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Participant Instrument family Playing years - Playing years -  Level of education

professional in general
Part.1 Strings 58 0 53 Master’s
Part.2 Strings 4 17 36 Master's
Part.3 Strings 58 35 55 Bachelor’s
Part.4 Strings 57 2 - Master's
Part.5 Keyboard 2 5 12 Doctorate
Part.6 Woodwinds 4 ) 40 Master's
Part.7 Strings 2 10 20 Bachelor’s
Part 8 Strings 39 2 35 Doctorate
Part.9 Strings 2 2 3 Master's
Part. 10 Woodwinds 3 13 23 Master's
Part. 11 Woodwinds E) 7 23 Master's
Part. 12 Brass 3 10 17 Master's
Part. 13 Woodwinds E) 16 2 Master's
Part 14 Strings 35 16 30 Doctorate
Part 15 Keyboard 5 30 45 Doctorate

Part. 16 Woodwinds 2 10 25 Master’s
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Overarching Sub-themes

themes

Effect on

3.1 Psychological needs  3.1.1. Autonomy
3.1.1.1. Satisfaction
3.1.1.2. Thwarting
3.1.2. Competence
3.1.2.1. Satisfaction
3.1.2.2. Thwarting
3.1.3. Relatedness
3.1.3.1. Satisfaction
3.1.3.2. Thwarting

32, Intrinsic motivation | 3.2.1. Love of music

3.2.2. Sense of

transcendence
33. Challenges of being | 3.3.1. Work-life
a female musician balance

33.2. Resilience

68.75 (1)
6250 (10)
50.00 (8)
6875 (11)
75.00 (12)
50.00 (8)
6875 (11)

3125(5)

81.25(13)

68.75 (1)

well-being

Positive

Negative

Positive

Negative

Positive
Negative
Positive

Positive

Negative

Positive

represents the percentages of participants i the sample who mentioned each

theme, with the N in parentheses. The number beside each theme and sub-theme relates to

the corresponding theme in the results section.
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Author (year)

Abeles (1973)

Mills (1987)

Zdzinski (1991)

Bergee (1993)

Winter (1993)

Saunders and Holahan
(1997)

Da
Coimbra (2001)

ison and

Stanley et al. (2002)

Zdzinski and Barnes

(2002)

Bergee (2003)

Thompson and

Williamon (2003)

Barry (2009)

Ciorba and Smith
(2009)

Russell (2010a)

Wrigley and
Emmerson (2013)

sell (2015)

Costa and Barbosa

(2015)

Wesolowski et al
(2017)

Alvarez-Diaz etal.
(2021)

Study type Study descri

Construction and validation
Empirical

of scale

Construction and validation
Empirical

of scale

Construction and validation
Empirical

of scale

Evaluators sample

Instrumental music -
Junior high students

(n=100)

Instruments: clarinet

teachers

(phase 1, n = 50; phase 2,

n=32)
Teacher-performer

High school students
specialists (n = 14)

(n=32)

Instruments: brass, non-
Instruments: trumpet
brass

Students at level of Grade
8 (ABRSM)
(phase 1, n
n=10).

Instrument

Music teachers and music hase 2,

specialiststudents, and

nonspecialists arp, horn,

performance experience | piano, oboe, violin (phase
s vi

voice, clarinet, harp,

(phase 1, n = 11; phase 2,
n=29)

. horn, piano,

oboe, flute, double bass,

trombone (phase 2).

Literature review kept to retrieve additional assessment systems not found in empirical

Narrative literature

studies. For the assessment systems reported in empirical research articls, these were

review

preferred.
Replication of author-
Empirical constructed scale (Bergee,
1987; Bergee, 1988+%)
Construction and validation
Empirical
of scale
Construction and validation
Empirical
of saale
Comparison between
Empirical quantitative and qualitative
assessment
B Interview study and
Empirical
construction of scale
" Construction and validation
Empirical
of scale
Adaptation of various
Empirical
assessment methods
" Construction and validation
Empirical
of scale
Discussion of politics,issues
and successful practices
Theoretical
regarding music
performance assessment
Construction and validation
Empirical
of scale
. Construction and validation
Empirical
of scale
Construction and validation
Empirical
of scale
Construction and validation
Empirical
of scale
. Construction and validation
Empirical
of scale
Construction and validation
Empirical
of scale
Construction and validation
Empirical

of scale

University internal and
University music students
external faculty members
(phase 1, n =10; phases 2

and3,n=8)

Instruments: brass (non-

(phases 1,2,and 3, n =5)
Instruments: trumpet,

horn, trombone, tuba,

specified)
percussion

NA(n=1,3
Qualified musicians and

performances)

music educators (n =33)

Instruments: piano

Elementary, secondary; and | Middle and high school
students (Grades 9-12)

(n=926)

college-level instrumental

music teachers (1 =36)

Instruments: woodwind

and brass. and brass

Faculty internal and
external highly 2nd year superior-level
experienced singers/ students (n=21)

assessors (11=4) Instruments

: voice

Instrument

: voice

Staffof the Sydney

Conservatorium of Music,

NA

The scales (discussed and
most with >20 years of

created) aimed at
performance assessment

superior-levelstudents,
experience (n = 15)

Public school string
educators, upperclassand | Middle and high school
students

(n=102)

graduate string education
students, and faculty
members (n =50) Instruments: strings

Instruments: strings

Undergraduate and
Faculty members (n1=24) | graduate music majors
Instruments: brass, and minors (1 =NA)
percussion, woodwind, Instruments: brass,
voice, piano, strings percussion, woodwind,

voice, piano, strings

External professional Superior-level students
(Royal College of Music)
(n=61)

Instruments: keyboards,

performing musicians with
substantial experience of

evaluating at conservatory

level (s

3) woodwind, strings, others
Instruments: piano, cello, | (i.c, harp, guitar, brass,

clarinet voice)

Note: Although not empirical, the paper presents a
discussion of selected performance evaluation tools and.
procedures that have been used successfully in music-

performance settings.

