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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to develop a valid and reliable measure and 

attendant rating scale for the assessment of the sight-reading skills of classical guitarists 

at the beginning of collegiate study.  This study sought to answer the following questions: 

1. What musical components and their ranges of values should be measured in a 

sight-reading assessment for entry-level collegiate classical guitarists? 

2. Can a valid and reliable sight-reading assessment for classical guitarists be 

constructed? 

3. Can a rating scale or other scoring mechanism be constructed that would be 

easy to use and promote a high degree of objectivity and reliability? 

Tentative standards were drawn from data acquired by means of an electronic 

survey questionnaire sent to collegiate guitar teachers throughout North America (N = 

1,193) which yielded 241 responses.  Musical elements that emerged from the survey 

results were validated by comparison with specific works from the guitar’s literature that 

were recommended by survey respondents as appropriate for testing sight-reading skills 

at the college-entry level, as well as with published sample sight-reading exams. 
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The emergent elements were constructed into six short musical exams and a rating 

sheet for each, loosely patterned after the scoring mechanism of the Watkins-Farnum 

Performance Scale.  These exams constituted the pilot test, which was administered to 14 

student volunteers by their college guitar instructors.  Internal reliability coefficients were 

obtained using several methods, all of which were strong (generally in the .82 to .98 

range).  Interrater reliability coefficients were also strong (.91 to .99). 

Based on analysis of the pilot results and suggestions from teachers, one of the 

original assessments was slightly modified, a new assessment was constructed, and rating 

sheets developed.  The same procedures used in the pilot test were followed in the field 

test, which was administered to 28 volunteer students.  Internal reliability using several 

methods resulted in coefficients generally in the .90 to .96 range, and interrater 

reliabilities ranged from .87 to .98. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

 

Background 

Assessment in the field of music education has received much attention in the 

research community.  Public and private investment in education has driven the interest 

in standards and accountability (Colwell, 2002).  The need for measurement and 

assessment, for objectivity in setting standards, for the development of instruments to test 

those standards, and for objectivity in assessment are common themes in the literature 

(Abeles, 1971, 1973a, 1973b; Bergee, 1987; Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002).  

One of the areas commonly subjected to scrutiny is the development and testing 

of music sight-reading skills (Baylor, 2008; Ciepluch, 1988; Elliott, 1982a; Fridley, 1993; 

Gaynor, 1995; Grutzmacher, 1985, 1987; Henry, 2004, 2011; Killian & Henry, 2005; 

Kopiez, Weihs, Ligges, & Lee, 2006; Kornicke, 1992; Laing, 2007; Laverty, 1995; 

Lowder J. E., 1971, 1973; Passalacqua, 2000; Scott, 1996; Thornley, 1980).  The 

importance of the skill is an a priori tenet in the field, yet it is a highly complex behavior, 

as attested to by eye movement studies (Bean, 1938; Gilman & Underwood, 2003; 

Goolsby, 1987, 1994a, 1994b; Sloboda, 1974, 1977, 1985; Young, 1972), the role of 

short-term memory (Miller, G. A., 1956; Sloboda, 1974; Thompson, 1987), the operation 

of grouping strategies (Gaynor, 1995; Halpern & Bower, 1982; Pike & Carter, 2010; 

Sloboda, 1977; Wolf, 1976), and the role of musical expertise and the grammatical rules 

of music (Halpern & Bower, 1982; Kopiez & Lee, 2006; Schön & Besson, 2005; 

Sloboda, 1978; Wolf, 1976). 
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The acquisition of sight-reading skill is prone to numerous problems (Gromko, 

2004; Kopiez & Lee, 2006) and achievement is difficult to assess, especially across 

performance media, taking into account the numerous idiosyncrasies attendant to the 

practice of reading among various instrumentalists and vocalists (Cox, 2000; Gaylen, 

2005; Hodel, 1991; Killian & Henry, 2005; MacKnight, 1975; Quantz, 2007; Thompson, 

1987). 

Problem Statement 

The burden to assess student achievement is placed on music educators.  The 

complex task of music sight-reading, with its illusive pedagogy and problems, is among 

the skill sets under scrutiny and educators are faced with the problem of designing 

assessments that reliably measure the acquisition and progress of sight-reading skill.  

Performance assessments in music, some of which include assessment of sight-reading, 

are continually evolving, but evaluating musical performance is highly prone to 

subjectivity, giving rise to numerous studies on development of music performance 

assessments and rating scales (Abeles, 1971; Bergee, 1987; Farnum, 1969; Jones, 1986; 

Kidd, 1975; Nichols J. P., 1985, 1991; Russell, 2007; Watkins & Farnum, 1954; Zdzinski 

& Barnes, 2002).  As long as the tendency for subjectivity exists, and validity and 

reliability issues persist, there will be a need for continued research in assessment and 

rating scale development for both comprehensive performance skills and the further 

isolated apsects of performance of music at sight. 
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Need for the Study 

Among instrument-specific concerns is the common perception that guitarists 

tend to be deficient in their sight-reading ability when compared to other instrumentalists 

(Eastern Kentucky University, 2011; Goodhart, 2003; Hodel, 1991; Miller D., 2004; 

Powis, 2011a, 2011b; Quantz, 2007; Verheyen, 2014; Williams, n.d.).  Yet, there is a 

void in an otherwise rich research literature: very little investigative, descriptive, or 

prescriptive research can be found that addresses the problems of guitarists and their 

perceived music reading deficiencies.  Popular literature, such as Guitar Player, alludes 

to the problem but lacks research-based standards and assessment procedures to verify, 

quantify and, if needed, rectify the situation (Levy, 2000; Verheyen, 2014).  Materials 

abound in print and electronic media that purport to assist the willing student to remedy 

this quandary (Benedict, 1985; Dodgson & Quine, 1975, 1986; Duncan, 1996; Leavitt, 

1979, 1981; Oakes, 1998; Read Music Free, 2013), but they seem to lack a systematically 

determined framework grounded in research.  There are curricular systems for guitar in 

place on both the college and pre-college level that are generally patterned after curricula 

for other instruments (Associated Board of Royal Schools of Music [ABRSM], n.d.; 

Royal Conservatory of Music, 2011a; Trinity Guildhall Guitar, 2010).  The assessments 

used in these systems include a sight-reading component, but there is a lack of research 

establishing or challenging their validity and reliability (ABRSM, 2008; Royal 

Conservatory of Music, 2011b; Sollory, 2004a, 2004b).  The examinations administered 

through these programs are judged by expert examiners, and do not utilize research-

developed rating scales.  Assessment materials for these programs may be fulfilling a 
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need, even if they are intuitively constructed.  However, the subjection of musicians in 

any instrumental domain to standards and procedures that lack the rigor of testing, and 

rely on duplicating standards and procedures from other domains through intuitive, rather 

than purposive and logically guided design, is not in the best interest of music education. 

Two studies have addressed the need for research-based performance assessment 

in guitar.  Horowitz (1994) developed a rating scale for the assessment of jazz guitar 

improvisation skills.  Russell (2007, 2010a) developed a rating scale for guitar 

performance assessment.  Both studies have made a substantial contribution to music 

performance assessment for guitarists.  However, reading music at sight is often tested 

separately from prepared performance pieces, and there remains a need in guitar-focused 

research for the development of valid and reliable assessments of the narrower domain of 

sight-reading among guitarists. 

Two studies have dealt with reading skills on the guitar.  Fridley (1993) 

developed sight-reading assessments for guitar, but his subjects were fifth and sixth 

graders and his purpose was to compare teaching methods.  Passalacqua (2000) 

developed exercises for sight-reading on the guitar, but not assessments.  No research has 

been found that systematically develops sight-reading assessments for classical guitar that 

would be suitable for use in college auditions or semester progress assessments.  If there 

is a deficiency of sight-reading skill among guitarists, as is commonly asserted (Eastern 

Kentucky University, 2011; Goodhart, 2003; Hodel, 1991; Miller D., 2004; Powis, 

2011a, 2011b; Quantz, 2007; Verheyen, 2014; Williams, n.d.), there is as yet no research-

based assessment that can be used to either validate or refute such a claim.  Research has 
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addressed similar needs for other instruments (Lemay, 2008; Lowder, 1971, 1973; Scott, 

1996), but such studies are lacking for guitar. 

The profession of guitar pedagogy would benefit from the availability of a sight-

reading measure that accounts for the technical demands, literature demands, and 

idiosyncrasies of the instrument, and can be graded with a rating scale that brings 

objectivity to the scoring process.  Such a measure could serve as a diagnostic tool that 

would enable the profession to make more informed adjustments in guitar pedagogy, 

such as method design, lesson plans, and repertoire selection.  Performance assessments 

that have been developed for other instruments may serve as models for the development 

of such an assessment (Abeles, 1971; Bergee, 1987; Farnum, 1969; Jones, 1986; Kidd, 

1975; Nichols J. P., 1985, 1991; Russell, 2007; Watkins & Farnum, 1954; Zdzinski & 

Barnes, 2002). 

Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to develop a valid and reliable measure and attendant 

rating scale for the assessment of the sight-reading skills of classical guitarists at the 

beginning of collegiate study.  The questions that this study will seek to answer are: 

1. What musical components and their ranges of values should be measured in a 

sight-reading assessment for entry-level collegiate classical guitarists? 

2. Can a valid and reliable sight-reading assessment for classical guitarists be 

constructed? 



6 
	
  

	
  

3. Can a rating scale or other scoring mechanism for such a sight-reading 

assessment be constructed that would be easy to use and promote a high 

degree of objectivity and reliability? 

Limitations 

This study was limited to developing a sight-reading assessment targeting 

incoming college students whose major instrument is classical guitar.  Current first-year 

college students and their teachers were chosen as the test group for this study for several 

reasons.  First, college level guitar study, whether classical or jazz, has a pedagogical 

infrastructure in place that is not likely to be found in many places at the pre-college 

level.  Guitar teachers at the college level will likely have been screened through 

auditions and interviews prior to securing their positions (National Association of 

Schools of Music [NASM], 2013), and many will have advanced degrees (College Music 

Society [CMS], 2009).  Teachers who possess performance or education degrees are 

more likely to have had courses in guitar pedagogy at either the undergraduate or 

graduate level (NASM, 2013).  Second, the teachers of college students were relatively 

easy to identify and contact through the College Music Society’s Directory of Music 

Faculties in Colleges and Universities, U.S. and Canada, 2009–2010 (CMS, 2009), and 

through college websites.  Through these teachers, an intact group of first-year college 

students who are close in age to the target population were available.  Contacting pre-

college guitar students who are in the process of applying and auditioning to music 

programs is not only more difficult, but more disruptive of their immediate concern of 

acceptance into a program.  Third, the college environment is conducive to a climate of 
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inquiry and readiness to enhance professional development, and therefore more likely to 

be receptive to participation in such a study.  Finally, students entering college for music 

are in the first stage of intensive professional development, and it is here that music 

literacy standards are likely to be in place and enforced (NASM, 2013). 

The reason this study was limited to classical guitar majors and not extended to 

plectrum guitar styles (jazz and popular styles) is that the needs of these groups added to 

the classical guitarist population would form a test group whose broad diversity would 

introduce too many additional factors, greatly complicating the assessment development 

process.  However, it would be desirable to duplicate this study for plectrum guitar 

players as a distinct group. 

Guitar study at the collegiate level is most commonly classical; however, jazz is 

widely offered as well, and a growing number of institutions offer guitar study in popular 

styles.  In guitar study, the areas of classical and jazz have the strongest pedagogical 

heritage and materials that are systematically developed to stress reading skills.  While 

this study may have valuable insights for teachers of any style, it is classical programs 

that are the focus.  Therefore guitarists in this study are assumed to be classical guitarists 

and classical guitar students.  Guitar study is assumed to refer to studying nylon-strung 

classical guitars utilizing the historical unassisted (non-plectrum) right hand technique 

associated with the classical guitar literature. 

Music reading is the process of translating the written symbolic language of the 

materials of music into concept, action, and artistic product (including expressivity), 

whether mentally conceived (as in silent audiation) or actual performance.  Sight-reading 
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is a subcategory of music reading in which music is played from written notation without 

prior rehearsal (Thompson, 1987; Wolf, 1976).  Some writers distinguish between sight-

reading and sight-playing, the first referring to silent score-reading, the second to actual 

performance at sight.  This study does not hold this distinction, but assumes that 

performance is the end result of the sight-reading process.  Because sight-reading 

requires a higher level of skill development, this is the concern of the testing process in 

this study.1  It should also be noted that it is assumed that the material being read, with or 

without rehearsal is in the standard staff notation of Western music. 

 

  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1 Sources are inconsistent with the hyphenation, some using “sight-reading” and others “sight 
reading.” This study will follow the practice of the New Harvard Dictionary of Music (1986) and 
employ the hyphen. However, titles of works and quotations that include the term will retain the 
published form. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

 

Research on the skill of sight-reading music notation, and on assessing that skill, 

is extensive and varied.  The complexity of the skill itself is reflected in the diversity of 

studies on the components of the skill and factors that affect its acquisition and levels of 

development.  Research on the assessment of sight-reading skill is often subsumed under 

studies of music performance assessment which also reflect the complexity of sight-

reading in their scrutiny of the varied components of performance, many of which are 

common to both prepared performance and music performed from notation that has not 

been seen by the performer prior to the performance assessment.  

The necessity of strong reading skills and a perceived general deficiency of such 

are implicit in the scholarly literature but explicitly stated in the popular literature (Elliott, 

1982b; Fuszek, 1977a, 1977b, 1977c; Kember, 2007; Payne & Pieffer, 2005).  Elliot 

raises difficult questions regarding the state of public school music education and 

whether it includes music reading skills.  To answer these questions adequately requires 

confronting philosophical as well as practical issues in music education.  The Fuszek 

article, “Sight Reading at the College Level” is subtitled, “The Ignored Skill,” and is 

accompanied by an editorial paragraph admitting that a “shockingly small number of 

keyboard students” (Fuszek, 1977c, p. 9) learn that essential skill.  Payne and Pieffer list 

sight-reading as an essential skill assumed as necessary for those who desire continued 

growth and enjoyment of music throughout life. 
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Existing studies seem to be concentrated in the instrumental categories of piano 

and woodwinds.  Piano studies are represented by Bean (1939), Kopiez and Lee (2006), 

and Wolf (1976).  Woodwinds are represented by Gromko (2004) and Thompson (1987).  

There appears to be only one study specifically testing sight-reading skills of guitarists, 

and that is very limited (Fridley, 1993).  Many of the studies are not instrument-specific, 

and those that are usually have much material that can be generalized among the larger 

music population. 

In order to facilitate the summarizing of this literature and extract a logic from it 

that will be useful for the present study, the following categories of research will be 

examined: 

1. The Process of Music Sight-Reading  

2. The Development of Tests and Rating Scales in Music Education 

3. The Evaluation of Guitar Performance and Music Reading Skills 

4. Sight-Reading Skills Among Guitarists 
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The Process of Music Sight-Reading 

There is a considerable body of literature on music reading and sight-reading 

skills.  Much of the earlier research has been summarized by Hodges (1992), who noted a 

lack of an overarching theory of music reading comparable to that for language reading, 

although more recent research has moved toward that goal (Gilman, 2000).  Most of the 

existing research has dealt with the process of music reading and can be parsed into 

useful categories.  One of these categories, eye movement studies comparable to those 

done in language reading research, has yielded an abundance of literature (Bean, 1938; 

Gilman & Underwood, 2003; Goolsby, 1987, 1994a, 1994b; Madell & Hebert, 2008; 

Penttinen & Huovinen, 2011; Rayner & Pollatsek, 1997; Schmidt, 1981; Sloboda, 1974, 

1977, 1985; Weaver, 1943; Wurtz, Mueri, & Wiesendanger, 2009; Young, 1972).  These 

studies elucidate saccades, the quick eye movements during which no visual impression 

is registered, and fixations, moments of eye rest and focus during which information is 

perceived, and how these vary under such variables as musical texture, difficulty of 

music, and tempo.  These saccades do not progress uniformly across the page, but consist 

of very rapid progressive and regressive horizontal as well as veritcal and diagonal 

motions.  These do not decrease with the efficiency of reading skill, but on the contrary, 

more proficient sight-readers tend to have more saccades.  Sloboda (1985) has found that 

fixations tend to last a quarter of a second or less.  Young (1972) reports much shorter 

fixations.  The saccades themselves may last only .05 seconds. 

Some studies also deal with eye-hand spans—the amount of material ahead of the 

point of performance that is seen and remembered (Miller, G. A., 1956; Rayner & 
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Pollatsek, 1997; Sloboda, 1974; Thompson, 1987; Truitt, Clifton, Pollatsek, & Rayner, 

1997; Van Nuys & Weaver, 1943; Weaver, 1943).  Findings indicate that memory span 

seems to be fixed in most people at a retention capacity five to seven bits of information 

(Miller, G. A., 1956).  This span can be more efficiently utilized in reading music by 

encoding individual notes into larger chunks of information which tend to be treated by 

the brain as single bits of information, thereby freeing the short-term memory for more 

information.  Several investigations provide evidence as to how chunking takes place 

when reading music (Gaynor, 1995; Halpern & Bower, 1982; Passalacqua, 2000; Pike & 

Carter, 2010; Sloboda, 1977; Wolf, 1976). 

Musical expertise appears to play a significant role in the encoding process, 

providing players with experience in recognizing theoretical constructs, common 

prolongational note patterns, and tonal expectations (Halpern & Bower, 1982; Kopiez & 

Lee, 2006; Schön & Besson, 2005; Waters, Townsend, & Underwood, 1998).  A frequent 

observation is the ability to group notes as scales or scale fragments, members of 

significant chords, or melodic motives (Hodel, 1991; Wolf, 1976).  Players with more 

experience with the literature as well as the rules of musical grammar (Sloboda, 1978, p. 

13) of particular styles and tonalities seem to utilize expectancy based on this familiarity.  

A musical analogy to proof-reader’s error supports this observation (Wolf, 1976).  Cases 

have been observed in which players played what they inferred from the context, rather 

than what was actually written. 

Studies by Sloboda (1985) and Wolf (1976) investigate the reading process from 

the standpoint of cognitive process rather than purely from eye movement and memory.  
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Patterned after studies of chess players, the role of rules and the logic of musical 

organization have been investigated in their relation to the reading process (Halpern & 

Bower, 1982; Wolf, 1976).  Wolf’s investigation led to the construction of a cognitive 

model of the reading process.  Schön and Besson (2005) indicate that musicians are able 

to anticipate endings to tonal, and to some extent, even atonal excerpts. 

Several researchers have published reviews and summaries of current research in 

music reading and sight-reading skills.  Wristen (2005) has summarized much of the 

research in the cognitive and physiological processes of sight-reading among pianists. 

Wristen grouped studies in three categories: (1) cognitive/perceptual, including eye 

movements, perception of notation and other aspects of the score, and the influence of 

visual and auditory feedback, (2) factors affecting success in sight-reading achievement, 

including differences pertaining to specialization among pianists (collaborative pianists 

who engage in accompaniment and ensemble work as opposed to solo performers), and 

(3) educational/pedagogical approaches, which focus on sight-reading acquisition or 

improvement through specific instruction or pacing devices. 

Gudmundsdottir (2010) undertook a research summary with the goal of improving 

instruction in music reading.  The reviewed literature tends to demonstrate that teaching 

tonal relationships and patterns of sound, rather than merely teaching pitch identification, 

can significantly increase music reading fluency.  Likewise, there is a strong positive 

correlation between the ability to quickly decode timing information and fluent sight-

reading.  In the two studies cited by Gudmundsdottir, Boyle (1970), testing 191 subjects, 

reported a correlation of r = .81 between scores on the WFPS and a rhythm reading test, 
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and Elliot (1982a), testing 30 subjects, reported a correlation of r = .90 between the same 

tests.  Gudmundsdottir concluded that the varied cognitive processes that are active 

during music reading need to be considered in the acquisition of music-reading skill, and 

the developmental stages of such processes factored into music training during childhood. 

The complexity of the reading process can be seen in the diversity of imagery 

responses among players while reading (Bean, 1939; Shockley, 2006; Wolf, 1976).  For 

trained musicians, reading skills are a learned complex that leads to reflexive action, even 

capable of interfering with other stimulus-response scenarios (Levine, Morsella & Bargh, 

2007).  Gromko (2004) suggested that music intelligence under Gardner’s Multiple 

Intelligences theory (Gardner, 2006) may not be a stand-alone intelligence, but a complex 

of intelligences. 

A number of studies have been conducted in order to isolate variables that may be 

key predictors of reading skills.  Gromko (2004) concluded that music sight-reading 

ability could be predicted by a complex of cognitive criteria.  Relationships were 

explored between sight-reading and tonal and rhythmic audiation, visual field 

articulation, spatial orientation and visualization, and academic achievement in math 

concepts and reading comprehension.  Using regression analysis, the author noted that 

48% of variance in music sight-reading ability can be accounted for by means of four of 

these variables: reading comprehension, rhythmic audiation, visual field articulation and 

spatial orientation.  Kopiez and Lee (2006) isolated twenty-three predictor variables 

grouped in three classifications: general cognitive skills, elementary cognitive skills, and 

expertise related skills.  Each category included both music-specific and non-music-
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specific skills.  Subjects consisting of 52 piano majors were tested in the 23 variables, 

and then given five sight-reading tests of increasing complexity.  The scores from these 

tests were compared with the results of the variable tests and subjected to correlation and 

regression analyses.  Of the 23 variables, four were found to account for 60% of the 

variance in sight-reading achievement.  These four were psychomotor movement speed, 

sight-reading expertise up to the age of 15, speed of information processing, and inner 

hearing (audiation).  Also, there was a significant change in weight of certain variables 

with increasing complexity of the sight-reading examples. 

Waters et al. (1998) investigated how pattern recognition skills are associated 

with sight-reading, as well as whether auditory skills and predictor skills are related to 

sight-reading ability.  They also sought to identify what, if any, component skills 

contribute a unique variance to the prediction of sight-reading skill and investigated 

general music problem-solving ability and preview protocols and their relationships to 

sight-reading ability.  A group of thirty volunteer pianists were assessed in their sight-

reading ability and accordingly grouped in three groups of ten based on level of sight-

reading ability.  These three groups became the subjects of a series of seven experiments. 

In Experiment 1, subjects were given two sight-reading exercises with two 

minutes to preview them.  During the preview, the subjects were instructed to verbalize 

their preview process, and the experimenters tallied the subjects’ statements under the 

categores of temporal features, pitch features, motoric features, surface features, deep 

structural features, and other features.  This protocol analysis was then correlated with 

each subject’s sight-reading ability, and a Pearson’s product moment correlation 
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coeficient calculated.  The researchers found little corrleation between the quantified 

utterances of the subjects and their sight-reading performance of the pieces they 

previewed, with the exception of temporal features (r = .40, p < .05), but admitted the 

increased risk of a Type I error due to the number of correlations computed. 

The next three experiments investigated pattern recognition skills and their 

relationship with sight-reading ability.  Experiment 2 was a timed note recognition drill in 

which participants were shown single notes on either treble or bass clef staves and the 

reaction times of their verbal response to these cues were recorded.  Mean reaction times 

were calculated by expertise (ability level group) and clef (treble and bass), and a two 

way analysis of variance was conducted on this data.  Results indicated that the advanced 

and intermediate groups were markedly faster than the least advanced group, but the top 

two groups differed little from each other.  In Experiment 3, chords consisting of three to 

six notes were displayed for a very brief time interval (180ms) on a computer screen, and 

subjects were instructed to write the chord from memory on manuscript paper.  Means of 

correctly recalled notes were converted to percentage scores, and these scores were 

subjected to a two-way analysis of variance (expertise × chord size).  Comparisons 

among the three levels of reading skill showed that the most advanced group performed 

significantly better at this task than the least advanced group, but a significance level was 

not reached when comparing the top and middle, or middle and bottom groups. 

Correlation between the scores of this recall task and the initial sight-reading scores was 

.64. 

In order to test for pattern recognition, Experiment 4 presented paired musical 
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patterns on a computer screen to the participants eliciting a same-different response.  

Participants could view the timed displays of the patterns any number of times, and 

would terminate the presentation by their keyboard response.  The number of pattern 

displays prior to response and the correctness of the response were recorded.  Findings 

indicated a quicker response among the better readers, suggesting that they were able to 

process larger chunks of musical information in a shorter time than the less advanced 

readers.  The researchers did note, however, that there were more errors in the responses 

of the faster participants. 

Experiment 5 was a test for “priming” effect.  Participants were visually presented 

with pairs of root position major or minor triads covering the combination possibilities of 

major-major, minor-minor, major-minor, and minor-major.  Blocks of stimuli were 

arranged so that if chord pairs were of the same quality they would all be major or all 

minor.  Half of the chord pairings consisted of harmonically closely related chords and 

half consisted of distantly related chords.  The subjects were instructed to respond by 

pressing a key on a computer keyboard if both chords were of the same quality (both 

major or both minor) and another key if the two chords differed in quality.  It was 

assumed that the existence of a priming effect would be indicated by a faster response 

time when the two chords of a stimulus pair were harmonically closely related, due to the 

recognition of related structures within a tonal environment.  “It is possible that 

representations of structures within the music ‘prime’ representations of future material, 

thus decreasing the information processing load” (p. 137).  It was indeed found that the 

more skilled sight-readers had a faster response time for the related pairings than for the 
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unrelated pairings.  This was not seen with the less skilled sight-readers. 

Experiment 6 was a “Visual-Auditory Matching Task” in which the subjects were 

presented for 10 seconds with a visual stimulus consisting of a measure of music 

followed immediately by an auditory stimulus which was either identical to what was 

represented by the visual stimulus, or altered in a particular element (pitch or rhythm).  

Respondents were to state whether the auditory stimulus was identical to the visual, and 

if not, to identify the element and its location that was different from the visual stimulus.  

Performance on this task of the top skill level of sight-readers was markedly superior to 

that of the intermediate and lower level groups which were nearly the same, indicating 

that the more skilled sight-readers are more advanced in their mental formation of 

auditory information from visual stimuli. 

Experiment 7 was an exercise in musical problem solving in which participants 

were presented with an actual musical phrase with one measure missing and asked to 

identify the missing measure from a selection of four measures, one of which was correct.  

The incorrect measures each had a defect that would disqualify it from consideration: the 

melody or bass line would be in the wrong key, or the rhythm of one of the parts would 

be incongruous with the meter signature.  Participants were scored on both correctness 

and response time.  A one-way analysis of variance performed on both the correct 

response scores and the response times showed no correlation between performance on 

this task and sight-reading ability. 

The experiments of Waters et al. (1998) have confirmed and expanded previous 

research (Chase & Simon, 1973; Waters, Underwood, & Findlay, 1997) that indicated 
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that pattern-recognition skills, auditory skills, and prediction skills have a significant 

relationship with sight-reading skills.  Multiple regression analyses were performed on 

the data from these experiments in order to determine the contribution of these three 

subskills, as well as the amount of variance attributable to auditory skills and prediction 

skills, to the prediction of sight-reading performance.  All were found to be important 

predictor variables. 

The unrehearsed performance of music from written notation is indeed a highly 

complex task involving cognitive processes, such as association of musical patterns and 

structures with learned theoretical and stylistic elements.  These would most likely 

involve processes mirrored by the tasks given to subjects in these experiments.  But there 

are other factors woven into the compleixity of the sight-reading process, such as 

acquisition of motor reflexes and the highly subjective and elusive goal of artistic 

expression.  Waters et al. may well have demonstrated the importance of the variables 

tested as predictor variables for sight-reading success, but it is unclear if there was 

adequate control for the other variables that may come into play in the sight-reading 

process, and it is unknown to what extent they may have interfered with the outcomes. 

The process of music reading naturally invites comparison with language reading.  

Hodges (1992) noted that there is a comprehensive theory of language reading, but such a 

theory is lacking for music reading.  Both music and language reading consist of 

processing and responding to graphic symbolic notation.  Understanding the parallels and 

whether there are shared cognitive processes might bring us closer to formulating a 

comprehensive theory and broaden the research base shared between the two domains. 
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 Among studies exploring potential relationships between language reading and 

music reading, Wachtel (2006) examined fourth and fifth grade band students.  The study 

was largely inconclusive, possibly due to small sample size, age, and instrumental 

inexperience of the fourth grade students.  Reading fluency was assessed by means of the 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills, the Illinois Standard Achievement Test and the Basic Reading 

Inventory and compared with musical note recognition and music reading fluency as 

measured by Music Ace computer program and the Watkins-Farnum Performance Scale.  

Except for a positive correlation between the Illinois Standard Achievement Test and the 

Music Ace program (note recognition), no other correlations were detected between 

verbal literacy and music literacy. 

An exploration of the parallels between generative principles of language and 

music was undertaken by Sundberg and Lindblom (1976) in which generative models 

patterned after those of Chomsky and Halle (1968) were developed for simple melodies.  

A corpus of common Swedish nursery tunes by a single composer was analyzed for 

extraction of principles of hierarchical constituent structure.  Melodies were generated by 

these principles and analysis bore out similarities.  Their findings may have implications 

in the role of the rules and logic of musical organization investigated in the previously 

mentioned cognitive studies (Halpern & Bower, 1982; Schön & Besson, 2005; Sloboda, 

1985; Wolf, 1976).  Such rules and logic are likely to contribute to the process of 

chunking, and knowledge of these rules and logic is a component of musical expertise 

(Halpern & Bower, 1982; Schön & Besson, 2005; Sloboda, 1985; Wolf, 1976).  Both 

chunking and expertise have been observed as powerful contributing factors to music 
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reading fluency (Gaynor, 1995; Halpern & Bower, 1982; Kopiez & Lee, 2006; 

Passalacqua, 2000; Pike & Carter, 2010; Schön & Besson, 2005; Sloboda, 1977; Wolf, 

1976). 

In an examination of psychological studies, Ericsson and Lehman (1996) saw 

evidence that memory recall is superior for experts in domain-related tasks, whereas 

recall accuracy is reduced for randomly distributed (non-domain related) stimuli.  Yet, 

even with randomly distributed stimuli, the researchers found experts’ memory still 

functioning at a level superior to that of novices in complex tasks.  Specific reference was 

made to responding to music notation stimuli and the studies of Halpern and Bower 

(1982) and Sloboda (1976), asserting that even when responding to random music 

notation, experts demonstrated better recall than novices.  “We propose that experts’ 

superior memory is not generally across all types of information in a domain but reflects 

selective encoding of relevant information and mechanisms acquired to expand the 

functional capacity of the experts’ working memory” (p. 294).  This has implications for 

performance assessment of complex tasks such as music performance and sight-reading.  

Because skill acquisition in complex tasks appears to be mapped onto domain-related 

patterns, assessments of these tasks would likely have a higher validity when the domain 

characteristics are accurately reproduced in the assessment. 

From the foregoing studies emerge elements that may help to direct the designer 

of sight-reading assessments.  Research on pattern recognition and chunking points 

toward performance assessment tools rich in patterns that can be readily grasped by the 

performer (Halpern & Bower, 1982; Miller, 1956; Passalacqua, 2000; Sloboda, 1977; 
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Waters et al., 1998; Wolf 1976).  These may be chord structures or even chord 

progressions, melodic figures, rhythm patterns, sequences, etc., that provide opportunities 

for sight-readers to process patterns and anticipate musical events.  The complex task of 

sight-reading music on a particular instrument appears to involve a mapping process onto 

domain-related patterns (Ericsson & Lehman, 1996).  Assessments of these tasks would 

likely have a higher validity when the domain characteristics are accurately reproduced in 

the assessment.  For example, a sight-reading assessment that mirrors musical situations 

in the literature of the instrument being tested should have a higher validity than sight-

reading of random notation. 

The Development of Tests and Rating Scales in Music Education 

There is general agreement in the music education community that there is 

external pressure on music educators to provide objective standards and measurement of 

behaviors, achievements, and attitudes among music students (Cope, 1996; Goolsby, 

1999; Russell, 2007, 2010a; Wrigley, 2005).  A commonly cited reason for this pressure 

is the justification of, or funding for, music programs (Boyle & Radocy, 1987; Goolsby, 

1999; Lehman, 1968).  Music educators also acknowledge the requirements within music 

programs for standards and assessments.  This includes auditions for acceptance or 

placement in programs or ensembles, performances that are the culmination of a period of 

learning, diagnosing problems among players, and verification that learning is taking 

place (Goolsby, 1999).  Goolsby identified four types of assessments in instrumental 

music that correspond to these internal demands: placement, summative, diagnostic, and 

formative.  Formative assessment requires informing the students of the goals and 
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objectives of the musical/educational activity, i.e., presenting them with the standards by 

which they will be judged.  Periodic assessment of these serves to both verify that 

learning is taking place, and reinforces these standards in the minds of the students.  

Goolsby suggested several practical assessment procedures of value to the instrumental 

music teacher: checkpoints and checklists, worksheets, audio recordings, and self-

evaluation.  Standards assessment is expected to continue well into the professional 

development of university study (NASM, 2013).  Therefore, the music educator at the 

collegiate level continues to be concerned with formulation and review of standards and 

means by which those standards can be measured. 

Zdzinski and Barnes (2002) observed that music educators are faced with the task 

of assessing both the skill development and artistic development of their students.  The 

problem of subjectivity in such judgments has long been recognized.  The MENC String 

Adjudication Ballot (Music Educators National Conference, 1958) uses a rating scale, but 

judges still must exercise subjectivity in applying the scale.  The WFPS (Watkins & 

Farnum, 1954) and Farnum String Scale (FSS) (Farnum, 1969) use scoring based on a 

measure-by-measure error tally.  The WFPS has been found to be highly reliable (Stivers, 

1972), but no such study has been done on the FSS.  The validity of both has been 

questioned, as they do not deal with musical interpretation, intonation, and tone quality.  

Performance assessments often include a component on sight-reading music and 

give varying degrees of emphasis to sight-reading along with the aural elements of 

performance.  There is ample literature concerned with development of assessment tools 

for music performance and the scoring of those assessments.  A thorough treatment of 



24 
	
  

	
  

test design and validation was presented in Boyle and Radocy (1987), which also 

contained an extensive review of the Watkins-Farnum Performance Scale (WFPS) 

(Watkins & Farnum, 1954).  Similar works on assessment in music education were 

previously written by Lehman (1968) and Whybrew (1971). 

The WFPS (Watkins & Farnum, 1954), although developed in the 1940s and early 

1950s, is still in widespread use and has been the subject of several studies.  In the 

development of this study, 68 melodic exercises for cornet were constructed to 

correspond with the introduction of music notation symbols in cornet method books used 

at that time.  A pilot test administered to 105 cornet students yielded data on the difficulty 

of each exercise, and from these, two equivalent forms of 14 exercises each were 

constructed, designated Form A and Form B.  Watkins reported a correlation of .982 

between forms, and rank-order validity coefficients ranging from .66 to .91 with all but 

two above .80.  Watkins computed the internal consistency of the two forms at .44 to .93, 

with more than half above .80. 

Data were gathered from 153 student participants in a field test of the WFPS, with 

71 of these students taking both Forms A and B.  Students first sight-read the test in order 

to obtain a Sight Performance Score, and after working on the exercises for one week, 

retook the test to obtain a Practiced Performance Score to measure technical skill.  

Watkins reported a parallel forms reliability of .953 for the Sight Performance and .947 

for the Practiced Performance. 

Farnum converted the cornet performance scale to a scale for all band instruments 

by transposing the exercises to keys suitable for each instrument and adjusting exercises 
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where necessary to stay within the tested instrument’s range.  Care was taken to not 

exceed the technical limitations and difficulties of each instrument.  Farnum computed 

rank-order correlations based on instrumental teachers’ rankings of their students and the 

students’ scores on the WFPS.  Groups of 12 to 26 rankings of the various instruments 

tested yielded coefficients from .68 to .87 with more than half above .80. 

Stivers (1972) examined the WFPS for equivalent forms, test-retest, intrajudge, 

and interjudge reliability; for content and criterion-related validity; for correlation 

between scores on the test and external characteristics (IQ, GPA, musical aptitude 

scores); and scores on an altered administration of the exam to two of the groups in the 

sample.  Test-retest, interjudge, and intrajudge reliability coefficients were > .85 and that 

of content validity for most instruments was .63.  When compared with band grades and 

contest ratings, the WFPS was given low validity coefficients (.40 and .12 respectively).  

Stivers recommended caution in the application of the WFPS.  The interjudge reliability 

and interjudge agreement data suggest that it is useful for ranking of students, but less 

useful for measuring achievement.  Therefore Stivers recommended using it as a seating 

or placement test and for assessment of sight-reading, but not for assessing other 

musicianship skills. 

