical linear model with time nested within individuals. The results of the models showed
that there was a significant increase in opportunities for adolescents to make their own decisions
during adolescence, and on average, decisions were made together with their parents as opposed
to independently. Adolescent autonomy over decision-making does seem to increase during
adolescence, but there is still parental involvement and input.

Cook et al. (2002) assessed how schools, neighborhoods, nuclear families, and peer
groups jointly contributed to positive change during early adolescence. The researchers used a
longitudinal sample of 12,398 students enrolled in 7" grade in Prince George’s County Public
Schools. Students, caregivers, and teachers were surveyed between 1991 and 1994. Cook et al.
used hierarchical linear modeling to analyze school and neighborhood contexts and structural
equation models for the individual-level demographic variables. Results showed that the joint
influence of all four contexts was large, and while each context did influence individual change,
the effects were modest. The results also indicated that context coupling is tight, and for
adolescents collectively, the quality of development for any particular context constrains the
quality of the other contexts. There was more variation within schools and neighborhoods than
between the contexts. Cook et al. highlighted the numerous factors that influence an adolescent’s
development and the next-to-impossible task of identifying select contexts to alter to

significantly improve an adolescent’s development.
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Huntsinger and Jose (2009) explored three specific types of parental involvement:
communicating, volunteering at school, and learning at home in both Chinese American and
European American parents. Recognizing that parental involvement is multidimensional, they
wanted to better understand what forms of parental engagement were most influential in a child’s
academic achievement and if the type of parental involvement varies by ethnicity and/or
immigrant status of the family. Five-year-old children (N = 80) were recruited for this study from
the Chicago suburbs: 40 second-generation Chinese American children (n = 20 boys and n = 20
girls) and 40 European American children (n = 20 boys and n = 20 girls). The families were
contacted three times over four years; contacts and data collection included home interviews,
child observations, and written questionnaires. Results indicated that Chinese-American and
European-American families involve themselves with their children’s academic lives differently,
based on their own cultural traditions. European-American parents volunteered in schools more
frequently, which may be attributed to the fact that Chinese-American parents are not as
comfortable in American schools. Chinese-American parents taught their children at home more
frequently. Interestingly, parents who employed structured methods of instruction at home with
their children from the beginning of the study continued structured home instruction for the four
years.

Laursen and Veenstra (2021) reviewed the literature on peer influence using the
Influence-Compatibility Model. In this model, adolescence is considered a time of conformity
wherein peer influence acts as a function to increase affiliate similarity. The authors reviewed
factors during a child’s adolescence that contribute to vulnerability to peer influences and how
peer influence functions to increase similarity with peer groups. Notably, peer influence is not

similar to peer pressure, as the latter has a negative connotation suggesting persuasion. Peer
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influence only assumes some change in identity, which can be good or bad. During development,
this means that the establishment of friendships, as well as membership in a peer group, can help
to promote interpersonal and intragroup compatibility and work against social exclusion. One of
the most critical functions of peer influence is its tendency to increase the similarity between
friends to enhance compatibility to reduce dissimilarity. As children grow into adolescence, they
navigate uncertain identities as they begin to embrace peers and their changing sense of self.
Early adolescence is when children are more likely to alter their attitudes and behaviors to
minimize their perceived difference from their peers. Adolescents become more secure in their

preferences as they mature, and peer influences wane.

Summary of familial and peer contexts in adolescents

The period of adolescence is marked by an increased desire for autonomy as well as
marked influence by peers and social contexts (Cook et al., 2002; Gutman & Eccles, 2007).
Adolescents are constantly influenced by factors within their school, neighborhood, nuclear
family, and peers at varying degrees (Cook et al., 2002). Familial influences during adolescence
also are affected by the culture which parents and caregivers identify and subsequently are
guided by in their parenting and caregiving practices (Huntsinger & Jose, 2009). Notably, the
period of adolescence is marked by a fluctuation of influences. During early adolescence, peers
are very influential as the child expands their sphere of influence away from their nuclear family,
but as they mature, adolescence become increasingly confident in themselves and less prone to
peer influences (Laursen & Veenstra, 2021).
Musical Parenting

Koops (2019) studied the various ways that families reported using music within their

home lives to better understand children’s musical development, as well as documenting how
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music interacts with parenting/caregiving for different family members. She wanted to expand
upon previous research and document parents’ accounts of how they make music with their
children. She recruited eight families from the Cleveland area and visited each family once per
month for 12 months. Koops interviewed the adults and children in the families, observed them
at home, and attended community events throughout the 12 months. She also invited families to
record and share musical moments with her. The families in this study reported varying degrees
of parenting musically and musical parenting daily. Some parents reported explicitly exposing
their children to selected music or using music for a specific purpose in the home. In contrast,
others seemed unaware of music elements already embedded in their daily routines. Families
noted that sharing music helped parents to teach their children about new types of music and also
was a means for children to share music with their parents. Parents reported that they enjoyed
incorporating music into their daily lives and that it was a useful method for parents to share
their musical cultures with their children. Some parents reported that being able to provide music
lessons for their children was valuable to them because they did not have lessons themselves
growing up.

Conkling (2019) sought to interrogate Lareau’s (2011) idea of Concerted Cultivation as it
related to parents’ and primary caregivers’ support of their children’s participation in music
activities. Through hundreds of structured interviews, she explored the extent to which there may
have been differences in parental or primary caregiver expectations of the choir program by race
or socioeconomic status. She interviewed parents and primary caregivers who had children
enrolled in the Boston Children’s Chorus (BCC), a community youth music program. The
families who participated in the study were reasonably diverse, with 40% of families reporting a

household income below the Boston metropolitan area median income. Conkling selected 35
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primary caregivers who identified as White, 35 who identified as Black or African American, 35
who identified as Hispanic or Latinx, 17 families who identified as Asian, and 10 who identified
as Multiracial. Conkling analyzed 132 interviews during three phases of coding. She found that
most parents and primary caregivers who enrolled their children in the BCC did so because they
heard about it through local social networks and decided to enroll their children in the BCC
exclusively. The parents also wanted to enhance their child’s musical education; parents of
children attending schools used BCC to supplement their children’s in-school experiences, while
parents of homeschooled children used BCC as a primary component of their children’s musical
education. Conkling found that musical parenting did not operate at a racial, ethnic, or
socioeconomic level, as Lareau suggested, but instead at a local network level.

Koops (2018) explored 8 to 12-year-olds’ perceptions and beliefs about their personal
musicianship and music-making in combination with their parent’s perceptions and beliefs about
their child(ren)’s musical development. She conducted an intrinsic case study, with the case
defined as the adolescent’s musical engagement, and examined it through bounded conversations
between the children and their parents. Participants were eleven parents and fourteen
adolescents, representing eleven family units. All the parents had at least a college degree and
identified as middle to upper middle-class. Results from the conversations between the
researcher, adolescents, and their parents contained six themes: (1) the role of listening, (2) the
role of instruments in their lives, (3) the location of music in their experiences, (4) parental
navigation of roles, (5) motivation and benefits, and (6) the willingness to figure things out.
Children discussed the presence of music in their individual, home, school, and community lives,
with themselves and their family as the most common response to the researcher asking where

music was in their life (self, family, school, community). Parents reported that they were
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motivated to enroll their children in music opportunities for the social and emotional benefits of
creating and playing music with others.

Mehr (2014) investigated a potential association between early childhood musical
experiences and the possibility of later music-making as a parent, in an effort to document the
frequency of music-making in a sample of families in the U.S. Families who had four-year-old
children in the Boston area were recruited to participate in the study via flyers advertising “free
creative arts classes.” Seventy-eight families were enrolled in the study and were randomly
assigned to either music, visual arts, or no classes. The participant sample had a higher income
than the surrounding area and a significantly different racial/ethnic distribution than the
surrounding area. The disparity was due to a lower-than-expected enrollment of Black families
and a higher-than-expected percentage of Asian families in the study. Families participated in
weekly instruction, followed by a parent survey about their own childhood arts experiences, the
frequency of music activities in their home presently, and their opinions of non-musical benefits
of children’s music classes. The researcher used ordinal logistic regression to determine the
adjusted relationship between the frequency that a parent reported singing to their children and
parents’ response to the question asking how often their own parents sang to them when they
were little. Results showed a predictive effect of parents’ memories of making music with their
own parents and the frequency that they sang with their children in the present day. Mehr’s
finding is supported by more recent research conducted on a nationally representative population
that found parents’ past music-making experience and the likelihood that they make music with
their children decades later (Durbin, 2022).

Sichivista (2007) conducted a study to examine potential influences of parental support of

music, student’s previous musical experiences, student’s self-concept in music, teachers and
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peers, academic and social integration in music classes, and perceived value of music on college
student’s intentions to continue music participation. She developed a survey, the Choir
Participation Survey, and administered it to 130 non-music majors at a large public university in
the United States. Responses to the survey were analyzed using path analysis and chi-squared
tests. The analysis showed that previous musical experience and parental support of music
positively influenced students’ self-concepts in music. In turn, this led to students’ indicating
they felt more academically and socially comfortable in choir, valued music more, and had
higher motivation to participate in subsequent musical activities.

Culp and Clauhs (2020) synthesized salient factors that may affect an adolescent’s desire
to participate in school music programs through a lens of expanding access to opportunities for
all students. The authors discuss socioeconomic considerations, the influence of
parents/guardians, the prevalence of traditional large ensembles, the scheduling of instruction
outside of school hours, and community involvement. Music educators and teachers should be
aware of the many contextual factors that influence enrollment to ensure that all students have an
opportunity to engage in music classes in the school. Ensuring all students have an opportunity to
enroll requires eliminating or mitigating as many socioeconomic barriers as possible, such as
copious program fees for instruments, trips, uniforms, and extra lessons. Music educators should
also respect that some students have parents who cannot facilitate after-school rehearsals and
concerts due to their work schedules. Implications for the classroom include limiting the number
of obligations outside of school hours and eliminating or heavily subsidizing fees with money
from booster groups and fundraising. Culp and Clauhs also discuss embracing parents and
guardians in the music classrooms as they can influence children’s enrollment and persistence

throughout school music programs. Music educators should also recognize the influence of
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caregivers, as students are most likely in the music classroom because their parents support their
music education. Additionally, how can teachers then engage these parents in their children’s
school music education? The authors emphasize not treating all students enrolled in school music
monolithically and that teachers should not assume that because one approach to teaching music
was successful at one school in a singular setting, it will be successful again in a different one.
Summary of musical parenting

Parents and caregivers parent musically in a multitude of ways for reasons including a
provision of community, tools for self-expression, creation of routine, and socioemotional
benefits of creating music with others (Conkling, 2019; Koops, 2018, 2019). Parental and
caregiver support of music, as well as early musical experiences can help to support the creation
of a child’s identity as a musician as well as their self-concept. Early support of a child’s musical
development plays a crucial role in how children elect to engage with music as they enter
adolescence and adulthood.
Summary

Previous research has highlighted the multitude of reasons that students engage with
formal and informal music making during their adolescence (Campbell, 1995, 1998; Campbell et
al., 2007; Koops, 2018; McGillen & McMillan, 2005; McPherson et al., 2012) as well as certain
demographic factors that are associated with student enrollment in school music programs
(Conkling, 2019; Elpus, 2022a; Elpus & Abril, 2019; Freer & Evans, 2019; Grisé, 2019;
Klinedinst, 1991). While these studies have provided valuable insight into some of the factors
associated with music making and consumption during adolescence, their results relay
information about a moment in time for a specific population. In our dynamic world that is

influenced constantly based on one’s social interactions, media consumption, and geographic
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location, the decision to engage with and consume a specific type of music or music education is
a result of a combination of influential factors that act upon the child at that time in a specific
space.

Previous research in music education has examined singular contexts that are associated
with student enrollment in and engagement with educative musical experiences, but there is scant
research regarding how multiple contextual influences are associated with a child’s engagement
with musical experiences. In the following chapter, I will propose a conceptual model of
contextual influences on musical engagement and outline how I will test the model empirically

through this study.
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Chapter 3: A Conceptual Model of Contextual Influences on
Musical Engagement

Domain Specific Conceptual Model

Researchers in the fields of sociology and psychology have studied and theorized how
children are influenced by each other and the multiple contexts that surround them
(Bronfenbrenner, 2001; Cook, 2003; Cook et al., 2002; Ilari, 2013; Mahoney et al., 2005), and
their counterparts in music education have studied factors that are associated with children
engaging in school music making (Campbell, 1995; Campbell et al., 2007; Koops, 2018, 2019;
McPherson, 2009; McPherson et al., 2012). Exiguous research has been conducted to examine
multiple contextual factors that are associated with a child’s engagement in music-making both
in and out-of-school contexts, and there is currently no theory in the field of music education to
explain contextual music-making in a young person’s life.

I propose a conceptual model of contextual influences on musical engagement that
recognizes the myriad factors that influence a child’s decision to engage with music. A graphic
representation of this model is below in Figure 3.1. In this model, I consider one’s musical life as
an acknowledgment of the multitude of ways that music is a part of their daily life. A person’s
musical life can be seen as being influenced by three systems with dynamic interactions. I use
the term system to define the layers of model to be consistent with Bronfenbrenner’s language
(Bronfenbrenner, 2001).

The three nested systems of this conceptual model are temporal and interact with each
other uniquely to impact the individual that is centered in the model. Interactions between and
within systems are represented by the three different colored arrows. The size of the arrows

represents the relative size of one system’s influence over another system. The influences within
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and across systems are dynamic across the lifespan of each person, and what is an influential
characteristic at one point in a person’s life may not be influential during another period. This
model is applicable to any person, regardless of age, but for this study, I will use this conceptual
model to examine contextual influences during the period of adolescence.

The first system encompasses interactions that the person has with music creation and
consumption on a daily basis. This system contains activities that require action by the student,
such as picking up an instrument in the home to play, listening to music, and fostering
relationships centered around music making. If a student has an instrument available in their
home to play, they may ask their caregivers to take them to a concert or give them lessons. This
directional relationship is indicated by the smaller purple arrow in Figure 3.1 going from system
one to system two.

The second system represents factors that are out of a person’s immediate control that act
upon the musical habits of the individual. This second system includes contexts such as home,
school, and online environments. In this system, factors act upon the first system to influence
choices made by the child. For example, if a caregiver makes music consistently with a child,
this will impact the first system, the immediate musical world of the child. This relationship is
displayed by a green arrow that moves from the second system into the first system.

The third system represents large-scale factors that act upon one’s musical world such as
geographic, political, global, and social factors. In this third system, factors act upon the second
system to influence what is filtered through to the first. For example, if a family lives in an urban
area with a variety of musical performances, live music availability may be associated with
caregivers attending more concerts with their own child. This directional relationship is

represented in Figure 3.1 by the yellow arrow pointing from system three to system two.
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Figure 3.1

Conceptual Model of Contextual Influences on Music Engagement
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System One

In the innermost system of this model (Figure 3.2), the adolescent is centered in a musical
world influenced by formal and informal music-making practices, the consumption of recorded
music, attendance of live performances, and ambient music throughout their daily lives. This
system is the most variegated between individuals as it is heavily influenced by the individual’s
musical cultures. This is especially true for adolescents who live with primary caregivers and/or
parents who consciously or subconsciously share their own music with the child. The child’s
innermost system is also influenced by their ability to participate in formal and informal music-
making alone or with peers either in school or out-of-school.

A student’s ability to engage with musical experiences throughout this system is
contingent on the availability of music course offerings in their school, including inclusive
and/or differentiated instruction. Student engagement with and consumption of music is also
influenced by the availability of recordings and attendance of live performances either alone or
with peers and family. Within this system, all music making is directed by the individual, or
student in this case, but is a result of what has been provided or presented to the student so far in
their life.

System One can expand if a student asks their caregivers to support them in musical
experiences, such as signing them up for private music lessons, making music together at home,
or enrolling them in a school music program. System One can contract if there are not
instruments available in a child’s home for them to play or if they are unable to be in a space

where they are free to create and explore making music either alone or with peers.



Figure 3.2

Conceptual Model of Contextual Influences on Music Engagement: System [
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For example, a student may grow up in a house filled with musical instruments, but
decide that they would rather spend their time playing on the local field hockey team. The
student listens to music constantly, but does not have a desire to create music. This student has a
musical life, but it does not include creating music. The contextual influences in this child’s
innermost system include peer musical sharing and consumption of recorded music.

Another student may grow up with no musical instruments in the house, but after riding
the bus and talking to their friends, may come home from school and ask their caregivers to
enroll in band so they can also play the saxophone like their friend. This is an example of a
contextual influence, student engaging with peers, in System One to influence musical
engagement.