Music faculty members
(n=37)

Instruments: brass,

Music undergraduate

students (1 =359)

Instruments: brass,

woodvwind, guitar, woodwind, guitar,

percussion, piano, strings, |~ percussion, piano, strings,

voice voice

Professional guitar
Public school guitar and

teachers, college
string teachers, college

undergraduate and
guitar professors,

graduate majors, and
undergraduate and

senior high school
graduate music education

freshman, sophomore,
majors, and professional

junior, and senior (1 =55)
guitar players (n =67)

Instruments:

Total of 100 recordings

Instrument

: guitar, strings

Superior-level student
exams (n =829)
Instruments: strings,
Music faculty members
(n=30)

Instruments:

brass, woodwind, piano,

voice

rings, brass, | (i of students not

woodwind, piano, voice | provided, data collected.
across semesters can
include more than one

exam per student)

College undergraduate and
Undergraduate
graduate music students,
performance and music

university music
=4

education majors (n
professors, primary and

Instruments: French
secondary school music

horn, cello, male voice,
educators, and professional

flute
musicians (n =58)

Teachers from specialized | High level 5th musical

artistc schools (1 =9) grade students (1 =2)

Instruments: trumpet Instruments: trumpet

Middle and high school
Experts experienced in solo and ensemble

secondary-level performances (n =75)

Instruments:

strumental teaching
(n=13)

ute,
clarinet, alto saxophone,
trumpet, trombone
10 upper secondary

§ | students
Senior professors of music

(n=3)

Instruments: piano, viola,

(6" grade of musical

studies)

clarinet
piano, guitar, percussion,

bassoon, flute, tuba

Evaluated sample Assessm

system

Clarinet performance rating
scale (CPRS)

Fiske scale

Mills scale

Watkins-Farnum
Performance Scale (WEPS)

(Watkins and Farnum, 195

Kidd, 1975%)

Brass Performance Rating
Scale (BPRS)

Winter Scale

‘Woodwind/Brass Solo
Evaluation Form (WBSEF)

Davidson and Coimbra

Scale

Sydney Conservatorium
Scale

Stanley Scale

String performance rating
scale (SPRS)

BPRS (Bergee, 1993)
Nichols Percussion Scale
[Nichols, 1991, as cited in
Bergee (2003)]

CPRS (Abeles, 1973)

Jones Voice Scale (Joncs,
1986)

Original Piano Scale

SPRS (Zdzinski and Barnes,
2002)

‘Thompson and Williamon

Scale

Piano Accompaniment and
Song Leading Checklist
(Benson, 1995, as cited in
Barry, 2009)

Sample rating scale (adapted
from Augustana Percussion
Exam)

Sample Assessment Rubric
fora Preparatory Piano

Exam

Multidimensional

assessment rubric

Guitar Performance Rating
Scale (GPRS)

Performance examination
rating scale
(PERS)

Aural musical performance
quality (AMPQ)

Scale of evaluation of the

musical execution (SEME)

Music performance rubric
for secondary-level
instrumental solos

(MPR- 2L-INSTSOLO)

Alvarez-Diaz Scale

“Doctoral thesis unavailable (excluded from analysis). **We were informed by the author that to his knowledige, these artiles, eporting the construction of the scal, are not available in
electronic or printed format, hence we included the first available publication mentioning this scale.
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Assessment
system

Author (year)

Categories

Rating
method

Abeles (1973) Clarinet performance rating.
scale (CPRS)

Fiske (1975) Fiske Scale

Mills (1987) Mills scale

Zdinski (1991) Watkins-Farnum Performance

Scale (WEPS)

Bergee (1993) Brass performance rating scale

Original unavailable works: ~ (BPRS)
Bergee (1987) and Bergee

(1988, 1989)

Winter (1993) Winter scale

Saunders and Holahan Woodwind/Brass Solo.

(1997) evaluation form

Davidson and Coimbra Davidson and Coimbra Scale.

(2001)

Stanley etal. (2002) 1. Sydney Conservatorium Scale

2. Stanley Scale

Zdsinski and Barnes (2002) | String performance rating scale

(PRS)

Bergee (2003) LBPRS (Bergee, 199%)
2. Nichols Scale [Nichols, 1991,
ascitedin Bergee (2009]
3.CBRS (Abeles, 173)

. Jones Scale foncs 1966)

5. Original Piano Scale

6. SPRS (Zdzinski and Barnes,

2002)

Thompeon and Williamon | Thompson and Williamon Scale

(2003)

Barry (2009) 1. Piano Accompaniment and
Song Leading Checklist
(Benson, 1995,as cited n Barry,
2009)

2. Sample ratin scale (adapted
from Augustana Percussion
Exam)

3. Sample Assessment Rubric

for a Preparatory Piano Exam

Ciorbaand Smith (2009) | Multidimensional assessment

rubric

Rusell (20105) Guitar performance rating scale

Original work (thess): (@PRS)

Russell (2010b)

Performance examination
rating scale (PERS)

Wrigley and Emmerson
013)

Other PERS retrieved from
author’s doctoral thesis

Russell (2015)

Aural musical performance
quality
(AMPQ)

Costa and Barbosa (2015)

Seale of evaluation of the

musical execution (SE

Wesolowski etal. (2017) Music Performance Rubric for
Secondary-Level Instrumental

Solos (MPR2L-INSTSOLO)

Alvarez-Diazetal. (2021) | Alvares-Diaz Scale

L. Inerpretation
2 Intontion

3. Rhythn-continuity
4

mpo
5. Artculation

6.Tone.

intonation
2 thythm
3.interpretation
4. technique

5. overall

Nervous

Performer did not enjoy playing
Performer hardly knew the piece
Nosense of the piece as a whole.