Haley (1998, 1999a, 1999b) investigated whether a hierarchical structure exists in 

music and assessments of music performance, using the WFPS (Watkins & Farnum, 

1954) and the Clarinet Performance Rating Scale (CPRS) (Abeles, 1971, 1973b) as 

models for study.  Students on various band instruments with existing scores on the 

WFPS (n = 218) and clarinet students who were tested on both the WFPS and the CPRS 



26 
	
  

	
  

(n = 47) comprised the two samples that were used.  The WFPS is a standardized 

assessment, providing the music on which the student is to be tested as well as the rating 

mechanism.  The CPRS is a non-standardized assessment, providing a rating mechanism, 

but not prescribing the music to be performed in the assessment.  The sample, which was 

tested on both WFPS and CPRS, performed the exercises of the WFPS for both ratings.  

Internal reliability for both scales, and interrater reliability and test-retest reliability for 

the CPRS were reported, as well as the degree of correlation between the two scales.  

Data from the two tests were subjected to Rasch analysis to determine both test item 

difficulty and student ability estimates on comparable scales. 

Haley did not undertake independent interrater and test-retest reliabilities and 

validity analyses of the WFPS, but used Watkins’ and Farnum’s estimates along with 

those of Stivers (1972).  Haley reported internal reliability of the WFPS at .85.  For the 

CPRS, internal reliability is reported at .95, interrater reliability at .76.  The test-retest 

reliability of the CPRS was reported at .74 for the first rater and .82 for the second rater, 

but when disattenuated to compensate for unreliability in measurement, these were 

adjusted to .79 and .90 respectively. 

The unique feature of Haley’s study was the application of Rasch analysis.  When 

Rasch scaling was applied to the WFPS, difficulty ratings could be extracted for 

individual measures and ability levels estimated for individual students.  This permits 

more individualized prescription of instruction for improvement as well as a more 

streamlined administration of the tests by determining at what point in the test sequence a 

student may begin.  When Rasch analysis was applied to the CPRS, difficulty ratings 
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could be determined for the individual rating scale items and subscale items.  The 

exploratory use of the Rasch analysis was quite limited due in part to the limited 

performance material to which the CPRS was applied (the exercises of the WFPS). 

Zdzinski (1991), whose focus was on solo instrumental performance evaluation, 

subjected the WFPS to further scrutiny, identifying its potential weaknesses.  Because it 

was based on the measure as a scoring unit, a single point was deducted for an error in 

any given measure without differentiating among the several classes of possible errors 

(pitch, rhythm, tempo change, expression marking, articulation, or failure to heed 

markings such as repeats) or differences in magnitude among these errors.  Also, 

evaluation categories that many adjudicators may wish to see judged are not included 

(musicality, phrasing, intonation, and tone quality).  Nevertheless, it is still in widespread 

use and has become a model for similar scales and the subject of a number of studies.  

Zdzinski did not mention the spinoff by Watkins’ research partner Farnum, the Farnum 

String Scale (Farnum, 1969). 

In addition to evaluating the WFPS, Zdzinski and Barnes (2002) also examined 

earlier research in performance measurement.  Among these were Gutsch (1964) and 

Kidd (1975), who developed rating scales for rhythm sight singing and trombone.  

Zdzinski and Barnes also examined Saunders & Holahan (1997), who developed a rating 

scale for band evaluation. 

Gutsch (1964, 1966) developed a rating scale for band instruments based on 

rhythm figures generated through mathematical equations.  After submitting these for 

validation to other music professionals and pilot-testing, a large sample (N = 771) was 
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tested, and an equivalent forms reliability coefficient of .92 was obtained.  Further testing 

with a smaller sample produced a correlation of .95 between tests, with a rank difference 

correlation for all subjects of .98.  Gutsch only tested rhythm, so content validity must be 

limited to testing rhythm skills. 

Kidd (1975) developed a rating scale for trombone for elementary and junior high 

students.  Test items were developed from the Grade 1 and 2 from the selective music 

lists of the National Interscholastic Music Activities Commission of the MENC (NIMAC, 

1961, 1963).  When two forms of the test were administered, validity coefficients ranged 

from .77 to 1.0.  Mills (1987) produced a more generalized rating system generated by 

groups of judges, beginning with a 30-point scale and written comments, and from these 

developed 12 evaluative statements for the main study. 

A number of researchers have used the facet-factorial approach in developing 

rating scales of music performance.  As a strategy for developing rating scales, the facet-

factorial approach first emerged in the work of Butt and Fiske (1968) who compared four 

strategies for developing rating scales for the personality trait of dominance, the other 

three strategies being rational facet, factorial trait, and rational trait.  The facet-factorial 

strategy attempts to group subscales (facets) under a smaller number of factors derived 

from factor analysis. 

The facet-factorial approach was first applied to developing music performance 

rating scales by Abeles (1971, 1973a, 1973b) in developing the Clarinet Performance 

Rating Scale (CPRS), which employs six factors in clarinet performance.  It has a high 

factorial reliability and high construct and criterion validity.  
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Abeles summarized the value of rating scales as removing some of the 

subjectivity that naturally infuses evaluation of complex behaviors by providing judges 

with a common set of measures.  Content validity of the assessment hinges on how well 

the evaluative dimensions sample the content areas of assessment.  A common set of 

evaluative standards should also promote interjudge reliability.  Such a process proceeds 

under the assumption of agreed upon common standards.  In Abeles’ study, seventeen 

clarinet teachers submitted essays describing a clarinet performance by a junior high 

school clarinet student.  Fifty-four statements were extracted from the essays and grouped 

under a theoretical model based on the work of Hosmer (1949).  Seven factors were used: 

tone, intonation, interpretation, technique, rhythm, tempo, general effect (e.g., “spirit”).  

To this were added forty adjectives from a blend of prior studies on assessment of music 

performances, and these were expanded into statements similar to those submitted by the 

music teachers, yielding 94 statements.  These were stated both positively and negatively, 

randomly ordered, and assigned a Likert-type scale.  Three music teachers reviewed the 

statements and unanimously agreed as to their positive and negative characterizations, 

and that they were descriptive of the aural aspects of clarinet performance.  A sample of 

50 junior high school students each recorded two performances.  These were submitted 

by random assignment for rating to 50 music teachers who employed the rating scale.  In 

this refining stage of the rating development process, the teachers were permitted 

multiple hearings of each performance.  The results of item pool were subjected to factor 

analysis utilizing Varimax rotation, yielding a six-factor rotation.  This factor matrix was 

used to construct the Clarinet Performance Rating Scale (CPRS).  Thirty of the original 
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94 items were chosen so that the test would not be too long, and these were grouped 

under each of six factors, five to a factor.  They were then subjected to treatment similar 

to that of the first item pool.  Thirty-two music teachers used the CPRS on recorded 

performances to test interjudge reliability and obtain preliminary criterion-related validity 

data.  Interjudge reliability was measured at .90 and criterion-related validity based on 

comparison between judges’ ratings and the CPRS total scores was observed as > .80. 

Cooksey (1977) developed a rating scale for choral adjudication.  The data 

collection for the evaluative criteria consisted of comments on extant rating sheets, 

critiques by choral music teachers of recorded performances by high school choruses, and 

essays by choral experts on aural aspects of choral performance.  The content analysis of 

these statements yielded in excess of 500 evaluative items, which were then grouped 

under seven assessment categories of the National Interscholastic Music Activities 

Commission (1963).  Critical revisions narrowed the list to 147 items, which were 

subjected to factor analysis resulting in an eight-factor structure containing 36 items for 

Cooksey’s Choral Performance Rating System (CPRS, not to be confused with Abeles’ 

system for clarinet with the same acronym).  Interjudge reliability was reported with a 

coefficient of .98.  Two comparisons were used to calculate criterion-related validity: a 

global rating comparison and a comparison using the NIMAC rating, both of which 

yielded high validity. 

DCamp (1980) set out to develop a rating scale for high school band 

performances that would exhibit high reliability and high criterion-related validity.  

DCamp’s study was consciously patterned after those of Abeles (1971, 1973b) and 
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Cooksey (1977), applying the facet-factorial approach to selection and refinement of 

items in the rating scale.  In a similar manner to the procedure used by Abeles and 

Cooksey, the rating scale item pool was drawn from extant rating sheets with 

adjudicators’ comments, prior research literature in rating scale development, and essays 

which were analyzed for terms or phrases associated with band performance quality.  

Unlike his models, however, DCamp chose to solicit the essay responses from 

undergraduate music education majors rather than teachers or other experts.  The 205 

items that emerged on the list were then subjected to refinement and reduction processes 

like those used by his models resulting in a five-factor, 30-item rating scale, the Band 

Performance Rating Scale (BPRS).  In the test-retest reliability estimate, DCamp reported 

a Pearson correlation coefficient of .91, but interjudge reliability was low (.60).  His 

reliability analysis of paired-comparison criterion reported a coefficient of .90.  The rank 

order validity study using the Spearman rho was computed at .90. 

Like both Abeles and Cooksey, Bergee (1987) extracted items from teacher-

submitted essays to form the assessment categories of his Euphonium-Tuba Performance 

Rating Scale (ETPRS).  The essay items were combined with material from other rating 

sheets and research literature and subjected to content analysis to form 112 assessment 

points which were each assigned a five-point Likert-type scale.  In a pilot test, 50 judges 

rated 100 tuba and euphonium performances from which the data were factor-analyzed, 

yielding five factors containing a total of 30 items.  A further test was undertaken in 

which three panels of judges rated three sets of 10 different euphonium and tuba 

performances.  Data from this test were also subjected to further factor-analysis leading 
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to a further revision of the ETPRS to four factors: interpretation/musical effect, tone 

quality/intonation, technique, and rhythm/tempo.  Interjudge reliability coefficients 

reported for each of the three panels of judges were .944, .985, and .975.  Bergee reported 

reliability estimates for the rating subscales from .894 to .992.  Criterion-related validity 

was tested by comparing the rating data from the revised ETPRS with a global rating 

arrived at through a magnitude estimation procedure, and also by comparison with 

MENC ballot for wind instrument solo.  The comparison of the revised ETPRS with the 

Global criterion scores from the magnitude estimation yielded correlation coefficients 

between .502 and .992 with most above .850.  The MENC ballot comparison resulted in 

correlation coefficients of from .823 to .992. 

Zdzinski and Barnes (2002) raised the following questions: (1) What factors are 

central to assessing stringed instrument performance as identified by factor analysis? (2) 

Which individual items best represent each of the identified factors? And (3) What is the 

validity and reliability of the String Performance Rating Scale constructed as part of this 

study? 

Their procedure involved the generation of descriptive statements by string 

teachers about the aural aspects of string performance.  Additional descriptors were 

borrowed from other studies.  These descriptors were placed in a priori categories 

patterned after those of Abeles (1971, 1973b): tone, intonation, interpretation, technique, 

rhythm, tempo, and general effect.  These categories were reviewed by other string 

judges, and redundancies along with visual rather than aural elements were purged from 

the list.  The categories were then reworded in statements for judges, randomly ordered, 
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with a mix of positive and negative wordings and each assigned a Likert-type scale.  

Three experienced string teachers examined the statements as to whether they were 

positive or negative, and to affirm their aural nature.  Those that received unanimous 

approval were retained.  A recorded performance of a sample of string students was made 

and submitted to a sample of judges for rating.  This item pool was then subjected to 

factor analysis.  Five factors emerged: interpretation/musical effect, articulation/tone, 

intonation, rhythm/tempo, and vibrato.  Twenty-eight items were chosen from this pool 

and grouped under the five factors.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sample 

adequacy was used and the results were subjected to Hoyt’s analysis of variance (Hoyt, 

1941) to assess interjudge reliability.  Two criterion-related studies were performed to 

determine criterion validity.  The first was a comparison with the MENC rating ballot, the 

second, a magnitude estimation procedure.  In their discussion, the researchers indicate 

the need for rating systems that account for unique technical concerns of instruments.  

However, there should be considerable overlap among rating systems to provide validity 

checks. 

Russell (2010b) tested “a hypothesized model of aurally perceived performer-

controlled musical factors that influence assessments of musical performance quality” (p. 

10).  Having isolated eight factors (tone, intonation, rhythmic accuracy, articulation, 

tempo, dynamics, timbre, and interpretation) and grouped them under the broader 

categories of technique and musical expression, adding an overarching category of 

overall perception of performance quality, the researcher assembled 44 statements that 

address these factors into a rating system (the Aural Musical Performance Quality 
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[AMPQ] measure) with a reported alpha reliability of .977.  Most of these elements were 

drawn from prior research in music performance assessment.  Care was taken to isolate 

performer-controlled variables from variables determined by composers, adjudicators, 

and the environment. 

From a pool of 50 professional and collegiate recorded performances, four 

performances representing the instrumental areas of brass, woodwind, string and voice 

were randomly selected and distributed on recordings to volunteer judges (N = 58) for 

evaluation using the AMPQ measure, yielding 232 performance assessments.  These 

were subjected to reliability, correlation, and regression subroutines using SPSS software, 

and path analysis using AMOS software. 

Russell reported Cronbach’s alpha reliability scores of .957 for the grouping of 

technique/musical perception/overall perception, .937 for the grouping of 

tone/intonation/rhythmic accuracy/articulation, and .927 for the grouping of 

tempo/dynamics/timbre/interpretation.  The lowest reliability for any of the individual 

items in these groupings was .789 (articulation) and the highest was .922 (technique), 

with an overall alpha reliability for the total AMPQ measures estimated at .977. 

Regression analysis of technique revealed that tone, intonation, rhythmic 

accuracy, and articulation account for 76% of the variance in technique as measured by 

the AMPQ.  When regression analysis was applied to musical expression, 75.5% of 

variance was contributed by tempo, dynamics, timbre, and interpretation.  High 

correlations (r = .72 to .84) were observed between technique, musical expression, and 

overall perception of performance quality. 
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Russell’s research delivers a strong affirmation of prior research in music 

performance assessment, validating not only his own model (Russell, 2007, 2010a), but 

those of his predecessors (Abeles, 1971; Bergee, 1987; Saunders & Holahan, 1997; 

Wrigley, 2005; and Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002). 

Other studies that used factor analysis in rating scale development are Russell 

(2007, 2010a) and Horowitz (1994).  These are discussed below under “Evaluation of 

Guitar Performance and Music Reading Skills.” 

Assessments Isolating Reading Skills from Performance Skills 

There are a number of studies concerned with developing assessments of sight-

reading skills apart from general performance skills.  Lowder (1971, 1973), although 

primarily testing for the effect of teaching technique in piano classes, developed a piano 

sight-reading test to analyze the errors observed and compare experimental and control 

groups.  Twenty-three college freshman, all but one of whom were music majors, were 

distributed across four piano classes and given the same instruction in reading and piano 

skills.  Two of these classes, the experimental group, were given additional instruction in 

reading and performance of intervals based on the principles of figured bass.  Lowder 

developed a sight-reading exam that would assess the material that was covered in both 

the control and experimental groups, and this exam was administered at the end of the 

first semester of study.  The sight-reading assessment Lowder designed consisted of eight 

short exercises which were either newly composed or modifications of hymns in two, 

three, and four voice parts.  The scoring mechanism rated the performance for errors in 

pitch accuracy, steadiness of tempo, rhythmic accuracy, and selection of accompaniment 
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chords.  The exams were recorded and judged by three experienced class piano teachers.  

No significant difference was observed between the experimental and control groups.  

Scott (1996) developed a graded sight-singing test limited to high school sopranos 

and referencing the criteria of the National Standards for Arts Education (MENC, 1994a) 

and The School Music Program (MENC, 1994b).  Test items were developed from the 

published standards, reviewed by a panel of judges, and administered in a pilot test.  

Because ease of administration and scoring were a priority outcome of the test 

development process, the pilot test was reduced in item number from twelve to eight 

items.  The scoring unit for the exam was the musical measure, with a possible 2 points 

for pitch accuracy and 2 points for rhythm accuracy.  Scores were computed for pitch and 

rhythm separately and combined, facilitating future item analysis.  An 80% pass cut-off 

was established for each level of difficulty.  The revised test was administered to 120 

volunteer high school students.  Interjudge reliability was examined by computing 

Pearson product-moment correlation between pitch, rhythm and combined scores.  

Coefficients of .95 to .99 were reported for items one through six, and .62 to .73 for items 

seven and eight, which had fewer participants.  Internal consistency was calculated using 

Cronbach’s alpha, which was generally low, as expected, due to the need to calculate 

alpha separately for the four difficulty levels.  The pitch and rhythm items within level 

one were reasonably high at .82 and .84, respectively, but items within the other three 

levels ranged from .30 to .70.  The relationships among test scores, high school choral 

experience, private piano experience, and other instrumental experience were also 

examined using two-way analysis of variance. 
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Lemay (2008) did a comparison study of three assessment mechanisms for sight-

reading.  She adapted the Watkins-Farnum Performance Scale for piano and compared 

data from its use in judging piano students performing newly written sight-reading 

exercises to data generated using Gilman’s Scoring Algorithm (Gilman, 2000) and expert 

examiners.  Lemay presented a thorough summary of various sight-reading assessment 

systems, including a number that have been neglected in the research literature.  In 

addition to the WFPS (Watkins & Farnum, 1954) and the FSS (Farnum, 1969), sight-

reading error quantification systems such as Eaton’s Grading Instructions (Eaton, 1978), 

Gilman’s Scoring Algorithm (Gilman, 2000), Gudmundsdottir’s Error Classification 

(Gudmundsdottir, 2003), Salis’s Error Categorization (Salis, 1977), and evaluation by 

expert examiners who use no particular rating scale were examined.  Eleven sight-reading 

exercises were commissioned from a composer to conform to the Royal Conservatory of 

Music’s piano sight-reading requirements.  These exercises were critically reviewed by 

experts and revised according to recommendations.  A further unique characteristic of 

this study was the use of digitally processed assessment that produced a visual readout of 

the quantization of the performance.  CuBase software was used in this process.  Wide 

variations resulted from the comparisons of the scoring systems in scores obtained, the 

types of errors observed, and the student rankings.  No statistical procedures were 

employed in the study to estimate reliability or validity of the scoring mechanisms.  

Results of the tests were reported in charts and narrative. 
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Interrater Reliability in Rating Scale Development 

An important component in assessment and rating scale development is the 

estimate of interjudge, or interrater reliability.  Bergee (2003) undertook a study to test 

interjudge reliability in the context of applied music end-of-semester juries.  The 

researcher sought to reproduce typical adjudication environments and take into account 

three factors: (1) the variable size of adjudication panels, (2) the mode of evaluation, 

whether criteria-referenced or global, and (3) adjudicator experience.  Fiske (1975, 1983) 

recommended at least seven judges, but Bergee observed that two or three are common in 

jury panels.  He therefore chose to study groups of various sizes.  Bergee’s study also 

compared a criterion-specific evaluation scale with a global, letter-grade assignment.  

Finally, judges with widely varying levels of experience were included in the study. 

Performance rating scales developed from previous research were incorporated 

into Bergee’s study.  Rating scales developed using facet-factorial procedures for brass 

(Bergee, 1987), percussion (Nichols, 1985, 1991), woodwinds (Abeles, 1971, 1973b), 

voice (Jones, 1986), and strings (Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002) were incorporated with slight 

modifications.  A piano rating scale, modeled after the other rating systems, was 

developed in collaboration with piano faculty at the testing institution (University of 

Missouri-Columbia).  Streamlined versions of the scales were constructed to 

accommodate the ten-minute time restrictions of the juries.  Evaluators also assigned a 

letter grade as a global performance assessment and indicated on the rating sheets their 

level of experience as adjudicators. 

Adjudication panel sizes ranged from 2 (percussion) to 5 (woodwinds, voice, and 
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strings).  Coefficients of concordance (Ws) were calculated for interjudge reliability, as 

were coefficients for the rating subscales and all possible permutations of fewer than the 

full panel of judges for each instrument. 

Interjudge reliability was reported as consistently good among the full-panel 

evaluations regardless of panel size.  There was no significant loss of average reliability 

as panel size decreased, but an increase of variability and range of values was observed as 

groups decreased in size.  Total score reliabilities of the criteria-referenced scale were 

slightly higher than the global (letter-grade) coefficients when panels consisted of four or 

more judges.  The opposite was observed with smaller panels of judges, but difference in 

reliabilities between criteria-referenced totals and global ratings remained small.  No 

pattern of difference was observed among the various experience levels of the judges.  

Overall, Bergee concluded that there might be a slight advantage to using larger panels of 

adjudicators and criteria-referenced scales rather than global ratings. 

Evaluation of Guitar Performance and Music Reading Skills 

There is a paucity of research dealing with performance evaluation of guitar 

students.  In the United Kingdom, the Associated Board of Royal Schools of Music and 

Trinity Guildhall provide graded syllabi for most instruments, including guitar, and also 

provide standard tests for each grade.  Similarly the Royal Conservatory of Music, 

Toronto, Canada, provides graded syllabi and corresponding exams.  The tests all include 

a sight-reading component.  It is not known what, if any, research basis was used in the 

development of these curricula and their assessment tools, nor do there seem to be any 

studies evaluating the validity and reliability of their exams. 
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The 2009 edition of the guitar syllabus of the Associated Board of Royal Schools 

of Music (ABRSM) (http://tinyurl.com/kvp9xt) is valid for four years when a revised 

syllabus is due to replace it.  It is parsed into eight grades, each outlining exam 

requirements in scales and arpeggios, repertoire (one piece from each of three lists), 

sight-reading, and aural tests.  The sight-reading test is weighted with 21 points out of 

150.  The syllabus is quite specific in regard to the test content, but no information is 

given on how the tests are graded and whether the judges use a rating scale.  The sight-

reading requirements are as follows: 

Grade 1 SIGHT-READING: a four- or six-bar single-line piece in     ,     , or     , in 

C, G or F major, A or E minor, simple note values, in 1st position; may contain 

passages for thumb alone.  Simple dynamics and occasional accidentals (within 

minor keys only) may be encountered.  

Grade 2 SIGHT-READING: a four- or six-bar single-line piece, time and key 

signatures as Grade 1, with the addition of D minor.  Further use of 1st position.  

Occasional use of staccato.  Some dotted notes may be encountered.  

Grade 3 SIGHT-READING: a piece of up to eight bars in length, with the addition 

of       and D major, and with occasional use of 2nd position.  Some integration of 

thumb and fingers into simple broken-chord patterns.  Wider incidence of 

articulation. 

Grade 4 SIGHT-READING: a piece of around eight bars in length, with the 

addition of      and A major.  Further use of 2nd position, and featuring simple two-

part writing (mostly open strings in one or other voice).  Occasional chromatic 
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notes, pause signs and ties may be encountered. 

Grade 5 SIGHT-READING: a piece of around eight to twelve bars in length, time 

and key signatures as Grade 4, with the addition of B minor.  Use of fingerboard 

up to 5th position and greater use of two-part writing.  Anacrusis, simple 

syncopation and a slowing of tempo at the end may be encountered. 

Grade 6 SIGHT-READING: same length as Grade 5, with the addition of     ,     , 

and     , B-flat major and F-sharp minor.  Occasional use of fingerboard above 5th 

position and wider incidence of simple polyphonic writing.  Easily prepared 

partial barrés may be encountered. 

Grade 7 SIGHT-READING: a piece of around twelve to sixteen bars in length, 

with the addition of      and     , E major and G minor.  Simple use of 12th-fret 

harmonics may be encountered. 

Grade 8 SIGHT-READING: a piece of around sixteen to twenty bars, with the 

addition of       and C minor.  Full barrés and simple ornaments may be 

encountered. 

Candidates will be given a short interval of up to half a minute in which to look 

through and, if they wish, try out any part of the Sight-Reading test before they 

are required to perform it for assessment.  The main parameters for the Sight-

Reading tests for each grade are outlined in this syllabus; once introduced, they 

apply for all subsequent grades (albeit with a logical progression of difficulty). 

(ABRSM, http://tinyurl.com/kvp9xt) 

The Trinity Guildhall guitar syllabus (http://www.trinitycollege.co.uk/ 
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site/?id=1057) appears to be similar in scope and sequence to that of the ABRSM, and 

organized into eight grades plus an initial grade.  The sight-reading exam is considered a 

supporting exam and one of four optional exams given in grades 1–5, but required in 

grades 6–8.  The grade-specific requirements are highly comparable to those of the 

ABRSM, and the sight-reading test is weighted at 10 points out of 100.  According to the 

Guitar Syllabus of the Royal Conservatory of Music (Royal Conservatory of Music, 

2011b), sight reading is tested beginning at grade three, with musical excerpts at a 

difficulty of three grade levels below the level being tested.  The excerpt or piece played 

is graded up to seven points on a 100 point scale. 

The attention given to sight-reading by the ABRSM, Trinity Guildhall, and Royal 

Conservatory of Music, including specificity of exam content at various grade levels and 

relative weight of the sight-reading exams, indicates that within structured curricula, 

sight-reading for guitarists has not been neglected.  What remains unknown is the extent 

to which their assessments and rating processes have a research basis and data on validity 

and reliability. 

In the United States, most of the discussion of performance evaluation of 

guitarists has been centered on the high school and college guitar curriculum.  In the 

1970s, discussions of promoting guitar curricula in both secondary and higher education 

were frequently concerned with quality and musicianship, but rarely mentioned 

development of reading skills.  In a survey of guitar curricula in the U.S. and Canada 

(Callahan, 1979), detailed questions were asked about faculty and their qualifications, 

library and administrative support, and course offerings, but there were no questions 
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about sight-reading skills and performance assessment.  The American String Teachers 

Association Guitar Division biennial Guitar Symposium in 1977 included four papers 

presented in regard to college guitar curricula (Bliven, 1977; Gerrits, 1977; Piger, 1977; 

Purcell, 1977); only one made passing reference to developing sight-reading skills in the 

context of the value of ensemble playing (Gerrits, 1977) and none mentioned 

performance assessment.  The 1977 and 1979 ASTA Guitar Symposia included 3 papers 

on guitar classes and curricula in the public schools (Disler, 1977; Miller, 1979; Mistak, 

1979).  Only one of these gave any prominence to the importance of reading skills 

(Disler, 1977) and there was no mention of performance assessment.  The present state of 

college guitar study tends to show a vastly improved landscape.  The websites of most 

colleges and universities with guitar programs list either their syllabi or entrance 

requirements, and most include a sight-reading component. 

There have been two studies resulting in rating scales in guitar performance 

evaluation (Horowitz, 1994; Russell, 2007, 2010a).  In the first study, Horowitz (1994) 

developed a rating scale much like that of Abeles (1971, 1973b) for rating jazz guitar 

improvisation performance.  Horowitz’s study was in four phases.  In Phase 1, an item 

pool was generated from essays written by college or studio jazz guitar teachers 

describing good or poor student jazz guitar improvisations, extensive content analysis of 

published interviews with jazz guitarists, and pedagogical materials for jazz 

improvisation.  A total of 105 items were collected in this pool and worded as evaluative 

statements, equally balanced in positive and negative wordings that could be used by 

judges in a performance rating.  The 105 items were purged of redundant or unclear items 
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upon review by three professional guitar teachers, and the pool was reduced to 93 items 

which were each assigned a Likert-type scale in two forms of an evaluation rating scale. 

In Phase 2, Horowitz examined jazz pedagogical materials as well as 

philosophical literature (Beardsley, 1958) in order to determine a priori factors that may 

function as components of jazz guitar improvisation.  Seventy student jazz guitar 

improvisations were recorded by 35 jazz guitar students and then quasi-randomly 

distributed to 28 judges who each evaluated five performances using the two forms of the 

evaluative statements gathered in the previous phase. 

In Phase 3, using factor analysis of the data from the judges in Phase 2 describing 

the jazz guitar performances, Horowitz reduced his item pool to 30 items.  This was 

accomplished by means of Varimax rotation which identified three factors that accounted 

for 62.8% of the variance, identified as (1) Musicianship, (2) Expression, and (3) Overall 

Structure.  Ten items from the original pool were chosen by means of high factor 

loadings under the category they were to represent, and low factor loadings under the 

other categories, resulting in the 30 items that comprise the Jazz Guitar Improvisation 

Rating Scale (JGIRS). 

In Phase 4, thirteen instrumental music teachers applied the JGIRS to 8 recorded 

performances of jazz guitar improvisations.  The data yielded by this evaluation were 

used to estimate interjudge reliability using a two-way analysis of variance, yielding a 

coefficient of .963.  The Spearman-Brown prophecy formula was applied to these data, 

yielding a reliability estimate of >.85 for as few as three judges, and >.90 for five or more 

judges.  Inter-item reliability was estimated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient which 
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yielded inter-item reliability coefficients ranging from .866 to .969.  Three methods were 

used to estimate criterion-related validity.  Spearman rank order coefficients were 

calculated at .9524, paired-comparison ranks were correlated with summated scores of 

the JGIRS resulting in a coefficient of .921, and normalized scale values from the paired-

comparison ratings were correlated with the summated JGIRS scores, resulting in a 

coefficient of .908.  Horowitz’s study is a compelling demonstration of the development 

of a performance rating scale that can claim a high degree of objectivity through its 

genesis by means of factor analysis and has been successfully subjected to rigorous 

reliability and validity testing. 

The second study (Russell, 2007, 2010a) also built on previous research in facet-

factorial approaches rating scale development.  Russell developed a Guitar Performance 

Rating Scale (GPRS) utilizing the factor analysis model. In this study, Russell sought to 

answer the questions: 

(1) What aural factors contribute to the assessment of guitar performance? 

(2) What items best represent the factors that influence guitar performance 

assessment? 

(3) How does the factor structure of the GPRS compare with previous facet-

factorial research on performance rating scale development? (2010a, p. 23) 

Russell collected from professional guitar teachers and performers item 

statements describing “poor” or “good” guitar performances, and added to this pool were 

186 items from previous research (Abeles, 1971; Bergee, 1987; Zdzinski & Barnes, 

2002) and guitar-related literature.  After screening these items for redundancy and 
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suitability for aural guitar performance assessment, 129 separate statements were 

retained.  These were then placed into the categories of tone, intonation, interpretation, 

technique, rhythm, tempo, and musical effect, all categories established in previous 

research and guitar performance literature.  The list of items was further reduced to 100 

and each paired with a five-point Likert-type scale and assembled into an adjudication 

form. 

Recorded guitar performances (N = 100) were collected from a pool of guitarists 

(N = 65) ranging in ability level from beginner to professional, and the recorded tracks 

were randomly paired on compact discs.  These were sent along with instructions and 

adjudication forms to volunteer judges (N = 67) who listened to the recordings and 

completed the adjudication forms, returning them to the researcher (N = 134).  The item 

responses were analyzed using SPSS.  The item pool was subjected to factor analysis and 

organized into principal components.  The factor loadings were rotated using Varimax 

rotation. 

In order to answer the first research question, (what aural factors contribute to the 

assessment of guitar performance?), factor identification was carried out by means of 

Eigenvalues, scree test, and distribution of factor loadings.  Thirteen factors were 

identified with Eigenvalues greater than 1.00, and the scree test indicated that the largest 

portion of variance was accounted for by the first four factors.  A five-factor model was 

identified as most congruent with the a priori structure, with emerging factors being (a) 

interpretation/ musical effect, (b) technique, (c) rhythm/tempo, (d) tone, (e) intonation. 

To answer the second research question, (what items best represent the factors 
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that influence guitar performance assessment?), items with the highest factor loadings on 

the factor they represented were identified.  Items with high secondary loadings (.4 or 

above) were discarded.  All items retained had secondary loadings of .3 or below.  The 

number of items was reduced to 32 upon further examination for redundancy, 

appropriateness, and diversity of content.  A confirmatory factor analysis was applied to 

establish the stability of the factor structure.  Russell reported the emerging five-factor 

structure as accounting for 71% of the variance in the factor analysis.  An alpha reliability 

coefficient for the GPRS was estimated at .962. 

Russell’s Guitar Performance Rating Scale was similar in factor structure to those 

of previous studies (Abeles, 1971; Bergee, 1987; Jones, 1986; Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002) 

in answer to the third research question: “How does the factor structure of the GPRS 

compare with previous facet-factorial research on performance rating scale 

development?”  Factors identified in each of these studies were nearly identical, with the 

exceptions of Abeles (1971) who separated “rhythm” and “tempo,” Bergee (1987) who 

included “intonation” with “tone quality,” and Jones (1986) whose categories included 

“suitability/ensemble” and “diction” which Russell correlated with “rhythm/tempo” and 

“intonation” in his and the other studies. 

Sight-Reading Skills Among Guitarists 

Ryan (1991) devoted three pages to sight-reading.  One paragraph contains 

reasons it is desirable to read well, and the remainder of the section offers suggestions for 

improving reading skills.  There is no indication that the author perceives reading skills 

of guitarists to lag behind those of other instrumentalists.  Passalacqua (2000) attributed 
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insecurity and frustration observed in students to lack of reading skills.  Duncan (1980), 

in an otherwise thorough treatment of guitar technique, made no mention of the 

importance of reading skills. 

Some of the literature suggests possible causes for the deficiency of reading skills 

among guitarists (Hodel, 1991; Levy, 2000), but there does not seem to be any systematic 

approach to assessing deficiency either in general or among specific instrumentalists.  

Hodel, after observing the underdevelopment of reading ability among guitarists when 

compared to other instrumentalists, cited much of the literature dealing with the reading 

process, establishing what takes place while reading, and what skill components therefore 

need to be developed.  Hodel listed some of the likely causes for this deficiency among 

guitarists, including beginning in popular music styles before engaging classical study, 

the prevalence of self-taught players and casual studio lessons that neglect reading, and 

the common practice of playing by ear.  He also mentions the idiosyncrasies of guitar 

notation where there is a lack of standardization of signs and the necessity of octave 

transposition.  The irregularity of the fingerboard (a major third between strings two and 

three with a perfect fourth between all other string pairs), and availability of alternate 

locations for many notes are also factors mentioned.  

In this researcher’s teaching over the past 42 years, the same factors discussed by 

Hodel (1991) have long been under suspicion.  To these could be added the widespread 

use of tablature as the primary notational system, and the common practice among 

guitarists to commit repertoire to memory, dispensing with the written score as soon as 

possible.  Levy (2000), who targeted the general guitarist, also suggested some of the 
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same factors that account for the difficulty of reading on the guitar, but stressed the 

necessity of overcoming these barriers. 

Fridley (1993) compared the effects of two approaches to introducing pitch 

material on music reading skills for guitar.  The traditional “string by string” approach to 

introducing notes on the guitar fingerboard, using subject-based logic determined by the 

design of the instrument, was compared with a Kodály-based pitch sequence approach, 

which uses learner-based logic and stresses functional tonal relationships.  Intact classes 

(three fifth grade classes and two sixth grade classes at the same school) were given five 

weeks of beginning guitar instruction.  The control group received instruction using a 

traditional guitar method (Schmid, 1980), and the treatment group received the Kodály-

based instruction designed by the researcher.  Careful control was maintained so that the 

only difference in instructional content and approach was the sequence in which pitch 

material was introduced.  A pre-test/post-test design was used to measure the effects.  

Through the use of independent t-tests, Fridley found no significant difference between 

the control and treatment groups in their difference scores on the pre- and post-tests.  

However, upon examining the breakdown of the sample by sex, the males exhibited 

greater difference means in the control group, whereas, female students exhibited greater 

difference means in the treatment group.  Fridley’s study is somewhat inconclusive due to 

the use of a convenience sample that was imbalanced between grade, sex, and years of 

experience. 

Passalacqua (2000) explored pattern perceptions as a basis for developing reading 

exercises on the guitar.  The literature reviewed is not scholarly research literature, but a 



50 
	
  

	
  

survey of approaches to developing reading skills on the guitar from the 19th century to 

the present.  To these Passalacqua has contributed his own progressive exercises 

structured in Schenkerian foreground-middleground-background order.  There was no 

research cited that would affirm the effectiveness of the approaches surveyed, or whether 

Schenkerian-based exercises would be any more effective than traditional pedagogical 

materials. 

Summary 

Research on the process of sight-reading speaks to the complexity of this 

performance task.  Yet the complexity of the cognitive and physiological processes 

involved in sight-reading do not necessarily imply a corresponding complexity of its 

assessment.  Research on pattern recognition and chunking points toward performance 

assessment tools rich in patterns that can be readily grasped by the performer (Halpern & 

Bower, 1982; Miller, 1956; Passalacqua, 2000; Sloboda, 1977; Waters et al., 1998; Wolf 

1976).  These may be chord structures or even chord progressions, melodic figures, 

rhythm patterns, sequences, etc., that provide opportunities for sight-readers to process 

patterns and anticipate musical events.  The complex task of sight-reading music on a 

particular instrument appears to involve a mapping process onto domain-related patterns 

(Ericsson & Lehman, 1996).  Assessments of these tasks would likely have a higher 

validity when the domain characteristics are accurately reproduced in the assessment.  