System Two

The second system in this model (Figure 3.3), contains school, home, neighborhood, and
online influences on a student’s musical life. This system may include the availability of a school
music program, a family who is able to support musical experiences, and a neighborhood and
online community that supports the student’s development of musical identities. The variables in
the second tier influence an individual’s musical life differently for each student.

Two students who are neighbors, attend the same school, and sit next to each other in
band will not have the same musical lives as they both have confounding variables that influence
a myriad of musical experiences. While these two students share a school musical experience in
their band class, it is only a fraction of the numerous musical experiences that help to shape
young musicians throughout their daily lives.

When System Two expands, it can allow System One to also expand. For example, if a

caregiver brings their child to a concert and the student is inspired to play the instrument that
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they saw in the concert, it will allow the child’s System One to expand. When System Two
contracts, for example, if a school that the student attends does not offer a music program, that
will contract upon the student’s System One as it limits the potential for musical experiences.
In Figure 3.3, the second system is depicted as a lighter shade of blue. Contextual
influences in this system, such as private lessons, caregiver-child music making, and the
consumption of live performances with a caregiver permeate the innermost system, depicted in
green. These permeations interact with the child’s world and influence their own decision-
making regarding music. For example, a positive experience with a caregiver at a live concert
may inspire the child to want to learn how to play the ukulele. The child already has a ukulele at
home but wants to learn how to play it, so the caregiver signs the child up for lessons with
someone in their neighborhood who plays ukulele in a local band. This interaction between
systems one and two of the model show how musical engagement is fluid between the systems,

and the actors within the systems can work to create musical engagement opportunities.



Figure 3.3

Conceptual Model of Contextual Influences on Music Engagement: System 2
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System Three

The third system (Figure 3.4), contains the second and first system of contextual
influences of an adolescent’s musical life. This system contains geographic, political, economic,
social, and global contexts that affect a child’s musical life and education. When System Three
expands, it can move to allow the inner two systems to also grow, allowing for an enrichment of
an adolescent’s musical life. When System Three contracts, it constricts elements in the
innermost systems, restricting an adolescent’s musical life. For example, during times of
economic hardship, schools and families may need to save money and decide that formal music
courses, teachers, and private lessons are a superfluous expenditure. Cutting music programs or
lessons in order to save money is an example of an adolescent’s musical opportunities being
limited by economic factors. On the other hand, a geographic region that supports the arts can
increase the amount of musical and artistic opportunities students are able to experience.
Adolescents’ musical educations can be impacted by political decisions such as education
legislation at the federal and local levels.

Political impacts include policies and programs such as No Child Left Behind,
Turnaround Arts, and local laws aimed to omit “divisive concepts” from the classroom. Federal
and local education policies and programs affect how music is perceived in school, how funding
is tied to the success of students within the school, and the way content is included or omitted
from the music classroom (Shaw, 2017). Adolescent’s musical lives are also impacted by global
events, such as conflict, war, natural disasters, and political upheaval. Large-scale exogenous
events impact how a family, school, and community is able to provide for its youngest members,

including their use of and consumption of music.
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Figure 3.4

Conceptual Model of Contextual Influences on Music Engagement: System 3
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Dynamic Interactions Between Systems

Figure 3.5 shows a close-up view of an interaction between two specific systems, in this
case, the System One and Two. The two variables shown: attending a concert or play with a
caregiver and playing an instrument at home. There are a couple possible relationships that can
be imagined between a caregiver and their child in the interaction of this system: either a
caregiver can instigate concert attendance which then inspires the child to want to play an
instrument or sing, (b) a child can ask the caregiver to attend a concert together because they
have an instrument at home and would like to see it performed live, (c) a caregiver and child can
attend a live concert or play and it could be a negative experience which makes the child not
want to play their instrument at home, or (d) the child could have had a negative experience at
home playing an instrument and the caregiver takes them to a concert to experience music in a
different way in an attempt to provide a positive music experience. The options listed here are
examples of interactions between the two systems and are not the only possible interactions.

Nothing is fixed in this model, as every aspect of it is fluid and dynamic.
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Figure 3.5

Selected Interactions within Conceptual Model of Contextual Influences on Music Engagement
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Visualizing Multiple Contexts

It is important for music educators and researchers to examine how the multiple contexts
within systems one, two, and three interact in order to understand how factors within a child’s
life interact and are affected by one another in ways that conspicuously and inconspicuously
impact a child’s musical life. This proposed contextual model is an effort to depict overt and
covert relationships in a child’s life that are associated with their musical lives.

The current study will act as an empirical test of portions of this model. In this analysis, I
will examine the contextual factors of an adolescent’s formal and informal music-making along
with their consumption of live and recorded music, as well as music in their daily lives that are
associated with their participation in school music classes. I hypothesize that there will be a
variation of significance throughout the model based on the number of variables included. I

believe this variation will be due to the uniqueness of each child’s musical life and experiences.
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Chapter 4: Methods

Data Source

The Longitudinal Study of American Life (LSAY) was operated by the Institute for
Social Research at the University of Michigan and was supported through funding by the
National Science Foundation. The purpose of the LSAY was to begin a national longitudinal
study of US public-school students in the seventh and tenth grades (Longitudinal Study of
American Life, n.d.). Data collection began in the fall of 1987 with an inaugural cohort of 5,945
students. Cohort One consisted of a national sample of about 3,000 tenth-grade students enrolled
in public high schools in the United States. Cohort Two consisted of about 3,000 7 grade
students enrolled in public middle schools that were feeders to Cohort One’s high schools
(Miller, 2019).

During the 1987-88 school year, LSAY collected attitude information from students in
the fall and the spring. Science and math achievement tests were administered each fall, and
phone interviews were conducted with one caregiver of each student once a year. Additionally,
background and class information were collected from each science and math teacher that taught
at least one LSAY student. Institutional data were collected from the principals. Phone
interviews, printed questionnaires, and online questionnaires were used to follow up with the
students after graduating high school through 2011, when the modal participant was 40 years old.

In 2012, the National Science Foundation ceased support of the LSAY. In 2014, the
National Institute on Aging, a subsidiary of the National Institute of Health, provided funding to
the LSAY to continue annual surveys of about 5,100 students from the original 1987 cohort who
were still alive and able to participate. At this point, the participants were in their mid-forties, so

the study name was changed to the Longitudinal Study of American Life (LSAL). Questions
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asked of the participants focused on education and employment patterns, health, financial status,
use of new technologies, and other resources. With the expansion of the study, the focus of the
LSAL pivoted to better understanding the impact of early learning on mid-life decisions
regarding health, education, career, and other life course choices.

Also in 2014, the National Science Foundation provided financial support to launch a
new 7" grade cohort of the LSAY. This third cohort was recruited to be comparable to the 1987
sample of Cohort One. Data collection for Cohort Three began in the fall of 2015. All three
cohorts followed the same sampling scheme: a two-stage stratified probability sample. The
United States was stratified by four geographic regions (north, Midwest, south, and west) and
three levels of urbanicity (central city, suburban, and non-metropolitan). The national
proportions of 7" graders represented in each stratum were determined, and schools were
selected from each stratum based on that proportion (2019). After schools were contacted and
agreed to participate, students were randomly selected from the school based on lists that the
school administration provided.

Third Cohort data were collected from 3,721 students, their parents, and their teachers for
the 2015-2016 school year. Students were surveyed once per semester for a total of two times
throughout the year, and parents completed a survey in the spring of 2016. In the fall of 2015, the
7t grade students in Cohort Three were asked to complete an online questionnaire and an
achievement test in math and science. In the spring semester of 2016, students were asked to
complete another questionnaire. Questions on both fall 2015 and spring 2016 questionnaires
replicated most of the questions asked to Cohort Two in 1987. Additionally, in the spring of
2016, one parent of each 7™ grade participant was asked to complete an online or print

questionnaire (2019). Cohort Three was particularly relevant for this study as it was the first time
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the LSAY included arts-related variables because the National Endowment for the Arts
contributed funding to the NSF (National Science Foundation, 2017). These new arts asked
about student and parent participation in and consumption of music, art, literature, dance, and
theater. Examples of the wording of questions asked in the LSAY questionnaires for the
variables I examined can be found in Appendix A. In the fall of 2015, 3,721 students completed
the first questionnaire; in the spring of 2016, 3,125 students (84.0%) completed the second
questionnaire. In the spring of 2016, 33.35% of sample members caregivers (n =1,241)
completed the parent questionnaire. There is a discrepancy with the LSAY -published user guide
for this data as it states that 41.1% of sample member caregivers completed the questionnaire
(2019). It is unclear what data were collected from teachers during this wave or how they were
collected. The lack of clarity on the Third Cohort may be partly because the National Science
Foundation halted funding for the new wave of data collection in 2016.
Approaches for Using LSAY Data

Data for the LSAY Third Cohort were collected using a two-stage stratified probability
sample, in contrast to a simple random sample of students enrolled in public middle schools
across the United States. Collecting nationally representative student data via simple random
sampling would be both cost and time prohibitive; as such, two-stage stratified probability
sampling was employed. Instead of selecting participants at the student level, schools were first
selected from 11 possible strata representing four geographic regions across the country in
addition to three levels of urban development. Thus, the sampled students need to be described at
three levels: their sample stratum, their school, and the sample within the school. Survey weights
were employed in the analysis in order to calculate relative weights for each student, where the

sum of the students’ relative weights was equal to the sample size (Miller, 2019, p. 4). The
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weights indicate each student’s probability of being selected for the study, allowing for correct
estimates of the national distributions of students.
Survey Adjustments

The model I elected to use for this analysis, survey-adjusted multinomial logistic
regression, does not automatically drop observations in the sample that perfectly predict the
selected outcome (Long & Freese, 2006, p. 397). Due to perfectly correlated variables at the
school level, I could not employ fixed-effects at the school level as the model did not converge.
Survey-adjustment in this estimate accounts for the complex sampling strategy used in the
survey, but it does not model the effect of the specific school on the outcome. While this analysis
does not account for school-level fixed effects in the outcome, the model has “design-based”
adjustments to account for the clustered nature of the LSAY sample wherein multiple students
were sampled from within the same school. Compared to analyses that ignore the sampling
procedures, survey-adjusted analyses contain estimates where the standard errors are adjusted for
stratification, clustering, and weights (Long & Freese, 2006, p.100). In this study, I do not model
the possible effect of going to one school versus another school. Alternatively, a model-based
adjustment would include school membership as a characteristic of the model and allow me to
model the specific effect of attending a particular school; however, when school fixed effects
were added to an exploratory model, the model did not converge.
Organizing LSAY cohorts

The Third Cohort (2015) of LSAY was initially intended to be a full-scale follow-up of
the Second Cohort (1987). Since most of the questions asked in 2015 were the same as those
asked in 1987, responses from both the Second and Third Cohorts were merged into the public-

use data set. Questions that were asked only in 2015, such as arts and music engagement, were
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coded differently to indicate that they were not merged with the Second Cohort. To ensure that I
only included respondents from the Third Cohort in my analysis, I created a dichotomous

variable that contained only 7% grade students from the 2015 cohort.

Methodological Overview

Currently, in the field of music education, large-scale quantitative data analysis has
focused on the demographic traits of students enrolled in music programs (Alegrado & Winsler,
2019; DeAngelis, 2022; Elpus, 2015, 2021, 2022a; Elpus & Abril, 2019; Grisé, 2019). Other
influential aspects of music enrollment, such as individual characteristics and familial influences,
have also been examined in qualitative research (Campbell, 1995; Campbell et al., 2007;
Conkling, 2019; Koops, 2018, 2019). The purpose of the present study was to present a more
complete model of student traits that influence enrollment in middle school music programs by

conducting a secondary analysis of a nationally representative sample of students.

Research Question

The research question guiding this study was: Which specific individual and contextual
characteristics of 7" grade students influence enrollment in different types of school music
courses? Prior research has indicated that the population of students enrolled in school music
programs does not reflect the larger school population from a demographic perspective; little is
known about other factors that may be less overt but significantly influence the likelihood of a
student’s enrollment. I address this research question using data from the LSAY Third Cohort
surveys of students and caregivers. In the following two subsections of this chapter, I will further
describe the procedure for answering the above research question.

To answer aforementioned research question, I analyzed data from a large-scale naitonal

sample of 7" grade students in the United States, using LSAY Third Cohort data. This dataset
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allowed me to analyze student enrollment in fall semester music courses as well as individual
and contextual student characteristics. Using the restricted-use data set, [ was able to
disaggregate different types of music courses in which the 7" graders enrolled using student
responses about their class schedules.

I chose to use a multinomial logit model for this analysis as I was interested in which
student-level characteristics were most associated with enrollment in different categories of
music courses. The multinomial logit model essentially fits binary logits for all comparisons
among the possible outcomes; in this case, the type of music course in which students were
enrolled compared to not being enrolled in any music courses. I hypothesized that different types
of students would enroll in different types of music courses; that is, a certain profile of student
may be more inclined to either elect to not enroll in music, enroll in a guitar class, or enroll in
choir. In order to determine which characteristics are more closely associated with certain types
of music classes, I needed a model that could handle the comparison of unordered categories. |
estimated two models, one with a three-category music course variable, and one with a four-
category music course variable. The three-category music course variable included the following
categories: (a) no music, (b) non-BOC music, or (¢) band, orchestra, and/or choir (BOC). The
four-category music course variable included the following categories: (a) no music, (b) non-
BOC music, (¢) choir, or (d) band and/or orchestra. Both models had the same base comparison
group, which were students who were not enrolled in any type of music course. In the
multinomial logit models, the dependent variable is the type of music course that the students
were enrolled in, and the possible outcomes, or “alternatives,” are no music, ensemble courses,

or non-BOC courses (Long & Freese, 2006, p. 385).
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Data Sampling

Data for this study were drawn from the Longitudinal Study of American Youth Third
Cohort 2015-2016 (LSAY). The sampling scheme for LSAY data collection was a two-stage
stratified probability sample. The scheme began by dividing the United States into four
geographic regions (North, Midwest, South, and West) as well as by urbanicity (central city,
suburban, and non-metropolitan). In other words, this type of stratification was “region-by-
urbanicity” of the schools. The proportion of 7" grade students represented in each stratum, or
probability proportional to size, was calculated and schools were selected from each stratum
based on the proportion. After a school agreed to participate in the study, a list of students was
provided to the researchers and the researchers randomly selected students to contact from the
provided list (Miller, 2019).

A sampling weight variable was provided in the data set to employ in the analysis in
order to calculate “relative” weights for each student. This means that when the weights are used,
individual respondents account for uneven portions of the sample. For example, one sample
member may represent 0.13% of the population while another may represent 4.3% of the
population. These relative weights were incorporated to ensure that the entire sample was
nationally representative. Drawn from the nationally representative sample of LSAY respondents
(N =3,721), the analytic samples for this study further reduced the sample population, thus
making the analytic samples no longer nationally representative due to the exclusion of some
respondents. The first analytic sample drew down the population to only students whose
caregivers completed the caregiver survey (n = 1,241), and the second analytic sample drew
down the population again to those students whose caregivers and principals each completed

their respective surveys (n = 818). While the analytic sample that contains responses from both
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caregivers and principals provides a more complete picture of contextual factors in an
adolescent’s musical life, this particular sample did not include any observations from the
northeast and was approximately one-fifth of the original sample size. As such, I report
descriptive statistics and regression results from this analytic sample are reported, but this
analytic sample is not considered in the preferred model.
Data Preparation

Data from the public-use LSAY Third Cohort are available from the Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) website. Researchers at the University of
Michigan Institute for Social Research cleaned and coded raw data to produce the file that is
available for download. I examined the data in the public-use file, and determined that I would
need the restricted-use file to be able to access variables that were omitted in the creation of the
public-use file, such as the specific type of music course a student was enrolled in (e.g., guitar,
piano, general music). I contacted the principal investigator for the LSAY, Dr. Jon Miller, to
obtain access to the restricted-use LSAY Third Cohort data file and unabridged questionnaires.
After some amount of correspondence, Dr. Miller sent me the restricted-use file with the
variables cleaned and labeled. When I imported the restricted-use file into Stata statistical
software (version 17), I went through each variable in order to match it to its counterpart in the
public-use set. My intention was to only use the restricted-use file for my analysis. But, during
this process, I noticed that there were variables in the public-use file that were not present in the
restricted-use file. Thus, I merged the public-use and restricted-use files in Stata to create a
single data set that contained all variables that were made available to me. I used the unabridged
Fall 2015 student and principal questionnaires, and Spring 2016 student and parent questionnaire

to determine which variables were relevant to my analyses.
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Outcome Variables

The first step in my data preparation process was to generate a variable containing only
Cohort Three respondents. I identified individuals belonging to this cohort based on a categorical
variable pre-made in the data set, cohort, which contained respondents from both Cohorts two
and three. Next, | generated a new dichotomous variable, cohortthree (n = 3,721), which
identified all students in Cohort Three as having a value of “1” and students in Cohort Two as
having a value of “0.” I then used records with a cohortthree value of 1 exclusively for the
remainder of my analyses.