Dynamics inappropriate

“Tempi inappropriate
7. Phrasing inappropriate playing
8. Technical problems distracting
9. Performance hesitant
10. Performance insensi

11, Performance muddy
12. Performance dull

11, Effective musical communication
1.2 The interpretation was musical
13 The piece was plyed in character
14 Played with musical understanding
15 Played with traditional interpretation
2.1, Thin tone quality
22, Played vith a natural tone
23 There was a lack of tonal color
24'The quality of the tone was rich
25 Sounded shallow
3.1 Uneven thythm
3.2 Smoothness in exccution
33 Melodic continuation
3.4 Insecure technique.
3.5, The thythm was distorted
4.1 Played out of tune
42, Flatin low register
43, Theintonation was good
44 Played overal flat
45, Tended to be flat
1. Played too fast
5.2 Seemed to drag
5.3 Hurred repeated notes
5.4 Played too slowly
55 Rushed
6.1, Squeaked
62, Free from tonguing noise
63, Attacks and releases were clean
64, Tonguing produced thunkie sound
65, Accents were played asindicated

NA

1. The performer was nervous /confident
2."The performer did not enjoy/did enjoy playing

3. The performer hardly knew/swas familiar with the picce

4.The performer did not make sense/made sense o the pcce as a whole
5. The performer’s se of dynamics was inappropriate/appropriate

6. The performers use of tempi was inappropriate /appropriate

7. The performers use of phrasing was inappropriate/appropriate

8. The performers technical problems were distracting/ hardly noticeable
9. The performance was hesitant luent

10, The performance was insensitive/sensitive

11 The performance was muddy/clean

12. 1 found this performance dul/ interesting

“The Watkins-Farnum Performance Scale consists of a set of 14 exercises (16-36 bars long) of increasing dificulty varying in pitch, thythm, slurring/articulation, tempo, expression, pause/

fermata and repeats. Participants play the exercises in order, and evaluators note each bar in which an error oceurs. Per bar only one error can be scored, hence the possible scores per bar are

either one or 7ero. The maximum possible score on each exercise s a given standard, and the total points scored equals the standard for the exercise minus the number of bars containing an

error. Participants continue playing until they score zero on two consecutive exercises. The total score for the test is the cumulative score for all exercises.

L interpretation/musica efect (tems 1, 2,9, 15-19)
2.tone qualityfintonation

(items 3,4,11,25,26)

3. technique

12,14,2)

4. thythm/tempo

(items 8,13, 20, 22-24)

(items 5-

1. Technical
2.pitch
3. Time
4. Inerpretation

5. Overall

1. Tone

2. Intonation

3 Technique/Artculation
4. Melodic accuracy

5. Rhythmicaccuracy

6. Tempo

7. Inerpretation

For Scales:

1. Technique

2. Noteaccuracy.

3. Musicianship

Afterthe qualitative analysis, the authors were able to
conclude that assessors based their evaluations on thrce
main categories: body communication, technical

accuracy, and artistry.

L1, Technical
12 Musical

2.1 The performance, as a whole, displayed
instrumental or vocal control appropriate o the level of
examination

2.2, The performance was accurate with respect to
ehythm, pich, articulation, and dynamic

23, The performance (where appropriate) was a aithful
reading and/or memorisation of the composer’stext

24, The performance displayed musically effective
production, projection and variation of tone.

25, The candidate communicated well with other
performers, demonsirating good ensemble and listening

skills and leaders!

where approprise
26 The performance communicated an understanding,
of expressive,stylstic,musical and stuctural issues

2. The performance displayed musical reativty,
antistic ndividuality and effective audience

. Intrpretation/musical effect:
2. Aticulation/tone

3 Intonation

4 Rhythmtempo

5. Vibrato

1. See Bergee (1993)
2.1 Technique/Rhythm

22, Interpretation

2.3, Tone Quality

3.See Abeles (1973)

4.1 Interpretation/Musical Effect
42, Tone/Musicianship

43 Technique

4.4, Suitability/Ensemble
45.Diction

5.1 Interpretation/ Musical Effect
5.2 Rhythm/Tempo

53, Technique.

6. See Zdzinski and Barnes (2002)

1. Overall quality
2. Perceived instrumental competence
3. Musicality

4. Communication

Categoriesare oly provided for Scales 2and 3:
2.1, Basic Skl

211, Tone

21.2.Syle/Dynamics

213 Intonation/Sticking

214, Technique
215.Grip

22 Musicianship:
22,1, Phrasing/Dyna
222 TempolPuise
223 Rhythm

22,4, Articulation

3.1 Memorization
32 Posture

33 Tempo

34. Dynamics
35, Fingering

36, Pedaling

1. Masical Elements
(proficiency with and accuracy of musical lements,
including pitch, ehythm, ext articulation, and score
accuracy)

2. Command of Instrument (represents the students
abilty to control his or her instrument with musical
intent)

3. Presentation

(presentation demonstrates alack of sensitivity to

musical expression)

1. interpretation/musica effect
2. technique

3. thythmitempo
4. tone.
.

intonation

Piano:
1. Technical mastery and control

2. Sound quality

3. Convincing musical understanding
Strings:

1. Technique

2. Musical understanding and performance
Bras:

1. Technical preparation

2. Sound production

3. Musical nterpretation

Woodwind:

1. Technical control

2. Sound production

3. Musicality and interpretation

Voice:

1. Technique

2. Interpretation

3. Musicality

4 Communication

tone
ntonation
articulation

shythmicaceuracy

L
2

B

4
5.tempo
6. dynamics
7. timbre
S.interpretation

9. technique

10. musical expression

11, overall quality perception

1. Materials
11, Sensorial (capacity of exploring contact with the
trumpet)

1.2, Manipulative (technical manipulation and control)
2 Expression

2.1, Personal (capaciy of playing expressively and with
musical taste)

22 Vernacular (expressive sense according to the
established conventions of the musical language)

3. Shape

3.1 Speculaive (capacity of controlling expressive
details and highlight the piece’ structure)

3.2 Idiomatic (capacity of playing according 1o technical
and acsthetic options according to the musical poque
and syle)

4. Value

4.1, Symbolic (refinement of the previous parameters in
combination with personal iterpretation of the piece)
42, Systematic (technical mastery, communication,

emotion, and autonomy)