For example, a sight-reading assessment that mirrors musical situations in the literature 

of the instrument being tested should have a higher validity than sight-reading of random 

notation. 
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The literature on developing performance assessments and rating scales 

acknowledges the need for greater objectivity and enhancing validity and reliability in 

assessing highly complex tasks (Abeles, 1971, 1973a, 1973b; Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002).  

Factor analysis, specifically facet-factorial analysis, has played a large role in developing 

rating scales for performance assessment (Abeles, 1971, 1973a, 1973b; Bergee, 1987; 

Cooksey, 1997; DCamp, 1980; Jones, 1986; Nichols, 1985, 1991; Russell, 2007, 2010a, 

2010b).  Sources for items to be factored include descriptive statements from 

professionals or students (Abeles, 1971, 1973b; Bergee, 1987; Cooksey, 1977; DCamp, 

1980; Russell, 2010a), standards extracted from pedagogical materials (Russell, 2007, 

2010a; Watkins & Farnum, 1954), and items from previously constructed assessments or 

rating scales (Cooksey, 1977; DCamp, 1980; Russell, 2007, 2010a). 

The present study is narrower in its focus than the rating scale studies that deal 

with comprehensive musicianship, specifically targeting sight-reading skill and not the 

performance of prepared pieces.  It is likely that the rating scale for a guitar sight-reading 

assessment will consist of fewer factors than the more general performance assessments 

surveyed here.  Such a scale could be as simple in form as the measure-by-measure tally 

of errors of the WFPS (Watkins & Farnum, 1954), or a distilled version of Russell’s 

Guitar Performance Rating Scale (Russell, 2010a), or perhaps a hybrid.  In addition to 

Watkins and Farnum, Scott (1996) used the measure as the scoring unit, and pitch and 

rhythm accuracy as the primary criteria to be scored.  Likewise, Lowder’s (1971, 1973) 

sight-reading assessment for piano narrowed the criteria to pitch and rhythm accuracy, 

fluency, and chord selection for accompaniment.  Wristen (2005) stressed the primacy of 
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rhythmic fluency over pitch accuracy.  These studies diverge from those of 

comprehensive rating scale development in reducing rather than expanding criteria to be 

judged in assessing a sight-read performance. 

Despite the resonance of the popular literature with the need for strong music 

reading skills among guitarists (Levy, 2000; Powis, 2011a, 2011b; Quantz, 2007; 

Verheyen, 2014; Williams, n.d.), very little scholarly research has been found that 

addresses this issue.  The Horowitz and Russell studies (Horowitz, 1994; Russell, 2007, 

2010a) were concerned with rating scale development, the first for jazz guitar 

improvisation, the second for comprehensive guitar performance.  The Fridley study 

(Fridley, 1993) was concerned with teaching approaches and their impact on the 

acquisition of reading skills, but its scope was very narrow (fifth and sixth grade students, 

traditional and Kodály-based approaches).  The Passalacqua dissertation (Passalacqua, 

2000) was mainly prescriptive, developing pedagogical materials to aid in the acquisition 

of pattern-reading skills for guitarists; the study was intuitively based rather than 

research-driven.  Of all the research surveyed thus far, none has been found that 

specifically addresses the assessment of reading skills of guitarists or systematically 

investigates possible causes for any perceived deficiency of reading level among 

guitarists.  There do not seem to be any studies that have actually tested the reading skills 

of guitarists or developed tests for that purpose in contrast with the literature focused on 

other instrumentalists.  Little has been written beyond the casual observation that these 

skills are often deficient in guitarists.  Much of the above literature supplies helpful 
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information and models for such studies, but it would appear that such studies have not 

yet been undertaken. 
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CHAPTER THREE: DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

 

Introduction and Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to develop a valid and reliable measure and 

attendant rating scale for the assessment of the sight-reading skills of classical guitarists 

at the beginning of collegiate study.  The questions that this study sought to answer were: 

1. What musical components and their ranges of values should be measured in a 

sight-reading assessment for entry-level collegiate classical guitarists? 

2. Can a valid and reliable sight-reading assessment for classical guitarists be 

constructed? 

3. Can a rating scale or other scoring mechanism for such a sight-reading 

assessment be constructed that would be easy to use and promote a high 

degree of objectivity and reliability? 

In assessing guitarists in the college entrance audition process, it is desirable to 

establish criteria in order to ensure the student guitarist’s competence to handle music 

study in advanced professional training.  Thus, a criterion-referenced, rather than a norm-

referenced assessment was desirable.  From the survey of the existing literature there 

appears to be no universally recognized set of criteria for judging sight-reading in the 

field of classical guitar.  It was, therefore, necessary to establish some preliminary criteria 

before designing such a test. 

This study employed a hybrid, non-experimental design.  There was no random 

selection of the sample due to the need to use intact groups and dependence on the survey 
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responses of the first phase of study.  The design of this study is in five phases and 

incorporates principles established in much of the literature on assessment design and 

construction (Berk, 1984; Boyle & Radocy, 1987; Gronlund, 1993; Gronlund & Linn, 

1990; Popham, 2008; Scott, 1996; Watkins & Farnum, 1954).  The development of the 

assessments used in this study closely follows the seven-step outline of test development 

in Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007): (1) Define the constructs to be measured, (2) Define the 

target population, (3) Review related tests, (4) Develop a prototype, (5) Evaluate the 

prototype, (6) Revise the test, and (7) Collect data on test validity and reliability (p. 223).  

In this study, Phase 1 combines steps 1, 2, and 3, and Phases 2–5 correspond to steps 4–7 

respectively.  Phase 1 addresses the first research question, “What musical components 

and their ranges of values should be measured in a sight-reading assessment for entry-

level collegiate classical guitarists?”  Phases 2–5 together address the second and third 

research questions, “Can a valid and reliable sight-reading assessment for classical 

guitarists be constructed?” and “Can a rating scale or other scoring mechanism for such a 

sight-reading assessment be constructed that would be easy to use and promote a high 

degree of objectivity and reliability?” 

Phase 1: Survey of Guitar Teachers and Evaluation of Data 

The first research question of this study was, “What musical components and their 

ranges of values should be measured in a sight-reading assessment for entry-level 

collegiate classical guitarists?”  To answer this question, Phase 1 of this study consisted 

of data collection for the purpose of establishing testable sight-reading skills for classical 

guitarists at the college entry level.  Criteria for test item creation and rating scales are 
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commonly extracted from existing rating sheets, existing tests, or descriptive essays and 

interviews of experts (Abeles, 1971, 1973b; Bergee, 1987; Cooksey, 1977; Kornicke, 

1992; Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002).  Surveys are also used for data collection in the 

establishment of both test items and rating scales (Scott, 2007).  The use of a survey 

questionnaire was chosen because of the apparent lack of prior research in sight-reading 

test development for guitarists, and the absence of standardized sight-reading tests that 

employ rating scales.  Survey questionnaires are well suited for collecting data that is 

standardized, objective, and quantifiable (Worthen, White, Fan, & Sudweeks, 1998).  

Questionnaires provide an economical and efficient means of sampling from a wide 

geographical area (Gall et al., 2007).  Survey questionnaires present a minimal burden on 

the data provider in terms of time and demand.  Finally, surveys are also a means of 

obtaining data directly from a sample likely to make future use of this research. 

A survey instrument (Appendix A) was designed for the purpose of ascertaining 

from college and university classical guitar teachers the content expected or desired in a 

sight-reading exam for auditioning freshmen classical guitar majors.  The literature of the 

classical guitar encompasses a vast array of musical styles which are comprised of 

numerous elements that can be manifested in standard music notation.  These may 

include various musical components of textures and densities, pitch and intervallic 

material distributed throughout the guitar’s fingerboard range, and numerous temporal 

aspects, such as meter, divisions and subdivisions of beats, and rhythm patterns.  The 

musical elements that comprise common examples from the classical guitar literature 

likely to be played by college students were parsed and listed in question format in the 
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musical content portion of the questionnaire. 

The options offered in the questionnaire for musical textures were monophonic, 

homophonic, and polyphonic.  The homophonic option allowed respondents to specify 

the maximum number of notes in the chords used, and whether they would be simple 

triads, seventh chords, or more complex harmonies.  The polyphonic option allowed 

respondents to specify densities of two to four voices, and whether equal-voiced or one-

voice-dominated.  There was also an option for a mix of textures. 

Questions were developed to determine pitch and interval material to be included, 

such as diatonic major or minor keys (specifying a range of sharps or flats in the key 

signature), diatonic modes, diatonic material with varying degrees of chromaticism, 

nondiatonic material, such as pantonal, atonal, or music based in contrived or non-

western scales.  Preference for a range of melodic intervals to be included was also 

requested.  Range of pitches was specified by means of indicating fingerboard regions to 

be included, whether first position only, or extending to second, third, fifth, seventh or 

ninth positions.  

Respondents were queried regarding rhythmic content, ranges of note values to be 

included, the degree to which the beat value should be divided or subdivided, and 

whether tuplets or syncopations should be used.  A group of meters was included, both 

simple and compound and with the options of including asymmetrical and changing 

meter.  Teachers were asked to choose from a range of tempi, keeping in mind the beat 

divisions and subdivisions chosen, and asked if they would require a metronome to be 

used continuously during the assessment, only at the beginning to set the tempo, at the 



58 
	
  

	
  

beginning to set the tempo and at the end to check it, or not used at all.  The teachers 

were asked what they believe should be the ideal length of such a test. 

Finally, the survey solicited whether musical expressive elements and techniques, 

such as articulations, dynamic changes, timbral changes (sul ponticello, sul tasto), 

vibrato, and harmonics should be included, and whether students should be judged on 

tone quality.  In some portions of the survey, teachers were given the option of not 

requiring certain materials, such as a set tempo, or expressive elements.  They were also 

given the opportunity to indicate that their standards exceed the choices given to them. 

In addition to the aforementioned items, teachers were asked to recommend three 

specific pieces from the guitar literature that they believed to be, in style and difficulty 

level, representative of an entering freshman’s sight-reading capability.  A copy of the 

syllabus for that teacher’s program or a link to such a syllabus on the institution’s website 

was also requested.  These were checked for common elements with the survey data and 

used as a means of validating that data where possible.  There were areas provided for 

open-ended comments or clarification and qualification of responses, and an area for 

questions or comments at the end.  Except for questions for which text boxes were 

provided at the end of the survey, all of the questions were required (the survey would 

not advance until an answer was provided), which eliminated the problem of item 

nonresponse. 

A draft of the questionnaire was submitted to four researchers with experience in 

using surveys for data collection, and three college-level guitar teachers for content 

validation, wording, clarity, question order, and mode of presentation (Gall et al., 2007; 
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Worthen et al., 1998).  Based on critical guidance from the reviewers, modifications were 

made to the survey consisting of reordering of questions and slight rewording of 

questions and directions. 

Phase 1 Sample 

This phase of the research employed a nonprobability design using 

convenience/purposive sampling (Czaja & Blair, 2005).  The sample was from a targeted 

population of specialized expertise: professional classical guitar educators at the 

collegiate level.  Although such a nonprobability design precludes the use of statistical 

procedures to test for sample adequacy, such sampling is an accepted practice in 

exploratory studies, and being drawn from a specialized population, the problem of 

nonresponse is likely to be reduced (Czaja & Blair, 2005).  The guitar teachers to whom 

the survey was sent were selected from listings in the College Music Society’s 2009–

2010 Directory of Music Faculties in Colleges and Universities, U.S. and Canada, 31st 

edition (hereafter referred to as the Directory or CMS Directory) (CMS, 2009).  In the 

Directory, the College Music Society maintains the most complete available listing of 

institutions of higher education that offer music instruction in the U.S. and Canada.  The 

Directory listed 1,793 institutions offering guitar study and 2,155 faculty coded as guitar 

teachers, although a large percentage of these are duplicates due to the widespread 

employment of adjunct faculty who teach guitar at more than one institution (CMS, 

2009).  When the list was purged of obvious duplicates, the number of faculty obtained 

was 1,820.  If the thoroughness claimed for the Directory is valid, this last number is a 

fair estimate of the population of collegiate guitar teachers in North America.  However, 
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the CMS Directory does not distinguish between teachers of classical guitar and those 

who teach jazz and popular styles, so the population of classical guitar teachers in North 

America is probably considerably smaller. 

The membership of the College Music Society is divided among nine 

geographical regions and distinguishes four institution types.  This information provides a 

useful stratification to help ensure that the sample used in this study is representative of 

Table 1 

Membership Regions of the College Music Society 

 

  

the population, potentially compensating for the weakness of the nonprobability design.  

Table 1 lists the regions with their membership numbers at the time the contact list was 

culled from the Directory. 

The institution types used by the College Music Society are listed in Table 2, 

which includes an additional category (marked with an asterisk) added by the researcher 

to accommodate participants in the survey who taught at the listed institutions, but at a 

pre-college or college-preparatory level. 

Regiona Membership 
1 Great Lakes 2,056 
2 Great Plains 555 
3 Mid-Atlantic 869 
4 Northeast 1,968 
5 Pacific Northwest 333 
6 Pacific Southwest 905 
7 Rocky Mountain 355 
8 South Central 850 
9 Southern 1,052 

aThe numbers of the region were assigned 
by the researcher for this study; the names 

are those used by the CMS. 
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Table 2 

Institution Types 

Institution Type Number in Category 
Four-Year 895 
Four-Year with Graduate School 390 
Two-Year 495 
Graduate Only 11 
Undesignated 2 
*Pre-College Unknown 

 

The number of institutions of each type that are listed in the 2009–2010 Directory is 

shown in the right column.  There were no respondents in the “Graduate Only” and 

“Undesignated” categories. 

The CMS Directory does not list contact information for individuals, but only for 

the institutions at which they teach.  Therefore, the websites of the institutions listed for 

these instructors were manually searched for publicly available email addresses.  The 

resulting initial contact list, after being purged of duplicates and addresses with syntax 

errors, consisted of 1,311 email addresses.  Duplicated names were not removed if those 

names were listed with unique email addresses in order to increase the likelihood of 

reaching those contacts.  The email that accompanied the survey acknowledged that some 

recipients may receive more than one survey invitation, and they were to complete the 

survey only once. 

Survey Deployment 

The delivery mechanism for the survey was via email contact (Appendix C) with 

a link to an online, researcher-developed Google Survey (Appendix A).  The email list of 

contacts was divided into nine contact lists corresponding to the nine CMS membership 
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regions and a separate survey for each geographical region was deployed with 

respondents self-reporting their institution type on the questionnaire itself.  The 

questionnaires, along with the introductory email/consent text, were identical, but each 

region was sent a unique link to the questionnaire in order to isolate the reporting for the 

nine regions.  Completed questionnaires reached the researcher as records in Google 

Document spreadsheets, each membership region reporting to a separate spreadsheet.  

The data records in these spreadsheets were anonymous.  Optional information requested 

at the end of the survey via a separate email address reached the researcher with the 

respondent’s identity, but these were not traceable to the survey response data in the 

spreadsheets. 

There were four electronic mailings: an advance notice of the survey deployment 

(Appendix B), the email with the survey itself (Appendix C), and two follow-up emails 

(Appendices D and E).  Advance notification via email is recommended for Web-based 

surveys (Czaja & Blair, 2005).  This helps to identify bad email addresses and to assure 

recipients of the legitimacy of the survey.  An advance email was sent to all nine lists (N 

= 1,311) on September 7, 2011 (Appendix B).  This email gave recipients a succinct 

summary of the purpose of the survey, notice of when to expect it, and an option of being 

removed from the list. 

The survey was deployed on September 10, 2011, being emailed to the 1,193 

contacts remaining on the list after being purged of removal requests and undeliverable 

notices.  There was a strong correlation (r = .92) between the number of institutions in 

each CMS region and the number of contacts on each of the corresponding email lists.  
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The email text, which also served as a consent notice, presented in summarized form the 

purpose of the survey, the intended recipients, estimated completion time, assurance of 

anonymity, requested deadline of October 1, 2011, and appropriate contact information 

(Appendix C).  The text also repeated the option of removal from the contact list.  This 

text, along with the questionnaire, were submitted to and approved by the Institutional 

Review Board at Boston University, Charles River Campus.  The survey link followed a 

statement that the recipient had read the consent notice and that clicking on the link 

expressed a willingness to participate.  The confirmation page that recipients would see 

upon completion of the survey included two optional requests.  First, participants were 

given the option of forwarding syllabi of their guitar programs.  Second, participants 

could forward contact information to the researcher if they were willing to participate in 

future testing phases of the study. 

Follow-up contacts have been shown to significantly increase response rates and 

reduce nonresponse bias in mail and Web-based surveys (Czaja & Blair, 2005).  Two 

follow-up emails (Appendices D and E) were sent on September 22 and 28, 2011.  The 

survey was closed at midnight on October 1, 2011. 

In response to the advance email that was sent September 7, 2011, there were 30 

removal requests and 88 undeliverable emails reported.  Although the advance email did 

not solicit a response from recipients (other than from those who wished to opt out), there 

were nine emails from recipients who responded positively, indicating that they were 

willing to participate in the survey. 

Deployment of the email and survey link to the nine contact lists on September 
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10, 2011 generated 31 additional removal requests and four undeliverable email notices.  

These were purged from the lists.  Sixteen contacts for future testing were established and 

two syllabi were received.  From September 10 to September 21, 131 completed surveys 

were returned. 

Two follow-up emails were sent on September 22 and 28, 2011.  Spikes in the 

response rate were evident in the days subsequent to the follow-up notices.  This is 

consistent with expectations when follow-up notices are employed (Czaja & Blair, 2005; 

Dillman, 2000).  The first follow-up generated an additional 54 completed surveys, four 

expressions of interest in further participation, five removal requests, and four 

undeliverable notices.  The second follow-up generated 56 completed surveys, five 

expressions of interest in further participation, three removal requests, and two 

undeliverable notices.  A total of 241 completed surveys were submitted, representing a 

participation rate of 20.2%.  Out of 1,311 initial contacts, 241 completed surveys 

(18.4%), 98 (7.5%) generated failed delivery notices, and 69 (5.3%) requested removal, 

leaving 903 (68.9%) nonrespondents.  In determining the representational value of the 

survey sample, there was a moderately strong positive correlation between the numbers 

of completed questionnaires from each CMS region and the number of member 

institutions in each region (r = .83).  

Analysis of Existing Sight-Reading Assessments for Classical Guitar. 

As a means of further validating the survey results, existing sight-reading 

assessments were also examined and analyzed for conformity to the survey results.  

These included the Guitar Specimen Sight-Reading Tests, Grades 1–8 (Associated Board 
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of the Royal Schools of Music, 2008) and the Trinity Guildhall Sound at Sight. Guitar, 

Initial–Grade 3 and Grades 4–8 (Sollory, 2004a, 2004b).  In addition, the  Royal 

Conservatory of Music 2011 Guitar Syllabus (Royal Conservatory of Music, 2011b), 

indicates the level of repertoire from the Bridges graded repertoire series (Royal 

Conservatory of Music, 2011a) considered comparable to the sight-reading assessments 

administered as part of the Royal Conservatory Official Examinations.  The sight-reading 

assessments and comparable repertoire were analyzed as to the content of musical 

elements gathered in the survey instrument.  The musical textures, keys, meter, rhythmic 

elements, pitch (and fingerboard) range, use of chromaticism, use of fingerings and 

position marks, and use of dynamics and expressive markings of each piece in the above 

collections were charted and compared to the preferences that emerged from the survey 

instrument (see Appendix F). 

Phase 2: Prototype Assessments and Pilot Test 

The second research question of this study asked, “Can a valid and reliable sight-

reading assessment for classical guitarists be constructed?”  In order to answer this 

question, a series of prototype sight-reading assessments was developed by the 

researcher, pilot tested, revised, and field tested.  For the prototype assessments, six short 

musical works (Appendices G – L) were constructed by the researcher.  These were 

newly composed, adhering to the elements emerging as primary expectations of the 

majority of the guitar teachers who participated in the survey.  Appendix M provides a 

summary chart of how the musical elements that emerged from the survey data are 

distributed among the six prototype assessments.  Care was also taken to include musical 
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constructs that provided ample opportunity for the chunking process observed in sight-

reading studies (Gaynor, 1995; Halpern & Bower, 1982; Passalacqua, 2000; Pike & 

Carter, 2010; Sloboda, 1977; Wolf 1976).  These included recognizable patterns, such as 

common chord structures (both block and arpeggio), scale fragments, repeated material 

(both melodic and rhythmic), ornamental melodic patterns, motivic elements, and 

sequences.  There were also compositional elements that gave some predictability in 

formal design and thematic structure.  Some of the exams had a clear phrase structure 

with both physical and structural markers that have the potential to aid in chunking and 

increase eye-hand span (Sloboda, 1977).  As an aid to predictability, elements were 

organized to maintain tonal congruency (Schön & Besson, 2005), such as repeating 

material from the beginning near the end, and incorporating predictable harmonic 

progressions.  Efforts were made as well to ensure artistic integrity by means of such 

compositional elements as balanced phrases, motivic unity, repetition, sequence, and 

formal balance.  Appendices N through S present the six prototype tests with content 

analysis showing some of these characteristics. 

Rating Scale Development for the Pilot Tests 

The third research question of this study was, “Can a rating scale or other scoring 

mechanism for a sight-reading assessment be constructed that would be easy to use and 

promote a high degree of objectivity and reliability?”  In approaching this question, a 

rating sheet was developed for each assessment, loosely patterned after the Watkins-

Farnum Performance Scale score sheets (Watkins & Farnum, 1954).  (Appendix T is the 

rating sheet for the first pilot assessment.  All rating sheets were of the same design, 
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consisting of the musical score with three check-boxes, one each for pitch, rhythm, and 

hesitation errors, below each measure of music.)  At least one other study (Pike & Carter, 

2010) employed a modification of the WFPS to assess sight-reading performance of 

piano students. 

Although a comprehensive performance assessment for guitar has been developed 

(Russell, 2010a), each scoring mechanism was kept as simple and streamlined as 

possible.  The assessments developed for this study were not intended to be 

comprehensive musicianship assessments as those of previous studies have been (Abeles, 

1971, 1973b; Bergee, 1987, 2003; Cooksey, 1977; Horowitz, 1994; Jones, 1986; Russell, 

2007, 2010a; Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002), but have a narrower focus on pitch accuracy, 

rhythm accuracy, and fluency (Lemay, 2008; Lowder, 1971, 1973; Scott, 1996; Wristen, 

2005).  This would facilitate the potential use of such assessments as one component of 

college auditions, permitting the rater to check off errors during the performance without 

the burden of pondering additional aspects of performance assessment or relying on 

repeated hearings of recordings.  Each rating sheet included a copy of the music of the 

assessment with check boxes below each measure for pitch and rhythm errors as well as a 

third box for “hesitation or stop.”  At the end of each rating sheet were two global 

assessment items: steadiness of tempo, and general fluency, with ratings of “good,” 

“fair,” or “poor” to be circled after each.  The primacy of rhythm fluency is noted by 

Wristen (2005), “Maintaining a continuous rhythmic pulse is paramount. The musician 

must keep playing during sight-reading, even if she or he executes notations incorrectly” 

(p. 46). 
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The survey respondents who indicated interest in participating in testing phases 

were contacted by email and asked if they would now be willing to be part of the pilot 

test phase.  Of those willing to participate in the pilot test, five teachers who had a total of 

25 eligible students were sent the pilot tests.  Permissions from deans, department heads, 

or program directors to involve their institution’s students in the study were obtained.  

Each teacher was sent one copy of each test, rating sheets corresponding to the number of 

students of each teacher, instructions for administering the tests (Appendix U), 

instructions for the rating sheet (Appendix V), a brief questionnaire (Appendix W), and a 

prepaid mailer.  Each rating sheet was given a numeric code unique to each student, and 

these codes were also used to identify the student recordings.  Prior to sending packets to 

each teacher, an email was sent containing a letter of consent (Appendix X) to be 

forwarded to each student.  The informed consent letters and testing packets were 

reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board at Boston University, Charles 

River Campus.  The rating sheets, questionnaires, and recordings were then returned to 

the researcher in prepaid mailers. Teachers were given the option of returning the 

recordings as email attachments or burned to a CD and included in the mailer. 

Phase 3: Analysis of Pilot Test Data 

Five teachers administered the pilot tests to 14 students.  The teachers recorded 

the performances and completed the rating sheets.  The completed rating sheets and 

recordings were returned to the researcher. 
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Score Distribution and Item Analysis of the Pilot Tests 

The pilot-tested prototype assessments were scored and checked for normality of 

distribution.  The data from the pilot test ratings were subjected to item analysis (Boyle & 

Radocy, 1987; Crocker & Algina, 1986; Gall et al., 2007; Worthen et al., 1998).  Each 

measure of music in each test was scored on three items: pitch error, rhythm error, and 

hesitation or stop.  A difficulty index was obtained by dividing the number of correct 

performances of each item by the number of students taking the test.  Percentages were 

obtained for each judge’s scoring of each item and the mean percentage of these was used 

for the difficulty index. 

A discrimination index is useful for identifying the degree to which a test item 

contributes to students’ overall performance on a test (Boyle & Radocy, 1987; Worthen 

et al., 1998).  A positive index indicates a positive correlation between a test item and 

higher test scores.  In norm-referenced tests, the discrimination index may provide useful 

information about the strength of a test item. In criterion-referenced tests, the 

discrimination index may help evaluate instructional effectiveness.  A discrimination 

index was calculated for each item on each test using the point-biserial correlation 

formula recommend by Boyle and Radocy (1987) for dichotomously scored items.  The 

distribution, item analyses, difficulty indexes, and discrimination indexes are reported in 

Chapter Four. 

Item reliability coefficients were obtained by computing Pearson’s r for responses 

to individual items in relation to total scores (Gall et al., 2007).  This was done for each 

judge’s scoring of each student on each item (pitch errors, rhythm errors, and hesitations), 
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and then reporting the mean of these coefficients. 

Reliability of the Pilot Tests 

Internal reliability was estimated using three procedures: split-half reliability, 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, and Kuder-Richardson formula 20 (KR-20) (Boyle & 

Radocy, 1987; Worthen et al., 1998).  To calculate split-half reliability, items were 

divided into odd and even arrays and Pearson’s r calculated.  Because the split-half 

reliability estimate results in a coefficient representing reliability of half of the test, the 

Spearman-Brown prophecy formula is normally applied to adjust the results for the whole 

test (Boyle & Radocy, 1987; Worthen et al., 1998).  Thus, the results were adjusted by a 

factor of 2 using the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula.  Different methods of splitting 

the data can result in significantly different results.  Therefore, coefficients were 

calculated first using an odd-even split, then again with a first half-second half split. 

Each measure of each test was rated for three items: pitch error, rhythm error, and 

hesitation/stop.  The odd-even split of a whole test results in disparate constructs being 

paired by the split.  For example, the pitch item of measure one is paired with the rhythm 

item of the same measure; the hesitation item of measure one is paired with the pitch item 

of measure two, etc.  To determine how this may have affected the reliability estimate, 

the split-half reliability test was applied to each item separately so that the odd-even 

pairings preserved comparisons of like constructs.  Also, the researcher anticipated that 

there would be some confusion among the raters in distinguishing rhythm errors and 

hesitations.  Both are problems of time, and a slight hesitation in a performance may be 

interpreted as an inaccurate rhythm.  To test for this effect, the split half reliability test 
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was applied to the combined data of rhythm and hesitation errors. 

Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates were also carried out on the pilot test data.  

Data for all items of each test were checked.  Also, to ensure homogeneity of content 

type, Cronbach’s alpha was estimated separately for pitch errors, rhythm errors, and 

hesitation.  The combined rhythm and hesitation error data were also checked.  Because 

the test items were dichotomously scored, the Kuder-Richardson formula 20 is an 

appropriate reliability test (Worthen et al., 1998), and this was applied to the data.  

Reliability estimates are given in Chapter Four. 

Item validity coefficients (Gall et al., 2007) were not obtained due to the lack of 

external criterion measures.  Careful attention to elements extracted from the survey, 

comparison to sample tests of the ABRSM (ABRSM, 2008) and Trinity Guildhall 

(Sollory, 2004a, 2004b) curricula, close examination of the Royal Conservatory Guitar 

Syllabus (Royal Conservatory of Music, 2011b), and review of the guitar literature 

recommended by survey respondents as appropriate sight-reading test material were 

means of validating the tests.  The concern over lack of comparison criteria with which to 

validate these assessments may be addressed in future studies. 

Pilot Test Interrater Agreement and Interrater Reliability 

The researcher and two other professional guitar teachers independently reviewed 

the pilot test recordings.  As Scott (1996) observes, “...[W]henever the experimenter 

serves as one of the scorers there is the possibility that the results may have been skewed” 

(p. 106).  Scott further observes that additional raters enhance interrater reliability.  The 

researcher, two other classical guitar teachers, and the guitar teacher administering the 
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tests provided data from as many as four judges for each student.  Adjustments were 

made in cases where missing data resulted in fewer than four judges rating a student. 

Rating sheets were filled out for each performance, and the data from the rating 

sheets of the four judges for all student participants were coded and tabulated in Excel 

spreadsheets.  In the coding process, the three items for each measure of music (errors in 

pitch, rhythm, or hesitations) were coded as “1” for no error, or “0” for error.  The two 

general questions at the end of the rating sheet, which indicated steadiness of tempo and 

general fluency, allowed the raters to mark their general impressions of the performance 

on a scale of good, fair, or poor.  These were coded as “10” for good, “5” for fair, and “0” 

for poor.  Since these were recording the judges’ general impressions and not assessing 

individual test items, they were not factored into internal reliability estimates.  They 

were, however, used in calculating the interrater agreement and reliability. 

A distinction can be made between interrater agreement (IRA) and interrater 

reliability (IRR), although this distinction has rarely, if ever, been made in music 

education research (LeBreton & Senter, 2008; Tinsley & Weiss, 1975).  Interrater 

agreement has been defined as “the extent to which the different judges tend to make 

exactly the same judgments about the rated subject” (Tinsley & Weiss, 1975, p. 359), or 

“the absolute consensus in scores furnished by multiple judges for one or more targets” 

(LeBreton & Senter, 2008, p. 816).  Interrater reliability has been defined as “The degree 

to which ratings of different judges are proportional when expressed as deviations from 

their means” (Tinsley & Weiss, 1975, p. 359), or “The relative consistency in ratings 

provided by multiple judges of multiple targets” (LeBreton & Senter, 2008, p. 816).  
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Thus IRA is concerned with occurrences of identical ratings of the same items by 

multiple judges, the operative words from the above definitions being “exactly the same” 

and “absolute consensus,” and IRR is concerned with the closeness among ratings of the 

same items by multiple judges, tracking the direction and closeness of correlation.  

Tinsley and Weiss (1975) observe that there are four possible outcomes among raters: 

high IRA and high IRR, low IRA and high IRR, high IRA and low IRR, and low IRA and 

low IRR.  It is in the last instance that the ratings must be considered of little or no value 

and the integrity of the rating scale and/or the judges must be questioned.  When the 

rating scale is a continuum or has a wide range of values, the value of IRA is negligible 

and IRR is the preferred evaluation.  When the scale consists of a few discrete steps and a 

narrow range of values, there may be some value in using IRA along with IRR.  The 

rating mechanism for the Sight-Reading Pilot falls within this last category, so both IRA 

and IRR were calculated. 

Boyle and Radocy (1987), in their recommendations of procedures for IRR, 

present a simple method of calculating IRA, even though they refer to it as “interscorer 

reliability” (p. 256).  In this method, the proportion of agreements within the total number 

of agreements and disagreements is expressed as a percentage.  When discussing the 

limitation of this method, the distinction between IRA and IRR emerges: the percentages 

of this method reflect exact agreements, whereas the IRR methods which follow are 

capable of expressing the degree of agreement or disagreement. 

Because the Sight-Reading Pilot exams were dichotomously scored, thereby 

limiting the array of possible outcomes, the agreement index proposed by Boyle and 
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Radocy (1987) was appropriate.  The test items consisted of the pitch, rhythm, and 

hesitation errors for each measure of the test.  If there was no error, the item score was 

coded as “1”; if an error was made, the item score was coded as “0”.  With four judges 

rating the exams, there were five possible outcomes for each item which can be expressed 

as three possible agreement indexes as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Possible Agreement Indexes with Four Judges 

J1 J2 J3 J4 Agreements Disagreements Proportion Index 
1 1 1 1 6 0 6/6 1.00 
1 1 1 0 3 3 3/6 0.50 
1 1 0 0 2 4 2/6 0.33 
1 0 0 0 3 3 3/6 0.50 
0 0 0 0 6 0 6/6 1.00 

 

An index of 1.00 indicates 100% agreement among the judges, 0.50 indicates 

50% agreement, and 0.33 indicates 33.3% agreement.  The agreement indexes were 

calculated for each test item and the percentages of each index observed was reported for 

each test.  Responses to the tempo and fluency questions on the rating sheets involve 

three ratings (“Good,” “Fair,” and “Poor”) which results in two additional indexes: 0.17 

(one sixth, or approximately 17% agreement) and 0.0, or no agreement.  The IRA index 

and percentages of agreement were calculated for the pilot tests and are reported in 

Chapter Four. 

Interrater reliability was calculated by Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) 

and Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, both of which are methods recommended by Boyle and 

Radocy (1987).  Simple correlations could not be used because of the use of more than 
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two raters.  To calculate Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W), test scores given by 

each judge for all the students on each of the tests were converted to ranks.  In the case of 

tied scores, ranks were averaged between them (Kerlinger, 1973).  Cronbach’s coefficient 

alpha was calculated based on the ratings given for the dichotomously scored test items 

and also for those items combined with the trichotomous ratings of tempo and fluency 

(Good, Fair, Poor).  The interrater reliability coefficients are given in Chapter Four. 

Pilot Test Teacher Questionnaire 

A brief questionnaire was completed by each of the five teachers who participated 

in the pilot test (Appendix W).  There were six questions dealing with the difficulty and 

appropriateness of the tests.  Three of the questions were answered on a scale containing 

the values, “Very Easy,” “Easy,” “Moderate,” “Difficult,” and “Very Difficult.”  These 

values were placed on a continuum line giving respondents the opportunity to answer at 

any point in the scale.  The other three questions were yes/no questions.  The answers on 

the completed questionnaires were coded and means calculated.  Teachers were also 

given the opportunity to provide any open-ended feedback.  The data from the Teacher 

Questionnaire are reported in Chapter Four. 

Phase 4: Revised Assessments and Field Test 

The second research question of this study was, “Can a valid and reliable sight-

reading assessment for classical guitarists be constructed?” Phases 4 and 5 of the study 

were the final steps in attempting to answer this question.  In Phase 4, two sight-reading 

assessments (Appendices Y and Z) were constructed by the researcher for the field test 

based on analysis of the results of the pilot test and responses on the teacher 
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questionnaire.  One assessment (FTSR-1, Appendix Y) was newly composed to include 

passages of single lines of music, one of the recommendations of teachers participating in 

the pilot test as well as comments included in the survey responses.  This assessment also 

used some chordal passages, but in longer note values, giving students more time to 

anticipate each chord.  Chords remained in the first and second fingerboard positions, and 

most were forms of chords which would be commonly known among guitarists.  The 

second assessment (FTSR-2, Appendix Z) was a revision of the first of the six pilot tests.  

This test produced strong values for internal reliability (split-half, odd-even, full test = 

.98; Cronbach’s alpha, all items = .97, Kuder-Richardson (20), all items = .98) and 

interrater reliability (Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance (W) = .93; Cronbach’s alpha 

= .98), as well as particularly strong discrimination indexes (87% of items at or above 

.40) (Boyle & Radocy, 1987; Hopkins & Stanley, 1981; Worthen et al., 1998).  One area 

in the original pilot test that seemed to cause problems for both students and judges was 

the repeat.  When students arrived at the first ending and repeat, there was often 

hesitation and sometimes even a verbal question as to whether the repeat should be taken.  

In the revised version of the assessment, the repeat was written out, eliminating this cause 

for ambivalence. 

Except for exceeding the recommended exam length that emerged from the 

survey data, the two field tests are congruent with the survey findings.  Appendix AA is a 

tabulated comparison of the revised tests and the survey results.  As with the construction 

of the pilot tests, musical constructs that provide opportunities for chunking, such as 

recognizable patterns (familiar chord structures, scale fragments, repeated material, 
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motivic elements, and sequences) were incorporated (Gaynor, 1995; Halpern & Bower, 

1982; Passalacqua, 2000; Pike & Carter, 2010; Sloboda, 1977; Wolf 1976).  In addition, 

compositional elements that gave some predictability in formal design and thematic 

structure were incorporated.  Also included were phrases with both physical and 

structural markers that have the potential to aid in chunking and increase eye-hand span 

(Sloboda, 1977).  Efforts were made to keep a clear tonal/modal syntax that would aid in 

predictability and provide coherence (Schön & Besson, 2005).  Appendices AB and AC 

are analyzes the two field test examples to illustrate the use of these principles. 