The public-use data set contained a pre-coded variable, AX/4E1, that indicated if a
student was enrolled in band, choir, or orchestra in seventh grade. This variable seems to have
been created as a response to questions on the fall and spring student questionnaires which asked
students to indicate if they were active in band, choir, or orchestra that particular semester. There
is no variable in either the public-use or restricted-use data sets that contains information about
student engagement in band, choir, or orchestra on a semester basis. There is a count discrepancy
between this variable and the number of students enrolled in a music course based on student-
produced course information. This difference is most likely due to some students who
participated in an out-of-school music ensemble, or a student who was enrolled in an in-school
non-BOC course.

For the purpose of this study, I wanted a variable more precise than AX/4E] that
indicated music enrollment other than either band, choir, or orchestra. I wanted to know what
type of music class each student was enrolled in, so I used student enrollment data from the
restricted-use data set to create such a variable. In the restricted-use data set, there were variables

titled g3 _coursel — q3 _coursel(. Each of these variables contained verbatim text from student-
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produced responses asking them the names of the courses they were enrolled in for each period
of their school day. The variables g3 _teacherl — q3_teacherl( contained verbatim text from
student-produced responses asking them the names of their teachers who taught the
corresponding courses during the selected periods. I used the two aforementioned variables,
names of courses and the teachers of those courses, to create a new set of music course variables
to use for this analysis. I first created new dichotomous variables titled band, choir, and
orchestra. 1 then opened the data file and manually coded each student who had band, choir, or
orchestra indicated on their schedule.

As I read each student’s schedule, I came across unaccounted for music courses, such as
percussion, jazz band, piano, guitar, general music, and mariachi. Each time I came across a new
type of music course, I generated a new variable for student assignment. I repeated this manual
process three more times in order create comprehensive music enrollment variables. After the
fourth pass, I wrote code to flag potential students that I may have missed due to misspellings or
alternative capitalization schemes. This code identified an additional 58 students to be coded as
music students. At the end of this process, I had the following variables representing the types of
music classes in which students were enrolled: band, orchestra, choir, mariachi, music (general),
guitar, and piano. I coded “percussion,” “jazz,” and “marching” with band, as each type of music
instruction in that particular area is most similar to that of large ensemble instrumental
instruction. If a student was enrolled in multiple music courses throughout the day, such as band
in one period and orchestra in another, they were counted twice. I divided the seven types of
music courses in which students were enrolled into two larger categories: BOC and non-BOC
music courses. I decided to include mariachi in the non-BOC music category as the particular

course was offered in only one school, and upon further investigation, it was offered at the same
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time as a band course. Of note, students enrolled in either band or mariachi at this particular
school did not have the opportunity to take both classes, as the school schedule was constructed
in such a manner that forced a student to choose between one of the two types of music classes.

Using these categories, I created two more categorical variables--mustype3 and
mustype4--that indicated which type of music each student was enrolled in. In mustype3, the
categories were no music, non-BOC music course, and a BOC course. In this three-category
variable, non-BOC music students included students who were enrolled in piano, guitar, music
(either general or undefined), and mariachi. BOC students in this variable contained students
enrolled in band, choir, and orchestra. I used trumping rules to count each student within the two
categorical variables where BOC trumped non-BOC. In cases where a student was enrolled in
both a BOC class and a non-BOC music class, they were counted as a BOC student. In mustype4,
the categories were no music, non-BOC music course, choir, and band/orchestra. In this four-
category variable, non-BOC music students included students who were enrolled in piano, guitar,
music (either general or undefined), and mariachi. This four-category variable used similar
trumping rules as described above where Choir trumped non-BOC and Band/orchestra trumped
Choir. Choir students in this variable were those who were either enrolled in only choir or choir
and a non-BOC music course. Band/orchestra contained students enrolled in band and orchestra
or band/orchestra and choir. In both categorical variables, category assignment was mutually
exclusive; if a student was enrolled in band and general music, I counted them only as band, and
if they were enrolled in choir and general music, I counted them only as choir.
Covariates

I selected relevant variables from the data set related to students’ musical engagement or

consumption and variables that represent their caregivers financial or physical support of their
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children’s musical lives. I renamed all the variables to user-friendly names and recoded
categorical variables to dichotomous variables. I chose to recode categorical variables to
dichotomous variables as some questions asked caregivers and students how many hours per
week or times per year they participated in a musical activity. I was not interested in the number
of hours spent in musical activities but rather if the musical activities occurred or did not occur.
By changing variables to dichotomous variables, I was able to mitigate threats to validity due to
self-reported data and potentially mischievous responders. Caregiver engagement and provision
of opportunities is critical to the conceptual model I have presented. Therefore, I drew a
subpopulation from a nationally representative sample of LSAY respondents based on caregiver
responses, and reduced the sample size from 3,721 to 1,112. I considered a person a caregiver if
they completed the LSAY Spring 2016 Parent Questionnaire. The first question on the Parent
questionnaire was “What is your relation to [STUDENT]?” Options were (a) mother (b) father
(c) step-mother (d) step-father (e) grandmother (f) grandfather (g) other. About 1.5% of
respondents selected “other” and identified as guardian, aunt, or a sibling. Reducing the sample
was necessary to ensure consideration of data from caregivers, as they are believed to play an
influential role in their child’s school music participation (Sichivista, 2007; McPherson et al.,
2012).

In an attempt to quantify the resources that a school community has invested in its music
program(s), I also estimated a model that included a scale-summary variable that was a
combination of school variables. As the scale measures Resource Investment in Music Programs,
I will refer to it as the RIMP scale in the analysis. The variables included in this summed scale
based on the individual values of each of variables: a) if a school had a music booster program,

b) how many full-time equivalent music teachers were at a school, c) if a school had a designated
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music curriculum, and d) if the school had after-school choral and/or instrumental ensembles.
After I summed the variables, I standardized the scaled variable to have a mean of 0 and a
standard deviation of 1. The variables included in this scale-summary variable were all taken
from the Fall 2015 principal questionnaire. Thus, the inclusion of this community-investment
variable further reduced the analytical sample from 1,112 to 651. This variable did not have
enough precision for significance, but the forthcoming results of the models do show a trend in a
direction.

My final set of covariates consisted of nineteen variables derived from student and
caregiver questionnaires. The variables are listed below in Table 4.1, and organized by system.
System One variables included: sex, instrument in the home to play, playing music for fun,
having friends who play instruments, playing an instrument at home on a weekly basis, playing
an instrument over the summer, and listening to music. System Two variables included:
caregiver education, caregiver employment status, if the caregiver owns their home, primary
language spoken at home, two caregiver home, participation in at least one summer music
program, attending a live concert or play with a caregiver, making music weekly with a
caregiver, private music lessons, and caregiver opinion on the emphasis of music in their
student’s school. System Three variables included region and urbanicity. To see examples of

how questions were asked on the LSAY questionnaires refer to Appendix A.
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Table 4.1

Selected Variables from the Longitudinal Study of American Youth Third Cohort 2015-2016

Description Cleaned Name LSAY Name Source Type
System 1

Female sex female Administrative dichotomous
Student has an homeinstrumentplay bx15m Spring 2016 dichotomous
instrument to play at Student

home

Student plays music ~ playfunmusicweekly d bx26m Spring 2016 dichotomous
for fun alone or with um Student

friends weekly

Student’s friends friendsinstrumentplay ab20n Fall 2015 dichotomous
play instruments Student
Caregiver reports pares_instrumentplay d byl18a Spring 2016 dichotomous
student playing an um Parent
instrument at home
weekly
Student plays an instrumentplay_su abl5s Fall 2015 dichotomous
instrument over the Student
summer
Student listens to kidlisten * ab27c, bx26¢, Fall 2015 dichotomous
music weekly by313c Student, Spring
2016 Student,
and Spring 2016
Parent

(continued)
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Description Cleaned Name LSAY Name Source Type

System 2

Primary language homelang by292 txt Spring 2016 categorical

spoken at home Parent

(English, Spanish,

other)

Caregiver Education parentedu ped Administrative categorical

(Less than HS, HS,

Associate, College,

Advanced degree)

Two caregiver home twocaregivers bl34 Spring 2016 dichotomous
Parent

Caregiver owned homeowner by315a Spring 2016 dichotomous

home Parent

Caregiver employed caremploy by280a Spring 2016 dichotomous
Parent

Caregiver opinion parentemphmusic byl68g Spring 2016 categorical

about music Parent

emphasis in school

(less than there is

now, same as there

1S now, more than

there is now)

Caregiver reports pares_summermusic_d by328¢c Spring 2016 dichotomous

student attending a um Parent

summer program for

music in their

lifetime

Caregiver and pares_liveconcert_dum byl55a Spring 2016 dichotomous

student attended at Parent

least one live
concert or play in
the past year

(continued)



79

Description Cleaned Name LSAY Name Source Type
Caregiver and pakidmusic bl160, ab28f, Fall 2015 dichotomous
student make music bx28f Student, Spring
together weekly 2016 Student,

and Spring 2016

Parent

Student takes music musiclessons_private bx11t Spring 2016 dichotomous
lessons outside of Student
school
System 3
Region region region Administrative categorical
(Northeast,
Midwest, South,
West)
Urbanicity urban urban Administrative categorical
(Urban, Suburban,
Rural)

Note. *kidlisten removed from model 1b and 2b. Question wording can be found in Appendix A.
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Estimation Models

Below are the four estimation models that [ used in my analysis. In both models, x
represents the vector of predictor variables, which equals the probability of being in each type of
music class over the probability of not being enrolled in any music course. The vector of
predictor variables includes if a student reported that their friends played instruments, that they
played music for fun, if their caregivers reported that they played their instrument at home, or if
the student attended live concerts with their caregivers.

I included the three-category outcome variable in each iteration of the analysis in case
there was not enough statistical power to run the regression in the four-category outcome
version. All results are reported in this paper, but I will only discuss the results from the
preferred model. The results from the preferred model are included in Chapter 5, and all other
results are included in Appendix B.

Because an adolescent’s consumption of music is a key component to the first level of the
theoretical model proposed in Chapter 3, I decided to include a version of the analysis with a
variable indicating if a student listened to music in their free time on a weekly basis. However,
this variable was omitted from the preferred model because the frequency count of positive
responses was over 93%. While this outcome supports the proposed conceptual model, this
variable oversaturated the model. It would not be prudent to include a variable in the analysis
that contained almost no variation.

I estimated a total of four models across two samples. Models 1a and 1b contained a
three-category outcome variable, and Models 2a and 2b contained a four-category outcome
variable. I ran the four models, (1a, 1b, 2a, and 2b) were run across two adult populations:

responding caregivers (N = 1,112) and caregivers and responding principals (N = 651). In the
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models, students who were not enrolled in any type of music course were held as the base
comparison group. This means that students in each category of music course enrollment: non-
BOC, choir, and band and/or orchestra, were compared to the population of students who were

not enrolled in a music course.

P =
Model 1a: InQy,, (x) = ln% = XPmp form=1to]

Where b = the base outcome of no music class in the three-category music variable

P =
Model 1b: InQpy,; (x) = ln% = XBppp form =1to ]

Where b = the base outcome of no music class in the three-category music variable
kidlisten was excluded from this model

P =
Model 2a: InQy,, (x) = ln% = XPmp form=1to]

Where b = the base outcome of no music class in the four-category music variable

P =
Model 2b: InQy,; (x) = ln% = XBppp form =1t0 ]

Where b = the base outcome of no music class in the four-category music variable

kidlisten was excluded from this model

In order to execute these analyses, I used the Stata command mlogit to run multinomial
logistic regressions, followed by the option, 777, to yield relative-risk-ratios for each coefficient
in the model. Relative-risk-ratios (RRR) are calculated by exponentiating the raw coefficients,
and are interpreted similarly to odds ratios, in the more common binary logistic regression (Long
& Freese, 2006, p. 435). These ratios explain the likelihood of one occurrence happening over
another. For interpretability, I will report the results as inverse risk, which is the likelihood of the
occurrence happening. For example, if a RRR for playing an instrument is 1.25, I will report the
finding as a 25% increase in the likelihood of being enrolled in music. If the RRR for attending a
suburban school is 0.75, I will report the finding as a 25% decrease in the likelihood of being

enrolled in music.
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The preferred model for the current study used analytic sample one, the sample that
contained only caregiver responses. There were tradeoffs that I had to make when deciding to
use this sample, notably that it contained a higher proportion of music students than the full
sample, and it did not include any data provided by the principals. Analytic sample one was more
similar to the full, nationally representative, sample in terms of region as well as urbanicity; there
were no observations from the northeast in the second analytic sample. The second analytic
sample was half the size of the first analytic sample. The first analytic sample is already a step
away from a nationally representative population due to caregiver inclusion, but the second
analytic sample was too far away from a reasonable approximation of the national sample for me
to justify using it. I report regression results from both analytic samples in this dissertation, but I
will only discuss those results from the models where I used the first analytic sample in the next

chapter. All results from the models can be found in Appendix B.
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Chapter S: Results

In this chapter I discuss the results from the research question, “Which specific individual
and contextual characteristics of 7" grade students influence enrollment in different types of
school music courses?” The results presented provide insight into the nuances of individual
children’s musical lives as well as clearer profiles of students who may be more inclined to
enroll in specific types of middle school music courses. I begin the chapter with descriptive
results for the sample. I then present results from the multinomial logit model estimates of the

models described in Chapter 4.

Estimates of 7th Grade Music Enrollment

The information presented below in Table 5.1 shows that there was a greater survey
response rate among caregivers who had students enrolled in a music class than among
caregivers who did not have a student enrolled in any type of music class. Thus, there was a
greater proportion of music students in analytic sample one compared to analytic sample two.
The prevalence of music students in a subpopulation where caregivers’ participation is required
is not surprising, as it supports the notion that caregivers of students in music may have access to
a greater number of resources that allow for the provision of musical opportunities for their
children. Based on the information presented in Table 5.1, it is important to note the assumption
moving forward that analytic sample one contains a greater proportion of caregivers who may be
able to devote more resources to their child’s musical experiences. The limitations of this sample
are that the only adult responses are caregivers; the exclusion of principal responses limits the
amount of contextual information about school-level musical opportunities. Analytic sample one
also has a higher percentage of music students, thus it is not representative of the 7% grade

middle school population.
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As demonstrated in Table 5.1, analytic sample two was more similar to the full sample

than analytic sample one terms of music enrollment, even though it contains a fraction of the

respondents. The fact that music enrollment is similar in both the full and second analytic

samples is logical since there should be no relationship between a student enrolling in any type

of music course and their principal’s completion of a survey. As noted, the limitations of this

sample are that there are no respondents from the northeast and the sample size was reduced to

about a fifth of the original sample.

Table 5.1

Sample Music Enrollment Statistics for Students in the LSAY Third Cohort

Analytic Analytic
Course Full Sample 1 Sample 2 Linearized 95% Confidence
Taken Sample (Caregiver (Caregiver and SE Interval

only) Principal)

Band 16.22% 17.69% 14.36% 3.34% [11.78,25.43]
Choir 11.80% 13.08% 12.22% 3.00% [8.08,20.48]
Orchestra 3.96% 5.84% 4.24% 1.31% [3.68,9.14]
Mariachi 0.27% 0.24% no observations 0.26% [0.02, 2.27]
Piano 0.36% 0.33% no observations 0.37% [0.03, 3.11]
Guitar 0.17% 0.12% 0.11% 0.07% [0.01, 0.48]
Music 3.42% 3.33% 2.75% 1.05% [1.74, 6.28]
(other)
Any music 33.51% 36.81% 28.70% 6.00% [25.63,49.62]
No music 66.49% 63.19% 71.30% 6.00% [50.38, 74.37]

Note. Linearized SE and 95% confidence interval are for Analytic Sample 1 across attributes.
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Descriptive Statistics for Covariates

The following section contains descriptive statistics for covariates that were included in
the multinomial logit models. I selected all covariates for inclusion based on prior research and
the conceptual model of engagement proposed in Chapter 3. Table 5.2 contains covariates that
represent demographic aspects of a student’s life such as region, urbanicity, sex, caregiver
education, and primary language spoken at home. Table 5.3 contains the covariates that represent
characteristics of a student’s home and school lives that are associated with music consumption
and creation. Table 5.4 disaggregates the covariates introduced in the preceding table (Table 5.3)
by the type of music course.