1 technique
2 tone

3. articulation
4. intonation
5.visual
6.air support
7. melody

8.expressive devices

1 Technical Level

2 Quality of interpretation

3.Stylisic

coherence

4. Difficulty of the repertoire
Stage presence

“The norms in competition set

tings to the five

crteria as follows:

hical level 30%, Performance
quality 30%, Stylistc coherence 10%, Diffculty of

chosen picces 20%, Stage presence 10%

1. Performer plays mechanically
2. Spiritless playing
3. Intonation

tent

4. Plays all registers in tune:
5. Performance is clean

6. Poor synchron

aton of tongue and fingers (slide)
7. Interval leaps are smooth

8 Rhythm flows

9. Superiorinterpretation

10.Pich suffersfrom poor tone production

11, Good intonation at forte volume

12, Lack of clrity i tongued passages

13, Rhythmically accurate

14, Articulation i clean and ot percussive

15. Plays shythms unmusically
16 Inefective musical communi

17, Neglects style and expression
18, No contrasts in performance.

19, Good spiitand drive

20, Tempo not controlled

21, Preciseattacks and releases

22, Loud passages rhythmically unsteady
23, Rhythm is unsteady

24. Plays too hurriedly

25. Sound is thin

26. Sound in upper registe s pinched and restrcted.
27. Dynamicsare played

L1 Insecure technique

1.2, Hands well coordinated

13, Allpassages easily executed

14, Too heavy handed

1.5, Poor release of notes

16. Uneven touch

17, Unnecessary finger/hand movement
18, Staccato action poor

2.1 Many wrong notes

2.2 Insufficient atention to phrase endings
2.3 Fluent melody lines

2.4, Appropriate balance (melody and chords)
2.5, Fluency impeded by many pauses/stumbles
3.1, Uneven thythm

3.2, Smooth execution

33, Played too fast

3.4, Huried repeated notes

3.5, Played too slowly

3.6, Accents appropriately performed.

37, Inconsistent tempo

3.8, Fast passage work needs more control
41, Wide dynamic contrasts

42, Artistic and skilfulexecution

43, Reflects musical understanding

44, Sacrifces style for performance case
45, Sensitive approach o expression

46, Haphazard approach to dynamics

5.1, Detaled preparation demonsirated
5.2.Stylistic interpretation

5.3, More hand independence needed

5.4, Played with conviction and sincerity

5.5. Nerveswell controlled.

Tone (single rating):

s fullrich, and characteristic o the tone quality of the instrument in all anges and registers

- isof a characteristic tone quality

most ranges, but distorts occasionally in some passages

exhibits some flaws in production (i, aslightly thin or unfocused sound, somewvhat forced, breath not alveays used

effciently,etc)

- has several major flaws in basic production (i, consistently

/unfocused sound, forced, breath not used eficiently)

isnota tone quality characteristc ofthe instrument

Intonation (sngle rating):

- isaccurate throughout, in all anges and rgisters.

- isaccurate, but student fils 1o adjust on isolaed pitches, yet demonstrates minimal intonation difculties

- is mostly accurate, but includes out-of-tune notes. The student does not adjust problem pitches to an acceptable standard
of ntonation.

- exhibitsa basic sense of ntonation, yet has significant problems,student makes no apparent attempt at adjustment of

problem pitches.

- is ot aceurate. Student’s performance is continuously out of tune.

echnique/Artculaton (Check all applicable):

- appropriste and accurate tonguing.

- appropriste slursas marked.
appropriate accents s marked.

- appropriste oramentation as marked

- appropriste length of notesas marked (i lgato, stacato)

Melodic accuracy (single rating):

- all pitches/notes accurate

most pitches/notes acct

- many pitches accurately.

‘numerous inaceurate pitches/notes
- inaccurate pitches/notes throughout the music, .., missing key signatures, accidental, etc
Rhythmic Accuracy (singl rating):
- aceurate thythms throughout.
nearlyaccurate rhythms, but lacks precise interpretation of some thythm patierns.
- many rhythmic patterns accurately but some lack precision (approximation of thythm patterns uscd).
- many rhythmic patterns incorrectly or inconsistently.
- most rhythmic patterns incorretly.
“Tempo (single rating):
- isaccurate and consistent with the printed tempo markings.
- approaches the printed tempo markings, yet the performed tempo does not detractsignifcantly from the performance.
- s different from the printed tempo marking(s), resulting in inappropriate tempo(s) for the selction, yet remains consistent.
- isinconsistent i rushing, draggi

. naccurate empo changes).
- i notaccurate or onsistent.

Interpretation (single rating):

- the highest level of musicality including well-shaped phrases and dynamics.
- a highllevel of musicality, but has some phrases or dynamic that are not consistent with the overall level of expression.

- a moderate level of music

and musical understanding,

- onlya limited amount of musicality and music unde

nding
- alackof musical understanding
ForScales
“Technique (Check al applicable):
- with consistent, even tempo.
atrequired tempo.
- with appropriate thythmic pattern.
- with appropriate articulation as required.
- evenly both ascending and descending
Note accuracy (Check all appliable):

- all pitches/notes accurately.

most pitches/notes accurately:
- many pitches/notes accuratey.

- numerous inaccurate notes/pitches

- alarge number of inaccurate pitches/notes throughout the scale

Musici

nship (Checkall applicable)
accurate aticulation, clan tonging.

- adequate breath control/support.

- anatural ise and fallof dynamics.

- adequate and efficient embouchure formation.

- effcient hand/holding position and commendable rect posture

1. Free comment
%

3. Post-performance open questions:

3.1 fthe assssor knew the student, and i 50, in what capacit

3.2 How el they knew the pcces being presenteds

3.3 Whether the assessors et that the repertoire was appropriste t the andidate
3.4 What were the major strengths and wesknesses ofthe performance;

3.5, What impressions were they left with, and were these impressions diffeent to their initial thoughts.