Rating Scale for the Revised Assessments 

The third research question of this study was, “Can a rating scale or other scoring 

mechanism for such a sight-reading assessment be constructed that would be easy to use 

and promote a high degree of objectivity and reliability?”  Based on the responses of 

teachers administering the assessments of the Pilot Test and the high interrater agreement 

and reliability estimates of the pilot, the rating sheet format from the pilot test was kept 

intact for the Field Test (Appendix AD). 

Both email and surface mail recruitment messages were sent to a variety of 

institutions, beginning with teachers who, in the survey, had expressed willingness to 

participate in the testing phase.  Some of these were also participants in the pilot test, but 

had a new batch of first-year students.  Others were newly contacted from a variety of 

institutions.  Over three semesters this generated a pool of seven teachers and 28 students 

for the field test. 

The same test administration procedures as used in the pilot test were employed 
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for the field test, beginning with permissions from deans, department heads, or program 

heads, letters of informed consent, the mailing of packets containing the exams, rating 

sheets, instructions for administering the exam, and the short teacher questionnaire.  As 

with the pilot test, the procedures and documents were approved by the Institutional 

Review Board at Boston University, Charles River Campus.  The teachers administered 

the exams, rating the students and recording the exam sessions.  The rating sheets, 

questionnaires, and recordings were then returned to the researcher in prepaid mailers.  

Teachers were given the option of returning the recordings as email attachments or 

burned to a CD and included in the mailer. 

To obtain interrater reliability coefficients, the researcher and two other 

professional guitar teachers independently reviewed the student field test recordings and 

completed rating sheets on each student.  Data from the rating sheets from the field test 

teachers, the researcher, and the two additional guitar teachers were then coded and 

entered into Excel spreadsheets.  Interrater reliability data are reported in the next 

chapter. 

Phase 5: Analysis of Field Test Data 

The same data analysis procedures used with the pilot test were applied to the 

field test.  The data from the field test ratings were subjected to item analysis.  A 

difficulty index was obtained by dividing the number of correct performances of each 

item by the number of students taking the test.  Percentages were obtained for each 

judge’s scoring of each item and the mean percentage of these was used for the difficulty 

index.  An index of discrimination was calculated for each item on each test using the 
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point-biserial correlation formula recommended by Boyle and Radocy (1987).  Item 

analysis results are fully reported in the next chapter. 

Item reliability coefficients were obtained by computing Pearson’s r for responses 

to individual items in relation to total scores.  This was done for each judge’s scoring of 

each student on each item and then reporting the mean of these coefficients.  These 

coefficients are provided in Chapter Four. 

Internal reliability was estimated using split-half reliability, Cronbach’s 

coefficient alpha, and Kuder-Richardson formula 20 (KR-20).  As with the pilot test, item 

homogeneity was preserved by calculating the pitch error, rhythm error, and hesitation 

items separately for the split-half reliability and Cronbach’s alpha.  Chapter Four gives a 

full accounting of the internal reliability estimates. 

The researcher and two other professional classical guitar teachers reviewed the 

recordings of the student performances of the field test, thereby providing data for up to 

four judges for each student.  As with the pilot test data, adjustments had to be made for 

varying numbers of judges, from two to four, due to missing or incomplete recordings.  

Interrater agreement indexes were obtained using the procedures recommended by Boyle 

and Radocy (1987).  Interrater reliability coefficients were calculated using Cronbach’s 

alpha and Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W).  Interrater agreement and reliability 

are more fully discussed in the next chapter. 

  



80 
	
  

	
  

CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

The purpose of this study was to develop a valid and reliable measure and 

attendant rating scale for the assessment of the sight-reading skills of classical guitarists 

at the beginning of collegiate study.  The questions that this study sought to answer were: 

1. What musical components and their ranges of values should be measured in a 

sight-reading assessment for entry-level collegiate classical guitarists? 

2. Can a valid and reliable sight-reading assessment for classical guitarists be 

constructed? 

3. Can a rating scale or other scoring mechanism for such a sight-reading 

assessment be constructed that would be easy to use and promote a high 

degree of objectivity and reliability? 

To answer the first question, a survey instrument (Appendix A) was designed for 

the purpose of ascertaining from college and university classical guitar teachers the 

content expected or desired in a sight-reading exam for auditioning first-year classical 

guitar majors.  The musical components that comprise common examples from the 

classical guitar literature likely to be played by college students were parsed and listed in 

question format in the musical content portion of the questionnaire. 

Results from the survey were coded and tabulated.  Totals and percentages were 

calculated according to the type of data produced.  Demographic data from Part 1 were 

summarized to determine the strength of the sample.  Data from Part 2 consisting of 

preferences for content of a sight-reading assessment were examined for trends and 
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summarized.  A summary of the survey data, including both numeric data and text 

responses, is given as Appendix AE. 

Summary of Demographic Data (Part 1 of the Survey) 

Part 1 of the survey collected data about institution type, size of the guitar faculty, 

and number of music majors and those studying guitar as a major instrument.  Data were 

also collected regarding whether auditions were required of guitar students and whether 

sight-reading was part of the audition process. 

Institution type. 

The largest percentage of respondents (46%, n = 110) reported teaching at four-

year institutions with graduate schools, with the second largest percentage (34%, n = 83) 

teaching at four-year schools without graduate schools.  Of the sample, 17% (n = 42) 

were situated at two-year colleges and 3% (n = 7) taught at the pre-college level. 

Size of guitar faculty. 

A majority of respondents (36%, n = 87) reported being the sole guitar teacher at 

their institutions.  Thirty-two percent (n = 78) reported teaching at schools with two 

guitar faculty members, 14% (n = 33) with three faculty, and 18% (n = 43) with four or 

more guitar teachers. 

Number of music majors/number of guitar majors. 

Respondents reported enrollment of music majors and guitar majors in questions 

3 and 3a.  Forty-four percent (n = 105) reported enrollment in music degree programs of 

more than 100 students.  The other enrollment ranges reported were nearly equally 
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distributed (see Table 4).  Three percent (n = 8) reported “None,” indicating that the 

institution did not grant music degrees or that the program was currently empty. 

Table 4  

Summary of Survey Responses by Size of Music Enrollment 

Enrollment n % of Institutions 
   
0 8 3% 
1–20 27 11% 
21–40 27 11% 
41–60 22 9% 
61–80 29 12% 
81–100 23 10% 
>100 105 44% 

 

Of the institutions with music majors (n = 233), 60% (n = 140) reported 

enrollment of 1–10 guitar majors, 19% (n = 45) reported 11–20, 11% (n = 25) reported 

21–30, 1% (n = 3) reported 31–40, and 3% (n = 6) reported more than 40. Six percent (n 

= 14) reported having no guitar majors. 

Most teachers who reported teaching guitar majors also teach non-guitar majors.  

Figure 1 shows Percentages of guitar majors in the teaching loads of guitar teachers. Of 

the 219 teachers who reported teaching guitar majors, 78% (n =171) reported having both 

guitar majors and non-guitar majors, while 22% (n = 48) taught only guitar majors.   
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Figure 1.  Percentages of guitar majors in the teaching loads of guitar teachers. 

Of those teachers who reported teaching guitar majors (n = 219), the largest percentage 

reported that fewer than 20% of their students were guitar majors (36%, n = 78), 14% (n 

= 31) reported 21–40% were guitar majors, 11% (n = 25) reported that 41–60% were 

guitar majors, 7% (n = 16) reported that 61–80% were guitar majors, and 10% (n = 21) 

reported that 81–99% or their students were guitar majors.  Forty-eight teachers 22% 

reported that they taught only guitar majors. 

Use of auditions and sight-reading assessments. 

A large majority (80%; n = 191) of respondents reported requiring an audition for 

programs in which guitar is taught.  Of these, 72% (n = 138) include sight-reading from 

standard staff notation as part of the audition process.  Fifty-four percent (n = 129) 

reported administering sight-reading tests as part of periodic performance assessments.  
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Only 12 (5%) respondents reported using a published standardized sight-reading 

assessment.  The choices given in the question were (1) Associated Board of Royal 

Schools of Music (UK), (2) Trinity Guildhall (UK), (3) Royal Conservatory of Music 

(Canada), and (4) “Other” with a text box.  No respondents reported using the ABRSM 

test.  One reported using the Trinity Guildhall test and five reported using the Royal 

Conservatory test.  Seven respondents reported using other tests.  One of these reported 

using a self-published assessment, two reported using works from guitar literature as 

sight-reading assessments, and two reported what appear to be unpublished materials, 

which invalidate their responses.  One of the teachers who uses guitar literature also 

indicated using the Royal Conservatory tests and is counted twice in the results.  The 

remaining two respondents reported using “GSP Student Repertoire Series for Guitar.” 

and “Textbook assessment.” 

Analysis of respondent-provided syllabi. 

At the end of the survey instrument, teachers were requested to send copies of 

their syllabi in a separate email, or provide a link to their institution’s website were a 

syllabus is found.  Only seven respondents sent syllabi, and no respondents sent links. 

Therefore, data from these syllabi were of limited use. 

The syllabi were analyzed to determine if sight-reading is a specifically stated 

objective of the course, if any materials are required or recommended for specifically 

addressing sight-reading skills, and if sight-reading factors into student assessment.  Four 

of the seven syllabi mentioned developing reading skills as a course objective, but only 

two of these made a distinction between reading skills and sight-reading skills.  One of 
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the syllabi listed Klosé’s Celebrated Method for the Clarinet (Klosé, 1946) as a required 

text.  The reason for requiring this text was not stated, but in this researcher’s experience, 

Klosé is sometimes recommended to guitarists for developing sight-reading skill.  None 

of the syllabi indicated that sight-reading would be tested on end-of-semester juries or 

any other student assessments. 

Summary of Sight-Reading Standards Data (Part 2 of the Survey) 

Part 2 of the survey solicited professional input as to the musical components and 

ranges of value that should comprise a music sight-reading exam for classical guitarists at 

the college-entry level.  Questions 7–7d were concerned with musical textures, 8–15 with 

pitch material and tonality, 16–21 with temporal elements, and 22–24 with expressive 

elements. 

Texture and density. 

Question 7 queried texture type that should be tested in a guitar sight-reading 

exam.  A large percentage (77%, n = 185) favored a mix of monophonic, homophonic, 

and polyphonic textures.  Table 5 shows the percentages. 

Table 5 

Musical Textures to be Tested 

Musical Texture n % 
Monophonic 29 12% 
Homophonic 20 8% 
Polyphonic 7 3% 
Mix of the above textures 185 77% 

 

With 77% of respondents in question 7 favoring a mix of textures, responses to 

questions 7c and 7d indicated that within this mix, homophonic portions of a sight-
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reading exam should be comprised mainly of three-voiced major and minor triads, and in 

polyphonic portions, two-voiced equal polyphony should predominate.  In question 7c, 

35% (n = 84) of the respondents indicated simple major and minor triads of no more than 

three voices should characterize the homophonic sections, while 17% (n = 40) favored 

triads in more than three voices, 13% (n = 32) favored the use of seventh chords, and 

12% (n = 28) thought diminished, augmented, extended, or altered chords should be used.  

Question 7d dealt with polyphonic portions of the projected sight-reading exam.  On this 

question, 48% (n = 115) favored the use of two-part equal-voiced polyphony.  Twenty-

two percent (n = 54) preferred two-part polyphony in which the lower voice was mostly 

open-string bass notes; 8% (n = 20) favored three-part equal-voiced polyphony, and 3% 

(n = 7) thought four equal voices should be used.  Table 6 summarizes the data from 

questions 7c and 7d. 

Table 6  

Characteristics of Mixed Textures 

Homophonic Portions  Polyphonic Portions 
Characteristic n %  Characteristic n % 
Maj & min triads, 3 voices 84 35%  2 parts, lower voice 

simple 
54 22% 

Maj & min triads, 4 or more 
voices 

40 17%  2 parts, equal 115 48% 

Seventh chords 32 13%  3 parts, equal 20 8% 
More complex chords 28 12%  4 parts, equal 7 3% 
 

Pitch material (key signatures). 

Respondents expressed a clear preference for representing major keys in three to 

four sharps and one to two flats, and minor keys in one to two flats and one to two sharps.  
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In question 8, which queried major keys, 60% of respondents (n = 144) preferred key 

signatures of three to four sharps and 46% (n = 111) preferred one to two flats.  Next in 

ranking was the preference for one to two sharps (30%, n = 72, followed by three to four 

flats (19%, n = 46).  Preferred signatures for minor keys indicated a preference for one to 

two flats (54%, n = 130) and one to two sharps (49%, n = 119).  Next in preference was 

the signature of three to four sharps (35%, n = 84), followed by three to four flats (15%, n 

= 37).  Respondents were able to check more than one response for these questions in 

order to accommodate preferences for both sharp and flat key signatures.  Therefore the 

total number of responses exceeded the size of the survey response sample. 

Musical language. 

Respondents indicated a marked preference for including modes as well as keys 

(59%, n = 142) as well as for not including nondiatonic systems (78%, n = 188).  Some 

preference was shown for incorporating mild chromaticism in a sight-reading exam (1 or 

2 sharps or flats from outside the key signature) (69%, n = 166).  

Intervals and fingerboard coverage. 

Respondents identified the widest melodic intervals to be employed in a sight-

reading test as sixths through octaves (54%, n = 129), with 29% (n = 70) favoring 

intervals wider than octaves and 17% (n =42) favoring intervals smaller than sixths.  

Preferences were less clearly marked when determining fingerboard coverage.  Table 7 

summarizes preferences for fingerboard coverage. 
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Table 7  

Preferences for Fingerboard Coverage 

Position n % 
First 19 8% 
Second 48 20% 
Third 17 7% 
Fifth 69 29% 
Seventh 18 7% 
Ninth 53 22% 
Above 12th fret 17 7% 

 

Twenty-nine percent (n = 69) favored fifth position, 22% (n = 53) favoring ninth 

position, and 20% (n = 48) favoring second position.  The remaining respondents were 

quite evenly divided in favor of first, third, seventh, and twelfth positions.  A clear 

preference was expressed for including position shifts in the exam (73%, n = 176). 

The next portion of the survey solicited information regarding temporal aspects of 

music materials, such as time values of notes, meter, and tempo. 

Note values. 

A clear preference emerged for establishing the sixteenth note as the smallest time 

value (68%, n = 164), with 27% (n = 64) preferring eighth notes.  Only 5% (n = 11) 

favored thirty-second notes and fewer than 1% preferred either quarter notes or smaller 

than thirty-second notes.  There was a clear preference for including tuplets (triplets in 

simple meter, duplets in compound meter) among the time values (79%, n = 191). 

Meter. 

Respondents favored common simple and compound meters over less common 

simple and compound meters.  Ninety-four percent (n = 226) favored the use of common 
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simple meters and 56% (n = 134) favored the use of common compound meters.  There 

was a strong preference for not including meter changes during a sight-reading exam 

(83%, n = 199). 

Tempo and use of metronome. 

Respondents selected tempo ranges for a sight-reading test, bearing in mind the 

smallest note values selected in question 16.  Assuming the beat unit to be the quarter 

note, 34% (n = 82) chose the range of 60–72 beats per minute (bpm).  Next in preference 

was the range 40–60 bpm (20%, n = 49), followed by 72–84 bpm (18%, n = 43).  As the 

tempo ranges increase in speed, the preferences tapered off markedly from 5% to 0%.  

However, 15% (n = 37) expressed a preference for no tempo requirement.  

Respondents expressed a clear preference for not using a metronome during the 

exam (64%, n = 154).  Seventeen percent (n = 41) favored using the metronome 

throughout the exam, 12% (n = 29) favored only establishing the starting tempo with a 

metronome, and 7% (n = 17) preferred setting the starting tempo, checking the finishing 

tempo, but not audibly using the metronome during the exam. 

Fingering, exam length, and expressive elements. 

The final portion of the survey solicited preferences in regard to fingering 

(including position and string numbers), exam length, and expressive elements.  There 

was a clear preference for keeping fingerings, string numbers and position markings at a 

minimum, using only what is needed to clarify position changes or a mix of open strings 

and upper position notes (46%, n  = 110).  There were 26% (n = 63) who favored using 

finger, string, and position numbers in moderation, and 23% (n =56) who preferred no 
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such markings.  These responses are summarized in Table 8. 

Table 8  

Preferences for Fingering, String Numbers, and Position Numbers 

Use of Fingering and Markings n % 
None 56 23% 
Only for clarification 110 46% 
In moderation 63 26% 
Extensively used 6 2% 
Other 6 2% 

 

Length of sight-reading exam. 

Thirty-five percent (n = 84) of respondents expressed a preference for an exam 

length of 12–16 measures of music, while 30% (n = 73) preferred 8–12 measures and 

20% (n = 48) preferred 4–8 measures.  Twelve percent (n = 28) favored an exam longer 

than 16 measures and 1% (n = 3) preferred that the exam be kept to four measures. 

Expressive elements. 

Apart from the questions requiring text responses, the final question on the survey 

queried respondents as to the relative importance of attention to various expressive 

elements in music on a sight-reading exam.  The format of the question was a scale rating 

of “Not important, should not be tested” to “Essential.”  The elements that were to be 

rated were dynamics, tone quality, articulation, etouffé (palm mute), timbral effects, 

open-string harmonics, and left-hand-assisted harmonics.  Of these, dynamics, tone 

quality, and articulation received the highest percentages in the “moderately important,” 

“Very important,” and “Essential” categories for inclusion in a sight-reading assessment.  

Dynamics were rated “Moderately important” by 41% (n = 100), “Very important” by 
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14% (n = 33) and “Essential” by 2% (n = 6), with a cumulative percentage of 55%.  Tone 

quality was rated “Moderately important” by 40% (n = 97), “Very important” by 25% (n 

= 61) and “Essential” by 12% (n = 29), with a cumulative percentage of 77%.  

Articulation was rated “Moderately important” by 45% (n = 109), “Very important” by 

17% (n = 42) and “Essential” by 5% (n = 11), with a cumulative percentage of 67%.  

Timbral effects (38%, n = 91) and open-string harmonics (37%, n = 89) were rated as “of 

small importance,” and etouffé (45%, n = 108) and left-hand-assisted harmonics (46%, n 

= 110) were rated as “not important, should not be tested.”  Table 9 summarizes the 

responses. 

Table 9  

Summary of Expressive Element Ratings 

  Not 
important  Of small 

importance  Moderately 
important  Very 

important  Essential 

Element  n %  n %  n %  n %  n % 
Dynamics  31 13%  71 29%  100 41%  33 14%  6 2% 

Tone quality  27 11%  27 11%  97 40%  61 25%  29 12% 
Articulation  25 10%  54 22%  109 45%  42 17%  11 5% 

Etouffé  108 45%  84 35%  42 17%  5 2%  2 1% 
Timbral 

effects  81 34%  91 38%  53 22%  12 5%  4 2% 

Open-string 
harmonics  61 25%  89 37%  73 30%  14 6%  4 2% 

LH-assisted 
harmonics  110 46%  87 36%  37 15%  5 2%  2 1% 

 

Works recommended from guitar literature as sight-reading assessments. 

Question 26 of the survey instrument provided opportunity for respondents to list 

specific works from the guitar literature that they would recommend as sight-reading 

pieces.  This was an open-ended question using a text box and a great amount of diversity 
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was evident in the responses.  Often, the responses were too general to be of much use, 

but where specific composers and their works were mentioned, some commonality can be 

discovered.  Individual works of these composers that were recommended by the survey 

participants were analyzed for congruency with the musical elements emerging from the 

survey.  All were found to be largely consistent with the preferences that emerged from 

the survey questions on what musical components and value ranges should be tested in a 

sight-reading assessment. 

Twenty-one specific composers were recommended, most occurring only once or 

twice.  Several, however, were frequently recommended.  Table 10 lists these with 

rankings and the number of recommendations. 

Table 10  

Recommended Composers of Works for Sight-Reading Pieces 

Rank n Composer 
1 44 Fernando Sor 
2 38 Matteo Carcassi 
3 21 Ferdinando Carulli 
4 20 Mauro Giuliani 
5 17 Leo Brouwer 
6 11 J. S. Bach 
7 10 Dionisio Aguado 
8 3 ea. John Dowland, Francisco Tarrega, Andrew York 
9 2 ea. Mertz, Milan, Narvaez, Sanz, Torroba, Visee,  
10 1 ea. Coste, Chavez, Milano, Molino, Villa-Lobos 

 

Among the most frequently recommended composers there was also great 

diversity of specific works recommended, with many works listed only once.  When 

works from the five most recommended composers were listed more than once, these 

were examined for the musical elements that emerged as significant in the survey 
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instrument. 

Table 11  

Sight-Reading Examples from Fernando Sor 

Opus, 
Number  

Op. 6, 
No. 8 

 
Op. 35, 
No. 13  

Op. 35, 
No. 22 

 
Op. 60, 
Nos. 1–19 

No. in 
Segovia  1  2  5   

Meter  
3 
4  

2 
4  

3 
4  

All within range of 
preferred meters 
from survey 

Rhythm 
(smallest 
values) 

 8th notes  16th notes  8th notes  As small as dotted 
16th + 32nd 

Tuplets  No  No  No  Yes 

Texture  
Polyphonic, 
3 equal 
voices 

 
Homophonic,  
3 voices 

 
Homophonic, 
4 voices 

 
Monophonic, 
homophonic (3v), 
and polyphonic (2v) 

Key signature  
Major, no 
sharps or 
flats 

 Major, no 
sharps or flats  Minor, 2 

sharps   
Major and minor, 
0–4 sharps, 0–3 
flats 

Chromatics  3 sharps, 1 
flat  3 sharps, 1 

flat  4 sharps, 1 
natural  3 sharps, 1 flat, 1 

natural 
Fingerboard 
range  Through 5th 

position  Through 3rd 
position  Through 5th 

position  Through 5th position 

 

Among the works of Fernando Sor listed more than once were his Op. 6, No. 8; 

Op. 35, No. 13; Op. 35, No. 22; and Op. 60, Nos. 1–19.  The works from Opera 6 and 35 

are also studies found in the commonly used collection of Sor studies compiled by Andre 

Segovia (Nos. 1, 2, and 5 respectively) (Segovia, 1945).  The works of Op. 60 are all 

elementary studies from Sor’s Introduction à l’Étude de la Guitare and are intended for 

the beginning student.  All of the musical elements fall within the range of preferences 
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that emerged in the survey findings.  Table 11 summarizes the analysis. 

The composer Matteo Carcassi ranked second in the recommendations of sight-

reading works, and all but three of the recommended works were from his Opus 60, 25 

Melodic and Progressive Pieces for Guitar.  The studies in this collection that were 

recommended multiple times were Nos. 1 (four recommendations), 3 (two 

recommendations), and 6 (two recommendations). 

Table 12 

Sight-Reading Examples from Matteo Carcassi 

Opus, Number  Op. 60, No. 1  Op. 60, No. 3  Op. 60, No. 6 

Meter  Common Time  Common Time  
Common Time 
 

Rhythm (smallest 
values)  8th notes  8th note triplets  8th notes 

Tuplets  No  Yes  No 

Texture  Monophonic, polyphonic 
(2v), homophonic (4v)  

Homophonic 
(4v),  
arpeggiated 

 Polyphonic (2v) 

Key signature  Major, no sharps or flats  Major, 3 sharps  Major, no sharps 
or flats 

Chromatics  4 sharps  4 sharps, 2 
naturals  4 sharps, 2 flats 

Fingerboard range  Through 5th position  Through 7th  
position  Through 5th 

position 
 

Ferdinando Carulli was the third most-recommended composer for sight-reading 

pieces, but none of his works were recommended more than once. One possible 

exception is a waltz.  A waltz in E minor by this composer, which occurs in a number of 

common sources, was recommended once, and another “waltz” without further identifiers 

was also recommended.  It is not possible to determine if the same waltz was intended, as 
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other waltzes by this composer occur in common sources.  Of the works recommended 

by Mauro Giuliani, only one was recommended more than once, his Op. 50, No. 23. 

The contemporary Cuban composer, Léo Brouwer has written a commonly used 

set of studies, Études simplices (Brouwer, 1972, 1983).  Of these, No. 1 was 

recommended five times and Nos. 1–5 as a set were recommended three times (Table 

13). 

The foregoing analyses of these recommended sight-reading pieces show them to 

be largely congruent with the preferences that emerged from the questionnaire.  

Therefore, they are a reasonable validation of the survey results as potential content in 

sight-reading assessments. 

At the end of the survey instrument, teachers were requested to send copies of 

their syllabi in a separate email, or provide a link to their institution’s website were a 

syllabus is found.  Only seven respondents sent syllabi, and no respondents sent links. 

Therefore, data from these syllabi were of limited use. 
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Table 13 

Sight-Reading Examples from Leo Brouwer 

Etude 
Number  1  2  3  4  5 

Meter  4a  4a  
12 
8 
 

 2 
4 + 3b 

4  2 
4 

Rhythm 
(smallest 
values) 
 

 
8th notes, 
Syncopa-
tion 

 8th notes  8th notes  8th notes  
16th notes, 
Syncopa-
tion 

Tuplets  No  No  No 
  No  No 

Texture  Homo-
phonic  Homo-

phonic (4v)  

Poly-phonic 
(2v) 
 
 

 

Poly-
phonic, 
homo-
phonic 
(3v) 

 
Homo-
phonic, 
arpeggios 

Key signature 
  None  None  None   None  None 

Chromatics  2 sharps  1 sharp  4 sharps, 
1 flat  1 flat  1 sharp, 4 

flats 

Fingerboard 
range  First 

position  
First & 
second  
positions 

 First 
position  First 

position  First 
position 

aOnly the top number of the signature is given, a contemporary practice. 
bChanging meter. 

 

Initial Formulation of Standards 

The survey questionnaire solicited teachers’ (n = 241) opinions as to what musical 

components and their ranges of values should be tested in assessing the sight-reading 

skills of college-entry level guitarists.  The results were to guide the researcher in the 

construction of assessments to measure sight-reading skills.  This was the initial step in 

answering the first research question regarding what components and their ranges of 

values should be measured in a sight-reading assessment for entry-level collegiate 
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classical guitarists.  As such, they were treated as preliminary standards for use in test 

development.  From the foregoing data emerges an outline of the expectations of teachers 

of classical guitar in North America in regard to the sight-reading skills of first-year 

college students.  In regard to the component of musical textures, guitarists are expected 

to sight-read in a mix of monophonic, homophonic, and polyphonic textures, more 

specifically, homophonic material which includes basic triads of three voices mixed with 

equal-voiced, two-part polyphony.  In regard to the component of intervals, wider 

intervals used should consist of sixths through octaves.  As to the component of keys and 

key signatures, guitarists should be reading in major keys of up to four sharps and two 

flats and minor keys of up to two sharps or two flats.  In addition to major and minor 

tonalities, material of diatonic modes may be incorporated, and chromatic alterations of 

up to two sharps or flats from outside the key signature may occur within this material.  

In regard to the component of pitch range and distribution on the guitar fingerboard, 

students are expected to sight-read in the first through fifth positions (including notes up 

to the eighth fret). 

In regard to temporal components, the preferences emerging from the survey 

indicate that students should be reading in the common simple and compound meters 

without change of meter, and note values may be as small as sixteenth notes.  Triplets in 

simple meter or duplets in compound meter may occur.  While the metronome is not to 

be used during a sight-reading exam, students should be capable of sight-reading this 

material with the rate of the quarter note pulse at 60–72 beats per minute. 

In regard to the components of fingering, length, and expressive markings, sight-
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reading exams should include only fingerings, string numbers, and position numbers 

needed to clarify position changes or a mix of open strings and upper position notes.  

Exams should be 12–16 measures in length.  Dynamics, tone quality, and articulation 

should have a place of moderate importance in sight-reading exams, and changes of 

timbre (sul tasto or sul ponticello) and open string harmonics may be used on occasion. 

Discussion of Survey Data Collection 

Several issues arose with the survey deployment.  First, there were 98 delivery 

failure notices generated out of the initial list of 1,311 contacts (7.5%).  Possible 

explanations for these include (1) an address was no longer valid, (2) mail was deemed to 

be “spam” and therefore filtered, or (3) an address contained typographical errors or 

syntax errors (although when compiling the contact list, addresses were copied and 

pasted from the institutions’ websites whenever possible; relatively few addresses had to 

be manually typed).  Also, it is not known why there were ten additional delivery failure 

notices generated in the survey and follow-up mailings.  There were 69 removal requests.  

Of these, 14 explained that they were not classical guitar teachers, but taught jazz or 

popular styles.  Six of those requesting removal were not guitar teachers and their coding 

as such in the CMS Directory was an error.  Of the remaining, three were retired, two 

taught only guitar classes for non-guitar majors, one did not feel competent enough with 

the computer to complete the survey, and the remaining 43 did not offer explanation.  

There also seemed to be a large proportion of nonrespondents.  Out of 1,311 

initial contacts, 241 completed surveys (18.4%), 98 (7.5%) generated failed delivery 

notices, and 69 (5.3%) requested removal, leaving 903 (68.9%) nonrespondents.  Possible 
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explanations for nonresponses include failure to receive the messages due either to 

invalid addresses or spam filtering that did not generate failed delivery notices, ignoring 

the email, or simply deleting it.  Two emails were received after the close of the survey 

that expressed apology for not responding due to heavy teaching loads.  Otherwise, there 

is no way of ascertaining the reason for not responding.  Targeting a specialized 

population with a survey dealing with a topic of professional concern to that population is 

usually thought to reduce the incidence of nonresponse (Czaja & Blair, 2005). 

The survey question that inquired about the type of institution at which the 

respondent taught indicated that the largest percentage of respondents (46%, n = 110) 

reported teaching at four-year institutions with graduate schools, with the second largest 

percentage (34%, n = 83) teaching at four-year schools without graduate schools.  Of the 

sample, 17% (n = 42) were situated at two-year colleges and 3% (n = 7) taught at the pre-

college level. Three respondents utilized the textbox option on this question.  One was 

recently retired, but taught 40 years at a two-year college, so this respondent was 

included in the two-year college category.  Two respondents reported multiple institution 

types (although the question instructions read, “If you teach at more than one institution, 

apply the questions below to the one with the largest number of guitar students”).  One 

reported teaching pre-college and at a four-year college, one at both two-year and four-

year with graduate school.  With no way to determine which institution type had the 

highest enrollment, these respondents were categorized as four-year and four-year with 

graduate school respectively.  These determinations did not alter the percentages 

reported. 
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Another survey problem arose in regard to the questions about musical textures to 

be tested.  For reasons that the researcher was not able to ascertain, a program redirect 

function did not work properly in question 7.  Also, due to researcher error, program 

redirect functions were inadvertently omitted from questions 7a and 7b.  A consequence 

if this was that respondents were directed to questions intended to be contingent on 

selections they had not made.  This resulted in all 241 respondents being shown all of the 

questions in the Texture/Density area and therefore were given some questions twice.  

Some expressed some frustration or perplexity in textboxes, but continued with the 

survey.  Because of this, an accurate analysis of question responses to 7a and 7b could 

not be made.  This, however, did not interfere with determining the majority opinion as to 

what textures would be preferred in a sight-reading exam for college-entry classical 

guitarists, since the percentage that preferred a mix of textures was decisively large, and 

questions 7c and 7d that refined their expectations were not affected by these flaws in the 

survey. 

Analysis of Existing Sight-Reading Assessments for Classical Guitar. 

As a means of further validating the survey results, existing sight-reading 

assessments were also examined and analyzed for conformity to the survey results.  

These included the Guitar Specimen Sight-Reading Tests, Grades 1–8 (Associated Board 

of the Royal Schools of Music, 2008) and the Trinity Guildhall Sound at Sight. Guitar, 

Initial–Grade 3 and Grades 4–8 (Sollory, 2004a, 2004b).  In addition, the  Royal 

Conservatory of Music 2011 Guitar Syllabus (Royal Conservatory of Music, 2011b), 

indicates the level of repertoire from the Bridges graded repertoire series (Royal 
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Conservatory of Music, 2011a) considered comparable to the sight-reading assessments 

administered as part of the Royal Conservatory Official Examinations.  The sight-reading 

assessments and comparable repertoire were analyzed as to the content of musical 

elements gathered in the survey instrument.  The musical textures, keys, meter, rhythmic 

elements, pitch (and fingerboard) range, use of chromaticism, use of fingerings and 

position marks, and use of dynamics and expressive markings of each piece in the above 

collections were charted and compared to the preferences that emerged from the survey 

instrument (see Appendix G).  Grades 5 and 6 of the ABRSM Guitar Specimen Sight-

Reading Tests (ABRSM, 2008) and grades 6 and 7 of the Trinity Guildhall Sound at 

Sight. Guitar (Sollory, 2004a, 2004b) closely paralleled the standards extracted from the 

survey instrument and recommended sight-reading literature.  Also, the Grade 4 level 

literature of the graded repertoire series, Bridges (Royal Conservatory of Music, 2011a), 

closely matched these standards.  This grade level would be the expected sight-reading 

level for Grade 7 of the Royal Conservatory Official Examinations (Royal Conservatory 

of Music, 2011b).  These assessments do not appear to have a research-based 

development, nor is there any evidence that they have been tested for validity and 

reliability.  Use of these exams is also restricted to qualified examiners, therefore 

precluding their widespread use in general college curricula. 

The findings of the survey informed the researcher as to what components and 

their ranges of values should be measured in a sight-reading assessment for entry-level 

collegiate classical guitarists.  These components were further validated through 

comparison with published sight-reading assessments for classical guitar.  As elements 



102 
	
  

	
  

chosen by professional guitar teachers and further validated in existing published 

assessments and literature, they served as preliminary testing standards and provided an 

answer to the first research question, “What musical components and their ranges of 

values should be measured in a sight-reading assessment for entry-level collegiate 

classical guitarists?” 

Phases 2 and 3 Results: Prototype Assessments and Pilot Test 

The second research question of this study asked, “Can a valid and reliable sight-

reading assessment for classical guitarists be constructed?”  As a first step in answering 

this question, six prototype sight-reading assessments (Appendices H – M) were 

constructed by the researcher.  These were newly composed, adhering to the elements 

emerging as primary expectations of the majority of the guitar teachers who participated 

in the survey. 

The third research question of this study was, “Can a rating scale or other scoring 

mechanism for a sight-reading assessment be constructed that would be easy to use and 

promote a high degree of objectivity and reliability?”  In approaching this question, a 

rating sheet was developed for each assessment, loosely patterned after the Watkins-

Farnum Performance Scale score sheets (Watkins & Farnum, 1954).  (Appendix U is the 

rating sheet for the first pilot assessment.  All rating sheets were of the same design, 

consisting of the musical score with three check-boxes, one each for pitch, rhythm, and 

hesitation errors, below each measure of music.) 

The six sight-reading prototype assessments were pilot tested by five collegiate 

guitar teachers administering the tests to 14 students.  The researcher and two other 
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professional classical guitar teachers reviewed the recordings of the student performances 

for the pilot test.  Thus, in most instances, interrater reliability estimates could be 

calculated using four judges (the student’s teacher, the researcher, and two additional 

judges).  Recordings of one of the tests of one student and all of the tests of three students 

were also missing.  Therefore, while the rating sheets of these students could be used for 

checking the internal reliability of the assessments, the interrater reliability coefficients 

could not be estimated on the missing items.  The rating mechanism for the sight-reading 

pilot consisted of a few discrete steps and a narrow range of values, so both interrater 

agreement (IRA) and interrater reliability (IRR) were calculated. 

Distribution of Pilot Test Scores 

Scores of the returned Pilot Test were examined.  With the removal of several 

outliers, scores, converted to percentages, ranged from 10% to 100%, with means among 

the six pilot assessments ranging from 55% to 70% (Table 14). 

Table 14 

Pilot Test Scores 

 Possible High Low Mean % SD 
PTSRa 1 74 74 10 46.7 63% 21.333 
PTSR 2 68 64 7 37.5 55% 19.134 
PTSR 3 68 67 9 43.5 64% 19.133 
PTSR 4 56 54 6 33.3 59% 16.564 
PTSR 5 68 68 12 45.2 66% 19.213 
PTSR 6 65 65 13 45.4 70% 16.563 

aPTSR = Pilot Test Sight-Reading Exam 
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Figure 2. PTSR1 score distributions.  Score distributions among judges (PTSR1), mean 

score distributions among judges (PTSR1Means), and mean score distributions among 

institutions (PTSR1InstMeans). 



105 
	
  

	
  

 

 

Figure 3. PTSR2 score distributions.  Score distributions among judges (PTSR2), mean 

score distributions among judges (PTSR2Means), and mean score distributions among 

institutions (PTSR2InstMeans). 