Table 5.2 shows demographic statistics for students across the full sample and both
analytic samples. I will only discuss those statistics for the preferred sample, sample one. Here
we can see that analytic sample one has a higher percentage of female students than both the full
sample and the second analytic sample. The preferred sample has a slightly lower percentage of
students with two caregivers than the second analytic sample, as well as students who live in a
home that is owned by their caregiver(s). The preferred sample, sample one, has a slightly lower
percentage of students who primarily speak English at home. The highest level of the responding
caregiver’s education very similar between both analytic samples. Analytic sample one is more
closely aligned with the full sample in terms of region and urbanicity than sample two.

Table 5.3 shows sample individual characteristic statistics for students in the LSAY Third
Cohort across the full sample and both analytic samples. I will again only discuss those statistics
for the preferred analytic sample one, the sample with only caregiver responses, as opposed to
caregiver and principal responses. Here we can see that almost all of the students in the first

analytic sample, 98.60%, listened to music.
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Sample Demographic Statistics for Students in the LSAY Third Cohort
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: °
Selected Covariate S:mugle A(Ezlzeﬁgcivse?‘n;ﬂ;)l A?(?ill)l"tel;iszll‘n apl:fl ’ Lil(lle;gze Cor?é(;znce
Principal) Interval

Female 51.86% 54.18% 52.65% 1.79% [50.53, 57.79]
Two caregivers - 74.49% 76.62% 2.09% [70.02, 78.51]
Caregiver education

Less than HS i 6.50% 5.57% 1.55% [3.97, 10.45]

diploma

HS diploma - 34.14% 32.84% 2.61% [29.05. 39.63]

Associate degree - 15.25% 15.93% 1.38% [12.65, 18.26]

College degree - 25.03% 26.55% 2.66% [20.01, 30.81]

Advanced degree - 19.09% 19.12% 1.91% [15.50, 23.28]
Homeowner - 69.99% 75.07% 2.62% [64.40, 75.05]
Employed - 77.27% 81.38% 1.83% [73.33, 80.79]
Primarily speaks English i 75.60% 80.82% 4.04% [66.48, 82.87]
at home
Region

Northeast 12.14% 8.13% no observations 0.78% [6.68, 9.86]

Midwest 26.51% 36.00% 46.77% 4.04% [28.25, 44.55]

South 38.30% 36.25% 34.54% 5.06% [26.69, 47.03]

West 23.15% 19.62% 18.69% 4.42% [12.13,30.16]
Urbanicity

Urban 28.12% 24.09% 11.87% 4.94% [15.48, 35.46]

Suburban 34.34% 38.87% 41.21% 4.42% [30.33, 48.16]

Rural 37.54% 37.04% 46.93% 4.48% [28.46, 46.52]

Note. Linearized SE and 95% confidence interval are for the Analytic Sample 1 across attributes.
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This statistic justifies the exclusion of this covariate in the analysis as there is very little
apparent variation in this characteristic. There are more students in analytic sample one than both
the full sample as well as analytic sample two who reported having various musical
characteristics. These characteristics included having friends who play instruments, playing
music or singing with their caregiver(s), having an instrument to play at home, and taking private
music lessons. Analytic sample one was very similar to the full sample regarding the percentage
of students in both samples who played music on a weekly basis according to their caregivers,
played music for fun or alone with friends, attended a summer program for music, played an
instrument over the summer, and attended at least one live concert or play with their caregivers
in the past year. Caregiver’s opinion on the emphasis on music in their student’s curriculum was
also the same between the full sample and analytic sample one. Table 5.3 shows that in terms of
musical characteristics of students, analytic sample one contains students who report being
slightly more musically engaged than the full sample. This finding is consistent with previous
data reported in this chapter regarding the assumption that students in analytic sample one may

be more likely to have caregivers who are engaged and also to be enrolled in music courses.
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Sample Individual Characteristic Statistics for Students in the LSAY Third Cohort
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Analytic Analytic 959
Selected Full Sample 1 Sample 2 Linearized 0
. . . Confidence
Covariate Sample (Caregiver (Caregiver SE
Iy Interval
only) and Principal)
Listens to music 93.19% 98.60% 98.23% 0.60% [96.66, 99.42]
Has friends who 50.84% 52.04% 47.85% 3.25% [45.43, 58.59]
play instruments
Plays music for fun 52.01% 52.37% 49.65% 2.61% [47.06, 57.64]
or alone or with
friends
Plays an instrument 35.84% 35.88% 32.88% 2.47% [31.02, 41.04]
at home according
to caregivers
Has attended a 20.92% 20.94% 20.81% 1.49% [18.07,24.12]
summer program
for music
according to
caregivers
Plays music or 67.58% 80.67% 79.65% 2.07% [76.10, 84.54]
sings with
caregiver(s)
Caregiver’s
opinion on music
emphasis in school
More 30.34% 30.37% 29.33% 2.83% [24.94, 36.41]
emphasis than
now
Same 59.70% 59.76% 59.91% 3.00% [53.52, 65.69]
emphasis as
now
Less 9.96% 9.87% 10.76% 1.44% [7.31, 13.21]

emphasis than
now
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Analytic Analytic

Selected Full Sample 1 Sample 2 Linearized 5%

. . . Confidence
Covariate Sample (Caregiver (Caregiver SE

o Interval
only) and Principal)

Student has 52.13% 59.17% 54.36% 3.06% [52.81, 65.23]
instrument to play
at home
Student plays 55.51% 56.16% 54.36% 2.35% [51.34, 60.86]
instrument(s) over
the summer
Caregiver attended  66.41% 66.48% 65.29% 2.63% [60.94, 71.60]
a live concert or
play with student in
the past year
Student takes 21.64% 25.35% 24.47% 2.17% [21.19,30.01]
private music
lessons

Note. Linearized SE and 95% confidence interval are for the Analytic Sample 1 across attributes.

Table 5.4 shows sample individual characteristic statistics for students in the LSAY Third
Cohort by the type of music course they were enrolled in for the preferred analytic sample. This
table displays bivariate relationships between music course enrollment and student
characteristics, and while it is a naive model, it justifies the inclusion of the covariates in a more
sophisticated regression model. There appear to be significant relationships (p < 0.001) between
music enrollment and (a) having an instrument in the home, (b) playing an instrument at home,
(c) friends who play instruments, (d) playing music for fun alone or with friends, (e) attending a
summer music program(s), (f) playing an instrument over the summer, (g) taking private music

lessons, and (h) attending live concerts or plays with a caregiver.
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Individual Characteristic Statistics for Students by Music Class Enrolled in the LSAY Cohort

. No Any Non- . Band/

Selected Covariate music music BOC Choir Orchestra P
Listens to music 98.31% 99.09% 100.00%  98.64%  99.20% 0.34 0.75
Has friends who play 45.45% 63.24% 57.07% 55.08%  67.56% 9.61 0.001
instruments
Plays music for fun alone or 44.31% 65.58% 38.56% 54.51%  73.00% 12.55  0.001
with friends
Plays an instrument at home 22.04% 59.39% 18.88% 18.89%  83.40% 53.93  0.001
according to caregivers
Has attended a summer program  16.87% 29.18% 23.73% 21.15%  33.62% 11.34  0.001
for music according to
caregivers
Plays music with caregiver(s) 78.63% 84.17% 74.33% 85.96%  84.40% 1.90 0.16
Caregiver’s opinion on music 2.38 0.07
emphasis in school

More emphasis than now  30.60% 29.98% 19.43% 20.53%  35.54%

Same emphasis as now 58.60% 61.75% 65.18% 69.47%  57.70%

Less emphasis than now  10.81% 8.27% 15.38% 10.00%  6.75%
Student has instrument to play at  50.90% 72.71% 46.74% 55.15%  82.97% 11.05 0.001
home
Student played instrument(s) 49.24% 67.95% 68.21% 52.95%  75.04% 15.55 0.001
over the summer
Caregiver attended a live concert  61.34% 75.28% 65.91% 79.65%  74.21% 3.47 0.03
or play with student in the past
year
Student takes private music 20.89% 31.61% 20.58% 31.03% 34.37% 5.22 0.001

lessons

Note. Linearized SE and 95% confidence interval are for the Analytic Sample 1 across attributes. F-statistics
and p-values are for mean difference between students enrolled in any music course and students not enrolled

in any music courses.
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Multinomial Logistic Regression Results

Tables 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7 contain results of the preferred sample: caregivers only without
the variable representing a student’s music listening. The outcome of interest was a four-category
categorical variable that indicated if a student was enrolled in band and/or orchestra, choir,
another type of music class (general, guitar, piano, mariachi), or no music course. Table 5.5
contains results from students enrolled in a non-BOC music class, Table 5.6 contains results
from students enrolled in a choir class, and Table 5.7 contains results from students enrolled in
band and/or orchestra classes. I will discuss results from this model in the following section of
this chapter.

The other results from the non-preferred models, can be found in Appendix B. These
tables contain results of models 1a, 1b, and 2a: (a) caregivers only with the variable representing
a student’s music listening, (b) caregivers and principals with the variable representing a
student’s music listening, (c) caregivers only without the variable representing a student’s music
listening, and (d) caregivers and principals without the variable representing a student’s music
listening. Again, the outcome of interest was a three-category music enrollment variable for

models 1a and 1b, and a four-category music enrollment variable for model 2a.

Students Enrolled in Non-BOC Music Courses

The first comparison made in the model was students enrolled in non-BOC music courses
in relation to students who were not enrolled in any type of music course. Results from the model
are below in Table 5.5. Compared to schools in the Northeast, there was a 75% decrease (p <
0.05) in the likelihood that a student would enroll in any type of non-BOC music course if they
went to a school in the Midwest, and a 92% decrease (p < 0.05) in the likelihood of enrollment if

they went to a school in the South. There was a 94% decrease (p < 0.05) in the likelihood of
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enrollment in any type of non-BOC music course if the student attended a school in a rural area
compared to an urban area. If a student came from a home where English was the primary
language spoken, there was a 63% decrease (p < 0.05) in the likelihood of them enrolling in a
non-BOC music course compared to students for whom English was not the primary language
spoken at home. For students whose caregiver believed that there should be less emphasis on
music in the curriculum, there was a 54% decrease (p < 0.05) in the likelihood that they, the

student, would be enrolled in a non-BOC music course.



Table 5.5

Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Odds of Enrolling in non-BOC class
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Variable Coefficient RRR
Student Characteristics
Female 0.24 1.27
(0.42) (0.42)
Has an instrument at home to play 0.08 1.09
(0.23) (0.23)
Plays music for fun 0.10 1.10
(0.18) (0.18)
Has friends who play instruments 0.09 1.10
(0.18) (0.18)
Plays an instrument at home -0.49 0.61
(-0.59) (-0.59)
Enrolled in summer music 0.97 2.64
(1.64) (1.64)
Plays instrument over the summer 0.29 1.34
(0.63) (0.63)
Attends live concert or play with caregiver 0.46 1.58
(1.57) (1.57)
Makes music weekly with caregiver -0.63 0.53
(-0.89) (-0.89)
Enrolled in private music lessons -0.03 0.97
(-0.04) (-0.04)

(continued)
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Variable Coefficient RRR
Caregiver Characteristics
Education®
Less than HS diploma -0.39 0.67
(-0.63) (-0.63)
Associate degree -0.52 0.60
(-0.92) (-0.92)
College degree -0.40 0.67
(-0.53) (-0.53)
Advanced degree 0.12 1.13
(0.16) (0.16)
Employed -0.43 0.65
(-1.47) (-1.47)
Own Home 0.06 1.07
(0.17) (0.17)
Primary language English -1.01* 0.37*
(-2.33) (-2.33)
Two caregiver household -0.74 0.48
(-1.62) (-1.62)
Opinion on Music in Curriculum®
More emphasis than now -0.52 0.60
(-1.64) (-1.64)
Less emphasis than now -0.78* 0.46*
(-2.25) (-2.25)

(continued)
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Variable Coefficient RRR

School Characteristics

Region®
Midwest -1.43* 0.24*
(-2.37) (-2.37)
South -2.52% 0.08*
(-2.70) (-2.70)
West -1.84 0.16
(-2.02) (-2.02)
Urbanicity!
Suburban -1.37 0.25
(-1.65) (-1.65)
Rural -2.81° 0.06
(-2.08) (-2.08)
N 3433

Note. Exponentiated coefficients in RRR column. RRR = relative risk ratio; ¢ statistics in parentheses.
"p<0.05"p<0.01,"" p<0.001

 HS diploma was control category, ® Same emphasis as now was control category, ¢ Northeast was
control category, ¢ Urban was control category
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Students Enrolled in Choir

The second comparison made in the model (see Table 5.6) was students enrolled in at
least one choir course compared to students who were not enrolled in any type of music course.
Compared to schools in the Northeast, there was an 85% decrease (p < 0.01) in the likelihood
that a student would enroll in any type of choir course compared to no music course if they went
to a school in the Midwest, a 92% decrease (p < 0.001) in the likelihood of enrollment if they
went to a school in the South, and a 91% decrease (p < 0.05) in the likelihood of enrollment if
they went to school in the West. For students whose caregiver believed that there should be more
emphasis on music in the curriculum, there was a 53% decrease (p < 0.01) in the likelihood that
they, the student, would be enrolled in a choir class. If the student attended at least one live
concert or play in the past year with a primary caregiver, the likelihood of enrollment in choir

was over three times greater (p < 0.001).
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Table 5.6

Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Odds of Enrolling in Choir class

Variable Coefficient RRR

Student Characteristics

Female 0.499 1.647
(1.62) (1.62)
Has an instrument at home to play 0.02 1.02
(0.10) (0.10)
Plays music for fun 0.29 1.34
(0.99) (0.99)
Has friends who play instruments 0.16 1.17
(0.60) (0.60)
Plays an instrument at home -0.63 0.53
(-1.71) (-1.71)
Enrolled in summer music 0.25 1.29
(0.70) (0.70)
Plays instrument over the summer -0.21 0.81
(-0.83) (-0.83)
Attends live concert or play with caregiver 1. 15%** 3. 15%**
(3.70) (3.70)
Makes music weekly with caregiver 0.19 1.21
(0.49) (0.49)
Enrolled in private music lessons 0.59 1.81
(1.74) (1.74)

(continued)
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Variable Coefficient RRR
Caregiver Characteristics
Education®
Less than HS diploma -0.98 0.38
(-1.16) (-1.16)
Associate degree 0.14 1.15
(0.31) (0.31)
College degree -0.42 0.66
(-1.27) (-1.27)
Advanced degree -0.10 0.90
(-0.36) (-0.36)
Employed 0.47 1.61
(1.51) (1.51)
Own Home -0.24 0.79
(-0.89) (-0.89)
Primary language English 0.03 1.03
(0.05) (0.05)
Two caregiver household 0.37 1.45
(1.14) (1.14)
Opinion on Music in Curriculum®
More emphasis than now -0.76** 0.47%*
(-2.85) (-2.85)
Less emphasis than now -0.36 0.70
(-0.73) (-0.73)

(continued)
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Variable Coefficient RRR

School Characteristics

Region®
Midwest -1.88%* 0.15%*
(-3.27) (-3.27)
South -2 .58%H* 0.08%**
(-4.73) (-4.73)
West -2.45% 0.09*
(-2.23) (-2.23)
Urbanicity®
Suburban -0.95 0.39
(-1.10) (-1.10)
Rural -1.36 0.26
(-1.15) (-1.15)

Note. Exponentiated coefficients in RRR column. RRR = relative risk ratio; ¢ statistics in parentheses.

ke

"p<0.05"p<0.01,"" p<0.001
“ HS diploma was control category, ® Same emphasis as now was control category, ¢ Northeast was
control category, ¢ Urban was control category
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Students Enrolled in Band and/or Orchestra

The third comparison made in the model (see Table 5.7) involved students enrolled in at
least one band and/or orchestra course in contrast to students who are not enrolled in any type of
music course. There was a 78% decrease (p < 0.05) in the likelihood of enrollment in a band
and/or orchestra course if the student attended a school in a suburban area compared to an urban
area, and an 87% decrease (p < 0.05) in the likelihood of enrollment in a band and/or orchestra
course if the student attended a school in a rural area as opposed to an urban area. If the student’s
caregiver reported that they played an instrument at home on a weekly basis, the likelihood that

the student was enrolled in a band and/or orchestra class was almost 17 times greater (p < 0.001).
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Table 5.7

Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Odds of Enrolling in Band and/or Orchestra class

Variable Coefficient RRR

Student Characteristics

Female -0.12 0.89
(-0.55) (-0.55)
Has an instrument at home to play 0.59 1.80
(1.58) (1.58)
Plays music for fun 0.26 1.30
(1.14) (1.14)
Has friends who play instruments 0.02 1.02
(0.08) (0.08)
Plays an instrument at home 2.83#** 16.86%**
(6.22) (6.22)
Enrolled in summer music 0.25 1.28
(1.21) (1.21)
Plays instrument over the summer 0.05 1.06
(0.22) (0.22)
Attends live concert or play with caregiver -0.20 0.82
(-0.45) (-0.45)
Makes music weekly with caregiver -0.03 0.97
(-0.09) (-0.09)
Enrolled in private music lessons -0.33 0.72
(-1.25) (-1.25)

(continued)
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Variable Coefficient RRR
Caregiver Characteristics
Education®
Less than HS diploma -0.30 0.74
(-0.53) (-0.53)
Associate degree 0.16 1.18
(0.45) (0.45)
College degree -0.18 0.84
(-0.44) (-0.44)
Advanced degree -0.25 0.78
(-0.69) (-0.69)
Employed -0.35 0.70
(-0.96) (-0.96)
Own Home 0.05 1.05
(0.14) (0.14)
Primary language English -0.13 0.88
(-0.42) (-0.42)
Two caregiver household 0.19 1.21
(0.69) (0.69)
Opinion on Music in Curriculum®
More emphasis than now 0.26 1.29
(1.33) (1.33)
Less emphasis than now 0.03 1.03
(0.10) (0.10)

(continued)
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Variable Coefficient RRR

School Characteristics

Region®
Midwest -0.96 0.38
(-1.91) (-1.91)
South -1.83* 0.16*
(-2.30) (-2.30)
West -1.32 0.27
(-1.54) (-1.54)
Urbanicity®
Suburban -1.50* 0.22*
(-2.30) (-2.30)
Rural -2.06* 0.13*
(-2.09) (-2.09)

Note. Exponentiated coefficients in RRR column. RRR = relative risk ratio; ¢ statistics in parentheses.

ke

"p<0.05"p<0.01,"" p<0.001
“ HS diploma was control category, ® Same emphasis as now was control category, ¢ Northeast was
control category, ¢ Urban was control category



104

Results from Wald Tests

In Table 5.7, below, I have reported significant Wald test scores for the preferred model.
The effect of a student who attended a school in the South on any type of music course
enrollment was significant (Wald test = 10.82, df = 3, p < 0.001), as was the effect of a student’s
primary language at home being English on any type of music course enrollment (Wald test =
3.54, df =3, p = 0.03). The effect of a caregiver reporting that their student plays an instrument
at home on a weekly basis on any type of music course enrollment was significant (Wald test =
35.80, df =3, p < 0.001). The effect of a caregiver’s opinion that there should be more emphasis
on music in the curriculum on any type of music course enrollment was also significant (Wald
test =4.73, df =3, p = 0.01). The effect of a caregiver and their student attending at least one
live concert or play in the past year on any type of music course enrollment was also significant

(Wald test =5.23, df =3, p = 0.01).

Table 5.8

Survey-Adjusted Wald Test (F (3,3)) for Four Category (Parent only) Music Course Enrollment
by Student Characteristics

Selected Covariate F p
Student attends a school in South 10.82 0.001
Student primarily speaks English at home 3.54 0.03
Caregiver reports student plays instrument at home 35.80 0.001
Caregiver thinks there should be more emphasis on music in the 4.73 0.01
curriculum

Student attends live concert with caregiver 5.23 0.01

Note. Wald statistic of the music course enrollment outcomes reported here are as predicted by the multinomial
logit model seven presented in Table 5.6. These results represent students in 7™ grade in 2015.
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Predicted Probabilities of Music Enrollment

Table 5.8 contains the predicted probabilities for a student’s enrollment in a non-BOC,
choir, and band and/or orchestra course. If a student played an instrument at home, there was a
51% chance that they would also be enrolled in a band and/or orchestra class, and this outcome
was a significant at an alpha of .001. Also, of significance for this particular subpopulation, if a
student attended a live concert or play with their caregiver, there was a 15% chance that they
would be enrolled in choir. This table also shows us that students who were not enrolled in any
music class were still predicted to make music and attend live concerts or plays with their
caregiver(s). These data reaffirm the notion that students have musical lives outside of school
that are not dictated by their enrollment (or non-enrollment) in a school music course or

program.

Table 5.9

Predicted Probabilities of Four Category Music Class Enrollment by Student Characteristics
(Parent Only)

Covariate No Music Non-BOC Choir Band/ Orchestra
Play Instruments at Home 0.43 0.01 0.06 0.51%**
Attend Live Concerts with 0.59 0.02 0.15%%** 0.24
Caregivers

Caregiver thinks there should 0.63 0.01* 0.12 0.25

be less emphasis on music in

curriculum

Caregiver thinks there should 0.64 0.02 0.08%* 0.28

be more emphasis on music in

curriculum

Student primarily speaks 0.61 0.01* 0.12 0.25
English at home

Note: Probabilities of the music course enrollment outcomes reported here are as predicted by the
multinomial logit model seven presented in Table 5.6. These results represent students in 7" grade in
2015 whose caregiver responded to the survey as well. “ p <0.05, ™ p <0.01, ™ p < 0.001
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Summary

Results from the data presented in this chapter indicate a myriad of characteristics that are
associated with a middle school student’s enrollment in varying types of music courses.
Significant covariates vary based on the type of music student. There is not a singular profile of
music student, and music students should not be considered as a monolithic collective. The
results from this study support previous research that there is not a singular profile of student
who enrolls in different types of music classes (Elpus & Abril, 2019). Different collections of
covariates are significantly associated with different types of music course enrollment.

Students enrolled in non-BOC music courses were less likely to primarily speak English
at home and also more likely to have caregivers who believed that there should be less emphasis
on music in their student’s current curriculum. Students enrolled in a choir class were less likely
to have a caregiver who believed that there should be more emphasis on music in the curriculum.
If the student attended at least one live concert or play in the past year with a primary caregiver,
they were more likely to be enrolled in choir. Students were less likely to enroll in a band and/or
orchestra class were if they attended a school in a suburban area compared to an urban area, and
also less likely to be enrolled if they attended a school in a rural area as opposed to an urban
area. If a student’s caregiver reported that they played an instrument at home on a weekly basis,
the student was significantly more likely to be enrolled in a band and/or orchestra class.

There are a multitude of contributing factors in a student’s life that influence their desire
to enroll in a school music course. Some factors are inherently larger than others, such as
program availability based on school, or if a student’s schedule allows for the inclusion of a
specific type of music course. Other factors are more individualistic, such as a caregiver’s will

and capacity to support their student in the pursuit of music or a student’s desire to engage with a
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formal music education in their school setting. Some students avidly consume and create music
outside of school, and do not have a desire to enroll in a school music course. Other students may
only be enrolled in a school music course for no other reason than their caregiver told them that
they had to. Another profile of student may be so engaged with music in every aspect of their life
that they are enrolled in multiple school music courses. There is not one correct way to engage,
create, or perform music during adolescence. It is important for music educators to acknowledge
and honor the many ways that students interact with music in order to embrace the variety of

factors that influence a student’s musicking.
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Chapter 6: Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to better understand intrinsic and familial factors
that may be associated with an adolescent’s enrollment in a music course(s) during 7" grade.
Music permeates multiple aspects of young people’s lives through a variety of modalities, from
listening to recordings, attending concerts, ambient consumption, and ritualistic traditions.
Different modalities have varying degrees of influence: for some students, listening to music in a
house of worship may be more influential than listening to it on the radio, and vice versa. Some
students may be more influenced by their peers to engage in music making, while others may be
internally driven to participate and subsequently are supported by their caregivers outside of school
to support their interests.

Review of Research Questions and Empirical Strategy

I designed this study in order to ascertain what specific characteristics of adolescents’ lives
were most associated with enrollment in different types of school music courses. Music
consumption and creation can be intensely personal activities, and as such, the type of music class
that students may choose to enroll in is a reflection of their own personal traits and preferences that
are influenced by their personal, social, and familial worlds. This study was an attempt to better
understand what specific characteristics in a student’s life may be influential in their school music
enrollment. Thus, I designed this study in order to answer the following question: Which
individual and contextual characteristics influence an adolescent’s enrollment in 7" grade music
courses?

To compare students who were enrolled in different types of music courses, I elected to

use multinomial logistic regression as opposed to logistic regression. This allowed me to use
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categorical variables that represented student enrollment in various types of music courses as the
outcome variable of interest.
Delimitations

It is important to note again that the analytic sample used in the analysis for this study is
not a nationally representative sample of students enrolled in music and caregivers of those
students enrolled in music. The analytic sample for this study was taken from a nationally
representative sample of students. When I drew down the sample to only include those students
whose caregivers responded to the caregiver survey, it was no longer a nationally representative
analytic sample. This decision was imperative in order to answer the question I was asking, but it
did limit the profile of student who was included in the analytic sample. The profile of student
included in the analytic sample was a student who had a caregiver who was able and chose to
take the time from their daily life to complete the caregiver survey. This distinction inherently
excludes caregivers who did not have time, resources, capabilities, or desire to complete the
survey. I acknowledge the bias that the inclusion of caregiver responses contributes to the
analytic sample, but I absolutely needed to be able to include the variables derived from the
caregiver survey in my analysis.

Data limitations are common in secondary analyses, as frequently, the researcher is using
the pre-collected data for a separate purpose than it was originally collected. In the case of this
dissertation, race and income of the students and caregivers was not collected as it was wrongly
assumed that there would be additional years of funding for this study for the data to be collected

(J. Miller, personal communication, November 13, 2022).
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Discussion of Results

The results from this study highlight the differences between students who elect to enroll
in different types of music courses, especially between students who elect to enroll in BOC
courses compared to those who enroll in non-BOC music courses. Every covariate that was
significantly associated with students’ enrollment in a music class contained some aspect of
caregivers’ engagement in students’ musical lives. The region that a student lived in was
significantly associated with enrollment in every type of music course, indicating that school
musical traditions and participation may be regionally specific across the United States. There
were regional differences in 7" grade music enrollment throughout the sample, but it was not a
determinant factor in enrollment.

For students who were enrolled in a non-BOC music course, in addition to region being
significantly associated with enrollment, urbanicity was also significantly associated with
enrollment. Students were less likely to be enrolled in non-BOC music courses if they attended a
school in a rural area compared to an urban area. This relationship could exist because rural
schools may have a more limited number of music courses for students to enroll in (Pendergast,
2020). Alternatively, this relationship could be due to there being such a strong BOC culture in
rural areas that BOC courses are the only music option in schools. Or the opposite may be true,
that there is less of a pervasive culture of school music participation in some rural communities.

Students who came from families where English was the primary language spoken in the
home were also less likely to be enrolled in a non-BOC music course compared to no music
course. This result may be attributed to the fact that students who primarily speak English at
home may have elected to enroll in a BOC course over a non-BOC course, once again pointing

to the possibility that school BOC musical engagement is a cultural priority for the English-
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speaking subset of the country. Another interpretation of this result is that some children for
whom English may be a secondary or tertiary language have rich musical lives that incorporate
elements of their culture of origin, familial structure, perhaps religious or other non-school
community. These students may attend events and consume music with and/or without a
caregiver, and either are not enrolled in school music classes because they don’t need it or
because there is not a place for them in school music programs that are steeped in Western
musical cultures (Hess, 2021).

Students were less likely to be enrolled in a non-BOC music course if their caregiver
believed that there should be less emphasis on music in their child’s curriculum. This result
highlights the importance that caregiver’s perceptions and opinions have on their child’s
engagement in school music. Caregivers and their children likely have reciprocal relationships,
for example, if a child had a negative music experience in school, their caregiver may believe
that there should be less of an influence on school music. On the other hand, a caregiver may
have had their own experiences decades earlier that influence their opinions about the amount of
influence a curriculum should place on music. Nonetheless, results from this study show that
there is a significant association between a caregiver’s opinion that there should be less emphasis
on music in schools and their student’s lack of enrollment in a school music course.

Students were less likely to be enrolled in choir if their caregiver thought there should be
more emphasis on music in the curriculum compared to the status quo. This result suggests some
possibilities: (a) that caregivers who had a child enrolled in choir were content with the amount
of emphasis that music currently had in their child’s curriculum and may have been content with
not having to facilitate purchasing or renting, and caring for an instrument, (b) that caregivers

who wanted their children to have more of an emphasis on music in their curriculum pushed
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them towards enrolling in band or orchestra, or (c) caregivers sought out more rigor in their
child’s musical education and pursued lessons outside of school in order to do so. Choir students
were also almost three times more likely to be enrolled in choir if they attended at least one live
play or concert with their caregiver in the past year. This result emphasizes the importance of
caregiver and child musical relationships with regards to consumption and enrollment. There is
no clear temporal ordering of these variables to suggest prediction as this is a cross-sectional
study, therefore, I cannot say that attending concerts increases the likelihood of a student
enrolling in choir, but I can say that there is a significant association with a child attending live
concerts with their caregiver and also being enrolled in their school choir.

Students who attended schools in urban settings were more likely than their peers to
enroll in band and/or orchestra. This result could point to the geographical availability of school
music programs based on urbanicity (Salvador & Allegood, 2014). The significant relationship
between geographical area and music enrollment in this study emphasizes the importance of a
student’s geographical location as a significant factor in the likelihood of school music
enrollment.

Caregivers were asked if their child plays an instrument at home on a weekly basis, so
this result contains a lot of information about the child’s home environment. First, the caregiver
needed to not only be aware of their child practicing frequently enough to answer this question
affirmatively, but also be able to provide their child space in the home, time, and ensure that their
child consistently had an instrument to practice. This question might serve as a proxy for cultural
capital and/or socio-economic status as it represents a caregiver-child relationship, a home that
allows for noise-producing instrument playing, and a lifestyle where a caregiver would be able to

either be home at the same time as their child who was practicing, or be aware of their child’s
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instrumental playing habits. Enrollment in a band or orchestra class requires that the student has
a working instrument, and proper accessories for caring for the instrument. Perhaps a caregiver
who is not only willing, but able to help procure and maintain an instrument may be able to be
more involved in their child’s musical endeavors. Additionally, it is not surprising that students
who are enrolled in a course that requires an amount of instrument practicing at home tend to
practice at home more than their peers. This result could also be due in part to the fact that
frequently practicing at home is a required component of a band and orchestra course. Perhaps a
caregiver who responded to this question heard their child practice every week because their

band or orchestra teacher expected that the practicing was completed as homework.

The Present Study in the Context of the Conceptual Model

In Chapter 3, I presented a conceptual model of contextual influences on music
engagement. The conceptual model depicts dynamic interactions within an adolescent’s musical
life that are associated with their musical decisions. Countless factors act upon a child’s life,
from laws handed down by governing bodies, to economic climates, media consumption,
regional tendencies, caregiver aspirations for their children, school climates, and peer influences.
Each factor has a unique weight within that child’s life, that when combined with the other
influential factors, influences a child’s decisions, in this case, to enroll in music in school.

If the model presented in Chapter 3 is accurate, one would expect to see significant
relationships in the third system between region and urbanicity and school music enrollment, as
well as in the second system between school music enrollment and private music lesson
enrollment, caregiver and child music making at home, the consumption of live music or
performances with a caregiver. Additionally, in the first system, we would expect to see

significant relationships between school music enrollment and recorded music consumption,
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music making for fun alone or with friends, peers who also play music, and singing or playing an
instrument at home.
Revisiting System One

In the following sections, I will compare the results of the preferred analytical model and
compare the findings to each predicted relationship in the theoretical model. I will begin with the
first system, the individual characteristics of the child. There are four covariates that were
included in the analytic model that are represented in System One of the conceptual model:
listening to music, music making for fun, singing or playing an instrument at home, and having
peers who also play instruments. All of those characteristics showed a statistically significant
bivariate relationship with school music enrollment, except students’ weekly music listening.