For Voel Sudies:
LLL Technical Facility

11.2. Musical Accuracy (Note and Rhythm)
L13. Evenness o Tone

LL4. Intontion

LL5. Puriy of Vowel

LL6. Breathing/Posture

1215l

12.2. Musical Communication

123, Emotional Impact

124, Concert Presentation, Flow

125, Language Faclty

126, Ensemble

For Winds:

LLL Intonation

L1.2. Articulation

L13. Accuracy

L14. Dynamic Contrast

115, Breathing

116, Tone Production

12.1 Phrasing

!

Musicianship
123, Creativity

124 Emotional Impact

For Scale 2, NA

L1, Lack of styl in performance

12, Very musical

13. Melodic phrasing

14, Subtle nuances lacking.

15. Dry-too technical

16. Appropriate range of dynamics

2.1, Studentis using correct

proportion of weight

2.3, Clear aticulation produced by left hand
2.4 Maintains proper contact point

25, Arm weight draws full sound from sting and speed with bow
26, Toneis full without harshness o forte
27. String crossings are controlled

3.1 Pitch was mostly consistent

32, Half steps not close enough

33, Consistently good intonation
onallstrings

3.4, Performer was able to adjust pitch

3.5 Played out of tune:

3.6. Minor thirds re sharp

4.1 Uneven rhythm

42, Excellent hythm

43, Tempo is not stable

44, Rhythm was distorted

45, Correct rhythms

46, Tempo i steady during technical passages
5.1 Full, ich vibrato

5.2 Vibrato s continuous

5.3, Vibrato s even

5.4, Vibrato i irregular

Each category was defined by three tems to keep evaluations short, but these are not described i the articl,

Some scale-specificindicaions are provided:

23, For mallet performance, Tone Qualiy item “drum tone sounded mufled” was adapted to a more general “tone was

characteristic”

3. No modifcation outside of the Articulation subscale was required. Under Aticulation, the three items dealing with

generalized aspects were used (e, “free from tonguing noise”) and the two dealing specifically with clarinet aticulation

('squeaked’; “tonguing produced thunkie sound’) were ommitted

Overallrating of performance quality

%

Overall rating of instrumental competence.
22, Level of technical security

23, Rhythmic accuracy

2.4 Tonal quality and spectrum

3.1. Overall rating of musical understanding

32, Stylistic accuracy

33, Interpretive imagination

3.4, Expressive range

4.1, Overall rating of communicative abilty

42, Deportment on stage

43, Deportment with instrument

44, Communication of emational commitment and conviction
45 Ability to cope with the stres ofthe situation

Saale I

1. 1. uses correct posture and hand position

12, Introduces song

13, Cuessingers to comein .. (counting)
14, smiles and looks up when cucing

15. plays correct chords

16. plays chord changes at correct times

7. sings along

18, uses proper balance between the hands
19. playsin seady tempo throughout

110, continues n tempo if chords are missed.

Seale 2

2.11. Appropriate mallt/stick choices

2,12, Accents (not weight)

2.13. Student plays accuratly with regard to pitch and intonation. Student chooses appropriate sicking for the selctions
performed

2,14, Student has mastered the relevant technical skillsrequired by the slection(s), 2.15. Student estabishes and adjusts grip
effectively

2.2.1. Student phrases appropriately and intelligently, musica interpretation

2.2.2. Appropriat for the sty and character of the work

2.2.3 Rhythms are performed with accuracy and musicality

224, Student accurately and appropriately conveys score markings.

Scale 3 (descriptor per level):

31 Notyet

tudent needs more than two cues or hesitates more than twice; Almost: Student needs no more than two cues or
hesitates no more than twice; Meets Standard: Student needs no cues and hesitates no more than once; Exceeds Standard:

Student never needs no cues and never hesitates.

32, Not yet
feet flat on the floor; Meets Standard: Student sits at a proper distance from the keyboard with fect flat on the loor; Exceeds
‘Standard: Student sits at a proper distance from the keyboard and maintains astraight but fluid upper body.

33, Not yet: Tempo lags or rushes more than twice; Almost:

Fempo lags or rushes no more than twice; Meets Standard: Tempo.
follows the markings i the score and stays with the metronome (set by head judge). Exceeds Standard: Tempo follows score
markings and includes libertes taken i the period in which the piece was composed.

34.Noty ot di

Dynamics are incorrect more than twie (i fort
more than twice. Meets Standard: Dynamics follow the markings in the score and are clearly diferentiaed. Exceeds Standard:
Dynamics follow score markings and includes ibertes taken in the period in which the piece was composed.

35. Not yet: Student

ises standard inger

1§ more than once; Almost: Student misses standard fingerings once; Meets
Standard: Stu

Exceeds

-t follows the scorés ingeri

indard: Student develops more effcient fingering practice.

3.6, Not yet: Student pedals incorreetly two o more times; Almost: Student incorectly pedals onces Meets Standard: Student
follows the scores pedal markings; Exceeds Standard: Student pedals correctly and artstcally.

Qualiative descriptors (one selection per category):

1.1 - Accuracy of musicalelements.

does not meet minimal expectations

(many noticeable mistakes); 2 - Accuracy of musical clements meets minimal competency (a few noticeable mistakes): 3 ~

Accuracy of elements is achieved most of the time; 4 - Accuracy of clements

proficient and well established: 5 - Precise
demonstration of musical lements is demonsirated.
2.1 - Command of instrument is below minimum expectations (demonstrateslitle technical control of instrument); 2 -

‘Command of instrument demonstrates potential for musical growth; 3 - Command of instrument has achieved  point where

musical maturity is possible; 4 - Command of instrument i proficient; 5 - Command of instrument demonstrates potentialfor

professional sucess.