106 
	
  

	
  

 

 

Figure 4. PTSR3 score distributions.  Score distributions among judges (PTSR3), mean 

score distributions among judges (PTSR3Means), and mean score distributions among 

institutions (PTSR3InstMeans). 
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Figure 5. PTSR4 score distributions.  Score distributions among judges (PTSR4), mean 

score distributions among judges (PTSR4Means), and mean score distributions among 

institutions (PTSR4InstMeans). 
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Figure 6. PTSR5 score distributions.  Score distributions among judges (PTSR5), mean 

score distributions among judges (PTSR5Means), and mean score distributions among 

institutions (PTSR5InstMeans). 
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Figure 7. PTSR6 score distributions.  Score distributions among judges (PTSR6), mean 

score distributions among judges (PTSR6Means), and mean score distributions among 

institutions (PTSR6InstMeans). 
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None of the scores of the pilot assessments are normally distributed.  The 

histograms of Figures 2–7, generated with SPSS, show the frequency distribution of 

scores for each test, with a normal curve superimposed. In each figure, the first histogram 

shows the frequency distribution of scores for each student by each judge, the second 

histogram shows the distribution of mean scores among judges for each student, and the 

third histogram shows the distribution of mean scores of students in each institution. 

The score distributions among judges for the pilot tests all exhibit a negative 

skewness, ranging from very slight (-0.0004 in PTSR3) to quite pronounced (-0.47 in 

PTSR6).  The score distributions among judges for the pilot test all exhibit a negative 

kurtosis, ranging from -0.92 (PTSR6) to -1.62 (PTSR4).  In addition, all of the 

histograms exhibit polymodality, sometimes bi-modal, sometimes tri-modal.  The 

significance of this will be discussed in the last chapter. 

Item Analysis: Difficulty and Discrimination Indexes, Item Reliability of Pilot Tests 

Item and reliability analyses were conducted on the pilot test data.  The item 

analysis yielded difficulty indexes with means ranging from 54% to 73%.  Table 15 

reports the highest item percentage, lowest item percentage, mean item percentage, and 

standard deviation among item percentages.  PTSR 2 and PTSR 4 have the lowest 

difficulty indexes, indicating that they are likely the most difficult of the tests.  PTSR 5 

and PTSR 6 have the highest indexes, ranking them as the easiest.  PTSR 1 and 3 are 

moderate in difficulty at 65% and 61% respectively. 
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Table 15 

Summary of Pilot Test Item Difficulty Indexes 

Test High Low M SD 
PTSR 1 89% 38% 65% 0.121 
PTSR 2 86% 17% 54% 0.190 
PTSR 3 88% 26% 61% 0.178 
PTSR 4 96% 31% 59% 0.171 
PTSR 5 96% 39% 69% 0.153 
PTSR 6 96% 27% 73% 0.174 

 

Discrimination indexes were calculated for the test items of the six prototype 

assessments.  These are given in Table 16.   

Table 16 

Summary of Pilot Test Item Discrimination Indexes 

 PTSR 1 PTSR 2 PTSR 3 PTSR 4 PTSR 5 PTSR 6 
Min. .32 .15 .23 .12 .19 .15 
Max. .83 .83 .86 .90 .86 .75 
Mean .61 .58 .66 .55 .57 .55 

Interval n % n % n % n % n % n % 
.40 or more 51 94% 41 85.4% 45 94% 28 78% 44 92% 39 87% 
.30 3 6% 4 8.3% 2 4% 4 11% 2 4% 4 9% 
.20 0 0% 2 4.2% 1 2% 3 8% 2 4% 1 2% 
.10 0 0% 1 2.1% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 1 2% 
.09 or less 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 

The vast majority, from 78% to 94% of items on each test, have discrimination index 

means over .40, making them “very good” test items in Hopkins’ and Stanley’s rating 

(Hopkins & Stanley, 1981).  The remaining items have index means of .30 to .39 (4% to 

9%) and .20 to .29 (0% to 8%), ratings of “good” and “reasonably good,” respectively.  

Only three items out of the six pilot assessments had ratings of “marginal” (.10 to .19), 

and none were “poor” (below .10). 
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Item reliability, which estimates the contribution of an item to total test score 

variance, is sometimes included as part of item analysis of test items.  Item reliability 

coefficients for the six assessments had means ranging from .55 to .66.  A number of 

items failed to yield a correlation due to all students getting the item correct, resulting in 

a standard deviation of zero.  These items were omitted from the results (Table 17).  Item 

reliability is sensitive to sample size and difficulty range among items.  Therefore, the 

low coefficient means reported here are likely due to the small sample size.  Crocker and 

Algina (1986) recommend a sample size of at least 100 for effective use of item analysis 

in determining an item’s contribution to test score characteristics of interest to the 

examiner.  The samples in this study fall far below that, so the item reliability statistic 

here may be of questionable use, although the item difficulty and item discrimination 

estimates may still be of value. 

Table 17 

Summary of Pilot Test Item Reliability Coefficients 

Test High Low M SD 
PTSR 1 .86 .32 .63 0.122 
PTSR 2 .89 .00 .59 0.202 
PTSR 3 .91 .11 .66 0.170 
PTSR 4 .92 .08 .58 0.191 
PTSR 5 .90 .23 .63 0.135 
PTSR 6 .77 .11 .55 0.168 

 

Reliability of the Pilot Tests 

Internal reliability coefficients were estimated using split-half reliability, 

Cronbach’s alpha, and Kuder-Richardson formula 20.  Regardless of the split method 
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used, split-half reliability coefficients for full tests were high, ranging from .91 to .98 

(Table 18). 

Table 18 

Pilot Test Split-Half Reliability Estimates (Full Test) 

  Odd-Even Split  First Half-Second Half Split 
Test  Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown  Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown 
PTSR 1  .96 .98  .90 .95 
PTSR 2  .92 .96  .95 .98 
PTSR 3  .95 .97  .96 .98 
PTSR 4  .93 .96  .83 .91 
PTSR 5  .94 .97  .91 .95 
PTSR 6  .91 .95  .89 .94 

 

Each measure of each test was rated for three items: pitch error, rhythm error, and 

hesitation/stop.  The odd-even split of a whole test results in disparate constructs being 

paired by the split.  For example, the pitch item of measure one is paired with the rhythm 

item of the same measure; the hesitation item of measure one is paired with the pitch item 

of measure two, etc.  To determine how this may have affected the reliability estimate, 

the split-half reliability test was applied to each item separately so that the odd-even 

pairings preserved comparisons of like constructs (Tables 19–21).  Also, the researcher 

anticipated that there would be some confusion among the raters in distinguishing rhythm 

errors and hesitations.  Both are problems of time, and a slight hesitation in a 

performance may be perceived as an inaccurate rhythm.  To test for this effect, the split 

half reliability test was applied to the combined data of rhythm and hesitation errors.  The 

reliability coefficients are shown in Table 22. 
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Table 19  

Pilot Test Split-Half Reliability Estimates (Pitch Errors) 

 Odd-Even Split  First Half-Second Half Split 
Test Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown  Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown 
PTSR 1 .89 .94  .80 .89 
PTSR 2 .84 .91  .89 .94 
PTSR 3 .91 .95  .91 .96 
PTSR 4 .80 .89  .79 .88 
PTSR 5 .88 .93  .87 .93 
PTSR 6 .83 .91  .65 .78 

 

Table 20 

Pilot Test Split-Half Reliability Estimates (Rhythm Errors) 

 Odd-Even Split  First Half-Second Half Split 
Test Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown  Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown 
PTSR 1 .96 .98  .88 .93 
PTSR 2 .82 .90  .86 .92 
PTSR 3 .83 .91  .83 .91 
PTSR 4 .85 .92  .37 .54 
PTSR 5 .84 .92  .79 .88 
PTSR 6 .84 .91  .75 .85 
 

Table 21 

Pilot Test Split-Half Reliability Estimates (Hesitation Errors) 

 Odd-Even Split  First Half-Second Half Split 
Test Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown  Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown 
PTSR 1 .90 .95  .81 .89 
PTSR 2 .89 .94  .92 .96 
PTSR 3 .88 .94  .95 .97 
PTSR 4 .89 .94  .83 .91 
PTSR 5 .90 .95  .87 .93 
PTSR 6 .84 .92  .91 .95 
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Table 22 

Pilot Test Split-Half Reliability Estimates (Combined R & H Errors) 

 Odd-Even Split  First Half-Second Half Split 
Test Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown  Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown 
PTSR 1 .64 .78  .91 .95 
PTSR 2 .55 .71  .93 .96 
PTSR 3 .59 .74  .94 .97 
PTSR 4 .57 .72  .73 .84 
PTSR 5 .45 .62  .89 .94 
PTSR 6 .46 .63  .90 .93 

 

Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates were also carried out on the pilot test data.  

Data for all items of each test were checked.  Also, to ensure homogeneity of content 

type, Cronbach’s alpha was estimated separately for pitch errors, rhythm errors, and 

hesitation.  The combined rhythm and hesitation error data were also checked.  The 

results are summarized in Table 23. 

Table 23 

Pilot Test Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Estimates 

Test 
 All Items α  Pitch α  Rhythm α  Hesitation α  Combined 

R & H α 
PTSR 1  .97  .91  .96  .94  .96 
PTSR 2  .96  .91  .90  .94  .94 
PTSR 3  .97  .93  .94  .96  .96 
PTSR 4  .93  .85  .82  .93  .92 
PTSR 5  .96  .91  .91  .94  .94 
PTSR 6  .94  .83  .88  .94  .93 

 

 

Because the test items were dichotomously scored, the Kuder-Richardson formula 

20 is an appropriate reliability test.  Results are shown in Table 24. 
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Table 24 

Pilot Test Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 Estimates 

  KR-20 

Test  All Items  Pitch  Rhythm  Hesitation  Combined 
R & H 

PTSR 1  .98  .92  .96  .94  .96 
PTSR 2  .96  .91  .90  .94  .94 
PTSR 3  .97  .93  .94  .96  .96 
PTSR 4  .97  .85  .85  .93  .93 
PTSR 5  .96  .91  .91  .94  .94 
PTSR 6  .94  .83  .88  .94  .93 
 

When split-half reliability was estimated separately for pitch, rhythm, and 

hesitation errors, coefficients remained high.  When the first half-second half split was 

used the reliability estimate of rhythm errors, the coefficient was .54 in PTSR 4.  This 

coefficient was .92 in the same test when the odd-even split was used.  When reliability 

estimates were obtained for combined rhythm and hesitation errors, the odd-even split 

yielded coefficients from .62 to .78, whereas the first half-second half split yielded 

coefficients from .84 to .97.  These few anomalous instances may be attributable to the 

chance alignments resulting from the different split methods, and would lead us to accept 

these estimates as somewhat tentative.  Nevertheless, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, 

which tend to mitigate the effect of chance alignment of items, were consistently high, 

ranging from .82 to .97 with all but four of the coefficients at .90 or above.  The Kuder-

Richardson formula 20 coefficients were nearly identical to the Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients. 

The pilot tests exhibited an overall high internal reliability.  Item analysis 

revealed difficulty index means ranging from 54% to 73% with a mean of 63.5%.  Item 
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reliability coefficients ranged from r = .55 to .66 with a mean of .61.  Ranges of split-half 

reliability estimates, with Spearman-Brown adjustments and regardless of split type, were 

.78–.96 for pitch errors, .54–.98 for rhythm errors, .89–.97 for hesitation errors, and .62–

.97 for combined rhythm and hesitation errors.  When reliability estimates were obtained 

for combined rhythm and hesitation errors, the odd-even split yielded coefficients from 

.62 to .78, whereas the first half-second half split yielded coefficients from .84 to .97.  

The ranges of Cronbach’s alpha were .83–.93 for pitch errors, .82–.96 for rhythm errors, 

.93–.96 for hesitation errors, and .92–.96 for combined rhythm and hesitation errors.  The 

range of Kuder-Richardson formula 20 coefficients were .83–.93 for pitch errors, .85–.96 

for rhythm errors, .93–.96 for hesitation errors, and .93–.96 for combined rhythm and 

hesitation errors. 

Interrater Agreement and Interrater Reliability 

The researcher and two other professional guitar teachers independently reviewed 

the pilot test recordings.  Interrater agreement and reliability studies were conducted on 

the completed rating sheets.  One teacher in the pilot test did not return recordings 

resulting in missing data for three students.  Another teacher was unable to send a 

recording of the first pilot assessment for one student.  In such cases of missing 

recordings, interrater reliabilities could not be estimated.  One student involved in the 

pilot study was a student of the researcher, and therefore was only rated by three judges.  

In three other instances, there were missing data in the rating sheets.  Therefore, estimates 

for interrater agreement and reliability had to be adjusted to account for missing data and 

the number of judges. 
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Interrater agreement was observed at the 1.00 index (100% agreement on an item) from 

61% to 75% of the time with a mean of 67.8%.  The 0.50 and 0.33 indexes occurred with 

means of 23.0% and 9.0% respectively.  The indexes of 0.17 and 0.0, which are possible 

with the tempo and fluency ratings, were not included.  The 0.17 index was observed 

only once in each of two tests at a frequency of 0.2%, and there were no occurrences of 

the 0.0 index.  The proportions of IRA indexes are given in Table 25. 

Table 25 

Pilot Test Proportions of Agreement Indexes Among Raters 

Index 1.00  0.50  0.33 
Test  n %  n %  n % 
PTSR 1  349 65%  146 27%  45 8% 
PTSR 2  322 61%  137 26%  69 13% 
PTSR 3  337 64%  137 26%  54 10% 
PTSR 4  282 71%  77 19%  37 9% 
PTSR 5  375 71%  115 22%  38 7% 
PTSR 6  370 75%  91 18%  34 7% 
Means   67.8%   23.0%   9.0% 

 

When percentages of agreements out of all possible agreements were calculated, a 

mean agreement percentage of 84% was observed.  Percentages for all six pilot tests are 

given in Table 26.   

Table 26 

Pilot Test Proportions of Agreements Among All Possible Agreements 

Test  Observed  Possible  % 
PTSR 1  2,644  3,111  85% 
PTSR 2  2,411  3,150  77% 
PTSR 3  2,514  3,144  80% 
PTSR 4  1,968  2,205  89% 
PTSR 5  2,585  2,988  87% 
PTSR 6  2,467  2,961  83% 

  Mean IRA  84% 
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Both methods of expressing interrater agreement result in high percentages indicating 

strong interrater agreement. 

Interrater reliability was calculated by Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) 

and Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, both of which are methods recommended by Boyle and 

Radocy (1987).  Interrater reliability by either means was very strong.  Kendall’s 

coefficient of concordance (W) yielded coefficients ranged from .91 to .98 with a mean 

of .94 (Table 27). 

Table 27 

Pilot Test IRR: Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance (W) 

Test W 
PTSR 1 .93 
PTSR 2 .93 
PTSR 3 .93 
PTSR 4 .91 
PTSR 5 .98 
PTSR 6 .93 

Mean .94 
 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was calculated based on the ratings given for the 

dichotomously scored test items and also for those items combined with the trichotomous 

ratings of tempo and fluency (T & F) (Table 28).  Coefficients ranged from .96 to .99.  

The mean alpha for test items only was .97 and that for test items plus tempo and fluency 

judgments was .98, indicating strong reliability. 
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Table 28 

Pilot Test IRR: Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha 

Test  Test Item α  aItems + T & F α 
PTSR 1  .97  .98 
PTSR 2  .96  .98 
PTSR 3  .96  .97 
PTSR 4  .99  .99 
PTSR 5  .98  .99 
PTSR 6  .97  .98 

Mean  .97  .98 
aT & F = Tempo and Fluency 

 

Pilot Test Teacher Questionnaire 

A brief questionnaire was completed by each of the five teachers who participated 

in the pilot test (Appendix N).  There were six questions dealing with the difficulty and 

appropriateness of the tests.  Three of the questions were answered on a scale containing 

the values, “Very Easy,” “Easy,” “Moderate,” “Difficult,” and “Very Difficult.”  These 

values were placed on a continuum line giving respondents the opportunity to answer at 

any point in the scale.  The other three questions were yes/no questions.  The answers on 

the completed questionnaires were coded and means calculated.  Teachers were also 

given the opportunity to provide any open-ended feedback. 

Teachers rated the pilot tests as “Difficult” for their first-year guitar majors, with 

three out of five expressing that they were not suitable for testing incoming students at 

their institution.  The rating sheets were assessed as easy to use and all the teachers 

believed they enabled them to arrive at an accurate assessment of their students’ sight-

reading ability.  The teachers found the administration of the exams to be easy, but three 

out of five said they encountered problems. 
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In the comments section, two of the teachers suggested the use of more single-line 

(monophonic) material near the beginning and progressively adding voices and/or 

rhythmic complexity.  One suggested clarifying the use of the repeat in one of the exams, 

and another indicated the exams were too hard for students at that institution. 

Reliability for the six pilot-tested prototype assessments and rating sheets was 

estimated to be strong, and item difficulty and discrimination indexes were satisfactory.  

Questionnaires completed by the test administrators provided helpful feedback, 

particularly regarding problems with a repeat in one of the assessments, and the 

desirability of some monophonic passages.  Minor changes were made accordingly, and 

work proceeded on the main study. 

Phases 4 and 5 Results: Revised Assessments and Field Test 

The second research question was, “Can a valid and reliable sight-reading 

assessment for classical guitarists be constructed?”  In further pursuit of an answer to this 

question, two sight-reading assessments (Appendices Z and AA) were constructed based 

on analysis of the results of the pilot tested prototypes and responses on the teacher 

questionnaire.  One assessment was newly written and included monophonic passages 

and some slow chordal passages.  The second assessment was a revision of the first of the 

six prototype assessments. 

The third research question of this study was, “Can a rating scale or other scoring 

mechanism for such a sight-reading assessment be constructed that would be easy to use 

and promote a high degree of objectivity and reliability?”  A rating scale which was a 

modification of the WFPS was used with the pilot-tested prototype assessments.  
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Teachers who administered the pilot tests expressed in the follow-up questionnaire that 

the rating sheet format that was provided was easy to use and enabled them to arrive at an 

accurate assessment of their students’ sight-reading proficiency.  Interrater agreement 

indexes on the pilot tests were high (means: 1.00 = 67.8%, 0.50 = 23%, 0.33 = 9%; 

percentage of agreement out of all possible agreements, mean = 84%).  Interrater 

reliability estimates on the pilot tests were also high (Kendalls Coefficient of 

Concordance (W), mean = .94; Cronbach’s alpha, mean = .98).  Therefore, the rating 

sheet format from the pilot test was kept intact for the field test (Appendix AE).  These 

two assessments were field tested and the results analyzed in the same manner as was 

used in the pilot test. 

Distribution of Field Test Scores 

A total of 28 students participated in the field test, with seven teachers completing 

the rating sheets and recording the performances.  Table 29 reports a summary of the 

scores. 

Table 29 

Field Test Scores 

 Possible High Low Mean % SD 
FTSRa 1 104 103 18 68.3 66% 19.635 
FTSR 2 80 77 3 32.8 41% 20.169 

aFTSR = Field Test Sight-Reading Exam 
 

The scores of the field tests show a non-normal distribution, as did those of the pilot tests.  

The histograms of Figures 8 and 9, generated with SPSS, show the frequency distribution 

of scores for each test, with a normal curve superimposed.  In each figure, the first  
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Figure 8. FTSR1 score distributions.  Score distributions among judges (FTSR1), mean 

score distributions among judges (FTSR1Means), and mean score distributions among 

institutions (FTSR1InstMeans). 
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Figure 9. FTSR2 score distributions.  Score distributions among judges (FTSR2), mean 

score distributions among judges (FTSR2Means), and mean score distributions among 

institutions (FTSR2InstMeans). 
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histogram shows the frequency distribution of scores for each student by each judge, the 

second histogram shows the distribution of mean scores among judges for each student, 

and the third histogram shows the distribution of mean scores of students in each 

institution. 

Distribution of scores from the field test show a trend slightly closer to normal 

distribution than seen in the histograms of the pilot tests.  The score distributions among  

judges for the pilot tests all exhibit a negative skewness, ranging from very slight            

(-0.0004 in PTSR3) to quite pronounced (-0.47 in PTSR6).  Of the field tests, one is 

negatively skewed (-0.24 in FTSR1) and one is positively skewed (0.59 in FTSR2).  

Similarly, the score distributions among judges for the pilot test all exhibit a negative 

kurtosis, ranging from -0.92 (PTSR6) to -1.62 (PTSR4).  The field tests also exhibit a 

negative kurtosis, but are less platykurtic than the pilot tests (-0.03 in FTSR1 and -0.42 in 

FTSR2).  The field test score distributions, like those of the pilot tests, are multimodal, 

particularly with an isolated group of scores at the higher end of the scale suggesting a 

population of students at more selective institutions. 

Item Analysis: Difficulty and Discrimination Indexes, Item Reliability of Field Tests 

The data from the field test ratings were subjected to same item analyses as those 

of the pilot test.  A difficulty index was obtained by dividing the number of correct 

performances of each item (pitch, rhythm, and hesitation errors in each measure) by the 

number of students taking the test.  Percentages were obtained for each judge’s scoring of 

each item (pitch error, rhythm error, hesitation) and the mean percentage of these was 

taken as the difficulty index.  Table 30 reports the highest item percentage, lowest item 
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percentage, mean item percentage, and standard deviation among item percentages. 

Table 30 

Summary of Field Test Item Difficulty Indexes 

Test High Low M SD 
FTSR 1 97% 15% 72% 0.227 
FTSR 2 91% 38% 63% 0.122 

 

Item discrimination indexes were also calculated for the field test items using the 

point-biserial correlation formula.  Ninety-six percent of the indexes obtained for FTSR 1 

and 100% obtained for FTSR 2 are in the categories of very good, good, or reasonably 

good (Table 31.) 

Table 31 

Summary of Field Test Item Discrimination Indexes 

 FTSR 1 FTSR 2 
Minimum .05 .24 
Maximum .59 .66 

Mean .40 .48 
Interval n % n % 
.40 or more 44 52% 49 82% 
.30 32 38% 9 15% 
.20 5 6% 2 3% 
.10 2 2% 0 0% 
.09 or less 1 1% 0 0% 

 

Item reliability coefficients were obtained by computing Pearson’s r for responses 

to individual items in relation to total scores.  This was done for each judge’s scoring of 

each student on each item and then reporting the mean of these coefficients.  In the pilot 

test, some items failed to yield a correlation due to all students getting the items correct, 

resulting in a standard deviation of zero, and these were omitted from the results.  This 
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did not happen with the field test, possibly due to the larger sample size.  The item 

reliability results are summarized in Table 32. 

Table 32 

Summary of Field Test Item Reliability Coefficients 

Test High Low M SD 
FTSR 1 .75 .32 .56 0.101 
FTSR 2 .75 .42 .59 0.077 

 

Reliability of the Field Tests 

Internal reliability was estimated using split-half reliability, Cronbach’s 

coefficient alpha, and Kuder-Richardson formula 20 (KR-20).  To calculate split-half 

reliability, items were divided into two equal arrays and Pearson’s r calculated.  The 

Spearman-Brown prophecy formula is applied using a factor of 2 in order to adjust the 

coefficient for the whole test.  The results are shown in Table 33.  As with the pilot test 

data, both the odd-even and first half-second half splits are compared. 

Table 33 

Field Test Split-Half Reliability Estimates (Full Test) 

  Odd-Even Split  First Half-Second Half Split 
Test  Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown  Pearson’s r Spearman-Brown 
FTSR 1  .92 .96  .90 .95 
FTSR 2  .95 .98  .87 .93 

 

To adjust for the pairing of disparate constructs, data from the three constructs of 

each measure of the tests were grouped by construct.  Also, a grouping consisting of both 

rhythm data and hesitation data was analyzed due to the possibility of rater confusion of 
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these constructs.  Table 34 shows the split-half reliability coefficients for all of these 

groupings. 

Table 34 

Field Test Split-Half Reliability Estimates (Like Constructs) 

  Odd-Even Split  First Half-Second Half Split 
 Test Pearson’s r Spearman-

Brown 
 Pearson’s r Spearman-

Brown 
Pitch  FTSR 1 .83 .91  .80 .89 
Error FTSR 2 .89 .94  .91 .95 
Rhythm  FTSR 1 .92 .96  .81 .90 
Error FTSR 2 .93 .97  .79 .88 
Hesi- FTSR 1 .83 .91  .80 .89 
tation FTSR 2 .90 .95  .80 .89 
Comb. FTSR 1 .34 .51  .85 .92 
R & H FTSR 2 .39 .56  .80 .89 

 

Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates were also carried out on the field test data.  

Data for all items of each test were checked.  Also, to ensure homogeneity of content 

type, Cronbach’s alpha was estimated separately for pitch errors, rhythm errors, and 

hesitation.  The combined rhythm and hesitation error data was also checked.  The results 

are summarized in Table 35. 

Table 35 

Field Test Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Estimates 

Test 
 All Items α  Pitch α  Rhythm α  Hesitation α  Combined 

R & H α 
FTSR 1  .94  .91  .92  .90  .92 
FTSR 2  .95  .94  .93  .91  .92 

 

Because the test items were dichotomously scored, the Kuder-Richardson formula 

20 was also used.  Results are shown in Table 36. 
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Table 36  

Field Test Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 Estimates 

 KR-20 

Test 
 All Items  Pitch  Rhythm  Hesitation  Combined 

R & H 
FTSR 1  .95  .91  .94  .90  .93 
FTSR 2  .96  .94  .96  .92  .95 
 

Item validity coefficients were not obtained due to the lack of external criterion 

measures.  Careful attention to elements extracted from the survey, comparison to sample 

tests of the ABRSM and Trinity Guildhall curricula, close examination of the Royal 

Conservatory Guitar Syllabus, and review of the guitar literature recommended by survey 

respondents as appropriate sight-reading test material were means of validating the test 

content. 

The field tests exhibited an overall high internal reliability.  Item analysis 

revealed difficulty index means of 72% and 63% with a mean of 67.5%.  Item reliability 

coefficients were r = .56 to .59 with a mean of .58.  Ranges of split-half reliability 

estimates, with Spearman-Brown adjustments and regardless of split type, were .89–.95 

for pitch errors, .88–.97 for rhythm errors, and .89–.95 for hesitation errors.  There was a 

marked difference between the results of the odd-even split and the first half-second half 

split for combined rhythm and hesitation errors, with the odd-even coefficients at .51 and 

.56 and the first half-second half coefficients at .89–.92.  As with a few anomalies noted 

in the pilot tests, these may be attributed to chance alignments in the split techniques.  

Cronbach’s alpha provides an estimate that approximates the mean split-half reliability 

for possible splits.  Both the Cronbach’s alpha and Kuder-Richardson formula 20 
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coefficients were in the .90s for all items of both tests. 

Interrater Agreement and Interrater Reliability 

The third research questions asks, “Can a rating scale or other scoring mechanism 

for such a sight-reading assessment be constructed that would be easy to use and promote 

a high degree of objectivity and reliability?”  The integrity of a rating scale or scoring 

mechanism is largely measured by interrater agreement and reliability estimates.  

Therefore, in answering this question, the researcher and two other professional classical 

guitar teachers reviewed recordings of the student performances in the field test.  Only 

three judges rated seven of the participants in the field test because they were students of 

the researcher.  Technical problems affected some of the recordings, rendering them 

incomplete or missing entirely.  In a few cases, students completed only a portion of an 

assessment and stopped, although they did not withdraw from the study.  When there was 

only one rater for a performance, interrater agreement and reliability could not be 

estimated.   Adjustments for the number of raters and missing data were made in 

calculating these reliabilities. 

Both interrater agreement (IRA) and interrater reliability (IRR) studies were 

carried out on the data.  Interrater agreement was observed at the 1.00 index (100% 

agreement on an item) from 66% to 73% of the time with a mean of 70%.  The 0.50 and 

0.33 indexes occurred with means of 18% and 12% respectively.  The indexes of 0.17 

and 0.0 which are possible with the tempo and fluency ratings were observed very 

infrequently, and while their presence is not a prominent factor in the agreement 

proportions, they are included in Table 37. 
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Table 37 

Field Test Proportions of Agreement Indexes Among Raters 

Test  FTSR 1  FTSR 2   
Index  n  %  n  %  Means 

1.00  1704  73.4%  896  66.0%  70.0% 
0.50  308  13.3%  306  23.0%  18.0% 
0.33  306  13.2%  152  11.0%  12.0% 
0.17  1  0.04%  0  0.00%  0.00% 
0.00  3  0.13%  2  0.00%  0.00% 

 

Interrater agreement can also be expressed as a percentage of agreements among 

raters out of all possible agreements.  The mean percentage of agreements for the two 

field-tested assessments was 0.78% (Table 38). 

Table 38 

Field Test Proportions of Agreements Among All Possible Agreements 

Test  Observed  Possible  % 
FTSR 1  9,861  11,574  85% 
FTSR 2  5,463  7,827  70% 

  Mean IRA  78% 
 

Interrater reliability was calculated by Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) 

and Cronbach’s coefficient alpha.  Simple correlations could not be used because of the 

use of more than two raters.  Both methods were calculated separately for ratings by three 

and four judges because the number of judges is part of the formula used in the 

calculations.  Also, separate calculations were made for ratings of the test items only, and 

for the test items plus the raters’ perceptions of steadiness of tempo and general fluency 

(T & F), which were trichotomously scored (good, fair, or poor). 

To calculate Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W), test scores given by each 
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judge for all the students on each of the tests were converted to ranks.  In the case of tied 

scores, ranks were averaged between them.  The resulting coefficients ranged from .87 to 

.93 with means ranging from .88 to .92 (Table 39).  While both the four-judge group and 

the three-judge group yielded strong coefficients, the three-judge group shows a 

somewhat higher reliability. 

Table 39 

Field Test IRR: Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance (W) 

   Test Items Only  aItems + T & F 
 Test  W  W 
4 Judges FTSR 1  .89  .89 
 FTSR 2  .87  .87 
 Mean  .88  .88 
3 Judges FTSR 1  .93  .93 
 FTSR 2  .92  .92 
 Mean  .92  .92 

aT & F = Tempo and Fluency 
 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was calculated based on the ratings given for the 

dichotomously scored test items and also for those items combined with the raters’ 

subjective judgments of tempo and fluency (T & F).  The mean alpha for test items only 

was .96 for four judges and .98 for three judges.  The means for test items plus tempo and 

fluency judgments was .96 for the four-judge group and .98 for three judges (Table 40). 
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Table 40 

Field Test IRR: Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha 

   Test Items Only  aItems + T & F 
 Test  α  α 
4 Judges FTSR 1  .96  .96 
 FTSR 2  .96  .96 
 Mean  .96  .96 
3 Judges FTSR 1  .98  .98 
 FTSR 2  .97  .98 
 Mean  .98  .98 

aT & F = Tempo and Fluency 
 

Interrater agreement was high for both field tests with raters in 100% agreement 

an average of 70% of the time.  Interrater reliability was consistently high.  Kendalls 

coefficient of concordance (W) ranged from .87 to .93, and Cronbach’s alpha ranged 

from .96 to .98. 

Field Test Teacher Questionnaire 

The same questionnaire that was given to teachers in the pilot study was also 

completed by each of the seven teachers who participated in the field test (Appendix S).  

The responses were coded and analyzed as they were for the pilot. 

Teachers rated the field tests between moderate and difficult for their first-year 

guitar majors, with five out of seven expressing that they were suitable for testing 

incoming students at their institution.  The rating sheets were assessed as easy to use and 

six out of seven teachers believed they enabled them to arrive at an accurate assessment 

of their students’ sight-reading ability.  The teachers found the administration of the 

exams to be easy, and two out of seven said they encountered problems. 

In the comments section, one teacher indicated that some confusion had arisen in 
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determining if timing errors were rhythm errors or hesitations.  Another suggested the use 

of courtesy accidentals at some points and recommended lengthening the time students 

are permitted to preview each exam. 

Discussion 

The first question, “What musical components and their ranges of values should 

be measured in a sight-reading assessment for college-entry level classical guitarists?” 

has been tentatively answered by the survey responses in the first phase of the study.  

Content validity was supported by acquiring data for test items directly from 

professionals via the survey instrument and reinforced by close comparison with 

recommended literature and comparison with existing assessments.  However, the criteria 

drawn from the survey that generated the constructs of the sight-reading assessments are 

called into question by the difficulty that many of the students had in performing the 

excerpts.  Mean scores on all tests ranged from 39% to 68%.  If the elements generated 

by the survey results represent the general expectations of college guitar teachers as to 

what first-year students should be able to sight-read, it would appear likely that a 

relatively small proportion of the incoming college classical guitar student population is 

meeting those expectations.  This suggests that teachers may have higher standards than 

those being achieved by the norm, and tends to support the perception that sight-reading 

among guitarists is indeed a common weakness (Eastern Kentucky University, 2011; 

Goodhart, 2003; Hodel, 1991; Powis, 2011a, 2011b; Quantz, 2007; Verheyen, 2014; 

Williams, n.d.).  On the questionnaires completed by the test administrators, teachers 

indicated that the tests were difficult for their students.  Three out of five teachers who 
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administered the pilot test expressed in the follow-up questionnaire that the tests were too 

difficult to use with students at their institutions.  However, five out of seven of the field 

test administrators expressed that the tests were suitable for use with their students.  

Criteria for assessing sight-reading skills reflected in these assessments must be taken as 

provisional, pending further research. 

The second research question, “Can a valid and reliable sight-reading assessment 

for classical guitarists be constructed?” has been answered in the affirmative—yes, such 

an assessment can be constructed.  The six prototype assessments and two revised 

assessments all produced strong discrimination indexes and reliability estimates.  In the 

questionnaire completed by the test administrators, 12 out of 13 responded that they 

believed the instruments enabled them to accurately assess the sight-reading skills of their 

students. 

The third research question, “Can a rating scale or other scoring mechanism for 

such a sight-reading assessment be constructed that would be easy to use and promote a 

high degree of objectivity and reliability?” has also been answered affirmatively—yes, 

such a scoring mechanism can be constructed.  Interrater agreement and reliability was 

high on the scoring mechanisms for both the prototype and revised assessments.  

Administrators all reported that the rating sheets were easy to use and enabled them to 

arrive at an accurate assessment of their students’ sight-reading skills. 

The scoring mechanism for this study was loosely patterned after that of the 

WFPS (Watkins & Farnum, 1954).  The assessments developed for this study were not 

intended to be comprehensive musicianship assessments as those of previous studies have 
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been (Abeles, 1971, 1973b; Bergee, 1987, 2003; Cooksey, 1977; Horowitz, 1994; Jones, 

1986; Russell, 2007, 2010a; Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002), but have a narrower focus on 

pitch accuracy, rhythm accuracy, and fluency (Lowder, 1971, 1973; Scott, 1996; Wristen, 

2005).  This would also facilitate the potential use of such assessments as one component 

of college auditions, permitting the rater to check off errors during the performance 

without the burden of pondering additional aspects of performance assessment or relying 

on repeated hearings of recordings.  Interrater reliability was calculated for this study 

using Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) with coefficients of .87 and .93, 

compared with Stiver’s (1972) report of .88 and .96 for the WFPS.  Interrater reliability 

using Cronbach’s alpha yielded means of .96 and .98, compared with Stiver’s report of 

.94 and .97 for the WFPS. Scott (1996) reports interrater reliability alpha coefficients at 

.62 to .99, with a range of .95 to .99 for those items with more participants.  The test 

administrators in this study indicated that the tests were easy to administer and the rating 

sheets were easy to use and enabled them to arrive at accurate assessments of their 

students’ sight-reading skills.  These comparisons place the internal reliability and 

interrater reliability of the present study firmly within the range of findings of previous 

research in the development of sight-reading assessments and rating scales.  By this, the 

second and third research questions, “Can a valid and reliable sight-reading assessment 

for classical guitarists be constructed?” and “Can a rating scale or other scoring 

mechanism for such a sight-reading assessment be constructed that would be easy to use 

and promote a high degree of objectivity and reliability?” seem to have been well 

addressed and answered in the affirmative.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

The development and evaluation of performance assessments holds a prominent 

place in the field of music education research (Abeles, 1971, 1973a, 1973b; Bergee, 

1987; Cooksey, 1977; DCamp, 1980; Horowitz, 1994; Nichols, 1985, 1991; Russell, 

2010b; Watkins & Farnum, 1954; Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002).  Many such studies were 

designed for the development of comprehensive performance assessments and rating 

mechanisms that are objective and reliable.  There have also been studies addressing 

music reading skills (Baylor, 2008; Ciepluch, 1988; Elliott, 1982a; Fridley, 1993; 

Gaynor, 1995; Grutzmacher, 1985, 1987; Henry, 2004, 2011; Killian & Henry, 2005; 

Kopiez et al., 1992; Laing, 2007; Laverty, 1995; Lowder J. E., 1971, 1973; Passalacqua, 

2000; Scott, 1996; Thornley, 1980).  A few researchers have dealt with assessment of 

guitar performance (Horowitz, 1994; Russell, 2007, 2010a).  Horowitz was concerned 

with assessment of jazz improvization on guitar; Russell developed a comprehensive 

performance assessment.  There have been very few studies concerned with music 

reading skills on guitar (Fridley, 1993; Passalacqua, 2000).  Fridley used a researcher-

developed sight-reading test to evaluate the effectiveness of two specific teaching 

methods, and his study was limited to fifth and sixth grade students.  Passalacqua 

developed sight-reading exercises rather than assessments.  At the present time, there 

seems to be no research literature on developing an assessment for sight-reading skills for 

college-entry level guitarists. 