I removed the variable that indicated if a student reported listening to music on a weekly
basis from the conceptual model and analytic model. Essentially all respondents reported that
they listen to music, and because of this ubiquity, this variable has no explanatory power. At
first, it was troubling for me to see that factually, there was no significant relationship between
an adolescent’s consumption of recorded music and their likelihood of enrolling in a school
music class. I grappled with this finding for what seemed like a long time, and concluded that it
is actually quite refreshing. There is no scientific value because music consumption is just too
common; students who are not enrolled in a formal music course in school are musically
engaged without enrolling in a music class (O’Neill, 2005, p. 256). School music is not for all
students, and participation and engagement in school music does not make a student “musical.”
The results of this study show that adolescent culture is rich with music consumption, so rich in
fact, that it is a moot point in the model. This result may point to the fact that there is a difference

between the type of music that students engage with outside of school and in school.
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Only one covariate in System One, singing or playing an instrument at home, was
significantly associated with enrollment in school music in the preferred analytic model. The
other covariates in this system, making music for fun and having peers who also play
instruments, were both nonsignificant in the analytic model. Covariates that did not show
statistical significance are not completely irrelevant to the model. The statistical insignificance of
these covariates may be due to the fact that they are so tightly related to the other individual level
variables in the analytic model that all variation in having friends who play instruments and
making music for fun alone or with friends is absorbed in the other variables. This absorption is
most likely a function of the sample, where some variables are so tightly linked to others that
they fall out of the model. I believe that future research is necessary to determine if peers who
play instruments and making music for fun should be permanently removed from the model, as it
but for now I have removed both icons representing these two variables from the model and will
keep the icon representing home music making.

Revisiting System Two

I will now compare the results of the analytic model to System Two in the proposed
conceptual model of contextual musical engagement. The second system of this model contains
variables that represent caregiver influence in the adolescent’s musical life. I hypothesized that
controlling for all other variables, the following individual variables would be significantly
related to a child’s enrollment in a school music course: private music lesson enrollment,
caregiver and child music making, the consumption of live music or performances with a
caregiver, and caregiver opinion on music in the school curriculum.

Significant impacts in the analytic model from each of these variables would lend support

for the validity of the conceptual model of contextual musical engagement. For choir students,
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attending a live performance or play with their caregiver was significantly associated with their
enrollment in choir. For band and orchestra students, their caregivers’ reporting that they played
an instrument at home on a weekly basis was significantly associated with their enrollment in
BOC. Caregiver opinion on the emphasis of music in their student’s curriculum was significantly
associated with students enrolled in non-BOC and choir classes.

Revisiting System Three

In System Three, region and urbanicity of the school were both significant covariates
associated with student enrollment in school music programs. For non-BOC music students,
controlling for all other variables, region and urbanicity were both significantly related with
being enrolled in their music classes. Controlling for all other variables, region was significantly
associated with the association of being enrolled in choir, and controlling for all other variables,
region was significantly associated with being enrolled in an instrumental music course. The
significance of region and urbanicity in the analytical model justifies their continued inclusion in
the conceptual model of contextual influences for music engagement.

Controlling for all other variables, caregiver and child consumption of live concerts
and/or plays was significantly associated with enrollment in choir, thus also justifying its place in
the model. I consider the variable that indicates if a student plays an instrument at home on a
weekly basis according to their caregiver as an important part of this system within the model as
well. The caregiver has to be available enough to know the student is practicing by either hearing
their child or talking to them about it. In addition, the caregiver is likely engaged either by
contributing their time or finances to their child’s weekly practice.

The model asserts that caregiver and child home music making and caregiver provision

of private music lessons should be significantly associated with a child’s enrollment in a type of
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school music course. Controlling for all other variables, both of these covariates did not have
significance in the analytic model. Similarly to the variables that were removed from the inner
most system due to lack of statistical significance, the statistical insignificance of caregiver and
child home music making as well as caregiver provision of private music lessons may be due to
the fact that both variables are closely related to the other caregiver variables in the analytic
model that all variation in caregiver and child home music making as well as caregiver provision

of private music lessons is absorbed in the other variables in System Two.

A Revised Version of the Conceptual Model

What follows is a revised version of the conceptual model of contextual influences in
musical engagement. The changes are noted below, starting with the inner most system. In this
system, | have removed the adolescent’s consumption of recorded music, making music for fun,
and having friends who play instruments from the proposed conceptual model. In the second
system, representing caregiver influences, I have removed caregiver provision of private music
instruction. I made a decision to leave caregiver and child music making, because previous
research has suggested that there is an association between caregiver and child music making and
enrollment in school music and arts classes (Durbin & Elpus, 2021). Further research is

necessary to determine if caregiver and child music making should remain.
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Revised Model of Contextual Influences on Music Engagement Based on Results

Sociopolitical
contexts

Urbanicity Caregiver
opinion on
music in school

School has
music
program

Individual

Local and
Federal
education

g Caregiver and
licies

individual make
music together
at home

Economic
factors

Geographic
location

Plays
instrument
at home

Attends
concert or
play with
caregiver(s)




119

The Present Study in the Context of Prior Literature

In an effort to expand upon and contribute to existing research in the field of music
education, I added proxy variables for socioeconomic variables that represented factors of
students’ social and home lives as they could potentially relate to music creation and
consumption. While extant research covers the demographic and academic variables related to
school music, I attempted to add to the current body of information regarding the profiles of
music students by adding additional salient variables.
Summary of demographic research

The current study did not include a student or their family’s race, ethnicity, or
socioeconomic status, as those variables were excluded from the LSAY data collection (J. Miller,
personal communication, November 13, 2022). I included other variables in the analysis that
served as proxies for socioeconomic status, such as caregiver’s highest level of education and if
the caregiver owned or rented their home. I included the primary language spoken in the child’s
home as a possible proxy for ethnicity. The results of this study support prior research that
students who are enrolled in non-BOC music courses, as well as choir, appear to be a different
profile of student than a student who is enrolled in band and/or orchestra (Alegrado & Winsler,
2019; Elpus & Abril, 2019).
Summary of multiple social contexts

Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological theory of human development (1979) has been employed
by education and music education researchers in order to organize how seemingly disparate
factors work in congruence as well as incongruence to influence a child’s life (Illari, 2018, Leu,
2018, Campbell, 2015). Cook (2003) touted the importance of analyzing contextual change in

quantitative research by studying multiple social contexts simultaneously in order to achieve a
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better understanding of how people are influenced by the world around them. The current study
expands upon previous research in music education by creating a domain specific model of
Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological theory of human development in order to visually contextualize
influences on musical engagement. Subsequent research in music education can continue to test
this conceptual model to further examine how multiple contexts in an individual’s life interact
with their musical engagement.
Summary of familial and peer contexts in adolescents

The period of adolescence, roughly defined as the ages between 10 and 19 (Sawyer et al.,
2018), is marked by varying degrees of influence from peers, nuclear families, and other social
contexts (Cook et al., 2002; Gutman & Eccles, 2007). Students in the current study were
considered to be in the early stage of adolescence, where they are faced with navigating a desire
to be close to the nuclear family while also expanding their spheres of influence toward peers
(Huntsinger & Jose, 2009, Laursen & Veenstra, 2021). The results of this dissertation indicated
that with regards to enrollment in school music courses, caregivers were more influential than
peers. While not possible with the current data set, a longitudinal aspect of this study would have
been interesting in order to see if caregiver influences waned and gave way to increased peer
influence as middle school progressed with regards to school music enrollment.
Summary of musical parenting

Music education researchers have conducted important research exploring how
caregivers support their children by providing early musical experiences, which in turn supports
children in creating their unique identities as individuals, musicians, and citizens (Conkling,
2019; Koops, 2018, 2019). I sought to expand upon prior research in our field by testing

qualitative theories through a quantitative lens. By doing so, I was able to determine that the
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research of Conkling (2019), Koops (2019), and McPherson (2012) is scalable to a large, diverse
population of adolescents and their caregivers. Caregivers are one of the most influential aspects
of a child’s musical life, and they should continue to be recognized as such by music educators.

Some ideas for how music educators can continue to engage caregivers will be discussed below.

This study also highlights caregiver’s opinion on the importance of music in the school
curriculum as a significant factor in the likelihood of their student enrolling in a music class. The
results of this study show evidence of children’s’ musical lives within their homes as being
significantly associated with their musical lives in school. This study supports previous research
that has stated that children’s musical lives are inherently rich and unique to their home and
school environments (Koops, 2019; McPherson, 2012).

Implications for Music Teachers

The results of this study support the notion that there are myriad factors that influence a
student’s decision to enroll in school music courses. Some students have very rich musical lives
outside of school, and are not enrolled in a school music program, while other students who have
equally rich musical lives outside of school are enrolled in a school music program. Caregiver
involvement, engagement, and student interest are just a few contributing factors that are
associated with student enrollment in school music courses.

As music teachers, we should recognize that recruitment for school music programs
should extend beyond the student and to the caregivers as well. A caregiver’s opinion on music
in school is significantly associated with student enrollment at the middle school level. Music
teachers can engage caregivers in different aspects of their programs, as much as they work to

enroll new students and retain current students. Perhaps, if caregivers are able to support their
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children’s participation in a school music program, they may be more likely to buy-in to a
program, be it with their time or finances.

In some programs, school music teachers have to work diligently in order to recruit
students to enroll in their programs. Sometimes districts calculate a teacher’s full-time status as
contingent on the number of students enrolled in their ensembles, thus the recruitment process is
consequential for the teacher and their programs. The results of this study indicate the
importance of directing some recruitment efforts towards caregivers during the enrollment
period.

Adolescents experience socialization in both their home and school environments. Home
experiences and school experiences can either enhance one another, or create dissonance with
one another. For example, a student may be encouraged to enroll in school band because of
positive familial influences, but then discouraged from enrolling by peers, or a negative school
experience. Alternatively, the same student who was encouraged to enroll in a school band by
family members was further validated by peers and teachers at school to pursue involvement in
band.

Students who enroll in school music ensembles either make a conscious decision to self-
select into an ensemble, have a caregiver who decides to enroll their child in a specific ensemble,
or may be placed in the ensemble by a guidance counselor. The results from this study
acknowledge external and internal musical factors of a child’s life that are associated with
enrollment in a school music course. Factors including geographical location of the school and
the consumption and creation of music outside of school, are significantly associated with the

likelihood of being enrolled in school music courses.
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The conceptual model proposed in this study is a snapshot of dynamic interactions
between a person, in this case, a child, and their environments. I hope future research will
continue to interrogate relationships between children and their multiple social contexts in order
to better understand the overt and nuanced influences between a child and their environment.
There is much more to understand about the musical relationship between a child and a
caregiver, because it is not one-directional. How much of caregiver consumption of live concerts
with their children is due to the fact that the student is already enrolled in band and they want to
see more live music? Schools and districts should partner with local venues and performing
groups to offer free or heavily discounted tickets to students enrolled at the school. How much of
student music making at home is due to the house already having instruments available? If this is
the case, how can schools and districts make instruments available throughout the entire calendar
year to students to have at home to practice regularly? The Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) ranks the U.S. as the 4™ highest out of its thirty-four
member countries in terms of amount of dollars spent per student for primary education. The
U.S. ranking is well above the recommend OECD suggested amount spent per student (OECD,
2023). I suggest that financial resources for students are allocated in such a manner as to provide
every student who plays an instrument has one available to take home for as long as they are
interested in playing it.

As the fictional presidential advisor Sam Seaborn puts it, ““...education is the silver
bullet. Education is everything. We don't need little changes, we need gigantic, monumental
changes. Schools should be palaces... Schools should be incredibly expensive for government
and absolutely free of charge to its citizens, just like national defense. That’s my position. I just

haven't figured out how to do it yet” (Sorkin et al., 2000). Providing free or subsidized concert
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tickets for local performances to students enrolled in a school, and making instruments available
year-round to students who wish to play an instrument maybe gigantic, monumental changes in
the way music education exists in some public school districts today. These changes should not
happen overnight, rather we as a field should commit to taking small, actionable steps
consistently in order to ensure every student has access to a school music education.

Forging partnerships with local community groups is an actionable first step in providing
access to live concerts and plays for students enrolled in a school. The infrastructure is already
set up in many performance organizations to provide discounted tickets for students, so it is not
far-fetched for a school administration to procure two tickets for every student (so a caregiver
can attend with them) to use during the school year. The Kennedy Center in Washington D.C.
offers discounted tickets between $6 and $15 to school groups throughout their season in order to
attend rehearsals and performances (Kennedy Center Education, 2023). The cost of these tickets
could be included in a materials fee that is paid for by the district. By schools working to make
community performances accessible to students and their caregivers, it forges a connection
between school and community, as well as increases accessibility to the arts for all students. Not

all students need to attend, but all students should be given the same opportunity to attend.

Implications for Music Teacher Educators

Results from this study indicate the significance of caregiver opinion of music in schools
as it is associated with student enrollment in school music courses. I would encourage music
teacher educators to mentor pre-service music teachers through the ways that they could engage
caregivers in their own programs one day. Suggestions include (a) creating a musical
introduction survey for students and their families to complete which contains questions about

musical traditions, instruments, songs sung, or musical practices at home, (b) pre-recording
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recruitment concerts to be posted on a school-wide learning management system (LMS) for all
students enrolled in the school, not just a music course, and (c) inviting caregivers to participate
in the music program be it through fundraising, concert organization, material management, or
other ways that are deemed necessary by the teacher. Hopefully, if caregivers are invited to
participate and engage with the music program(s), they will be more inclined to support and
advocate for the program as their children progress.

Implications for Caregivers

The findings in this dissertation emphasize the important role that caregivers play during
their child’s adolescence. Families have unique musical traditions and means of musicking,
which allow a plethora of opportunities to connect with their children. The results of this study
showed that over 98% of students report listening to music; knowing this, I encourage caregivers
to ask their children what music they are listening to and take some time to listen to and learn
about the music that their children consume on a frequent basis. This allows children to teach
their caregivers about the music that they seek out and share in music listening.

Additionally, the results of this study lead me to suggest that caregivers sing with their
children throughout the day. This can be while streaming songs in the car, humming a known
song while throwing together a snack before an afterschool activity, or making up a song to
narrate the steps of brushing your teeth. Just as one would read a book to their child, I encourage
caregivers to sing songs to their children daily.

This dissertation also suggests the importance of having instruments accessible in the
home for children to play at all times. Instruments for children can include hand percussion,

ukuleles, small xylophones, and hand drums. Creating instruments together out of found
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materials such as coffee tins, pots, and containers with dried rice or beans can be a creative way
to reuse resources in order to give them a new purpose and create music together.

Finally, I encourage caregivers to attend local concerts with their children, as results from
this report showed a significant relationship between caregiver attendance of live concerts with
their children and student enrollment in school music. Libraries and community centers may be

the best places to start looking for free musical programming for children.

Implications for Future Research

The results of this study are important for teachers, teacher educators, and stakeholders
because they showed that factors associated with school music enrollment vary for students
depending on what type of music course the students are enrolled in. Recognizing that different
types of students will elect to enroll in different types of music classes is an important step in
better understanding the students in our own classrooms. If our field works to create a better
understanding of the profiles of students who elect to be in our classrooms, we will
simultaneously learn more about the students who are less likely to enroll in music classes. Not
all students need to or should enroll in music courses, but school music courses should be
accessible and available to all students.

Future research could enrich and expand on the results of this study by providing data
about how many years of school music the student had been enrolled in prior to 7" grade music
course(s). I would hypothesize that students who enroll in a BOC course would be more likely to
have had prior instrumental experience than those students who enrolled in a non-BOC course. If
there is a difference between the amount of prior instrumental experience a student has and the

type of music course(s) they elect to enroll in during their middle school years, what are the
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individual, familial, and social characteristics that are associated with the two groups of
students?

Additionally, I would be interested to gain insight about course enrollment at the school
level. The LSAY collected responses from the students, caregivers, and principals, but the
principal information was not music course specific. In order to not burden teachers with a
teacher questionnaire, I would suggest collecting school level data in order to ascertain
information about class sizes, the retention of students over the course of the year and years, as
well as the age of the program at that specific school. I believe all of these factors influence the
overall strength of a school music program, and a strong music program with an institutional
memory can serve as promotion for new students and retention for current students.