3.1 - Presentation demonstrates a lack of sensitivity to musical expression; 2 -Presentation demonstrates a potential for musical

growth; 3 - Ability to present a musical performance has achieved a point where musical maturity s possible 4 - Presentation
demonstrates that the abilt to perform musicallyis poficient; 5 - Ability to perform musically demonstrates potential for
professional success.

L1, Melodic expression

12.No contrastsin performance

13, The interpretation was musical

L4, Spirtless playing

15. Performance not expressive

16. Performance reflected sensitivity

17. Melodic phrasing

2.1 Toneisstrong

22 Toneis full

2.3, Thin tone quality

24, Toneisrich

25. Sound s clear and resonant

2.6 Tone qualit is beautiful

2.7. There wasa lack of tonal color

3.1 Sting crossing is controlled and smooth

32, Played fluently

3.3. Poor synchronization of pick and frethand fingers

3.4, Lack of clarity in picked passages
35. Flubbed

36. Attacks were clean

41 The tempo was teady.

42, Correct rhythms

43, Off-beats played properly

44, Hurried repeated notes

45 Lack ofa steady pulse

47 Tempo not controlled

48, The tempo was in good taste

5.1. Played out of tune:

5.2, Intonation s good

5.3, Intonation is inconsistent

5.4, gnored key signature

Piano:

L1, notes accurate and secure

12, physicaly: comfortable and at ease

1.3, tempos choice well judged and steady tempo control
L4, thythm: accurate and secure or stable control

15, articulat

L6. confident;assertive, flair
17, memory: accurate, secure and reliable
2.1, tone, color or dynamics: variety or range and shading or depth

22, phrase:sufficent phrasing or shape

23, pedal: clear, accurate and refined
2.4.energy: high drive, forward movement, itality or verve
2.5, lowing: highly fluent or fluid

26, texture:clear
2.6, projection: good
3
32

33 musically: very convincing

mood or emotion: well conveyed

eas, structure, style and character:deeply understood

Strings:
1.1, body: comfortable,at ase or reaxed body, technique,Ih, th playing
12 bow: high level of control and clear articulation

1.3.tone: full tone, sound quality or olor

1.4, intonation: accurate secure and/or relable

1.5, vibrato: appropriate speed, flxible width and expressive

1.6, memory: secure and reliable

2.1, tempo: choice wel judged and steady tempo control

22, thythm: accurate and secure or stable control

2.3, phrase: well sustained, sensitive and imaginative phrase, line or shape

24 dynami

 high dynamic range/variety or contrast
25, mood! feling range: high degree of range or contrast of xpression
26, vitality: high energy,drive, buoyancy or vitality

27 free and/or flowing; highly fluent or luid

28, style and character: deep awareness and understanding

29, ideas:imaginative musical ideas conveyed with cony
210, ensemble: high degree of balance and collsborative avareness
211, confident performance

Brass

L1, notes accurate and secure

12, thythm: aceurate

13, intonation:accurate

L4, dynamics: contrast

1.5, tempo registe/range: upper, lower

L6, stamina/endurance

17, memory: accurate

2.1, tonefsound:

22.airlow/breathing: eficient

23 articulation: lear
2.4 projection: good.

3.1 musical expressives lyrical, drama, excitement et
3.2.styleinterpretation

33 phrase/shape.

3.4, confident

3.5, ensemble: balance, interaction and knowledge
woodwind:

11 notes: accurate and secure

1.2, thythm: accurate and secure

1

L4, memory: secure

articulation: clear

2.1, tonefcolor: cle

even, register, vibrato.
22, breathiair: effcient

23 reed inton

ion: accurate, control
3.1, musicalfexpressive: mood, yrical, drama, spiit, energy, etc

3.2, style/character/interpretation: sensitvity

3.3, phrase/shape: musical legato.
3.4 dynamics: contrast

3.5, tempo: steady; secure

3.6, projection

37, confdence

3.8, ensemble: balance, interaction and knowledge
L1 articulation: larity,frecdom

1.2 registration: low, high, balanced, tesitura

1.3, intonation: accuracy

14, tonefcolor: chiaro scuro, vibrancy, clarity
15.air/breath: appoggio, energy

16.tension: body alignment, ease

17.freedom

2.1 text:accuracy clarity

2.2, interpretation: expressiv, insightful, tone color
2.3 characterization: stage presentation, convincing

neaningful, imaginative

nsightful, musical integrity
3.2, phrase:direction,shape

3.3, dynamics:contrast choice

3.4, thythm and tempos: accuracy; choice

4.1, communication: expressive, honest, committed, engaging
42.poiselconfidence

11 Tones strong
1.2, Toneis fll
13.Thi

tone quality
1.4, Sound i clear

2.1. Played out of tune

22 Performer was able to adjust pitch
23, Intonation is inconsistent

24, Intonationis good
3.1, Correct rhythms

32, OfF beats played properly

3.3, Rhythm was distorted

3.4, Insecure thythm

4.1 Poor synchronization

42, Attacks and releases were clean
43, Impeccable articulation

4. Articulation is overly percussive
51

mpo s steady

2. Tempo not controlled
53, The tempo was in good taste

54, Lack ofasteady pulse:

6.1, Dynamics are played.

62 Dynamies used to help phrasing
63, Good dynamic contrast

64, Appropriate dynamics

7.1 Timbre was harsh or srident

2 Demonstrated a singing quality
7.3, Lacked resonance
7.4, Timbre appropriate forstyle
8.1 The interpretation was musical
82 Lack ofstyle in performance
83, Effective musical communication
8.4, Melodic phrasing
9.1, Made numerous errors n technique
9.2 Insecure technique.
93, Precision s lacking
9.4, Played fluently
10,1, Performance not expressive
102, Performance reflected sensitvity
103 Melodic expression
104, Spiitess playing
1.1 Overall quality lacking
1.2, Excellent performance overall
113, Poor performance quality
114, Quality of performance is good
111 Posture (body/embouchure)
112, Breathing control
113, Sound emission
121, Mtack
122, Articulation
123 Registerftessitura
124 Taning
125 Sound quality
2111, Respect for the musical text
21.2. Tempo choice
2113, Rhythic sabilty
2114, Use of different dynamic levels
22,1, Rhythmical organization of phrases
22.2. Melodic organization of phrases
223, Fluency of musical discourse
224, Expressivity of musical discourse
3.1, Security of musical discourse
3.1.2. Dynamic control and variety
3.1, Understanding of musical structure
2.1, Notion of musical style:
32,2 entification with epoque-related aesthetic options
411, Refinement of expressve and structural details
4.1.2. Compromise between interpretation and musical style/shape
42,1, Excellent technical mastery
42.2.Capacity of communicating and conveying emotion