This study was undertaken to address the need for assessments that can be used by 
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guitar teachers in measuring the sight-reading skills of classical guitar students at the 

beginning of collegiate-level study.  The purpose of this study was to develop a valid and 

reliable measure and attendant rating scale for the assessment of the sight-reading skills 

of this population. 

First Research Question 

The first research question was to ascertain what musical components and their 

ranges of values should be measured in a sight-reading assessment for entry-level 

collegiate classical guitarists.  To answer this, a survey instrument was used to collect 

data from collegiate guitar teachers.  From the survey responses, a set of musical 

components and value ranges emerged that the majority of respondents believed should 

be included in the assessment of sight-reading skills of college-entry level classical 

guitarists.  Survey responses also included recommendations of specific works from 

guitar literature that could serve as sight-reading assessments; these were examined for 

common musical elements which were compared to the elements acquired from the 

survey.  These elements were also compared to the elements in several published guitar 

sight-reading assessments. 

There was widespread agreement among survey respondents, as well as a high 

degree of congruity with recommended works from guitar literature, that sight-reading 

assessments should involve a mix of monophonic, homophonic (up to three voices), and 

polyphonic (two-voice) musical textures, diatonic musical language, in major keys of up 

to four sharps and two flats and minor keys of up to two sharps and two flats, and 

extending through the fifth position of the guitar fingerboard.  Further, the respondents 
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and the review of guitar literature suggested that assessments should be in common 

simple and compound meters and note values as small as sixteenth-notes should be used, 

with occasional triplets.  No tempo requirement should be imposed.  Sight-reading exams 

should include only fingerings, string numbers, and position numbers needed to clarify 

position changes or a mix of open strings and upper position notes.  Exams should be 12–

16 measures in length. 

Second and Third Research Questions 

The second research question asked whether a valid and reliable sight-reading 

assessment for classical guitarists can be constructed.  To answer this, six prototype 

sight-reading assessments were constructed utilizing the elements that emerged from the 

survey and pilot tested.  Guided by analysis of the pilot test results, two assessments, one 

a revision of a prototype, the other newly constructed, were developed and field tested. 

The third research question asked whether a rating scale or other scoring 

mechanism for such a sight-reading assessment be constructed that would be easy to use 

and promote a high degree of objectivity and reliability.  A rating mechanism was 

devised that was loosely patterned after the Watkins-Farnum Performance Scale score 

sheets (Watkins & Farnum, 1954) and attached to each of the prototype and revised 

assessments.  In the WFPA, the measure is the scoring unit, and although judges have the 

option of coding the types of errors that occur, the score is calculated according to the 

number of measures in which any error occurs.  In the present study, the rating 

mechanism allows for a more nuanced rating by means of the marking of pitch, rhythm, 

and hesitation errors for each measure. 
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The pilot test was conducted using the six prototype sight-reading assessments 

and rating sheets.  Fourteen students at five institutions participated in the pilot study.  

The students’ teachers rated their performances, and recordings of their performances 

were returned with the completed rating sheets to the researcher.  The researcher and two 

other professional guitar teachers completed rating sheets based on the recorded 

performances. 

Item and reliability analyses were conducted on the pilot test data.  The item 

analysis yielded difficulty indexes with means ranging from 54% to 73%.  The 

discrimination indexes for items of the six assessments were predominately above .40, 

classified by Hopkins and Stanley (1981) as “very good.”  Item reliability coefficients for 

the six assessments had means ranging from .55 to .66. 

Internal reliability coefficients were estimated using split-half reliability, 

Cronbach’s alpha, and Kuder-Richardson formula 20.  Regardless of the split method 

used, split-half reliability coefficients for full tests were high, ranging from .91 to .98.  

When split-half reliability was estimated separately for pitch, rhythm, and hesitation 

errors, coefficients remained high.  When the first half-second half split was used for the 

reliability estimate of rhythm errors, the coefficient was .54 in PTSR 4.  This coefficient 

was .92 in the same test when the odd-even split was used.  When reliability estimates 

were obtained for combined rhythm and hesitation errors, the odd-even split yielded 

coefficients from .62 to .78, whereas the first half-second half split yielded coefficients 

from .84 to .97.  These few anomalous instances may be attributable to the chance 

alignments resulting from the different split methods, and would lead us to accept these 
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estimates as somewhat tentative.  Nevertheless, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, which 

tend to mitigate the effect of chance alignment of items, were consistently high, ranging 

from .82 to .97 with all but four of the coefficients at .90 or above.  The Kuder-

Richardson formula 20 coefficients were nearly identical to the Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients. 

Interrater agreement and reliability studies were conducted on the completed 

rating sheets.  Interrater agreement was observed at the 1.00 index (100% agreement on 

an item) from 61% to 75% of the time with a mean of 67.8%.  The 0.50 and 0.33 indexes 

occurred with means of 23.0% and 9.0% respectively.  When percentages of agreements 

out of all possible agreements were calculated, a mean agreement percentage of 84% was 

observed.  Both methods of expressing interrater agreement resulted in high percentages, 

indicating strong interrater agreement. 

Interrater reliability for the pilot assessments was very strong.  Kendall’s 

coefficient of concordance (W) yielded coefficients ranged from .91 to .98 with a mean 

of .94, indicating a high reliability.  Cronbach’s alpha returned coefficients ranging from 

.96 to .99. 

Reliability for the six pilot-tested prototype assessments and rating sheets was 

estimated to be strong, and item difficulty and discrimination indexes were satisfactory.  

Questionnaires completed by the test administrators provided helpful feedback, 

particularly regarding problems with a repeat in one of the assessments, and the 

desirability of some monophonic passages.  Minor changes were made accordingly, and 

work proceeded on the main study. 
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For the main study, two researcher-developed sight-reading assessments were 

used, one newly-written by the researcher, the other a revision of one of the prototype 

assessments.  Twenty-eight students at seven institutions participated.  The field test was 

conducted in the same manner as the pilot, with the teachers completing the rating sheets 

and recording the student performances.  The recordings and rating sheets were returned 

to the researcher, and the recorded performances rated by the researcher and two other 

classical guitar teachers. 

Item and reliability analyses were conducted on the field tests.  Item difficulty 

means were 72% and 63%, comparable to those of the pilot test.  A large majority of the 

discrimination indexes for items of the two assessments were above .40, classified by 

Hopkins and Stanley (1981) as “very good.”  Item reliability coefficients for the two field 

tests had means of .56 to .59. 

Internal reliability coefficients using split-half reliability were strong.  With the 

exception of the calculation for combined rhythm and hesitation errors with the odd-even 

split (at .51 and .56), all other coefficients were .88 and above, with most above .90.  The 

anomalous estimates of .51 and .56 are outliers, and may be attributable to the chance 

alignments resulting from the different split methods.  Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 

ranged from .90 to .95, and Kuder-Richardson formula 20 coefficients ranged from .90 to 

.96. 

Interrater agreement at the 1.00 index (100% agreement on an item) was observed 

at 66% and 73% on the two tests, with a mean of 70%.  When percentages of agreements 

out of all possible agreements were calculated, a mean agreement percentage of 78% was 
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observed.  Both methods of expressing interrater agreement resulted in high percentages, 

indicating strong interrater agreement. 

Interrater reliability coefficients were slightly lower than those of the pilot study, 

but still showing a high reliability.  Kendall’s coefficients of concordance (W) ranged 

from .87 to .93. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were even higher, ranging from .96 to .98. 

Conclusions 

The purpose of this study was to develop a valid and reliable measure and 

attendant rating scale for the assessment of the sight-reading skills of classical guitarists 

at the beginning of collegiate study.  The content that was included in the instruments 

developed in this research emerged from the survey results, and was further validated by 

comparison with existing sight-reading assessments and recommended specimens from 

the guitar literature.  This answered the first research question as to what components and 

ranges of values should be measured in a sight-reading assessment for entry-level 

collegiate classical guitarists. 

The assessments developed in this study demonstrate by their adherence to 

collected and analyzed content criteria, strong discrimination indexes, and strong internal 

reliability estimates that a valid and reliable sight-reading assessment for classical 

guitarists can be constructed.  This has affirmatively answered the second research 

question. 

The scoring mechanism developed in this study has been found to be easy to use 

and enabled administrators to arrive at an accurate assessment of students’ sight-reading 

ability.  Interrater agreement and reliability estimates were consistently high.  Thus, the 
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third research question has been answered in the affirmative.  Comparisons with other 

studies have placed the internal reliability and interrater reliability of the present study 

firmly within the range of findings in previous research into the development of sight-

reading assessments and rating scales. 

Comparison with Previous Research 

The tests developed in this study have overall strong reliability estimates which 

compare favorably with previous sight-reading test development studies.  The WFPS 

(Watkins & Farnum, 1954), although not developed exclusively as a sight-reading 

assessment, is well established in the music education community and has been 

rigorously tested for reliability (Boyle & Radocy, 1987; Stivers, 1972).  Watkins reported 

an equivalent forms reliability of .953 when the original cornet rating scale was given as 

a sight-reading assessment.  Farnum, when converting Watkin’s Cornet Rating Scale to a 

rating scale for all band instruments (the WFPS), reported equivalent forms reliabilities 

of .94 for grades 7–12.  Stivers (1972) reported equivalent forms reliability for the WFPS 

at .967 to .975.  Although equivalent forms reliability was not used in this study, internal 

reliability coefficients using split-half reliability were .88 and above, with most above .90 

(with the exception of combined rhythm and hesitation errors using the odd-even split 

which were calculated at .51 and .56 for the two tests).  Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 

ranged from .90 to .95, and Kuder-Richardson formula 20 coefficients ranged from .90 to 

.96.  Further comparisons can be made with Fridley (1993) and Scott (1996).  Fridley, 

whose sight-reading tests were for the purpose of measuring effects of music teaching 

methods on treatment and control groups, reported test-retest reliabilities for four tests at 
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.625, .925, .831, and .652.  Scott, who developed sight-singing tests for high school 

sopranos, reported Cronbach’s alpha at .30 to .84, although lower alpha coefficients were 

expected due to the need to calculate separate alphas for four levels of difficulty with two 

test items in each level.  Other studies that developed sight-reading assessments did not 

report internal reliability data (Lemay, 2008; Lowder, 1971, 1973).  The generally high 

reliability estimates for the tests of the present study indicate that the approach used to 

construct sight-reading assessments was successful, and compares favorably with similar 

studies. 

Implications for Guitar Pedagogy 

Music education research abounds in studies occupied with the development of 

reliable performance assessments that promote greater objectivity.  The tests and rating 

scales developed in this study have the potential to bring reliability and objectivity to the 

assessment of sight-reading skills on the classical guitar.  The instruments developed here 

may be used, with or without modification, for assessment of sight-reading skill in 

college auditions or semester jury exams.  The strong item discrimination indexes 

observed in these instruments makes them suitable for teachers to evaluate instructional 

effectiveness by administering these assessments as pre- and post-tests at the beginning 

and end of a semester.  The research methodology in the development of these 

instruments may be further used to develop instruments for application among guitarists 

of varying ages, skill levels, and style categories. 

The rating scale developed in this study permits the isolation of pitch error, 

rhythm error, and fluency (based on hesitations or stops).  This may allow teachers to use 
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these instruments as a diagnostic tool, enabling them to develop teaching strategies or 

materials to address with greater specificity the needs that are evidenced in diagnosis.  By 

separating scores for pitch and rhythm errors, teachers who use this type of assessment 

can evaluate specific deficiencies in their students’ reading skills which may then enable 

them to modify lesson plans to target those areas.  The scoring system could be further 

modified to include rating on additional elements, such as dynamics and expressive 

markings. 

Need for Further Research 

Item validity coefficients for the sight-reading assessments could not be obtained 

due to the lack of external criterion measures.  Validation of the assessments in this study 

was limited to careful attention to elements extracted from the survey, comparison to 

sample tests of the ABRSM and Trinity Guildhall curricula, close examination of the 

Royal Conservatory Guitar Syllabus, and review of the guitar literature recommended by 

survey respondents as appropriate sight-reading test material.  Validation studies of 

existing instruments, such as the sight-reading exams of the ABRSM, Trinity Guildhall, 

and Royal Conservatory curricula, or similar sight-reading assessments could provide 

further comparison data for future studies. 

Each histogram of both the pilot- and field-tested assessments exhibits a bi- or tri-

modal distribution of scores.  This may suggest that the sample tested represents two or 

more somewhat distinct populations.  The histograms (Figures 2–9) showing mean score 

distributions among institutions bear this out.  There tends to be a cluster of relatively 

high scores among students in more selective or elite institutions.  The lower and middle 
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distributions are found among community colleges and less selective four-year 

institutions.  It may be advisable for similar studies in the future to separate student 

populations by the degree of selectivity and program rigor of each institution. 

The survey responses indicated that respondents had students who were not guitar 

majors.  Twenty-two percent (n = 48 of 219) indicated that their teaching loads included 

guitar students who fit this description.  Pilot and field test administrators also indicated 

that some of the student participants were not guitar or music majors.  From this, it would 

appear that the sample included members of two distinct populations for whom music 

sight-reading standards would probably be quite different.  Students studying guitar as a 

second instrument, or for enrichment as opposed to professional development, would 

likely not be expected to have acquired the same entry-level reading proficiency as those 

studying guitar as a major instrument.  In the follow-up questionnaire, teachers rated the 

pilot tests as difficult for their freshman guitar majors, with three out of five expressing 

that they were not suitable for testing incoming students at their institution.  However, 

teachers rated the field tests between moderate and difficult for their freshman guitar 

majors, with five out of seven expressing that they were suitable for testing incoming 

students at their institution.  Further investigations should make a clear distinction 

between testing the skills of guitar majors and non-guitar majors.  The present study 

seems best suited for guitar majors.  Assessments that are purely monophonic, and 

restricted to the first or second fingerboard positions would perhaps have higher content 

validity for non-guitar majors. 

A study of this nature could be strengthened by a larger sample size.  The 
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recruitment of participants in the pilot and field tests proved to be difficult, but a 

replication of this study under the sponsorship of a widely recognized organization, such 

as the Guitar Foundation of America (GFA) or the American String Teachers Association 

(ASTA) might increase participation rates for both the teacher survey and recruitment for 

testing.  Such sponsorship would lend name recognition, credibility, and funding that 

would strengthen the potential for a larger pool of participants. 

This study was limited to classical guitar students at the college-entry level, but 

similar studies at the pre-college level would be desirable.  The support of organizations 

such as the National Association for Music Education (NAfME) for studies targeting 

students in secondary school guitar programs, and the Music Teachers National 

Association (MTNA) for guitar students of studio teachers would be logical extensions of 

the present study.  It would also be desirable to conduct similar studies among jazz 

guitarists and practitioners of other musical styles in which sight-reading skills are 

desirable. 

A reliable assessment of sight-reading skills for guitarists is a requisite for 

determining whether deficiencies are present.  Until now, discussion of possible causes of 

sight-reading deficiency has been conjectural (Hodel, 1991).  The availability of reliable 

assessments may facilitate research into the possible causes of sight-reading deficiencies 

and the evaluation of potential remedies. 

There are other questions that remain to be addressed in future research.  Do 

guitarists and their teachers maintain an insular attitude, assuming that guitarists have 

unique needs and are not expected to meet the requirements of other instrumentalists?  
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Do the demands of the guitar (the complexity of the fingerboard, the expectation that 

repertoire be memorized, etc.) exempt guitarists from having sight-reading standards in 

their field, or should their standards be lower than those for other instrumentalists?  Are 

sight-reading skills irrelevant or of minor importance in pursuing a career as a guitarist?  

Are such skills less important for guitarists than for other instrumentalists? Such 

questions beckon further investigation. 

 

This study is understood to be a beginning.  The elements that informed the sight-

reading tests developed here are tentative, based on preliminary inquiries and subject to 

refinement and adjustment in the future.  The cultivation of standards and their 

assessment is naturally a process that evolves over time, but every process has a 

beginning, and this study has hopefully provided some impetus. 

The instruments developed in this study show the potential to contribute empirical 

evidence to the inquiry into the sight-reading ability of guitarists.  Employment of these 

instruments and their further development, along with similar assessments, will enable 

criterion-referenced validation in the field of guitar reading studies, and hopefully 

contribute to the advancement of research in music reading skills among guitarists. 
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Appendix A 

Text of Electronic Guitar Sight-Reading Survey 

 
[Page 1] 
Part 1.  The first part of this survey is to gather information about the institution where 
you teach and the programs you offer.  If you teach in more than one institution, apply 
the questions below to the one with the largest number of guitar students. 
 

1. At what type of institution do you teach? 
§ Pre-college or college preparatory 
§ 2-year college 
§ 4-year college 
§ 4-year college with graduate school 
§ Other [text box] 

2. How many guitar teachers are on the faculty? (Include full-time, part-time, 
adjunct) 

§ One (only you) 
§ Two 
§ Three 
§ Four or more 

3. Approximately how many students are enrolled in different music degree 
programs at this institution? 

§ None (The institution does not grant music degrees, or the program is 
currently empty) [redirect to page 4, question 4] 

§ 1–20 
§ 21–40 
§ 41–60 
§ 61–80 
§ 81–100 
§ More than 100 

[Page 2] 
3a. Of those in music degree programs, how many students study classical guitar as 

their major instrument? 
§ None [redirect to page 4, question 4] 
§ 1–10 
§ 11–20 
§ 21–30 
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§ 31–40 
§ More than 40 

 
[Page 3] 

3b. At this institution, do you teach guitar students who are not guitar majors? 
§ Yes 
§ No 

3c. Approximately what percentage of your students are guitar majors? 
§ Less than 20% 
§ 21–40% 
§ 41–60% 
§ 61–80% 
§ 81–100% 

[Page 4] 
4. Is an audition on guitar required for any programs at your institution in which 

guitar is taught? 
§ Yes 
§ No [redirect to page 6, question 5] 

[Page 5] 
4a. Is sight-reading from standard staff notation a part of the audition process? 

§ Yes 
§ No 

[Page 6] 
5. Is a sight-reading test of standard staff notation part of periodic performance 

assessments, such as juries or for placement purposes? 
§ Yes 
§ No 

6. If you administer sight-reading tests of standard staff notation at any time from 
the point of application for admission to the point of graduation, do you use any 
kind of standardized test developed outside of your institution? 

§ Yes 
§ No [redirect to page 8, question 7] 
§ Sight-reading tests are never administered at this institution. [redirect to 

page 8, question 7] 
[Page 7] 

6a. Please indicate the source of your sight-reading tests. If what you use is not listed, 
please give a brief description of it in the text box. 

§ Associated Board of the Royal Schools of Music (UK) 
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§ Trinity Guildhall (UK) 
§ Royal Conservatory of Music (Canada) 
§ Other [text box] 

[Page 8] 
Part 2.  The next part of this survey is to gather information about what guitar teachers 
believe should be included in a sight-reading test that may be administered as part of an 
undergraduate college audition for classical guitar.  If you do not presently use a sight-
reading test at auditions, or if you do not require auditions, think about these questions as 
if you were planning to do so in the future.  Keep in mind that the items in this portion 
are what you would like to see tested, not necessarily the minimum requirements for 
acceptance.  Some questions will be followed by text boxes where you may clarify or 
qualify your answers. 
 
Please select from the following the items you think should be included in a sight-reading 
test for admission as an undergraduate classical guitar major. 
 
The first group of questions has to do with the density and texture of the music on a sight-
reading exam. 

 
7. Which of the following musical textures should be included? 

§ Monophonic (single, unaccompanied melodic line) [redirect to page 12, 
question 8] 

§ Homophonic (melodic material supported by chords, or arpeggio texture) 
[continue to next page] 

§ Polyphonic (more than one simultaneous melodic line) [redirect to page 
10, question 7b] 

§ A mix of the above textures [redirect to page 11, question 7c] 
[Page 9] 

7a. Homophonic textures should use chords consisting of 
§ Simple major and minor triads of no more than three voices 
§ Major and minor triads of more than three voices 
§ Seventh chords 
§ Diminished, augmented, extended, or altered chords 
§ Other [text box] 
[after any response, redirect to page 12, question 8] 

[Page 10] 
7b. Polyphonic texture should consist of 

§ 2 voice parts, one of which is mostly open-string bass notes 
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§ 2 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 
§ 3 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 
§ 4 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 
§ Other [text box] 
[after any response, redirect to page 12, question 8] 

[Page 11] 
7c. Homophonic textures should use chords consisting of 

§ Simple major and minor triads of no more than three voices 
§ Major and minor triads of more than three voices 
§ Seventh chords 
§ Diminished, augmented, extended, or altered chords 
§ Other [text box] 

7d. Polyphonic texture should consist of 
§ 2 voice parts, one of which is mostly open-string bass notes 
§ 2 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 
§ 3 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 
§ 4 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 
§ Other [text box] 

[Page 12] 
The next questions have to do with the pitch material of a sight-reading exam. 
 

8. Sight-reading tests may include MAJOR keys with key signatures of (Check the 
groups with the highest number of sharps and highest number of flats you believe 
are appropriate.) 

§ 0 sharps or flats 
§ 1–2 sharps 
§ 1–2 flats 
§ 3–4 sharps 
§ 3–4 flats 
§ 5 or more sharps 
§ 5 or more flats 

9. Sight-reading tests may include MINOR keys with key signatures of (Check the 
groups with the highest number of sharps and highest number of flats you believe 
are appropriate.) 

§ 0 sharps or flats 
§ 1–2 sharps 
§ 1–2 flats 
§ 3–4 sharps 



154 
	
  

	
  

§ 3–4 flats 
§ 5 or more sharps 
§ 5 or more flats 

10. Should sight-reading tests include material based in modal scales? 
§ Yes 
§ No 

11. Should sight-reading tests be mainly diatonic, but with chromatic notes included: 
§ No chromatic notes should be included. 
§ 1–2 sharps or flats outside the key signature? 
§ 3–4 sharps or flats outside the key signature? 
§ 5 or more sharps or flats outside the key signature? 
§ Any number of sharps or flats plus occasional double sharps or double 

flats? 
12. Should sight-reading tests be based on systems other than diatonic major, minor, 

or modal, such as atonality (serial or free), centricity, pantonality, non-western 
musical systems? 

§ Yes 
§ No 

13. Which of the following should be the largest melodic intervals used? 
§ 3rds through 5ths 
§ 6ths through octaves 
§ Larger than octaves 

14. The range of pitches covered should extend to which of the following regions of 
the fingerboard? 

§ 1st position (open strings through 4th fret) 
§ 2nd position (up through the 5th fret) 
§ 3rd position (up through the 6th fret) 
§ 5th position (up through the 8th fret) 
§ 7th position (up through the 10th fret) 
§ 9th position (up through the 12th fret) 
§ Range should extend above the 12th fret 

15. Should there be position shifts during the sight-reading test? 
§ Yes 
§ No 

[Page 13] 
The next questions have to do with temporal aspects, such as time values of notes, meter 
and tempo.  Keep in mind the texture and density of the music, and the fingerboard range 
specified in the previous questions. 
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16. What should be the smallest time value of notes used? 
§ Quarter notes 
§ Eighth notes 
§ Sixteenth notes 
§ Thirty-second notes 
§ Smaller than thirty-second notes 

17. Should tuplets (such as triplets in simple meter or duplets in compound meter) be 
included? 

§ Yes 
§ No 

18. Sight-reading tests could be in any of the following meters (check all that apply): 
§ Common simple meters, such as 2/4, ¾, 4/4, cut time, etc. 
§ Less common simple meters, such as 5/4, 7/8, 11/8, etc. 
§ Common compound meters, such as 6/8, 9/8, 12/8 
§ Less common compound meters, such as 12/16, 9/4, etc. 
§ Other: [text box] 

19. Should there be meter changes or polymeters in the sight-reading test? 
§ Yes 
§ No 

20. Keeping in mind the smallest note value selected earlier, and assuming the beat 
unit is the quarter note, the tempo of the sight-reading test should be: 

§ 40–60 beats per minute 
§ 60–72 beats per minute 
§ 72–84 beats per minute 
§ 84–96 beats per minute 
§ 96–108 beats per minute 
§ 108–120 beats per minute 
§ 120–132 beats per minute 
§ 132–144 beats per minute 
§ Faster than 144 beats per minute 
§ There should be no tempo requirement 

21. During the sight reading exam, 
§ A metronome should be used and audible to the student. 
§ A metronome should be used to set the starting tempo and then no longer 

be audible to the student. 
§ A metronome should be used to set the starting tempo, check the ending 

tempo, but not be audible to the student during the performance. 
§ A metronome should not be used. 
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[Page 14] 
The following questions have to do with fingerings, length of exam, tone and expressive 
elements. 

22. Should any fingering, string numbering, or position numbering appear on the 
exam? 

§ No 
§ Only what is need to clarify position changes or a mix of open strings and 

upper position notes. 
§ Fingering, string, and position numbers should be used in moderation. 
§ Fingering, string, and position numbers should be used extensively. 

23. The length of the sight-reading performance piece should be 
§ 4 measures 
§ 4–8 measures 
§ 8–12 measures 
§ 12–16 measures 
§ More than 16 measures 
§ Other [text box] 

24. How important are the following elements on a sight-reading test? 
 Not 

important, 
should not 
be tested 

Of small 
importance 

Moderately 
important 

Very 
important 

Essential 

Dynamics      
Tone quality      
Articulation, 
e.g., staccato 

     

Étouffé 
(palm mute) 

     

Timbral 
effects (sul 
tasto, sul 
ponticello) 

     

Open string 
harmonics 

     

Left-hand-
assisted 
harmonics 

     

 
24a. Feel free to include any other elements that you feel may or should be included, 

and how important you believe they are. [text box] 
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[Page 15] 
25. In the following text box, please feel free to add additional items, further clarify 

or qualify any of your previous responses, express your thoughts about sight-
reading skills among classical guitarists, or ask any questions.  I value your input 
in this matter. [text box] 

26. If you were to choose three pieces from the classical guitar literature that you feel 
would, in style and level of difficulty, be suitable representative college-entry 
sight-reading pieces, what would you choose?  Please list them in the text box 
below, indicating title and composer and feel free to comment on each one. [text 
box] 

 
[Submit button] [Confirmation Page] 
 
Thanks! 
Your responses have been anonymously recorded. 
My email address is: 
xxxxxx@xxxxx.xxx 
 
I would appreciate hearing from you at this address for two additional purposes: 
1.  If you have a syllabus for classical guitar study at your institution, please attach a copy 
as a Word file (doc or docx) or a pdf file to an email sent to this address.  If this 
information is posted on your institution’s website, you may, if you prefer, provide the 
web address at which it may be found.  This information will be sent to me separately 
from the above survey items which will remain anonymous. 
2. Also, I will be recruiting teachers and students for field-testing of the sight-reading 
assessment that results from this study.  If I may contact you for further participation, 
please indicate so by forwarding contact information (email, phone, postal address) using 
the same email address.  Expressing interest in future participation does not obligate you 
to do so.  On the other hand, if you do not wish me to contact you in the future, use the 
same email address to request removal from my email list.  Again, this information will 
be sent to me separately from the above survey items which will remain anonymous. 
 
I thank you very much for your time and attention in filling out this survey. 
 
Charles 
xxxxx@xxxxx.xxx  
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Appendix B 

Text of Advance Email Sent Prior To Survey 

 
Dear Colleague, 

Within the next few days you will be receiving an email with a link to a survey I am 
conducting in order to establish base-line sight-reading standards for guitarists at the 
college entry level.  I am conducting this research as part of my doctoral dissertation at 
Boston University.  Additional information on the study will be included in the 
introductory email.  As a guitar professional, I truly value your expert advice, and I hope 
you will give serious consideration to the completion of this survey. 

If you do not want to receive this survey, please respond to this email with “Remove” 
typed in the subject line, and I will remove your email address from my lists. 

Sincerely, 

Charles Truitt 
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Appendix C 

Text of Survey Email 

 
Dear Colleague, 
 
I am conducting a survey as part of a study to establish baseline sight-reading 
competencies among classical guitarists at the college entry level with the intention of 
designing appropriate assessments of those skills.  I am the principal investigator in this 
study which is being undertaken in the course of my doctoral dissertation research at 
Boston University. 
 
The recipients of this survey should somehow be involved in teaching and assessing 
students of classical guitar at the college/university level, or preparing classical guitar 
students for college-level study.  If you believe this survey has reached you in error or for 
any other reason choose not to participate, you may opt out and have your email address 
removed from this list by emailing me at the address below and typing “Remove” in the 
subject line: 
 
xxxxx@xxxxx.xxx 
 
If you teach a guitar style other than classical (such as jazz or popular music), but at times 
may be involved in assessing classical guitar students’ sight-reading ability, you are 
welcome to complete this survey.  If there are other qualified faculty at your institution 
who may have an interest in this study and did not receive this survey, please forward this 
email to them. 
 
Except for optional information requested on the confirmation page after this survey that 
will be sent to my email address, the survey data will reach me anonymously.  The email 
list to which this survey has been sent will not be shared with any party whatsoever, and 
will be deleted upon the completion of this research.  No personal information is being 
collected in this survey.  Participation in this study is completely voluntary, and you may 
exit the survey at any time.  Any data collected prior to exiting the survey will not be 
recorded. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this research, either now or at any time in the future, 
please feel free to ask them by contacting D. Charles Truitt at XXX-XXX-XXXX, ext 
XXXX or xxxxx@xxxxx.xxx. Questions may also be addressed to the faculty advisor, 
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Dr. XXXX XXXX at XXX-XXX-XXXX or xxxxx@xxxxx.xxx.  You may obtain further 
information about your rights as a research subject by calling the Boston University, 
Charles River Campus Institutional Review Board at 617-358-6115. 
 
Estimated completion time for this survey is 10–15 minutes.  I would appreciate it if you 
complete this survey by October 1, 2011.  Thank you for your participation.  Your 
thoughtful responses are truly valued. 
 
By clicking on the link below, you are indicating that you have read the above consent 
notice and agree to participate in the survey.  You may change your mind and exit the 
survey at any time. 
 
Click on the link below to enter the survey. 
 
https://spreadsheets.google.com/spreadsheet/viewform?formkey=dE5EN3V3TE14TG44
RURVRkdJN21Ya3c6MQ 
 
 
Thank you for your help in collecting this information. 

Sincerely, 

Charles Truitt 
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Appendix D 

Text of Follow-Up Email 1 

 
Dear Colleague, 
 
I want to thank each of you for completing the Guitar Sight-Reading Survey.  You are not 
only helping me in my research, but contributing data that may one day address what 
many of us perceive to be a serious need in our profession. 
 
If you have not yet completed the survey, there is still time.  The more respondents I 
have, the closer the sample comes to representing the views of the professional 
population.  In case you didn’t receive the email with the survey link, I have reproduced 
it below. 
 
Again, thank you all for your assistance in this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
Charles Truitt 
 
 
[Text of original email invitation (Appendix C) followed] 
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Appendix E 

Text of Follow-Up Email 2 

 
Final Survey Reminder 
 
Dear Colleague, 
 
One final reminder, if you haven’t already completed the Guitar Sight-Reading Survey, 
the survey will be available until midnight EDT October 1.  The more respondents I have, 
the closer the sample comes to representing the views of the professional population. 
 
If you have already completed it, I thank you for your contribution.  As I mentioned in 
my previous follow-up email, you are not only helping me in my research, but 
contributing data that may one day address what many of us perceive to be a serious need 
in our profession. 
 
For your convenience, here is the link to the survey: 
 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheet/viewform?formkey=dEF2OHlZVVhTeVRoRXFES
HI5Z0dEWUE6MQ 

 
Thanks for your help, 
 
Charles 
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Appendix F 

Analysis of Existing Guitar Sight-Reading Assessments 

Table F1 

Associated Board of the Royal Schools of Music Guitar Specimen Sight-Reading Tests. Grades 1–8 (2008)a 
 Grade 
Element 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Meter 4  3  2 
4  4  4 Same 3b 

8 
6 
8 Samec 5  9 

8  8 
7 
8 

5  12 
4   8 

Rhythm, time 
values 

8th  
 

8th, dotted 
quarter-8th  Same 

16th, dotted 
quarter-16ths 
(2) 

16th, dotted 
8th-16th  

16th, triplet 8ths, 
Sicilienne 

16ths, tempo 
change 
syncopation, 

16ths, hemiola 

Texture Mono Mono Mono & 
Homo (arp.) 

Poly1 (2v), 
Homo (arp.) 

Poly (2v), 
Homo (3v) 

Poly (2v), 
Homo (4v) 

Poly (2v), 
Homo (4v) 

Poly (2v), 
Homo (4v) 

Pitch range A2–G4 A2–G4 E2–A4 E2–A4 E2–C5 E2–C5 E2–D5 E2–F5 
Finger-board 
position I I I, II I, II I, II, III, V I–V I–VII I–X 

Key signature 

None,  
1 sharp,  
1 flat 
M&m 

None,  
1 sharp,  
1 flat 
M&m 

None, 2 
sharps, 1 
flat 
M&m 

None, 3 
sharps,  
1 flat 
M&m 

1–3 sharps,  
1 flat 
M&m 

1–3 sharps 
M&m 

4 sharps,  
2 flats 
M&m, 
Modes, 
Blues 

1 sharp,  
2 flats 
M&m, 
Phrygian 

Chromatics 1 sharp 1 sharp 2 sharps 2 sharps 
3 sharps,  
1 flat, 
1 nat. 

4 sharps, 4 
nats. 

3 sharps,  
4 nats.,  
1 flat 

3 sharps,  
1 nat.,  
1 flat 

Accents, tenuto No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Staccato No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 
Dynamics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Minimal fingering Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

aABRSM (2008) 
bEach successive grade continues material of the previous grade. Only new elements are shown. 
cShaded areas approximately coincide with survey findings. 
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Table F2	
  

Trinity Guildhall Sound at Sight. Guitar. Initial-Grade 8 (2004)a 
 

 Grade 
Element Init. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Meter 2  4 
4  4 Same 3b 

4 Same Same 6 
8 

3 
8 Samec 

2  5 
2  8 
Meter change 

Rhythm, time 
values Quarter Same Same 8th  

8th, Dotted 
quarter-8th, 
sync. 

16ths, 
Sicilienne 

16ths, dotted 
8th-16th 

16ths, triplet 
8ths 

16ths, triplet 
16ths  

Texture Monod  Mono Mono 
Mono, Poly 
(2v) & Homo 
(arp.) 

Poly (2v), 
Homo (3v  
& arp.) 

Poly (2v), 
Homo (3v  
& arp.) 

Poly (2v), 
Homo (5v 
& arp.) 

Poly (2v), 
Homo (4v  
& arp.) 

Poly (2v), 
Homo (5v  
& arp.) 

Pitch range E2–G4 E2–G4 E2–G4 E2–A4 E2–A4 E2–A4 E2–C5 E2–D5 E2–F5 
Finger-board 
position I I I I, II I, II I, II I–V I–VII I–X 

Key signature None None 

None,  
1 sharp 
M&m, 
Mode 

None,  
1 sharp,  
1 flat 
M&m 

None,  
1 sharp,  
1 flat 
M&m 

None,  
3 sharps, 
1 flat 
M&m 

4 sharps,  
2 flats 
M&m 

4 sharps,  
2 flats 
M&m 

3 sharps,  
3 flats 
M&m 

Chromatics None None None 1 sharp, 1 nat. 
2 sharps,  
1 flat,  
1 nat. 

3 sharps,  
1 flat,  
1 nat. 

3 sharps,  
1 flat,  
1 nat. 

4 sharps,  
1 double 
sharp 

3 sharps,  
2 flats,  
3 nats. 

Accents, tenuto No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Staccato No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Dynamics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Minimal 
fingering No No No No No No No No No 

aSollory (2004a, 2004b) 
bEach successive grade continues material of the previous grade. Only new elements are shown. 
cShaded areas approximately coincide with survey findings. 
dWith implied bass. 



 
	
  

	
  

165 

Table F3 	
  

Royal Conservatory of Music Bridges: A Comprehensive Guitar Series (2011)a 
 

 Grade 
Element Prep. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Meter 2 3 4 

4 4 4 
9b   
8 
Cut time, 
common time 

12 
 8, 
Meter 
change 

Same 7   7 
16  8, 
no meter 

Samec 5  7 
4  4 

2 3 
2 2 

Same 

3  6  5 
8  8  8 
Meter change 

2 3 4 
8 8 8, 
Un-measured 

3 + 6 
4    8 
6 + 3 
4    2 

Rhythm, time 
values 

16th, dotted 
8th-16th, sync. 