Aspects of caregiver musical engagement were significantly associated with a child’s
enrollment in school music. What if a caregiver is not physically, financially, or emotionally able
to be musically engaged with their child? Then that child could be less likely to enroll in a school
music course. Music teachers and music teacher educators should be prepared to encourage,
recruit, and support students who may not have the same types of caregiver support as their peers
throughout their program, should the student want it. Recruitment processes may need to be
revised to include recruiting to a diversity of caregiver situations. What if recruitment concerts
that are typically held during the school day are offered early in the morning at drop off, after
school, or virtually? How can caregivers be included in their child’s school music making? If
caregivers are immediately embraced as the stakeholders that they are, their children could feel

more welcomed to enroll in a school music ensemble.
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Final Thoughts

Perhaps the biggest takeaway from this study is the need for a multifaceted view of
parental influence. The provisions and opportunities that caregivers provide for their children
was comparatively the most strongly related factor associated with a child’s school music
enrollment. The most important factors in enrollment were variables that represent caregiver
engagement in their child’s music making and consumption. Knowing this, we must actively
work to engage all caregivers within our school community when recruiting and making our
programs available to students at the beginning of the year. The caregivers that seek out school
music programs for their children already know to look for us, but what about the caregivers who
may need a little guidance finding our program? Our programs cannot require a metaphorical
secret knock for entrance.

I believe that it is imperative that we as a profession understand who we are teaching in
order to provide space for the highest quality musical education possible for our students. If we
do not know who we are teaching, then how could we possibly know what and how to teach? A
music education cannot occur in a vacuum. As the findings of this study suggest, there are
regional and urban differences in middle school music enrollment throughout the country. It is
important for our field to conduct research on our student population on a regular basis, as to be
aware of changing trends amongst our student population. While there are certainly trends to be
aware of, we must constantly push to reexamine prior research in the context of the present day.

Humans, especially children, do not exist in isolation. We are inherently social beings.
Decisions that we make are a result of a myriad of factors that act upon us to form our desires,
opinions, preferences, and dreams; the decisions we make as adults have multigenerational

effects on our students and children. It is naive to think that in order to learn more about a
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population, we can only examine one facet of being. If we want to learn more about a person or
community, we need to take the time to examine the multiple social contexts that dynamically

interact to influence their decision making.
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Selected Questions from the LSAY Third Cohort 2015-2016 Survey Questionnaires

Description Cleaned Name Source Question

System 1

Female sex Administrative  “Gender of the participants”
Female or male

Student has an homeinstrumentplay Spring 2016 “Which of the following

instrument to play at Student do you have in your

home home?” One of the options
was “a musical instrument
that I can play.”

Student plays music  playfunmusicweekly d Spring 2016 “In a typical week, how

for fun alone or with um Student many hours do you spend

friends weekly on each of the following
activities?” One of the
options in this list was
“Playing music
(individually for fun or as
part of a group).”

Student’s friends friendsinstrumentplay Fall 2015 “Most of my friends:”

play instruments Student Students were asked to
indicate traits of their peers
from a produced list that
included the following:
play a musical instrument.

Caregiver reports pares_instrumentplay d Spring 2016 “In an average week, about

student playing an um Parent how many hours does

instrument at home
weekly

[STUDENT] spending doing
each of the following
activities?”

One of the options was: play
a musical instrument
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Description Cleaned Name Source Question

Student plays an instrumentplay su Fall 2015 “Last summer, I....”

instrument over the Student Students were asked to

summer indicate activities from a
produced list that included
the following: (a) took
individual or private music
or dance lessons and/or (b)
took an art or music class,
course, or camp.

Student listens to kidlisten * Fall 2015 “In a typical week, how

music weekly

System 2

Relationship to
student

Primary language
spoken at home
(English, Spanish,
other)

blresp

homelang

Student, Spring
2016 Student,
and Spring 2016
Parent

Spring 2016
Parent

Spring 2016
Parent

many hours do you spend
on each of the following
activities?” One of the
options in this list was
“listening to music.”

Surveys were sent to
students’
parents/guardians. The
first question on the survey
asked what their
relationship to the student
was. Options were:
mother, father, step-
mother, step-father,
grandmother, grandfather,
and other.

“Is there any language
other an English spoken at
your home” (Yes/No)

If yes, what other language
is spoken most often?
(Text response)
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Description

Cleaned Name

Source

Question

Caregiver Education

Two caregiver home

Caregiver owned
home

Caregiver employed

parentedu

twocaregivers

homeowner

caremploy

Administrative

Spring 2016
Parent

Spring 2016
Parent

Spring 2016
Parent

Highest level of education
completed by the caregiver
that completed the parent
questionnaire.

Less than HS, HS, Associate,
College, Advanced degree

“Are you currently married,
living with a partner, or have
you never been married?”
Options were married, living
with spouse or partner,
divorced or separated,
widowed, never married, or
other arrangement.”

“Do you currently live in a
home or apartment: that you
rent, that you own or are
buying, owned or rented by
your parents or other
relatives, another
arrangement”

“Are you currently: working
for pay full time or part time,
self-employed full time or
part time, self-employed full-
time or part time, active duty
in the Armed Services,
apprenticeship or training
program, stay-at-home
parent, on temporary layoff
from work, looking for work,
retired, disabled, or not
seeking work.”
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Description Cleaned Name Source Question

Caregiver opinion parentemphmusic Spring 2016 “...for each of the subjects

about music Parent listed below’ please

emphasis in school indicate whether you

(less than there is would like to see it receive

TOW, Same as there more emphasis in [your

1S now, more than 1,

. child’s] school, about the

there is now) .
same level of emphasis, or
less emphasis. Music was
a course listed.

Caregiver reports pares_summermusic_d Spring 2016 “Thinking back over

student attending a um Parent [STUDENT]’s life, how

summer program for many summer programs has

music in their [STUDENT] attended or

lifetime participated in in each of the
following areas?
One of the of the options was
“music.”

Caregiver and pares_liveconcert_dum Spring 2016 “Please indicate how many

student attended at Parent times you and your spouse or

least one live
concert or play in
the past year

partner have done each of the
following activities with
[STUDENT] during the last

year, that is from the
beginning of summer to
now.”

One of the options was
“attended a play, concert, or
similar performance
together.”




Description

Cleaned Name

Source

Question

Caregiver and
student make music
together weekly

Student takes music
lessons outside of
school

System 3

Region

Urbanicity

pakidmusic

musiclessons_private

region

urban

Fall 2015
Student, Spring
2016 Student,
and Spring 2016
Parent

Spring 2016
Student

Administrative

Administrative

“Please indicate how many
times you and your spouse or
partner have done each of the
following activities with
[STUDENT] during the last
year, that is from the
beginning of summer to
now.”

One of the options was
“played music or sang
together.”

“Since the beginning of the
summer, how many times
have you and your parent(s)
done each of the following
activities together?”

One of the options was “sang
or played music together.”

“This school year I
have...”

One the options was “taken
music lessons from a
teacher (other than at
school).”

Region of the school that the
students attended.

Northeast: New England and
Middle Atlantic states
Midwest: East North Central
and West North Central
states

South: South Atlantic, East
South Central, and West
South Central states

West: Mountain and Pacific
states

Community type of the
school attended:
Urban, Suburban, or Rural

134
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’ listening to

music
Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver (1b) Caregiver & Principal (1b)

Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Non-BOC
Student Characteristics
Female 0.23 1.25 -0.34 0.71 0.23 1.26 -0.30 0.74

(0.40) (0.40) (-0.82) (-0.82) (0.40) (0.40) (-0.69) (-0.69)
Listens to music 10.38%*#* 32.116.6%** 14.33 %% 1,676,254.9*** - - - -

(14.91) (14.91) (21.75) (21.75)
Has an instrument at home 0.03 1.03 0.35 1.42 0.03 1.03 0.36 1.43
to play

(0.09) (0.09) (0.92) (0.92) (0.08) (0.08) (0.91) 0.91)
Plays music for fun 0.08 1.09 0.43 1.54 0.09 1.10 0.44 1.55

(0.16) (0.16) (0.59) (0.59) (0.17) (0.17) (0.60) (0.60)
Has friends who play 0.05 1.05 0.25 1.28 0.06 1.06 0.26 1.30
instruments

(0.10) (0.10) (0.53) (0.53) (0.11) (0.11) (0.56) (0.56)
Plays an instrument at -0.50 0.61 -2.90* 0.06* -0.51 0.60 -2.97* 0.05%*
home

(-0.62) (-0.62) (-2.68) (-2.68) (-0.64) (-0.64) (-2.57) (-2.57)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’ listening to

music
Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver (1b) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Enrolled in summer music 0.92 2.51 -0.83 0.44 0.92 2.52 -0.83 0.44
(1.53) (1.53) (-1.10) (-1.10) (1.54) (1.54) (-1.08) (-1.08)
Plays instrument over the 0.32 1.37 -0.16 0.85 0.32 1.38 -0.16 0.86
summer
(0.66) (0.66) (-0.28) (-0.28) (0.66) (0.66) (-0.27) (-0.27)
Attends live concert or 0.45 1.57 -0.02 0.98 0.47 1.60 >-0.00 0.99
play with caregiver
(1.62) (1.62) (-0.04) (-0.04) (1.68) (1.68) (-0.01) (-0.01)
Makes music weekly with -0.67 0.51 -0.50 0.61 -0.65 0.52 -0.42 0.66
caregiver
(-0.94) (-0.94) (-1.21) (-1.21) (-0.91) (-0.91) (-1.01) (-1.0D)
Enrolled in private music >0.00 1.01 1.50% 4.48* >0.00 1.00 1.48%* 4.40*
lessons
(0.01) (0.01) (2.07) (2.07) (0.01) (0.01) (2.08) (2.08)
Caregiver
Characteristics
Education®
Less than HS -0.37 0.69 0.73 2.07 -0.37 0.69 0.72 2.05
diploma
(-0.58) (-0.58) (0.56) (0.56) (-0.57) (-0.57) (0.56) (0.56)
Associate degree -0.55 0.58 0.57 1.77 -0.55 0.58 0.56 1.76
(-0.99) (-0.99) (0.62) (0.62) (-0.99) (-0.99) (0.60) (0.60)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’ listening to

music
Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver (1b) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
College degree -0.41 0.66 0.025 1.03 -0.41 0.67 >0.00 1.00
(-0.53) (-0.53) (0.02) (0.02) (-0.52) (-0.52) (-0.00) (-0.00)
Advanced degree 0.14 1.15 0.50 1.65 0.15 1.16 0.46 1.58
(0.18) (0.18) (0.57) (0.57) (0.19) (0.19) (0.52) (0.52)
Employed -0.50 0.61 -0.30 0.74 -0.50 0.61 -0.30 0.74
(-1.60) (-1.60) (-0.44) (-0.44) (-1.63) (-1.63) (-0.47) (-0.47)
Own Home 0.06 1.06 0.53 1.70 0.046 1.05 0.50 1.64
(0.16) (0.16) (0.67) (0.67) (0.13) (0.13) (0.64) (0.64)
Primary language English -1.05%* 0.35* 0.16 1.17 -1.05* 0.35% 0.14 1.16
(-2.48) (-2.48) (0.29) (0.29) (-2.49) (-2.49) (0.24) (0.24)
Two caregiver household -0.71 0.49 -1.25 0.29 -0.71 0.49 -1.21 0.30
(-1.51) (-1.51) (-1.42) (-1.42) (-1.52) (-1.52) (-1.41) (-1.41)
Opinion on Music in
Curriculum®
More emphasis -0.49 0.61 -0.79 0.45 -0.49 0.62 -0.77 0.47
than now
(-1.58) (-1.58) (-1.01) (-1.01) (-1.56) (-1.56) (-0.96) (-0.96)
Less emphasis -0.80* 0.45* -1.78 0.17 -0.82* 0.44* -1.77 0.17
than now
(-2.23) (-2.23) (-1.36) (-1.36) (-2.29) (-2.29) (-1.37) (-1.37)
RIMP Score - - 1.14 3.14 - - 1.15 3.16
(1.40) (1.40) (1.40) (1.40)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’ listening to

music
Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver (1b) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
School Characteristics
Region®
Midwest -1.42% 0.24* - - -1.43* 0.24* - -
(-2.38) (-2.38) - - (-2.38) (-2.38) - -
South -2.52% 0.08* -0.43 0.65 -2.53% 0.08* -0.46 0.63
(-2.70) (-2.70) (-0.39) (-0.39) (-2.71) (-2.71) (-0.43) (-0.43)
West -1.89 0.15 -14.50"" >().00%** -1.89 0.15 -14.27%%* >().00%**
(-2.02) (-2.02) (-17.45) (-17.45) (-2.02) (-2.02) (-16.89) (-16.89)
Urbanicity*
Suburban -1.40 0.25 13.03*** 457,208 .2%** -1.41 0.25 12.79%** 359,710.3%%*%*
(-1.68) (-1.68) (9.03) (9.03) (-1.68) (-1.68) (8.84) (8.84)
Rural -2.80%* 0.06* 12.11™ 182,289 .2%%*%* -2.81% 0.06* 11.84%** 138,877.0%*%*
(-2.11) (-2.11) (6.98) (6.98) (-2.11) (-2.11) (6.81) (6.81)
BOC
Student Characteristics
Female 0.14 1.15 0.05 1.05 0.15 1.16 0.06 1.06
(0.67) (0.67) 0.17) (0.17) (0.68) (0.68) (0.19) (0.19)
Listens to music 0.66 1.93 1.41%* 4.11% - - - -
(0.93) (0.93) (2.08) (2.08) - - - -
Has an instrument at home 0.23 1.26 0.03 1.03 0.23 1.21 0.03 1.03
to play
(1.06) (1.06) (0.17) (0.17) (1.07) (1.07) (0.14) (0.14)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’ listening to

music
Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver (1b) Caregiver & Principal (1b)

Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Plays music for fun 0.32 1.38 0.34 1.41 0.33 1.39 0.35 1.42

(1.57) (1.57) (1.80) (1.80) (1.60) (1.60) (1.87) (1.87)
Has friends who play 0.06 1.06 0.01 1.02 0.06 1.06 0.02 1.02
instruments

(0.29) (0.29) (0.05) (0.05) (0.29) (0.29) (0.07) (0.07)
Plays an instrument at 1.62%** 5.07*x* 1.39** 4.00%* 1.627%+** 5.04%** 1.38** 3.95%*
home

(3.85) (3.85) (2.91) (2.91) (3.82) (3.82) (2.86) (2.86)
Enrolled in summer music 0.23 1.26 -0.10 0.91 0.24 1.27 -0.08 0.92

(1.07) (1.07) (-0.40) (-0.40) (1.09) (1.09) (-0.33) (-0.33)
Plays instrument over the -0.03 0.97 -0.04 0.96 -0.03 1.26 -0.05 0.96
summer

(-0.15) (-0.15) (-0.20) (-0.20) (-0.17) (-0.17) (-0.24) (-0.24)
Attends live concert or 0.34 1.40 0.69** 1.99** 0.35 1.42 0.72%** 2.05%**
play with caregiver

(1.006) (1.006) (3.64) (3.64) (1.10) (1.10) (3.81) (3.81)
Makes music weekly with 0.04 1.04 -0.13 0.88 0.05 1.06 -0.08 0.92
caregiver

(0.15) (0.15) (-0.72) (-0.72) (0.24) (0.24) (-0.49) (-0.49)
Enrolled in private music -0.10 0.91 0.09 1.10 -0.10 0.90 0.08 1.08
lessons