2.3, Capacity of self-regulation

1. Finger/slide dexterity
1.2, Coordination between tongue and fingers/slde
2.1, Tone quality in varying rgisters

2.2, Tone while exccuting expressive gestures

3.1, Consistency of aticulation

4.1, Intonation accuracy

5.1 Body posture

5.2 Instrument angle

5.3, Head position

5.4, Arm positon

55. Weist position

5.6, Hand positon

57 Embouchure/flexiblity

55, Checks

59 Jaw movement

6.1, Breath intake

62, Sufficiency of air

63, Air supportin various registrs of the instrument

7.1. Note accuracy

73, Connection of phrases

7.4 Inflection at cadence points
8.1 Stylisticallyrelated dynamics

82, Contrastn dynamics

83, Subdivision of the thythm

8.4, Appropriateness of tempo

5. Steadiness of pulse

6. Expressive pulse and tempo fluctuation

Select one level per category:

Level 1(1-2 points): Limited control in the production and continuity of sound and of the intonation. Limited control of
mechanical skill Limited control of the pulse and sense of thythm.

Level 2 (3-4 points): Appropriate control in the production and continuity of sound and of the intonation. Appropriate control
of mechanicalskils. Appropriate control of the pulse and sense of thythm.

Level 3 (5-6 points

Excellent control i the production and continuity of sound and of te intonation. Excellent control of

mechanical skill. E

Hlent control of the pulse and sense of hythm.
2.1 Level 1 (1-2 points): The coherence of tempiin the picce and ts parts is irregular. The control of phrasing and
‘ornamentation s rregalar. Limited control of nuances, sound levels and dynamies.

22, Level 2 (3-4 points): The coherence of tempi in the picce and ts pats is appropriate. The control of phrasing and
ornamentation is appropriate. Appropriate control of nuances, sound levels and dynamics,

23, Level 3 (5-6 point): The coherence of tempi in the picce and ts pats is excellent. Excellent control of phrasing and

‘ornamentation. Excellent control of nuances, sound levels and dynamics.

3.1, Level 1 (1-2 points): Limited control ofthe characteristics which identify the artstc trend of a musical period, or genre, or

composer styl inthe picces performed and the relationship between it parts.
3.2 Level 2 (3-4 points): Appropriate control of the characteristics which identify the artisti trend of the musical period, or
genre,or the composer style in the picces performed and the relationship betweents prts.

3.3, Level 3 (5-6 points): Excellent control of the characteistis which identify the a

or the composer style in the pieces performed and the relationship between ts parts
4.1 Level 1 (1-2 points): The level o virtuosity proposed is low and/or significant parts o the pieces are excluded.

4.2, Level 2 (3-4 points): The level of virtuosity proposed is adequate and significant parts of the picces are not excluded.

43, Level 3 (5-6 points): The level of virtuosity proposed is extremely h

‘and significant parts of the pieces are not excluded.

5.1 Level 1 (1-2 points): Litle naturalness of gesture, poor memorization and/or independence from the score. Little care about

staging or self-control throughout the performance.
5.2, Level 2 (3-4 points): Appropriate naturalness of gesture, good memorization andJor independence from the score.

Appropriate care of saging and self-control throughout the performance.

5.3, Level 3 (3-6 points): Excellent naturalness of gesture,flawless memorization and/or independence from the score. Excellent

care of saging and self-control throughout the performance.

tudent sits too close o the keyboards Almost: Student is at a proper distance from the keyboard but does not have

rent than piano). Almost: Dynamics are incorrect no

i trend of the musical period, or genre,

5-point scale
(Highly disagree,
disagree, neutral agree,

highly ageec)

5-point scale

(-5

4-point bipolar scale,

non-specified levels

12-point score

(Satifatory to Honors)

S-point scale
(strongly Disagree,
Disagree, Neutral,

Agree, Srongly Agree)

6-point scale
(HD, D, 5D, A, A,
HA) +overall
impression

(1-10)

S-point scale (1-5)
either continuos
(single rating selction)
or additive

(marked boxes up o 5)

Free comment +
5-point scale
*

Setof a posteriori

open questions

Likert Scale
(noflevels

not mentioned)

5-point scale
(SA, AN, D, D)

5-point scale
(SAAN.D,

D)+ 13-point grade
(A+: excellent
performance

inall respects

to F: exceedingly poor
performance inall
respects)

10-point scale
(1-10)

1. Checklist
2.5-point scale

(0:n0 evidence,

1 emerging,

2 fair,

3: good,

: superion),

3. 4-point rubric
(Notyet, Almost, Meets
Standard, Exceeds
Standard).

5-point rubric
-5

5-pointscale
(5=Strongly Agree,

4=Agree, 3=Neutral,
2=Disagree,

1=Strongly Disagree)

7-point scale
(generally inadequate
throughout;
throughout;
inconsistent
throughout;
moderately consistent
throughout; mostly

consistent throughout;

limited

consistent command
throughout; complete
mastery throughout)

4-point scale
(4= Strongly Agree,
3= Agree, 2= Disagree,
1=Strongly Disagree)

4-point scale
(insuficient, suficient,

good, excellent).

210 4-point
qualtative rubric,
depending on the
category.