Dotted 8th-16th Triplet 8ths, 
Sicilienne 

Dotted 
16th-32nd  

Dotted 
16th-32nd, 
32nds 

Triplet 
16ths  

Triplet 
quarters,  
32nds, 
Quintuplets 

Double-
dotted 8th-
32nd, 
Hemiola 

Advanced 
tuplets 

Texture Poly (easy 
2v), 
Homo (4v & 
arp.) 

Poly (2v), 
Mostly homo 
(3v & 4v), 1 
with large 
chords 

Poly (2v), 
Imitation, 
Homo (3v & 
4v), some 
large chords 

Same Same Homo 
(block & 
arp.), 
Poly (3v), 
Imit. 

Poly (2v), 
Homo (4v) 

Poly (3v) Poly (3v), 
Adv. homo 

Pitch range E2–A4 E2–E5 E2–E5 E2–B4 E2–E5 E2–F#5 E2–F#5 E2–A5 E2–A5 
Finger-board 
position 

I–III I–X I–VII I–III, some 
V & VII 

I–IX I–XI I–XI I–XIV I–XIV 

Key signature None, 1–3 
sharps, 1 flat 
Incl. key 
change & 
modes 

1–2 sharps,  
1 flat 
Incl. blues scale 
& modes 

3 sharps,  
key change 

4 sharps,  
1	
  flat 

4 sharps, 
4	
  flats 

4 sharps, 
1	
  flat 

4 sharps,  
1	
  flat 

4	
  sharps,  
1	
  flat 

4	
  sharps,  
2	
  flats 

Chromatics 4	
  sharps, 1	
  
flat 

4	
  sharps,  
2	
  flats, 1 nat 

6	
  sharps,  
1	
  flat, 3 nats, 
1 double 
sharp 

8	
  sharps, 
4	
  flats, 
4 nats 

5	
  sharps, 
5	
  flats, 
3 nats 

5	
  sharps, 
3	
  flats, 
1	
  nat 

Dissonant 
styles, non-
tonal, non-
diatonic 

Extreme Extreme 

Accents, tenuto Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Staccato Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Dynamics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Minimal 
fingering 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

aRoyal Conservatory of Music (2011a) 
bEach successive grade continues material of the previous grade. Only new elements are shown. 
cShaded areas approximately coincide with survey findings. 
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Appendix G 

Prototype Assessment 1 (PTSR – 1) 
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Appendix H 

Prototype Assessment 2 (PTSR – 2) 
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Appendix I 

Prototype Assessment 3 (PTSR – 3) 
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Appendix J 

Prototype Assessment 4 (PTSR – 4) 
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Appendix K 

Prototype Assessment 5 (PTSR – 5) 
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Appendix L 

Prototype Assessment 6 (PTSR – 6) 
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Appendix M 

Conformity of Prototype Tests With Survey Findings 

 
 Survey Prototype Test 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Meter Common 

simple & 
compound 

6 
8 

4 
4 

3 
4 

4 
4 

2 
4 

2 
2 

Rhythm, 
time 
values 

Smallest value 
= 16th, 
some tuplets 

8th 8th 16th, 
triplets 16th 16th Quarter 

Texture Mix of poly 
(2v) & homo 
(3v), 
some mono 

Poly (2v), 
homo (3–
4v) 

Poly 
(2v), 
some 
homo 
(3v) 

Poly 
(2v), 
homo 
(3v) 

Poly (2v) Poly (2v) Poly (2v) 

Pitch range E2 – C5 E2 – A5 G2 – Bb E2 – B5 F#2 – B5 E2 – B5 E2 – C5 
Fingerboard 
position 

I – V I – V I – VI I – IV I – III I – VI I – V 

Key signature Major: 
3–4 sharps, 1–
2 flats 
Minor: 
1–2 sharps,  
1–2 flats, 
Some 
modality 

Major:  
4 sharps, 
some 
modality 

Minor:  
2 flats 

Major:  
3 sharps 

Minor:  
2 sharps 

Major:  1 
sharp 

Minor:  
1 flat 

Chromatics 1–2 sharps or 
flats 

2 nats 1 sharp,  
1 nat 

1 sharp,  
1 flat,  
2 nats 

1 sharp 2 sharps 1 sharp 

Articulation 
marks 

Yes (of 
moderate 
importance) 

No No No No No No 

Dynamics Yes (of 
moderate 
importance) 

No No No No No No 

Fingering Yes, minimal Yes No No No Yes Yes 
Length 12–16mm 18 + rep. 16 16 13 16 16 
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Appendix N 

Content Analysis of Prototype Test 1 
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Appendix O 

Content Analysis of Prototype Test 2 

 

 



 
	
  

	
  

176 

Appendix P 

Content Analysis of Prototype Test 3 
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Appendix Q 

Content Analysis of Prototype Test 4 
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Appendix R 

Content Analysis of Prototype Test 5 
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Appendix S 

Content Analysis of Prototype Test 6 
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Appendix T 

Pilot Test Rating Scale 

 
	
  

	
  

	
  

PTSR – 1 
Rating Scale 
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Appendix U 

Instructions for Administering Pilot Test of Sight-Reading Examinations 

 
There are six sight-reading exams in this group.  Before administering them to your 
students, play through them and become familiar with them.  There will be opportunity to 
critique them yourself in the enclosed questionnaire that is to be completed after the 
exams are given.  Also, familiarize yourself with the marking sheets for each exam and 
the instructions. 
 
The conditions of the examination room should be the same as or similar to those of an 
audition, with as few outside distractions as possible.  The music stand should be well lit 
and adjusted to a position with which the student is comfortable, and the student’s chair 
should be comparable to what is normally used for lessons.  Students are free to use 
whatever type of footstand or guitar support to which they are accustomed. 
 
It is expected that the administration of the full set of six exams will take approximately 
10 minutes for each student.  Some may take longer, others may finish in less time.  
There is no tempo requirement for each exam.  A metronome is not to be used during the 
exam. 
 
Prior to giving the exam, you will need your recording apparatus set up and ready to start 
recording.  You will also need a watch, clock, or timer on hand for timing the 30 second 
review period prior to the start of each exam. 
 
Students waiting to take the exam should not be able to observe or hear the previous 
student.  Only the student taking the exam and the teacher(s) administering the exam 
should be present in the room. 
 
Each student should be given all six exams in a single sitting.  If you are testing more 
than one student, and the tests must be given on different days, the testing conditions 
should be the same for each student. 
 
Letters of informed consent were sent as emails to the students.  Check with each student 
to make sure they read and understood them and are willing to proceed with the exam.  
Remind them that their participation is voluntary, that their performance will in no way 
affect their grade, and they may discontinue the exam at any time. 
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Please follow the following steps in giving the exams: 
1. Each student is permitted to visually examine each exam for 30 seconds prior to 

the start of the performance.  During this visual examination, the student is free to 
sing, tap rhythms, and try out portions on the guitar. 

2. You will give a cue when the 30 second preliminary examination time is over, at 
which time the student should be ready to start. 

3. You will say “Begin,” at which time you will start recording and the student will 
begin playing. 

4. As the student is playing, you will be following the score on the rating sheet and 
marking it accordingly. 

5. When the student has completed each exam, stop the recording, and remove the 
exam just completed from the music stand, and replace it with the next exam, at 
which time steps 1–5 will be repeated until all six exams have been given. 

6. In the event that a student is unable to complete an examination piece due to 
difficulty or performance anxiety, they should not be coerced in any way to 
continue.  The recording should be stopped immediately.  If the student is willing 
to proceed to the next piece, the testing resumes and the above steps are repeated.  
On the score sheet for the piece that was discontinued, make a note at the measure 
where the student stopped and did not resume.  If the student is not willing to 
continue the testing, the exam is over, and the student is considered to have 
withdrawn from the study.  The scoring sheet for that student is to be destroyed. 

 
Upon the completion of each student’s testing, staple or paper clip the score sheets for 
that student together in the order in which the exam pieces were given to that student. 
 
IMPORTANT: The number on the rating sheet for each student is to also be the file 
name of the MP3 audio file. 
 
When the exams have been given, please take a few moments to complete the enclosed 
questionnaire.  When finished, all documents should be returned to the researcher in the 
postage-paid mailer provided.  In the event that the mailer is damaged or misplaced, 
please return all items to: 
 

D. Charles Truitt 
[Address] 

 
The MP3 recording files should be sent as email attachments to xxxxx@xxxxx.xxx.  Be 
sure the files have file names matching the code numbers on each student’s rating sheet. 
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Checklist of documents to return: 
 

o Sight-Reading Exams (SR 1–6) 
o Rating sheets 
o Questionnaire  

 
Thank you for your help in this research project. 
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Appendix V 

Rating Sheet Instructions 

 
Place a single “x” or checkmark in the appropriate boxes for each measure in which you 
detected a pitch or rhythm error.  Each type of error should only be marked once even if 
it occurred more than once in that measure. 
 
If the student hesitates or stops, but then resumes, check the “hesitation or stop” box.  
There may be some ambivalence as to whether an error is a “rhythm” error or a 
“hesitation.”  It is advised that you trust your initial response and not linger at a measure. 
 
If there are no errors, no boxes should be checked for that measure.  There may be as 
many as three boxes checked in any one measure.  If more than one error of the same 
type occurs in a measure, it is only counted once. 
 
You do not need to count or tally the errors.  This will be done by the researcher. 
 
Also, please circle the appropriate responses for tempo and fluency at the bottom of the 
page. 
 
Keep the rating sheets for each student in order and separate from those of other students.  
The number code at the top of each rating sheet should be the file name for the recording 
of that exam. 
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Appendix W 

Teacher Questionnaire 

(To be completed by the test administrators after all students have been tested) 
 
 

1. How would you rate the overall level of difficulty of these exams for freshmen guitar 
majors at your institution? 

Very easy Easy Moderate Difficult Very difficult 

         

2. Do you feel that these exams are suitable for testing the sight-reading ability of incoming 
freshmen at your institution? 

No___   Yes___ 

3. How easy or difficult did you find the scoring sheets for the exams? 

Very easy Easy Moderate Difficult Very difficult 

 

4. Do you believe the scoring sheets enabled you to arrive at an accurate assessment of each 
student’s performance on the exams? 

No___   Yes___ 

5. How easy or difficult did you find the overall administration of the exams? 

Very easy Easy Moderate Difficult Very difficult 

 

6. Did you perceive any actual or potential problems with any of the exams or their scoring 
sheets? If yes, please feel free to elaborate below. 

No___   Yes___ 

Feel free to add any additional comments that will help in the evaluation and refinement of these 
sight-reading assessments.  Use the back of this sheet and attach other sheets if necessary. 
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Appendix X 

Pilot Test Recruitment and Consent Email Text 

 

Dear Guitar Student: 

We would like permission to enroll you as a participant in a research study.  The title of 
the study is “The Music Sight-Reading Skills of Classical Guitarists at the College Entry 
Level: Standards and their Assessment” and the purpose of the study is to develop 
standards of sight-reading achievement on the classical guitar and a test that will 
accurately and reliably measure that achievement.  The Principal Investigator is D. 
Charles Truitt, a Doctoral student at Boston University, and the project is being 
completed for his dissertation research. 

Procedures 

If you volunteer to participate in this study, we will ask you to complete a guitar sight-
reading exam, individually administered, in which you will play at sight six short musical 
excerpts of approximately ¾ to 1 ½ minutes duration each (total playing time will be 
approximately 6 ½ minutes).  You will be given detailed instructions as to how to 
proceed with the exam, and you are permitted to visually examine each excerpt for up to 
30 seconds before beginning to play.  Your performance will be rated by your guitar 
instructor(s) using a standard rating sheet provided by the researcher.  An audio recording 
will be made of your performance.  This recording will not be published or disseminated 
in any way, and will be destroyed upon the completion of this research.  This rating will 
in no way affect your grade or standing at your institution. 

Potential Risks and Discomforts 

There are no known risks associated with participating in the study.  If you have a history 
of experiencing performance anxiety, but the symptoms are not severe, there should be 
no more discomfort from anxiety than you would experience in a casual performance or 
guitar lesson.  If you have a tendency to experience severe symptoms from performance 
anxiety, it may be best if you decline to participate in the study.  If you choose to 
participate, you may quit the study at any time. 

Benefits 

This study is expected to benefit the field of music education, particularly the study of 
guitar, by establishing objective standards for sight-reading music on the guitar and 
providing a standardized assessment tool for measuring achievement in sight-reading.  
You will not receive any direct benefits from participating in this study. 
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Compensation 

You will not receive any compensation for participating in this study. 

Confidentiality 

There will be no personal information gathered from any participants in the exam in this 
study.  All exam participants will remain anonymous, and exam rating sheets and 
recordings will be coded by number.  No information gathered from this study will be 
traceable to participants in the study.  Information gathered from this study will be 
published only in aggregate form (for example, tables of information).  No identifiable 
information will be included in any presentation or publication. 

Voluntary Participation 

Your participation in this research is purely voluntary.  Refusing to participate or 
discontinuing participation will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled.  Should you discontinue participation, you can request that all data 
previously collected from you be deleted. 

Contacts 

If you have any questions regarding this research, either now or at any time in the future, 
please feel free to ask them.  The Principal Investigator—D. Charles Truitt at XXX-
XXX-XXXX, ext XXXX or xxxxx@xxxxx.xxx will be happy to answer any questions 
you have.  Questions may also be addressed to the faculty advisor, Dr. XXXX XXXXX 
at XXX-XXX-XXXX or xxxxxxxx@xxxx.xxx.  You may obtain further information 
about your rights as a research subject by calling the Boston University Institutional 
Review Board for Human Subjects Research at 617-358-6115. 

Agreement to Participate 

Your verbal consent to the administering guitar instructor(s) constitutes 
acknowledgement that you have received, read, and understood this informed consent, 
and your proceeding with the exam is implicit agreement.  You may keep this informed 
consent letter for your records. 

Thank you for your help in this research. 
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Appendix Y 

Field Test Sight-Reading Assessment 1 (FTSR – 1) 
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Appendix Z 

Field Test Sight-Reading Assessment 2  (FTSR – 2) 
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Appendix AA 

Conformity of Field Tests with Survey Findings 

 
 
Musical Element 

Survey Field Test  
1 2 

Meter Common simple & 
compound 
 

4 
4 

6 
8 

Rhythm, 
time 
values 
 

Smallest value = 16th,  
some tuplets Quarter 8th 

Texture Mix of poly (2v) & 
homo (3v), 
some mono 
 

Mono 
Poly (2v), 
homo (3–4v) 

Poly (2v), 
homo (3–4v) 

Pitch range E2 – C5 
 

E2 – C5 E2 – A5 

Fingerboard 
position 
 

I – V I – V I – V 

Key signature Major: 
3–4 sharps, 1–2 flats 
Minor: 
1–2 sharps, 1–2 flats 
Some modality 
 

Minor: 2 sharps, some 
modality 

Major: 4 sharps, some 
modality 

Chromatics 
 

1–2 sharps or flats 2 sharps, 1 natural 2 naturals 

Articulation  
Marks 
 

Yes (of moderate 
importance) 

No No 

Dynamics 
 

Yes (of moderate 
importance) 
 

No No 

Fingering 
 

Yes, minimal No Yes, minimal 

Length 12–16mm 28 18 + rep. 
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Appendix AB 

Content Analysis of Field Test 1 
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Appendix AC 

Content Analysis of Field Test 2 
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Appendix AD 

Field Test Rating Scale 
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Appendix AE 

Summary of Survey Results, Including Text Responses 

(Individual text responses are separated by a slash [/]) 
 
 

1. At what type of institution do you teach? [241 responses] n % 
§ Pre-college or college preparatory 7 3% 
§ 2-year college 42 17% 
§ 4-year college 83 34% 
§ 4-year college with graduate school 109 45% 
§ Other [text box] 0 0% 

2. How many guitar teachers are on the faculty? (Include full-time, part-time, adjunct) [241 
responses] 

§ One (only you) 87 36% 
§ Two 78 32% 
§ Three 33 14% 
§ Four or more 43 18% 

3. Approximately how many students are enrolled in different music degree programs at this 
institution? [241 responses] 

§ None (The institution does not grant music degrees, or the program is 
currently empty) 8 3% 

§ 1–20 27 11% 
§ 21–40 27 11% 
§ 41–60 22 9% 
§ 61–80 29 12% 
§ 81–100 23 10% 
§ More than 100 105 44% 

3a. Of those in music degree programs, how many students study classical guitar as their major 
instrument? [233 responses] 

§ None  14 6% 
§ 1–10 140 60% 
§ 11–20 45 19% 
§ 21–30 25 11% 
§ 31–40 3 1% 
§ More than 40 6 3% 

3b. At this institution, do you teach guitar students who are not guitar majors? [219 responses] 
§ Yes 171 78% 
§ No 48 22% 

3c. Approximately what percentage of your students are guitar majors? [219 responses] 
§ Less than 20% 78 36% 
§ 21–40% 31 14% 
§ 41–60% 25 11% 
§ 61–80% 16 7% 
§ 81–100% 69 32% 
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4. Is an audition on guitar required for any programs at your institution in which guitar is taught? 
[241 responses] 

§ Yes 192 80% 
§ No 49 20% 

4a. Is sight-reading from standard staff notation a part of the audition process? [192 responses] 
§ Yes 138 72% 
§ No 54 28% 

5. Is a sight-reading test of standard staff notation part of periodic performance assessments, such 
as juries or for placement purposes? [241 responses] 

§ Yes 129 54% 
§ No 112 46% 

6. If you administer sight-reading tests of standard staff notation at any time from the point of 
application for admission to the point of graduation, do you use any kind of standardized test 
developed outside of your institution? [241 responses] 

§ Yes 12 5% 
§ No 187 78% 
§ N/A 42 17% 

6a. Please indicate the source of your sight-reading tests. If what you use is not listed, please give 
a brief description of it in the text box. [12 responses] 

§ Associated Board of the Royal Schools of Music (UK) 0 0.00% 
§ Trinity Guildhall (UK) 1 0.41% 
§ Royal Conservatory of Music (Canada) 4 1.66% 
§ Other [text box] 7 2.90% 

Text responses: My own text,"Don't Fret the Frets"/Textbook assessment/GSP Student 
Repertoire Series for Guitar/examples from ca state university/Royal Conservatory of Music 
(Canada), Julio S. Segreras, Sor Studies, Carcassi Method, Carulli Preludes op. 114, Giulianu 
[sic] Studies/I use early music examples from Renaissance and Baroque eras that are free on-line 
for beginning students and standard classical rep that is also free on-line Giuliani, Sor etc.. for 
more advanced students/Own personalized 
7. Which of the following musical textures should be included? [241 responses] 

§ Monophonic (single, unaccompanied melodic line) 29 12% 
§ Homophonic (melodic material supported by chords, or arpeggio 

texture) 20 8% 
§ Polyphonic (more than one simultaneous melodic line) 7 3% 
§ A mix of the above textures 185 77% 

7a. Homophonic textures should use chords consisting of [241 responses] 
§ Simple major and minor triads of no more than three voices 9 4% 
§ Major and minor triads of more than three voices 6 2% 
§ Seventh chords 1 0% 
§ Diminished, augmented, extended, or altered chords 2 1% 
§ Other [text box] 223 93% 

Text responses: a mix of the first three categories/begin with two voices and grow to three, using 
all chord types through 7ths 
7b. Polyphonic texture should consist of [241 responses] 

§ 2 voice parts, one of which is mostly open-string bass notes 10 4% 
§ 2 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 11 5% 
§ 3 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 3 1% 
§ 4 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 1 0% 
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§ Other [text box] 216 90% 
Text responses: only a line supported by chords/one main voice with slower moving second 
voice 
7c. Homophonic textures should use chords consisting of [241 responses] 

§ Simple major and minor triads of no more than three voices 84 35% 
§ Major and minor triads of more than three voices 40 17% 
§ Seventh chords 32 13% 
§ Diminished, augmented, extended, or altered chords 28 12% 
§ Other [text box] 57 24% 

Text responses: a mix/It depends on the level of the student/ mixture of voicings/this would 
change depending on level of student/see 7a--same question/mixed - each answer seems too 
limitted [sic]/Alll [sic] the above/a mixture/mixed from the repertoire/can include all types, but in 
incomplete versions, usually three voices/any or all of the above depending on the level/all of the 
above/All of the above/Amix [sic] of all of the above/All of the above/harmonic and non-tonal 
music/a mix depending on style/all homophonic textures, including those which contain non-tonal 
vocabulary/all of the above/all of the above/Chord of 7th with pitches missing/Primarily diatonic 
harmony but not limited to triads only. Some simple chromatic harmony like secondary 
dominants and secondary diminished 7ths/the exam should begin with simple texture, and 
increase in texture and difficulty, allowing the examiner to assess the 'level' of the students 
capabilities/all the above/depends on level/2–3 notes, through 7th chords 
7d. Polyphonic texture should consist of [241 responses] 

§ 2 voice parts, one of which is mostly open-string bass notes 54 22% 
§ 2 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 115 48% 
§ 3 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 20 8% 
§ 4 voice parts of fairly equal melodic importance 7 3% 
§ Other [text box] 45 19% 

Text responses: It depends on the level of the student/mixture of texture/this would change 
depending on level of student/seed [sic] 7b--same question/a single line supported by 
chords/mixed from the repertoire/any and all depending on the student's level/A mix/A mix of all 
of the above/Any of the above textural challenges can be suitable as long as rhythmic complexity 
and many other aspects of musicianship skills are considered/the exam should begin with simple 
texture, and increase in texture and difficulty, allowing the examiner to assess the 'level' of the 
students capabilities/anything in two voices with occasional additions of the a third voice/level 
dependent - all above may be used at some point/two or more voice parts/one main voice with 
slower 2nd voice 
8. Sight-reading tests may include MAJOR keys with key signatures of (Check the groups with 
the highest number of sharps and highest number of flats you believe are appropriate.) [420 
responses] 

§ 0 sharps or flats 12 5% 
§ 1–2 sharps 72 30% 
§ 1–2 flats 111 46% 
§ 3–4 sharps 144 60% 
§ 3–4 flats 46 19% 
§ 5 or more sharps 16 7% 
§ 5 or more flats 19 8% 

9. Sight-reading tests may include MINOR keys with key signatures of (Check the groups with 
the highest number of sharps and highest number of flats you believe are appropriate.) [418 
responses] 
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§ 0 sharps or flats 16 7% 
§ 1–2 sharps 119 49% 
§ 1–2 flats 130 54% 
§ 3–4 sharps 84 35% 
§ 3–4 flats 37 15% 
§ 5 or more sharps 14 6% 
§ 5 or more flats 18 7% 

10. Should sight-reading tests include material based in modal scales? [241 responses] 
§ Yes 142 59% 
§ No 99 41% 

11. Should sight-reading tests be mainly diatonic, but with chromatic notes included: [241 
responses] 

§ No chromatic notes should be included. 12 5% 
§ 1–2 sharps or flats outside the key signature? 166 69% 
§ 3–4 sharps or flats outside the key signature? 39 16% 
§ 5 or more sharps or flats outside the key signature? 4 2% 
§ Any number of sharps or flats plus occasional double sharps or double 

flats? 20 8% 
12. Should sight-reading tests be based on systems other than diatonic major, minor, or modal, 
such as atonality (serial or free), centricity, pantonality, non-western musical systems? [241 
responses] 

§ Yes 53 22% 
§ No 188 78% 

13. Which of the following should be the largest melodic intervals used? [241 responses] 
§ 3rds through 5ths 42 17% 
§ 6ths through octaves 129 54% 
§ Larger than octaves 70 29% 

14. The range of pitches covered should extend to which of the following regions of the 
fingerboard? [241 responses] 

§ 1st position (open strings through 4th fret) 19 8% 
§ 2nd position (up through the 5th fret) 48 20% 
§ 3rd position (up through the 6th fret) 17 7% 
§ 5th position (up through the 8th fret) 69 29% 
§ 7th position (up through the 10th fret) 18 7% 
§ 9th position (up through the 12th fret) 53 22% 
§ Range should extend above the 12th fret 17 7% 

15. Should there be position shifts during the sight-reading test? [241 responses] 
§ Yes 176 73% 
§ No 65 27% 

16. What should be the smallest time value of notes used? [241 responses] 
§ Quarter notes 1 0.4% 
§ Eighth notes 64 26.6% 
§ Sixteenth notes 164 68.0% 
§ Thirty-second notes 11 4.6% 
§ Smaller than thirty-second notes 1 0.4% 

17. Should tuplets (such as triplets in simple meter or duplets in compound meter) be included? 
[241 responses] 

§ Yes 191 79% 
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§ No 50 21% 
18. Sight-reading tests could be in any of the following meters (check all that apply): [396 
responses] 

§ Common simple meters, such as 2/4, 3/4, 4/4, cut time, etc. 226 94% 
§ Less common simple meters, such as 5/4, 7/8, 11/8, etc. 26 11% 
§ Common compound meters, such as 6/8, 9/8, 12/8 134 56% 
§ Less common compound meters, such as 12/16, 9/4, etc. 7 3% 
§ Other: [text box] 3 1% 

Text response: less common meters can be easily solved when there is much repetion [sic] of 
patterns-common simple meters with moderate to high tempos and containing high amounts of 
syncopation can be more challenging 
19. Should there be meter changes or polymeters in the sight-reading test? [241 responses] 

§ Yes 42 17% 
§ No 199 83% 

20. Keeping in mind the smallest note value selected earlier, and assuming the beat unit is the 
quarter note, the tempo of the sight-reading test should be: [241 responses] 

§ 40–60 beats per minute 49 20% 
§ 60–72 beats per minute 82 34% 
§ 72–84 beats per minute 43 18% 
§ 84–96 beats per minute 13 5% 
§ 96–108 beats per minute 10 4% 
§ 108–120 beats per minute 5 2% 
§ 120–132 beats per minute 2 1% 
§ 132–144 beats per minute 0 0% 
§ Faster than 144 beats per minute 0 0% 
§ There should be no tempo requirement 37 15% 

21. During the sight reading exam, [241 responses] 
§ A metronome should be used and audible to the student. 41 17% 
§ A metronome should be used to set the starting tempo and then no 

longer be audible to the student. 29 12% 
§ A metronome should be used to set the starting tempo, check the 

ending tempo, but not be audible to the student during the 
performance. 17 7% 

§ A metronome should not be used. 154 64% 
22. Should any fingering, string numbering, or position numbering appear on the exam? [241 
responses] 

§ No 56 23% 
§ Only what is need to clarify position changes or a mix of open strings 

and upper position notes. 110 46% 
§ Fingering, string, and position numbers should be used in moderation. 63 26% 
§ Fingering, string, and position numbers should be used extensively. 6 2% 

Inserted text responses: all markings on score should be read, normal notation used/It may or 
may not, this is not a critical factor in determining the edition used/both should be used/ whatever 
may or may not appear in real music is reasonable/ Fingerings could be used, but not required to 
be followed especially since this is a sight reading exam/Use excerpts from actual fingered, 
edited, and published music 
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23. The length of the sight-reading performance piece should be [241 responses] 
§ 4 measures 3 1% 
§ 4–8 measures 48 20% 
§ 8–12 measures 73 30% 
§ 12–16 measures 84 35% 
§ More than 16 measures 28 12% 
§ Other [text box] 5 2% 

Text responses: Depends on time of jury/no opinion/eight bars or 16 bars: even/I do not think 
there should be sight reading tests/based on the previous questions, this is a totally idiotic 
question 
24. How important are the following elements on a sight-reading test?  
Dynamics [241 responses] 

Not important 31 13% 
Of small importance 71 29% 
Moderately important 100 41% 
Very important 33 14% 
Essential 6 2% 

Tone quality [241 responses] 
Not important 27 11% 
Of small importance 27 11% 
Moderately important 97 40% 
Very important 61 25% 
Essential 29 12% 

Articulation, e.g., staccato [241 responses] 
Not important 25 10% 
Of small importance 54 22% 
Moderately important 109 45% 
Very important 42 17% 
Essential 11 5% 

Étouffé (palm mute) [241 responses] 
Not important 108 45% 
Of small importance 84 35% 
Moderately important 42 17% 
Very important 5 2% 
Essential 2 1% 

Timbral effects (sul tasto, sul ponticello) [241 responses] 
Not important 81 34% 
Of small importance 91 38% 
Moderately important 53 22% 
Very important 12 5% 
Essential 4 2% 

Open string harmonics [241 responses] 
Not important 61 25% 
Of small importance 89 37% 
Moderately important 73 30% 
Very important 14 6% 
Essential 4 2% 

Left-hand-assisted harmonics [241 responses] 
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Not important 110 46% 
Of small importance 87 36% 
Moderately important 37 15% 
Very important 5 2% 
Essential 2 1% 