(-0.38) (-0.38) (0.35) (0.35) (-0.40) (-0.40) (0.29) (0.29)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’ listening to

music
Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver (1b) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Caregiver
Characteristics
Education®
Less than HS -0.37 0.70 -0.22 0.81 -0.36 0.70 -0.20 0.82
diploma
(-0.87) (-0.87) (-0.406) (-0.406) (-0.86) (-0.86) (-0.43) (-0.43)
Associate degree 0.13 1.14 0.23 1.26 0.13 1.14 0.23 1.26
(0.41) (0.41) (0.60) (0.60) (0.39) (0.39) (0.58) (0.58)
College degree -0.28 0.76 -0.28 0.75 -0.27 0.76 -0.29 0.75
(-0.99) (-0.99) (-0.66) (-0.66) (-0.98) (-0.98) (-0.67) (-0.67)
Advanced degree -0.17 0.85 -0.01 0.99 -0.17 0.85 -0.01 0.99
(-0.67) (-0.67) (-0.04) (-0.04) (-0.65) (-0.65) (-0.03) (-0.03)
Employed -0.06 0.94 -0.40 0.67 -0.06 0.94 -0.40 0.67
(-0.26) (-0.26) (-1.22) (-1.22) (-0.26) (-0.26) (-1.22) (-1.22)
Own Home -0.03 0.97 -0.35 0.71 -0.04 0.96 -0.38 0.69
(-0.10) (-0.10) (-1.75) (-1.75) (-0.14) (-0.14) (-1.84) (-1.84)
Primary language English -0.05 0.95 -0.37 0.69 -0.06 0.95 -0.37 0.69
(-0.19) (-0.19) (-1.31) (-1.31) (-0.21) (-0.21) (-1.34) (-1.34)
Two caregiver household 0.25 1.28 0.44 1.56 0.25 1.28 0.44 1.56
(1.00) (1.00) (1.58) (1.58) (0.99) (0.99) (1.58) (1.58)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’ listening to

music
Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver (1b) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Opinion on Music in
Curriculum®
More emphasis -0.10 0.91 -0.04 0.97 -0.09 0.91 -0.03 0.98
than now
(-0.54) (-0.54) (-0.16) (-0.16) (-0.51) (-0.51) (-0.11) (-0.11)
Less emphasis -0.16 0.85 -0.77 0.46 -0.17 0.85 -0.81 0.45
than now
(-0.49) (-0.49) (-1.72) (-1.72) (-0.52) (-0.52) (-1.79) (-1.79)
RIMP Score - - 0.30 1.35 - - 0.29 1.34
- - (0.70) (0.70) - - (0.67) (0.67)
School Characteristics
Region®
Midwest -1.49%* 0.23%%* - - -1.49%* 0.23%* - -
(-3.02) (-3.02) - - (-3.02) (-3.02) - -
South -2.26%* 0.10%* -0.38 0.69 -2.26%* 0.10%* -0.37 0.69
(-3.43) (-3.43) (-0.38) (-0.38) (-3.43) (-3.43) (-0.38) (-0.38)
West -1.91* 0.15% -0.34 0.71 -1.91%* 0.15% -0.34 0.71
(-2.18) (-2.18) (-0.30) (-0.30) (-2.18) (-2.18) (-0.30) (-0.30)
Urbanicity*
Suburban -1.22 0.30 -1.91 0.15 -1.22 0.30 -1.89 0.15
(-2.02) (-2.02) (-1.36) (-1.36) (-2.02) (-2.02) (-1.33) (-1.33)
Rural -1.73 0.18 -1.48 0.23 -1.73 0.18 -1.46 0.23
(-1.84) (-1.84) (-1.01) (-1.01) (-1.83) (-1.83) (-0.98) (-0.98)
N 3433 2897 3433 2897

Note. Exponentiated coefficients; # statistics in parentheses, * p < 0.05, ™ p <0.01, ™ p < 0.001

“ HS diploma was control category, ® Same emphasis as now was control category, ¢ Northeast was control category, ¢ Urban was control category
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Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Odds of Enrolling in One of Three Categories of Music Courses

With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’

listening to music

Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Non- BOC
Student Characteristics
Female 0.24 1.27 -0.32 0.73 -0.28 0.75
(0.42) (0.42) (-0.79) (-0.79) (-0.66) (-0.66)
Listens to music 12.99%#* 439,942 5%** 14.11%%* 1,346,645.3*** - -
(17.98) (17.98) (21.56) (21.56) - -
Has an instrument at home to play 0.09 1.09 0.33 1.39 0.34 1.40
(0.24) (0.24) (0.80) (0.80) (0.80) (0.80)
Plays music for fun 0.09 1.09 0.37 1.45 0.38 1.46
(0.17) (0.17) (0.51) (0.51) (0.53) (0.53)
Has friends who play instruments 0.09 1.09 0.30 1.35 0.32 1.38
(0.17) (0.17) (0.62) (0.62) (0.66) (0.66)
Plays an instrument at home -0.48 0.62 -2.93* 0.05%* -3.00* 0.05%*
(-0.58) (-0.58) (-2.73) (-2.73) (-2.64) (-2.64)
Enrolled in summer music 0.96 2.62 -0.87 0.42 -0.86 0.42
(1.63) (1.63) (-1.13) (-1.13) (-1.12) (-1.12)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’
listening to music

Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Plays instrument over the summer 0.29 1.34 -0.20 0.82 -0.20 0.82
(0.62) (0.62) (-0.35) (-0.35) (-0.34) (-0.34)
Attends live concert or play with 0.44 1.55 -0.02 0.98 >-0.00 0.10
caregiver
(1.52) (1.52) (-0.03) (-0.03) (-0.01) (-0.01)
Makes music weekly with -0.65 0.52 -0.47 0.63 -0.39 0.68
caregiver
(-0.92) (-0.92) (-1.14) (-1.14) (-0.95) (-0.95)
Enrolled in private music lessons -0.03 0.98 1.59% 4.88* 1.57* 4.81*
(-0.04) (-0.04) (2.09) (2.09) (2.09) (2.09)
Caregiver Characteristics
Education®
Less than HS diploma -0.40 0.67 0.71 2.04 0.70 2.00
(-0.64) (-0.64) (0.56) (0.56) (0.55) (0.55)
Associate degree -0.52 0.60 0.57 1.77 0.56 1.76
(-0.92) (-0.92) (0.61) (0.61) (0.60) (0.60)
College degree -0.40 0.67 -0.01 0.99 -0.03 0.97
(-0.54) (-0.54) (-0.01) (-0.01) (-0.03) (-0.03)
Advanced degree 0.12 1.12 0.51 1.67 0.46 1.59
(0.15) (0.15) (0.58) (0.58) (0.52) (0.52)
Employed -0.43 0.65 -0.28 0.76 -0.28 0.75
(-1.45) (-1.45) (-0.42) (-0.42) (-0.43) (-0.43)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Caregiver (1a)

Caregiver & Principal (1a)

Without covariate representing students’
listening to music
Caregiver & Principal (1b)

Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Own Home 0.07 1.08 0.55 1.73 0.51 1.66
(0.20) (0.20) (0.68) (0.68) (0.66) (0.66)
Primary language English -1.00* 0.37* 0.16 1.18 0.14 1.15
(-2.33) (-2.33) (0.29) (0.29) (0.24) (0.24)
Two caregiver household -0.74 0.48 -1.23 0.29 -1.20 0.30
(-1.62) (-1.62) (-1.43) (-1.43) (-1.41) (-1.41)
Opinion on Music in Curriculum®
More emphasis than now -0.52 0.59 -0.85 0.43 -0.83 0.44
(-1.66) (-1.606) (-1.00) (-1.00) (-1.01) (-1.01)
Less emphasis than now -0.77* 0.46* -1.78 0.17 -1.77 0.17
(-2.21) (-2.21) (-1.36) (-1.36) (-1.37) (-1.37)
RIMP Score - - 1.10 3.01 1.11 3.04
- - (1.35) (1.35) (1.36) (1.36)
School Characteristics
Region®
Midwest -1.42% 0.24* - - - -
(-2.36) (-2.36) - - - -
South -2.51%* 0.08* -0.41 0.66 -0.45 0.64
(-2.68) (-2.68) (-0.38) (-0.38) (-0.41) (-0.41)
West -1.84 0.16 -14.29%** >0.00%** -15.06%** >0.00%**
(-2.02) (-2.02) (-17.44) (-17.44) (-18.14) (-18.14)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’
listening to music

Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Urbanicity*
Suburban -1.36 0.26 12.95%** 421,277.6%** 13.71%%* 898,846.3%**
(-1.65) (-1.65) (8.99) (8.99) (9.54) (9.54)
Rural -2.80%* 0.06* 11.99%** 161,180.5%** 12.72%%* 333,332.2%**
(-2.09) (-2.09) (7.15) (7.15) (7.56) (7.56)
Choir
Student Characteristics
Female 0.500 1.649 0.270 1.311 0.275 1.317
(1.62) (1.62) (0.66) (0.66) (0.67) 0.67)
Listens to music 13.35 630,720.7 13.75%** 937,146.9%** - -
) ) (21.03) (21.03) - -
Has an instrument at home to play 0.02 1.03 -0.64 0.53 -0.65%* 0.525*
(0.11) (0.11) (-2.03) (-2.03) (-2.06) (-2.06)
Plays music for fun 0.29 1.33 -0.35 0.71 -0.32 0.73
(0.95) (0.95) (-1.03) (-1.03) (-0.96) (-0.96)
Has friends who play instruments 0.15 1.17 0.83* 2.30* 0.84** 2.32%*
(0.58) (0.58) (2.73) (2.73) (2.80) (2.80)
Plays an instrument at home -0.62 0.54 -0.57 0.57 -0.60 0.55
(-1.69) (-1.69) (-1.29) (-1.29) (-1.35) (-1.35)
Enrolled in summer music 0.25 1.28 -0.44 0.64 -0.42 0.66
(0.68) (0.68) (-1.74) (-1.74) (-1.64) (-1.64)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’
listening to music

Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Plays instrument over the summer -0.21 0.81 -0.18 0.83 -0.20 0.82
(-0.83) (-0.83) (-0.68) (-0.68) (-0.73) (-0.73)
Attends live concert or play with L.12%%* 3.06** 1.27%** 3.56%** 1.30%** 3.65%**
caregiver
(3.59) (3.59) (3.90) (3.90) (4.05) (4.05)
Makes music weekly with 0.16 1.18 0.81 2.24 0.84 2.31
caregiver
(0.41) (0.41) (1.85) (1.85) (1.93) (1.93)
Enrolled in private music lessons 0.59 1.81 1.06** 2.90** 1.05%* 2.86**
(1.75) (1.75) (3.12) (3.12) (3.03) (3.03)
Caregiver Characteristics
Education®
Less than HS diploma -0.99 0.37 -1.43 0.24 -1.41 0.24
(-1.18) (-1.18) (-1.47) (-1.47) (-1.44) (-1.44)
Associate degree 0.14 1.15 0.13 1.14 0.13 1.14
(0.31) (0.31) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20)
College degree -0.43 0.65 -1.13 0.32 -1.12 0.33
(-1.30) (-1.30) (-1.97) (-1.97) (-1.96) (-1.96)
Advanced degree -0.11 0.90 0.05 1.05 0.04 1.04
(-0.38) (-0.38) (0.14) (0.14) (0.12) (0.12)
Employed 0.47 1.60 0.05 1.05 0.06 1.06
(1.48) (1.48) (0.16) (0.16) (0.18) (0.18)
Own Home -0.23 0.80 -0.48 0.62 -0.51 0.60
(-0.85) (-0.85) (-1.949) (-1.94) (-2.00) (-2.00)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music Without covariate representing students’

listening to music

Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Primary language English 0.03 1.03 -0.55 0.58 -0.55 0.58
(0.06) (0.06) (-1.59) (-1.59) (-1.57) (-1.57)
Two caregiver household 0.37 1.45 0.56 1.75 0.56 1.74
(1.14) (1.14) (1.23) (1.23) (1.22) (1.22)
Opinion on Music in Curriculum®
More emphasis than now -0.76** 0.47** -1.04* 0.36* -1.02* 0.36*
(-2.85) (-2.85) (-2.69) (-2.69) (-2.67) (-2.67)
Less emphasis than now -0.36 0.70 -0.66 0.52 -0.68 0.51
(-0.72) (-0.72) (-1.08) (-1.08) (-1.10) (-1.10)
RIMP Score - - 0.11 1.12 0.12 1.13
- - (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.19)
School Characteristics
Region®
Midwest -1.86** 0.16** - - - -
(-3.25) (-3.25) - - - -
South -2.57HH* 0.08%** -0.16 0.85 -0.16 0.86
(-4.72) (-4.72) (-0.17) (-0.17) (-0.17) (-0.17)
West -2.44%* 0.09* 0.14 1.14 0.13 1.14
(-2.23) (-2.23) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
Urbanicity*
Suburban -0.95 0.39 -1.29 0.28 -1.30 0.27
(-1.09) (-1.09) (-0.96) (-0.96) (-0.96) (-0.96)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’
listening to music

Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Rural -1.35 0.26 -0.84 0.43 -0.84 0.43
(-1.15) (-1.15) (-0.65) (-0.65) (-0.64) (-0.64)
Band and/or Orchestra
Student Characteristics
Female -0.12 0.89 -0.14 0.87 -0.14 0.87
(-0.57) (-0.57) (-0.56) (-0.56) (-0.52) (-0.52)
Listens to music
Has an instrument at home to play 0.58 1.79 0.75% 2.12* 0.75% 2.11*
(1.57) (1.57) (2.17) (2.17) (2.17) 2.17)
Plays music for fun 0.26 1.30 0.59** 1.79** 0.59%* 1.80**
(1.12) (1.12) (2.85) (2.85) (2.86) (2.86)
Has friends who play instruments 0.02 1.02 -0.51 0.60 -0.51 0.60
(0.08) (0.08) (-1.32) (-1.32) (-1.32) (-1.32)
Plays an instrument at home 2.83%%* 16.91%** 2. 35%* 10.49%** 2.34%%% 10.40%**
(6.26) (6.26) (4.38) (4.38) (4.32) (4.32)
Enrolled in summer music 0.24 1.27 0.02 1.02 0.04 1.04
(1.20) (1.20) (0.06) (0.06) (0.12) (0.12)
Plays instrument over the summer 0.06 1.06 0.05 1.05 0.05 1.05
(0.24) (0.24) (0.19) (0.19) (0.17) 0.17)
Attends live concert or play with -0.21 0.81 0.35 1.42 0.34 1.48
caregiver
(-0.49) (-0.49) (1.28) (1.28) (1.39) (1.39)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’
listening to music

Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Makes music weekly with -0.04 0.96 -0.70* 0.50%* -0.64* 0.53*
caregiver
(-0.13) (-0.13) (-2.13) (-2.13) (-2.13) (-2.13)
Enrolled in private music lessons -0.33 0.72 -0.30 0.74 -0.33 0.72
(-1.22) (-1.22) (-1.11) (-1.11) (-1.18) (-1.18)
Caregiver Characteristics
Education®
Less than HS diploma -0.31 0.74 0.22 1.25 0.24 1.27
(-0.53) (-0.53) (0.42) (0.42) (0.46) (0.46)
Associate degree 0.16 1.18 0.36 1.44 0.36 1.43
(0.46) (0.46) (0.95) (0.95) (0.92) (0.92)
College degree -0.18 0.84 0.16 1.18 0.15 1.16
(-0.44) (-0.44) (0.29) (0.29) (0.26) (0.26)
Advanced degree -0.25 0.78 0.10 1.10 0.10 1.11
(-0.70) (-0.70) (0.20) (0.20) (0.21) (0.21)
Employed -0.35 0.71 -0.70 0.50 -0.70 0.50
(-0.96) (-0.96) (-1.24) (-1.24) (-1.25) (-1.25)
Own Home 0.05 1.06 -0.27 0.77 -0.30 0.74
(0.16) (0.16) (-0.80) (-0.80) (-0.88) (-0.88)
Primary language English -0.12 0.89 -0.24 0.79 -0.25 0.78
(-0.40) (-0.40) (-0.61) (-0.61) (-0.64) (-0.64)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’
listening to music

Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Two caregiver household 0.19 1.21 0.37 1.45 0.37 1.45
(0.69) (0.69) (1.13) (1.13) (1.14) (1.14)
Opinion on Music in Curriculum®
More emphasis than now 0.25 1.28 0.41 1.50 0.42 1.52
(1.32) (1.32) (1.83) (1.83) (1.91) (1.91)
Less emphasis than now 0.04 1.04 -0.86 0.43 -0.90 0.41
(0.11) (0.11) (-1.81) (-1.81) (-1.97) (-1.97)
RIMP Score - - 0.35 1.41 0.33 1.39
- - (0.75) (0.75) (0.70) (0.70)
School Characteristics
Region®
Midwest -0.95 0.39 - - - -
(-1.90) (-1.90)
South -1.82%* 0.16* -0.54 0.58 -0.54 0.58
(-2.30) (-2.30) (-0.49) (-0.49) (-0.49) (-0.49)
West -1.31 0.27 -0.58 0.56 -0.59 0.55
(-1.54) (-1.54) (-0.50) (-0.50) (-0.51) (-0.51)
Urbanicity*
Suburban -1.50* 0.22%* -2.46 0.09 -2.43 0.09
(-2.31) (-2.31) (-1.47) (-1.47) (-1.45) (-1.45)
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With covariate representing students’ listening to music

Without covariate representing students’
listening to music

Caregiver (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1a) Caregiver & Principal (1b)
Coef. RRR Coef. RRR Coef. RRR
Rural -2.06* 0.13* -2.09 0.12 -2.06 0.13
(-2.09) (-2.09) (-1.21) (-1.21) (-1.18) (-1.18)
N 3433 2897 2897

Note. Exponentiated coefficients; ¢ statistics in parentheses.
"p<0.05"p<0.01," p<0.001

“ HS diploma was control category, ® Same emphasis as now was control category, ¢ Northeast was control category, ¢ Urban was control category
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