“To acces descriptors
of ach category,

see Appendix A at
hupsberme press

illinois.edu/media/215/

6-point qualtative
rubric
(final score ranging

from 5-30 points)
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Gender identity
Age
18-29
30-49
50+
Total
Ancestry

Identifies Australian or British ancestry
Does not identify Australian or British ancestry
Total
Educational attainment
High school

Certificate, Diploma or other post-secondary
certification

Bachelor
Bachelor (Honors)
Graduate diploma or other graduate certification
Masters
Doctorate
Not stated
Total

57 (46.0)

20 (16.1)
207.7)
15 (12.1)

57 (46.0)

45 (36.3)
12(9.7)

57 (46.0)

3(24)
162

12(9.7)
4032
7(56)
10(8.1)
12(9.7)
5(40)

57(46.0)

Men
n (% of total)

56 (45.2)

10(8.1)
23(185)
23(185)
56(45.2)

46 (37.1)
10(8.1)

56(45.2)

7(5.6)
0(00)

7(5.6)
6(4.8)
1189)
14(11.3)
10(8.1)
108)
56 (45.2)

Gender Diverse
n (% of total)

11(89)

462)
5(40)
2(1.6)
1(89)

9(7.3)
2(1.6)

11(89)

1(0.8)
0(00)

2(1.6)
0(0.0)
1(08)
3(24)
3(24)
1(08)

11(89)

Total
n (%)

124(100)

34(27.4)
50(40.3)
40(323)
124 (100)

100 (80.6)
24(194)

124(100)

11(8.8)
462)

21(16.9)
19(15.3)
101
27(21.8)
25(20.2)
7(56)

124(100)
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Men Gender diverse Total
%of total)  n (% of total) n (%)

n (%

Years of musical practice (any genre)

0-10 2(16) 2(16) 0(0.0) 1(32)
1-20 19153) 10(8.1) 304 32(25.8)
21-30 11(89) 11(89) 5(40) 27(21.8)
31-40 15(12.1) 15(12.1) 2016) 32(25.8)
a1+ 10(8.1) 18(145) 108) 29(23.4)
Total 57(46.0) 56 (452) 11(89) 124 (100)
Years in jazz and improvisation practice (since age 18)
5orless 17 (13.8) 6(49) 2(16) 25(20.2)
6-10 10(8.1) 8(65) 103) 2(7.7)
1-20 13(106) 12(98) 1063 29(23.4)
214 17(138) 29(23.6) 1(08) 47(37.9)
No response 108) 108)
Total 57(46.0) 56 (45.2) 1189 124 (100)
Primary genre practiced*
Jazz. 28(226) 33(266) 3(24) 61(51.6)
Improvisation 14(11.3) 14(11.3) 5(4.0) 33(26.6)
Other genres 20 (16.1) 15(120.1) 304 38(30.6)
Artistic identity*
Jazz musician 22(17.7) 27(21.8) 5(4.0) 54(43.5)
Improviser 22017.7) 25(20.2) 1(08) 48 (38.7)
Performer (other) 17(137) 10(8.1) 3024) 30(24.2)
Instrumentalist 8(64) 6(48) 1(08) 15121)
Vocalist 9(73) 2(16) 0(0.0) 11(8.9)
Composer/ 13(10.5) 12(9.7) 2(1.6) 27(21.8)
Songwriter/Arranger
Other artistic identity 7(56) 10(8.1) 2(16) 19.15.3)
No response. 2(16) - - 2(1.6)

*Respondents were able to identify with one o more categories, hence totals do not equal 100%.
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Somewhat or Strongly agree

When participating in jazz and improvisation in Men Gender diverse
general: (n=53) (n=8)

Tam treated with respect 79.2%, 94.3%, 75.0%.5

1 feel uncomfortable because of my gender 13.8%, 18.9%, 75.0%,

1feel Tam included 625%, 92.5%, 50.0%,
Texperience sexual abuse or harassment 31.3%, 0.0%, 50.0%,

Thave witnessed or heard of others experiencing sexual harassment 75.0% 64.2% 75.0%

1 feel unsafe because of my gender 27.7%, 0.0%, 75.0%.

1 feel unsafe because of factors beyond my gender 16.7%, 9.4%, 50.0%,

My sense of safety affects the jobs/gigs I choose to do 37.5%, 13.2%, 100.0%,

Differing lettered subscripts denote significant differences in gender identity groups selecting a given factor at the 0.05 level.
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Somewhat/Strongly agree

Currently, when working in ensembles, projects, Men Gender diverse
and gigs in jazz and improvisation: n=53 =10

Tam treated with respect 93.9%, 100.0%, 60.0%,

People of many different backgrounds are represented 38.8%, 58.5%, 30.0%,,

Tam valued by the ensembles and projects I participate in 89.8%,, 98.1%, 70.0%,

My artistic input is considered equally with all other members 77.6% 94.3%, 40.0%

1 receive adequate recognition for my input 81.6%, 88.7%, 40.0%,

People are treated equally and fairly 73.5%, 84.9%, 40.0%,

Ifeel safe 91.8%, 98.1%, 14.4%,

Differing lettered subscripts denote significant differences in gender identity groups selecting a given factor at the 0.05 level.
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Gender Identity of Participant

What are the top three factors you think most affect Women Men Gender diverse
professional opportunities in jazz and improvisation? 74 n=56 n=11
Age 105% 10.7% 9.1%
Socio-economic background 5.3%, 17.9%, 27.3%,
Gender identity 15.8% 7.1% 18.2%
Ancestry / Cultural background 35% 36% 0.0%
Geographic background 53% 8.9% 9.1%
Sexuality 7.0% 18% 9.1%
Training institution attended 211% 30.4% 18.2%
Roles and responsibilities outside of jazz and improvisation 333% 21.4% 9.1%
Networks and associations with other people 59.6%.. 69.6%, 36.4%,
Standards of expertise 509% 60.7% 36.4%
Personal relationships 281% 357% 36.4%
Other 123% 161% 9.1%

Differing lettered subscripts denote significant differences in gender identity groups selecting a given factor at the 0.05 level.
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