24a. Feel free to include any other elements that you feel may or should be included, and 
how important you believe they are. [text box] [57 responses] 
Q: How do you get a guitar player to stop playing? A: Put music in front of him/Simple two-voice 
reading exercises should be an integral part of sight-reading curriculum if emphasis is classical. 3 
voice excerpts should represent common major and minor chord progressions. Single line reading 
should be varied and rhythmically diverse. I support the use of mixed meter and/or irregular 
meter for the upperclassmen. Position reading should be limited to two positions - clearly marked. 
# of accidentals whether by key or chromaticism should be gradually advanced as they complete 
their correlating music theory courses/Ability to keep going, however slow a tempo is chosen/ 
SYNCOPATION-ESSENTIAL/Posture, leg/arm/hand positions, demeaner [sic]/ Perhaps have 
examples that require rest strokes and free strokes in specific places/range of difficulty should be 
offered to test from easiest to a level where the student has difficulty/Most of my answer do not 
take into account the differences between exams for a first year undergrad versus a fourth year 
undergard [sic]. In all instances, my answers express what should eventually be covered in an 
undergraduate degree. We don't do any sight reading tests in our program but are starting to put 
together a sight-reading /Would you call me when you have finished your research. I would like 
to discuss the results with you [left contact information]/fretboard harmony componenet [sic]/Our 
sight reading (exams) occur at auditions and juries. At the undergraduate level the sight reading 
examples get more difficult each year, however, they only represent a small part of the 
performance assessment and mostly serve as an indicator of progress in sight reading. I feel sight 
reading is very important and explain this to students, although, I'm not favor of attaching a high 
percentage on its value in their grade. Furthermore, students get a great deal of reading 
experience in our guitar ensemble program. Sight reading in my experience is something that 
evolves over time and certainly undergraduate students need lots of practice in this area but 
becoming a proficient sight reader doesn't happen quickly. I'm not so sure about such strict 
parameters on evaluating sight reading. It seems to me that is pretty easy to evaluate a students 
[sic] ability in this area and make recommendations for improvement... such as sight reading 15 
minutes a day etc. Maybe this is an issue to address in a graduate program/ it is in my limited 
experiences in giving auditions that guitar student sight reading ability is generally poor. This is 
largely due to the fact that many guitarist who enter college come from a rock/pop background 
were reading notes on the staff is not stressed. I mainly use sight reading examples in auditions to 
asses a students [sic] reading level which helps me to decide which method books to use during 
their lessons (should they pass their audition). I try to look at the students [sic] overall 
performance and place more weight on their prepared pieces, scales, and arpeggios. I always try 
to find out the students goals and learning attitude. Does the student have a sense of were [sic] 
this is going? Do they act like they know it all? Is there potential here? Hope this helps. In the 
end, I'm going to have to teach them whatever is necessary to move the student forward with lots 
of enthusiasm!/ I do pay attention to right-hand techniques in sight-reading exercises--rest stroke 
vs. free stroke, thumb vs. fingers--in part to determine how solid the player's techique [sic] might 
be. The stress of sight-reading often causes less secure players to lose their technical footing or 
foundation and revert to less efficient right-hand techniques. The secure student strives to 
maintain the foundational techniques despite the challenge of sight reading/Thanks for your 
survey, I hope you can share results of your findings or tell participants how to do so. I would be 
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interested in hearing how [left contact information]/It seems this is based more upon classical 
guitar studies than jazz which is without doubt a more in demand study in today's higher 
education settings.  From a professional standpoint, it would mean much more to me to see a 
student sight read an arrangement of a standard tune using chord symbols and a melody line than 
to see someone else read classical guitar parts.  As a professional performer and tenured professor 
in guitar study I feel that I have adaquate [sic] knowledge to say that by comparison, the bulk of 
the literature used in classical training is rather non-demanding/posture and hand position--
extremely important/I think that graded examples should be given to students. If a student reads 
the first level very well, then the student should be permitted to try an example at a more difficult 
level, etc. until a point is reached at which he or she can no longer read. This tests each student 
more accurately for placement in ensembles and scholarship rather than having just one difficult 
or easy example for all auditioning students/Jazz Chord symbol notation -- knowledge of 
voicings, and ability to read jazz chord symbols is essential musicianship / fundamentals for any 
guitarist, regardless of idiom, just as a 'functional piano" class is for any music major/simple two-
note tremolos using IM/ maintaining a steady pulse, good flow, at least somewhat musical 
performance/Consistent pulse and pitch accuracy are most important/Playing the same material in 
two different positions, Formulating some examples to be played on only one string, Sight read 
examples used for other instruments like clarinet and violin that have a similar written range/I'm 
substituting performance aspects from jazz practice.  I audition and test on sight-reading 
constantly.  The only aspects of your study that do not apply to my practice are polyphony and 
tonal effects.  But, I also test sight reading of chord symbols (up to and including extended chords 
and alterations), and the ability to 'comp' through these with appropriate voicings and voice 
leading.  All of my answers reflect this and my actual practice in the studio/I would include 
material equal in difficulty to the many practical "gig" books that are on the  market, for playing 
weddings, parties, etc./I think sight reading is essential for guitarists, but I would like to see it 
lead to and represent a very comprehensive knowledge of the neck, the theory and structure of the 
music, and ultimately an integrated awareness of these that is functional for professional 
playing/The results of this survey were completed with the guitar major in mind, as non-majors 
are not tested in sight reading/I find there are two separate issues with the generally poor reading 
of guitarists.  One - inability to "see" notes on the neck.  Two - poor recognition of standard 
notation.  If students have reading problems, it's good to clarify which of these areas is the 
problem.  You might want to address that in how a test is set up/ stay in time no matter 
what/Since there is no mention of expectations of improved sight reading skills I'm not sure if 
you are talking about one test or a series of test over the student's four year stay. Many of these 
issues are resolved by requiring our students to take four years of chamber music including guitar 
ensemble and mixed ensembles/I am the jazz Gtr prof at my school - so my findings would also 
include chord symbols/ Keeping the forward momentum (rhythmic "accuracy") is absolutely 
essential to functioning in a professional setting for any musician (and unfortunately the short 
coming of most guitarists.) Meter (rhythm) is King! A 'wrong' note at the 'right' time is only half-
wrong; the "right" note at the wrong time is (always) completely wrong! The student should be 
discouraged from 'correcting' his/her mistakes in sight reading: it disrupts the flow of the music 
and makes ensemble playing (where we meet sight reading in its most important form) an 
impossibility/I teach Jazz guitar and feel this is a huge gap in our assesment [sic] and training of 
young guitarists. I would be very interested in finding out more about your study and obtaining 
resources I can include to help improve ths sight reading abilities of all my students and myself/I 
do not believe in sight reading tests.  My best sight reading students are my absolute worst 
guitarists.  Their focus is so much on reading that they have sacrificed all musicality. I felt this 
survey is very biased and leaning towards what sounds like a grad student who hopes to create 
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some sort of standardized test. Tests only make good test takers/Good questions!/As one who 
began a theory Ph.D. and has taught the subject in colleges, this profession commits grievous 
errors in such as using wholly unidiomatic instrumental music for sight singing "exercises" - and 
with students largely untrained in vocal production.  It is imperative that guitar professionals 
NOT make similar errors in testing students, especially those presumably not at a high level of 
competence in the first place.  Moreover, the variety of different guitar styles make it extremely 
difficult to find a common denominator.  I have worked over decades with very advanced 
applicants on a "technical-playing-by-ear" level who do not have any acuity in reading simple 
literature, and much of this was has been as much a lack of exposure to the idioms of that 
literature than lack of note knowledge. Many guitar sight reading "proponents" (and some 
aspiring students) tacitly and mistakenly assume "magic radar fingers" which can find notes 
without understanding or attention to the style or techniques of a composer and instrumental age.  
The equivalent of a Position II, B-Major barre chord on the guitar repeated 30+ times in a piece is 
exponentially different on a 58CM lute than on a 65CM guitar [or even one with capo] in 
standard tuning - and so on.  Similar problems exist with the plucking hand that make sight 
reading "standards" a difficult issue. Good luck with your project/One would assume that students 
would be enrolled to develop and improve their skills on the instrument, and placement level 
would be determined by their proficiency when they audition.  Expectations should be realistic 
and based on this premise. They are, above all, there to learn/ People may have different ideas of 
what sight reading means. I believe it's the ability to read through a peace at the proper tempo, to 
capture the basic essence of the piece. Errors such as wrong notes, missed accidentals, "wrong" 
dynamics (though still musically reasonable or justifiable), etc. are not so important as long as 
any third party can come out of the sight reading and understand what the piece is basically about. 
Sight reading under tempo, in my opinion, is not sight reading. That's more like reading or closer 
to practicing/I think you have everything covered very well!/None, other than those included/We 
are talking about an Entrance Exam, right? Most of our entering guitar students can barely read at 
all. Much of the material listed above is way, way beyond what any of our entering students 
would have picked up from their prior lessons and/or self-teaching. You asked what I would like 
to test, not what I would expect to see. I believe that even with the moderate guidelines I have 
given above, 90% of our entering guitar students would simply not have these skills/Some 
students are marvelous sight-readers, but, maybe a month, a year, or for all eternity, they still will 
sound like they are playing the piece for the first time. Conversely, the really talented musician 
may not be the greatest sight reader, but will grow endlessly in his/her grasp of the expression, 
personal connection, joy, etc. that comes from the music. These are the students that I seek. Also, 
from the jazz player perspective, great sight reading, fast right hand, agile left hand, great "chops"  
of any kind... are useless unless the player can understand time and feeling. Having "a beat like a 
cop" is not permitted/We use position common practice sight reading in our evaluations.  Lower 
division students read in I, II, and IV.  Upper division students read in V, VII, and IX.  I also do 
sight reading in guitar chamber  class using duos and trios/Consistency of tempo, no matter what 
tempo the student chooses/For actual sight reading, I feel it is important to observe how well the 
student focuses on the actual reading and pulse of the example chosen, not too much on 
expression and exact positional playing. (Which is focused on later) Also, we tell our students, at 
least I do, that reading the rhythm is aprosimately [sic] 60% of the sight reading process. 
Therefore, I am also very interested in how quickly (and how well) the student can analyze the 
rhythm. Perhaps that has been addressed adequately already; just a thought/Sight reading skills 
are for getting the guitarist to function from a score quickly not to be performance ready at sight 
with dynamic and articulations. It also depends on the level of the student. Freshmen are not 
required the same level as seniors or grad students/I believe phrasing is an important part of 
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making the score come alive. Sight reading is a skill set that can be purely mechanical but making 
music is a different story. I believe the student should get to look at the score for 30 seconds or so 
without touching their guitar/At the community college level most students enroll in a guitar class 
and therefore don't know anything about reading music/ You've pretty much covered it all-/My 
thought is note accuracy and rhythm accuracy is the most essential element . Drop D tuning or F# 
tunings could be included/We occasionally ask students to harmonize a melody on sight/Most 
entry-level students have poor sight-reading abilities when the guitar is used as the vehicle, 
because, for most their [sic] is no opportunity for formal training at the secondary level in most 
states.  However, many incoming students have had formal training on other instruments 
throughout secondary school.  Having them clap rhythms on an exam (and in training) is a great 
idea, because it removes the obstacle of the fretboard matrix from the equation. This often reveals 
the diamond in the rough.  I find that most students can read single lines (at reasonable tempos) 
along the entire fretboard from zero in about a year if the requirement is rigidly set and enforced.  
As most music is memorized anyway; time, feel, and interpretation become most important. After 
all, it is a percussive instrument/Two different exams would be helpful. One for the non-major 
recreational student, and one for the guitar major. All my non-reader, non-majors go into a group 
class. However, those who have rudimentary reading skills qualify for 1/2 hour private. Often 
times these students will change to guitar major at some point. Also, a tiered exam would be 
good. From basic single line reading, large note values in Key of C etc., up to more advanced 
reading, gradually adding elements, say four to five different reading levels. Hope this helps. 
Would be interested in the outcome/It should focus more on things the might encounter in a real 
world ensemble setting including guitar ensemble, orchestral situations and even jazz situations. 
Most of the time that would be single or double notes/ This is an obtuse instrument. Sight reading 
tests, difficulty, length, and details are determined by the course/ensemble which is being 
sought/The easier the sight-reading examples should be used to demonstrate dynamics and tone 
quality. More difficult examples should focus on pitch and rhythmic accuracy/ character words, 
expression words, grouping slurs/I have used for my private students--rhythm sheets that include 
all the standard meters and their syncopation studies to address the problems of sight reading for 
the guitarist. I either use scales to play these rhythms or chords for strumming --for singers 
looking to accompany themselves and breaking from the ones they normally would use to 
accompany/swing rhythms/Some type of standardized sight-reading test for use at the college 
level would be great!!! 
25. In the following text box, please feel free to add additional items, further clarify or 
qualify any of your previous responses, express your thoughts about sight-reading skills 
among classical guitarists, or ask any questions. I value your input in this matter. [text box] 
[83 responses] 
When teaching at a BMUS-DMA institution, I used a graded set of pieces ranging from single 
melodies and 3-voice simple harmonies to atonal, multiphonic, chromatic pieces.  We would start 
students easy, depending on their target degree, and move them up to test the extent of their 
ability.  this was for auditions only - no exams were required once students were admitted. 
At my current 4-year school, no audition is required.  Students often begin without any reading 
ability, but must play a jury of fairly difficult music before their 3rd year, so reading is a 
necessary priority once lessons begin/I have my students read monophonic pieces in each of four 
"zones" (basically, it's 1st, 5th, 10th, and 15th positions) on a regular basis.  This really helps 
them to know where the pitches are in the upper positions.  Doesn't work so well to ask them to 
play polyphonic works in higher positions, but they are better prepared to do it by working on the 
prior monophonic pieces/Just to clarify, I answered all these questions as they pertain to an entry-
level audition to an undergraduate guitar program in which the guitar is the principal or major 
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instrument (i.e. - for music ed, music business, performance, etc.)/Sadly, most of the "classic" 
guitarists auditioning for our programs do not measure up well when it comes to sight reading! 
There are exceptions, of course, but I find that most are not well prepared in good sight reading 
techniques. I use sight reading on auditions primarily as a decision aid for students whose overall 
skills are marginal. I put more emphasis on musical renditions. Sight reading comprises a small 
section of the 4th semester barrier jury at our school/The average entering guitarist is typically 
not on the level of their fellow classmates, particularly when it comes to single line reading. One 
important aspect is their inability to facilitate the 3/4 or 6/8 time signature with even the simple of 
materials (makes sense when coming from the rock/blues tradition). I emphasize these meters in 
their first two years when selecting ensemble and solo works/Having sight reading examples 
graded by levels makes sense/If there is sight reading on an entrance audition it should be simple 
and should just indicate whether or not the student can read somewhat fluently at a simple 
level/While my survey results show that a degree is not offered in music at my college, I teach 
my students as though they were at a music degree-granting institution. They continually develop 
their sight-reading skills from Beginning Guitar class through Guitar Ensembles and Applied 
major instrument lessons. I try to help them become musicians whose chosen instrument is the 
guitar, not simply 'guitar players', who memorize everything simply because they hate to read. I 
constantly challenge them to improve their sight-reading skills/We, the whole of the classical 
guitar community, still probably don't do enough with sight reading. things are improving, I think 
more should be done in the pre-college levels. It seems that the world trend is for more and better 
training amoung [sic] the younger guitarists. Which is all good/I think it is a really good idea for 
guitarists to improve their sight reading ability.  Thank you for doing this.  I teach at a community 
college where many of the students entering have not previously read music on the guitar. By the 
second semester freshman level jury they should be able to sight read monophonic examples with 
simple rhythms, key signatures of 1 flat or sharp, minimal accidentals in simple meters and 
standard compound meters through the fifth position and simple multiple note examples in the 
first postion [sic]/ In general, young guitarist are some of the worse readers I've encountered. 
Need more secondary school guitar programs!!!/ We have mainly Jazz Guitar Performance 
Majors at our institution, and these students must take 4 semesters of Classical Guitar as a part of 
the degree/guitarists should be able to read not only classical guitar music, but also sample guitar 
parts from Broadway musicals, jazz band scores and should be able to read bass clef. They should 
also be able to reduce and piano score of hymnal difficulty/My responses should be categorized 
under "pie-in-the-sky dreams," of course. As part of a small regional state university, our 
department attracts guitarists with little or no classical training, including reading of standard 
notation. Students with potential (good hands, good ears, some discipline and guitar experience in 
other styles) are accepted for remedial lessons and must eventually audition (usually after 1–2 
semesters of lessons). While sight-reading is part of the audition for these remedial students, it 
plays a small role in their eventual admission to the department as majors or minors. Just getting 
them used to looking at standard notation as part of their training is usually an accomplishment–
asking for adequate sight-reading skills may be asking more than they can handle. So, in our dept, 
the guitarists cannot read and the bowed string players cannot play in tune–in auditions and juries 
the string faculty notes these deficiencies in the students of the various studios but recognizes 
them as the way things are at an institution and in a rural region like ours/While stated at the 
beginning of the survey, I constantly had to reconsider my responses in terms of a freshman 
audition.  Sightreading is assessed throughout the course of study in juries and at Sophomore 
Qualifying, but those standards and what we are assessing are different than at audition.  By 
simply phrasing each question "on a sight-reading test" I fear you may be confounding the 
replies/I think that incorporating sight-reading in the audition process is important and helps to set 
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a precedent for what is expected.  However, it seems that leniency is necessary because we 
wouldn't have guitar departments at many colleges if we based acceptance on a student's ability to 
read music because of the lack of formal guitar education for students prior to college/I think it 
would be helpful to dedicate time in every lesson to test students in sight reading.  It you leave it 
up to them they may not do it and you don't encourage a practice of sight reading every day/I 
believe the bar needs to be raised across the board on all sight reading skills for classical guitarist 
and should become a major priority. I would also enjoy to see your results and conclusion after 
you have finished. Thank You/Notice that I favored a generally simpler sight reading exam for an 
entrance audition. One question that could have been further explored was degree of fluency. In 
my audition procedure, I normally begin at a very slow pace with very easy pieces, increasing in 
difficulty until I have an accurate picture of the student's ability. I also will attempt to locate the 
nature of problems in reading – can the student read the music, but needs help with fingerboard 
awareness in order to execute? This is the case where some students might have a background in 
piano/woodwinds/etc, but has declared guitar as their principle instrument/Many of the questions 
are difficult to answer because they make assumptions about reading tonal music that may not be 
appropriate.  Why would reading tonal music be harder (or easier) than tonal music?/I have many 
fine students who audition with sub-par sight-reading skills.  Though important, I do not put 
much weight in the beginning, as it is a skill we work on freshman year/To clarify: I am a jazz 
guitar instructor, but occasionally have to observe and critique juries of classical guitar 
students/The answers before were for a college-entry.  I would up the ante based on more 
experience.  I would lower the ante for weaker players, but give them a chance with more simple 
first-position material/Although I do not require sight reading in an audition I ofted [sic] use it 
when needed to further evaluate a fiture [sic] student/ All my students are expected to practice 
sight reading every day but only in the level that they are currently in. Like graded books in the 
"Royal Conservatory)"Bridges" or any well graded syllabus/I think sight reading skills among 
classical guitarists are much better if the student has previous experience on another instrument 
like piano or violin assuming they were good sight readers on the other instruments.  
Unfortunately sight reading skills among those students that have started on guitar or who have 
only played guitar are not good.  Primary reasons are because the teachers don't have lesson time 
to focus on it or are not proficient enough themselves to guide a student in sight-reading skills.  
What kind of sight reading skills do you teach to your college students?  Do you have any tips for 
teaches of college bound guitarists that would help better prepare students for sight reading 
entrance exams?  What methods do you personally use to maintain and further your own sight-
reading skills?  Do you try and stretch the boundaries with your students to get them to read 
atonal single line pieces?  I am curious to your approach to the subject.  Thanks!!/Sight reading is 
important to test because many students will prepare their audition pieces very well but one has 
no way of knowing how they achieved this skill. DId they use tab; did they use a combination of 
tab and a recording, they did just transcribe it from a recording? The sight reading gives the 
teacher a true measure of the students reading capability right there, on the spot. I do feel that the 
reading should not be too strenuous but just effective enough to determine the student's level of 
that important skill. If I have  a student who can't read music, I want to know about it before we 
admit him to the program/ Perhaps more important than tests, is to regularly check this ability in 
lessons in the same manner in which they will be tested/Setting the metronome at 54 and having 
the student divide the beat accurately into as many parts as possible is quite telling. 
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 notes/beat etc.  Any right hand formula may be employed/The issue of sight 
reading and guitar is a difficult one.  Since the opportunities for playing in chamber music 
situations is more limited in general and especially so for young guitarists, it is hard to reinforce 
the value and practice of sight reading. Guitarists don't play as members of orchestras and are 
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rarely put in circumstances where they must sight read constantly/I think ensemble playing and 
guitar-orchestral playing is a good antidote for improving reading skills among players/I believe 
that the student should be permitted to choose their own tempo - thereby providing a self-
assessment of ability/level - or the absence of same/Fingering is personal and related directly to 
one's understanding of the music and the guitar neck. The first consideration should be musical 
followed by economy of effort/I'm glad you are doing this survey. It might interest you to know 
that after 22 years of being a full-time professor of classical guitar, I have observed that good 
sight-reading skills at the admission audition is probably the single most accurate predictor of 
success in my guitar program. Admission to my program is pretty competitive. I hear 20–25 
auditions every year, and typically have only four slots available. So sight-reading is a very 
important part of the audition. As I indicated, I use only monophonic melodies up to the fifth 
position on the sight-reading portion of their admission audition. Ideally, however, homophonic 
sight-reading in the first two or three positions should also be included. But young guitarists–even 
those who play fairly advanced solos at the audition–are often so abysmal at sight-reading that 
reading even a simple homophonic piece would be beyond many of them. (Indeed, the 
monophonic sight-reading is beyond some of them, too, but those students don't get accepted.) 
There is also a time constraint. I have only 20 minutes in the audition. In that time I hear scales, 
three solos, and sight-reading. I also try to leave time to talk up the guitar program and answer 
any questions they might have. That's a lot to fit in in just 20 minutes/ I am a Jazz guitar teacher 
who has occasional Classical guitar students, or as a teacher of Jazz students who are interested in 
Classical guitar technique as part of their studies.  I look at reading from 2 perspectives, sight 
reading vrs. [sic] prepared reading.  Sight reading being: put the music in front of them, give them 
10–20 seconds to look at it and then count it off.  Prepared reading being: give them the music in 
advance, anywhere from 30 minutes to a few days.  With real sight reading, absolute perfection is 
not expected (although that would be great), but with prepared reading, I would expect it (or at 
least hope for it)/see above/I answered the questions having in mind a sight-reading test for 
auditioning students. The tests should continue for music students and be progressively harder for 
each undergraduate year of study/Testing of this sort needs to have graded exams at a variety if 
levels.  One size fits all is not worth anything/I find guitarists are especially prone to forgetting 
the "rule" that an accidental applies for all repetitions of a given pitch in the measure in which it 
occurs, so a piece with at least one "opportunity" for the auditioning guitarist to survive that 
mental challenge would be useful in measuring that player's skill level, as regards that particular 
element. Also, music with repetitions of measures but also unexpected variations of what the 
player might expect to be a repeated measure how closely the player is really reading the music 
(as oppposed [sic] to guessing what's next or playing it a bit be ear). Although a bit "mean," if the 
idea is to find out whether a player can make sense of (and follow) fingering, a sightreading 
example with some important fingering (like the passage has to be played on the 4th, 3rd & 2nd 
strings, not the 3rd, 2nd & 1st, in order for it to "work") could be useful/My answers were based 
on the assumption that you are talking about one test. No mention was made as to the frequency 
of the tests and the expectations of improvement in reading skills/My program is in a liberal arts 
college where most of the students come from the rock or other self taught tradition. We teach 
music reading in standard notation, but if we administered a sight reading exam as part of the 
entrance audition, we would have very few guitar students.  Sight reading is often a part of 
private lessons, guitar class, and guitar ensemble. Of the hundreds of students who take various 
types of private lessons, play in ensembles, take academic classes, etc, only about 25 or so major 
in music/This is a great idea.  Most often I find incoming students woefully inadequate in this 
area, which then in turn negatively impacts ensemble progress especially/Sight reading and finger 
board harmony are essential aspects in the integration of the guitar in the wider world of 
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professional concert music. The old text by Stephen Dodgson and Hector Quine, "Progressive 
Reading for Guitarists," Ricordi LD 591. London: Ricordi & Co, 1975 is still the best volume on 
the subject that I know. The integration of theory skills with fingerboard harmony is crucial. The 
guitar and the keyboard instruments (harp?) are the only polyphonic instruments in current use. 
There is never an inclusion of the guitar in theory text books, a severe oversight on the part of 
publishers, and a topic we need to address if ultimately we are to be successful in this endeavor. I 
direct both the guitar as well as the theory program at my college(s) (in NYC.) We have made 
some progress in this respect; keyboard skills are essential to the guitarist. Said keyboard skills 
need to be adapted to the fingerboard (often this involves understanding and adapting four-part 
textures to three-parts.)/Already submitted/Please see the previous point comments. Sorry if I 
misplaced these./I teach beginning-intermediate guitar at City College of San Francisco. Most of 
my students, even the more advanced ones, do not read on guitar. Some have read music on other 
instruments. Once we get through the fundamentals (basic chord changes, strumming in meter), 
we work in the 120 RH Giuliani and Segovia Scales. I teach them how to decipher notes on the 
page/fingerboard through these exercises. In the higher levels we work in a graded classical 
repertoire book. I'm primarily a jazz guitarist, so I also discuss chord progressions, a bit about 
chromatic harmony and an introduction to improvisation in the context of the 12-bar blues. This 
mix of approaches, along with selected songs as vehicles for practicing certain techniques, works 
well for me in this diverse environment/See previous response/I think there should be a standard 
of composers used to improve sight reading. I use Carulli, Julio Segreras, Diatonic scales, 
Guiliani [sic], Aguado. I do actually see a problem with too much sight reading that creates a 
great reader but without tone, expression or excitement. I hear a large number of classical players 
that have this problem/Some categories I think of when I think are important to classical guitarists 
and sight reading: Anything Elizabethan or from a similar time. Everyone needs to be able to read 
6/4 and 3/2 meters like those used in the Renaissance and not be confused when the half-note is 
the basic unit. Anything by Weiss that is arranged in standard tuning or drop D (drop C/G, D/G, 
etc. wouldn't be necessary). Especially in some of the preludes, style will be a very important 
criteria. One has to understand how the similar works written in "free rhythm" works by those 
such as Couperin or Frescobaldi are rhythmically and musically felt; in turn, the guitarist needs to 
apply that to Weiss preludes that have that musical motivation. Something with alberti [sic] bass 
+ melody. Guitarists need to be able to sight read 95% of any Sor study, for example. Some, such 
as Segovia's 20th, would be slightly too difficult, but then again, it is within reason. Giuliani's 
right hand studies would make good sight reading too, especially to those who don't have any of 
the basics. Finally, it is not enough to assign classical guitar music as sight reading assignments 
or testing. Solo violin or flute sonatas by Telemann, Handel, Bach, etc. are completely fair game. 
Exercise and etude books that clarinettists [sic] use are fair as well, and will guarantee many flats. 
The Hanon exercises that pianists play are also good for the brain/Many of these questions are 
difficult to answer since there is no designation as to sight reading level of the test (ie. a 
graduating student should be expected to read at a higher level then [sic] an entering student, so 
the elements of the respective tests should reflect this).  Are all these questions directed at sight 
reading tests for entering undergraduate students?/I find readin [sic] got be generally low among 
guitarists, although I don't have a method or system to address this problem. I believe guitarists 
should be able to read music at pitch and be fluent in bass clef/I believe that expecting sight 
reading proficiency from entering classical guitar students at a community college is almost 
delusional. We have tons of guitarists in our program, but they are jazz, rock, blues, and folk 
guitarists, not classical players. It is very, very rare that we get a student who enters our program 
proficient enough in classical guitar to pass a sight-reading exam. What is more typical is that our 
rock and jazz guitarists take Musicianship and Class Guitar to refine their reading skills, learn a 
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classical piece or two, and then audition into our Applied Guitar program. Then, and only then 
(after 2 years of study), would they be able to pass a classical guitar sight-reading exam. Our 
hope is that when they transfer to a 4-yr university they will have "caught up" as much as 
possible/Basic sight reading is a good skill to have. To some extend sight reading enhances a 
musician's ability. On the other hand if the student is required to do difficult sight reading with 
lots of positional changes, and difficult key signatures, too much time practicing sight reading, 
can detract from the important goal of mastering repertoire. So, some sight reading is a good idea, 
too much sight reading may not be/I think a variety of limited musical challenges is a good idea. 
So, some polyphony, a meter change and some rhythmic variety, and some position 
shifts/Although we are a polytechnic university and offer a four-year music degree, we still 
receive many applications from students whose skill level is not up to the appropriate level. We 
do offer foundational courses to assist these students to raise their sight-reading skills to an 
appropriate level but it obviously extends their studies one year. In general, sight-reading skills 
for first year applicants at Canadian institutions is roughly 2–3 levels lower than playing level. In 
other words, if a student is suppose [sic] to be at a minimum equivalent to grade six level Royal 
Conservatory of Music, their sight-reading should be at grade three to four level/I wanted to 
clarify that I teach at a four-year institution with four other music faculty. Three of the five of us 
were classical guitar majors in college, but we don't teach classes in classical guitar/Sorry 
man...my student is here now, waiting...gotsta go now/Why are you so concerned about sight-
reading skills, apparently to the exclusion of so many other important aspects of total 
musicianship in student auditions? Over my past 4 decades or so of teaching classical guitar, the 
good sight-readers are often the most deficient when recital time comes/Anything we can do to 
inprove [sic] basic musicianship of guitarists is welcome. Our level change sight reading tests are 
not ideal, but at least are a step/I think that in my experience both as a student, and as an 
instructor of 30 years experience, that students of guitar are very poor sight readers.  Any test that 
is developed would have marginal value in my experience because as the complexity increases 
you will rapidly sort out students to the point where few could pass or even execute such a 
test/Most of my students come here without having studied classical music very much. I find that 
getting a basic "mechanical fluency" as quickly as possible is more important than anything. As 
they get into their ensemble studies, sight reading then becomes more important; and the 
ensemble course can help develop that/I'd believe that the sight reading autition [sic] contents 
should vary within the level of the students (easy, intermediate, & advanced), such as key 
signatures, time meter, rhythm,...basically on the student theory knowledge as well/I have 
different requirements for sight-reading depending upon the year of student who is having their 
jury. Freshman: 1st and 2nd position with one or two sharps and no more than eighth notes.  
Single-line melodies only. Sophomore: Add 3rd position with more complex rhythm possibilities 
including some sixteenth notes and also one or two flats. Still single line melodies. Junior: Up 
through 5th position and now adding bass notes and simple counterpoint. I increase the sharps to 
three or four possibly. Senior: Up through 9th position and also including possible counterpoint 
and chordal structures. I am not completely systematic and I also make different choices 
depending on the student. This is a basic overview of what goes through my mind when selecting 
sight-reading though/Well, most classical guitarists aren't very profecient [sic] sight readers; and 
that probably includes myself.  So, I appreciate the focus of your work very much.  If we could 
focus on sight reading early in student's training, it surely would serve them well in the future. I 
have used our old fashioned overhead projector for class room sight reading. Students enjoy that.  
Actually, that's interesting in itself, that students seem to really enjoy the sight reading process.  It 
would be nice if there was a somewhat graded anthology or on line sight reading material 
available.  (Perhahps [sic] there are on line cites [sic], I haven't checked...)  Anyway, thanks for 
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including me in your survey/I think it is an invaluable skill that needs to be address in all guitar 
programs/Some of these questions were rather difficult to answer by simply clicking a button. 
The individual must to be taken into consideration. The level of the player is also taken into 
consideration. I wouldn't have a freshmen sight read 16th notes but a senior or graduate student 
would. The tempo is also dependent upon the sight reading level of the student. I wouldn't use 
40–60 on a metronome as a tempo marking if reading only quarters & eighths, but it would work 
for 16ths. I am primarily looking for improvement in sight reading skills and every student enters 
the program with a different level of skill. Some students come to college from teachers that 
never stress sight reading at all but only technique. So the student can play advanced pieces but 
can't read their way through Noad's First Book For The Guitar. I hope I was able to give you 
enough information for your survey but I like the idea of what you are trying to do here. The 
standards of the guitar must rise to meet the musicianship of other instruments/At this community 
college we do have an applied music program where by a student can study individually with a 
private instructor, To get into the program the student must audition but only a performance 
audition. No sight reading is required. If I happened to be chosen as the instructor, I make my 
students sight read because I think it is very important but by the time I get them, they are not 
very competent at this skill/I'd like my serious students to read bass clef and be able to read piano 
music/As performers on the classical guitar we are always asked to come up with "good 
Fingerings" for a piece before we commit it to memory – while this is great for performing it 
makes for poor "sight readers". We should also ask why are we learning to be good sight readers, 
to learn solo pieces faster, or to participate in chamber groups and ensembles? I think one of the 
challenges for readers is executing rhythms properly. My previous answers were based entry(or 
placement) exams for a college student/In order for students to achieve the most from their 
college level studies, it's only fair to them that they read at a competent level. Without solid 
reading skills they are less likely to assimilate enough material to make their studies worthwhile, 
and they are a liability in ensembles. Any system that can help to test and grade students prior to 
entering college programs should be considered a helpful pedagogical resource/I have been 
answering on behalf of jazz guitar. I am not a classical teacher/I think that modest sight reading 
abilities are an absolute necessity for Undergrad students as it is the sole vehicle to input 
information in these students. I will liken it to taking a linguistics degree and not being able to 
read. Skill at reading is essential to allowing the instructor to effectively communicate with the 
student/In my experience, classical guitar students with weak reading skills are placed in classical 
guitar ensemble, and then the group can be divided into duos and trios to further match students' 
skills. Students who cannot sight-read at all or who are extremely poor readers should not be 
accepted into the university programs, but should be advised to study with a qualified teacher and 
try again/After 17 years teaching at the university level, it seems to me that a standard level for 
sight-reading skills on entry exams will never be achieved for guitar. This level would always be 
a correlative of the demand for spots in a given schools program: UT can make the bar as high as 
they want, as Austin has thousands of kids studying classical guitar from elementary onward. 
Also, the program at UT has been turning away highly trained students for over a decade. Even 
the second-tier universities in Texas today turn away throngs of students with reading and 
technical abilities that many teachers in other states would love to have in their own programs.  
Most schools are in states that do not incorporate the guitar in the secondary curriculum (at my 
last count only Texas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, Florida, and Virginia have such programs... 
Minnesota?), and therefore, the pool of trained guitarists from which they must fill their quota 
(college IS a business) is smaller. This of course would tempt one to lower the bar for entry. 
Complexity of the instrument is something that should be considered. The guitar is not considered 
a sight-reading instrument...ask any pianist: 1) Producing a single good tone is a monumental 
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achievement on guitar when compared to the same act on piano. 2) Finding a given tone on guitar 
is a decision; not so on piano, as all notes can only be played in ONE place. 3) Reading on piano 
is a one or two-step process (like addition); reading on guitar (outside of first position) is a multi-
step process (like multiplication).  For these reasons, entry-level reading exams for guitar should 
not mirror those for other instruments.  These points should be made evident to all teachers not 
versed in the instrument who happen to be on the audition panel, otherwise, even the best readers 
(guitar) may sound like talentless children to their ears (consider the velocity of the flautist, 
clarinetist, violinist, etc. even at the junior high level)/Sight reading is always the weak area. I 
only test for auditions, however periodic testing would be a good incentitive [sic] for practice/I 
don't think sight-reading tests for entering freshmen is a good idea. I only test sight-reading after 
the first semester of instruction. There are some awfully good players out of high school who 
have only learned to read tablature, but who are capable, after a semester of instruction, of 
functioning at an increasingly higher level/For positive changes to occur in incoming guitar 
students, Music teachers in secondary schools need to teach guitar classes. I realize that many 
potential guitar students are incapable of reading with any proficiency at an audition. How can we 
expect these young men and women to read as well as a horn player who has been receiving 
instruction for 6 years? I feel the current system is grossly unfair to guitarists. How can we 
possibly expect the classical guitar to reach its potential when we do nothing to foster its 
acceptance BEFORE college?/It has been a long standing fact that classical guitarist are the most 
deficient musicians when it comes to reading or sight-reading music. The reasons are fairly clear; 
most start later in life, there are few classical guitar programs in middle and high schools 
(however it is improving), more focus is directed toward the study of repertoire than ensemble 
playing. I am glad to see that you are working on the dissertation to identify the current state of 
the guitar. I look forward to reading it in soundboard/There still exists a culture of poor sight-
reading, even among professional classical guitarists. I feel that the main reasons for this are: 1) a 
lack of integrated sight-reading study at the beginning, and subsequent, stages of CG study 2) a 
'catch-up' culture in which guitarists often enter college with lots  of enthusiasm but only a few 
years of CG experience, often resulting in a frenzy of technical and repertoire work but little or no 
structured musical work 3) a culture of working on a small number of pieces, all of considerable 
difficulty, over a large period of time – instead of working on a large number of pieces of 
comparative ease, learned over short periods of time 4) music theory instruction in general is not 
sufficiently directed at practical musical matters/Most students are showing up to auditions with 
very poor sight reading skills but often play well. Remedial reading programs address these 
shortcomings. I don't see that poor sight reading skills at audition is necessary to refuse an 
otherwise talented musician entrance. However, once accepted, I feel it is necessary to demand a 
standard that will allow the student to function in musical settings with a reasonable degree of 
competence and confidence/I just want to see where a student is musically. I have years of 
experience in producing quality students who have moved on to many of our conservatories for 
advanced degrees/In general, I certainly support your research regarding this important and 
underdeveloped area of musicianship for guitarists. As you develop possible materials, please 
keep in mind where the profession is presently. Incoming students, even at the advanced graduate 
levels, generally are poor sight-readers. Therefore, a pedagocially [sic] practical approach based 
upon a solid methodology that starts a the beginning is a wonderful concept and one that our 
profession needs/I do not like the word "should" in the questions. Sight-reading tests need to be 
based on the goals and objectives of the program. The questions on this survey do not clarify the 
level of testing to be discussed. We test for sight-reading at the entrance / placement audition but 
it does not figure into the decision for basic acceptance. The placement audition sight-reading test 
begins with single line work, and progresses to simple melody chord style and has examples of 
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more formal two voice counterpoint for more advanced students. Easier levels include only 
diatonic reading in keys with 0–1 sharps; the highest level we have for entrance/placement 
auditions includes keys up to E major and B minor, and minor keys 0–2 flats. We keep rhythm 
simple but include lines in 6/8 as well as 3/4 and 4/4. All entrance/placement sight reading is 
done in open position reaching to the 5th fret on the top string. Sight-reading is tested every 
semester and students are put on individual learning contracts for sight-reading. We use the 
placement sight-reading test materials for most students until the reach the highest level. But we 
also have supplementary materials that go into upper positions (7th, then 5th, then 9th, and mixed 
positions. After that, students continue developing sight-reading skills at their own pace. Some 
materials are developed in house, and we have the students develop sight-reading exercises that 
are shared in our studio classes. We also use the Dogson/Quine 20th century sight-reading 
studies. We expect more developed sight-reading skills from those students in the performance 
track than from the non-performance track students/I have noticed from my 35 years of teaching 
that Classical/Jazz guitarists are usually better adapted to read single note literature but the 
Classical guitarist are usually weaker in recognizing chords/voicings because they haven't worked 
with inversions/triads/drop 2 etc that others genres of guitar have. 
26. If you were to choose three pieces from the classical guitar literature that you feel would, 
in style and level of difficulty, be suitable representative college-entry sight-reading pieces, 
what would you choose? Please list them in the text box below, indicating title and composer 
and feel free to comment on each one. [text box] [92 responses] 
Any of the classical pieces (Carulli, Carcassi, Giuliani, Sor) that are common in most easy 
anthologies (Duncan 1st rep book; Suzuki bks 2, 3; Royal Ontario series bks 2–3) – and some 
things from those sources in a more modern style. 
Early music: Robert Johnson-Alman or similar difficulty level works by Dowland and others 
Baroque: Bach minuets, gavottes, etc. from the cello suites 
Classical: Sor/Giuliani/Carcassi etudes.  Something that has a few higher positions in it 
Romantic: Mertz Bardenklange or Tarrega Preludes 
Modern: Brouwer Etudes 11–20 or "Modern Times" pieces ed. by Robert Brightmore 
KEMP'S JIG      Anon. 
WALTZ IN Em     Carulli 
SIMPLE ETUDE #1 Brouwer 
I shouldn't like to lock the tests into the same material all the time so I would suggest the shorter 
Sor, Aguado, Carcassi, Carulli, Guiliani studies and pieces. Some of the Latin American 
composer's smaller stuff...not getting too "modern" for an entry reading test. 
Beginning scales and suites from Carcassi Method – Part 3 – C or G major for simple – two voice 
reading and standard scales/progressions. 
Nothin' But Blues – Jamey Aebersold – single line reading using minor/modal pentatonic patterns 
for those interested in jazz/blues. 
Berkelee Guitar Method – selected position common key melodies in fifth position. 
pieces by Sor, Giuliani or Carcassi 
1) Any 1st position Carcassi or Carulli study 
2) A Leo Brouwer (easy) Etude 
3) Single note study from "Melodic Rhythms for Guitar" William Leavitt Berklee series 
Carulli, Op. 114 No. 9 
Giuliani – Op 100. No. 2 
Sor Op. 31 No.11 
Excerpts from the easier pieces from Op.60 of Carcassi, Estudios Sencillos of Brouwer, and the 
20 Studies of Sor edited by Segovia would be good as they are used in so many music programs. 
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Contre-Danse-Carulli 
Spanish Romance-anonymous 
Wilson's Wilde-anonymous/Dowland? 
Carcassi, Op. 60, No. 7 
Bach, Bourree from  1st Lute Suite 
Tarrega, Adelita 
Carcassi study no. 1 from the 25 Progressive Etudes. 
Andante Op. 44, no 1 Fernando Sor  monophonic first position 
Espanoleta     Gaspar Sanz         simple first position homophonic 
Any monophonic piece with simple rhythms in the second or third position.           
easy etude by Sor, Carcassi or Carulli 
anything from the first half of the Duncan Repertory book No:1 
very simple carcassi etudes, so studies as well as some Brower 
For incoming auditions, I usually use a monophonic line from an easy ensemble piece, perhaps 
from the Gerrits' editions. If a student claims to have or displays a more advanced training, I will 
use a simple Carcassi, Aguado, Carulli, Sor, etc. study. Simple arpeggio, perhaps a diatonic, 1st-
postion melody with 1 or 2 bass notes per measure. Nothing as complex as the standard Carcassi 
25 Studies, certainly nothing as complex as the Segovia/Sor Studies.  
In theory, a simple baroque dance (perhaps from the Teuchart anthology audition or from Vol 1 
of the Toronto/Royal Conservatory Series) with a shift from Position 1 to Position 2 or 3 would 
be a good measure–but that's dreaming again for my kids. 
Fairly simple excerpts by Frederick Noad from his Solo Guitar Playing Book 1. 
Also: 
F. Carulli – Etude in C (from Frederick Noad's Solo Guitar Playing Book 1) 
Frederick Noad – Allegretto in C and Study in Ligados (from Noad's book 1) 
R. de Visee' – Saraband [in Am] from Suite in Dm (in Noad's book 1) 
Theme from the Harmonious Blacksmith by Handel 
Air by Thomas Robinson 
Minuet from Anna Magdalena Book by JS Bach 
Carulli Waltz in C major 
Dionisio Aguado studies of the beginner level. 
Fernando Sor studies from Op1 
Sagreras Book 1 
Easy pieces from classical period such as etudes by Giuliani, Carulli, Sor. 
I use simple exercises from Sight Reading for the classical guitar by Robert Bennict or I may use 
simple part music from ensemble music, to judge the students range. 
Country Dance – F. Carulli 
Prelude in C Major – G. F. Handel (from Royal Conservatory book 2 or 3?) 
Any fifth position melody from Position Reading by Keith Stevens 
1.  Menuet, Carcassi..basic first position piece 
2.  Rondo, Giuliaiani...pops up to the A on the first string and introduces chromatics. 
3.  La Penser, Giuliani...Key of A and does higher notes on first string. 
In general I find the Giuliani pieces great for moving a student towards increasingly difficult 
music...so it would be a good test with the problem that many students would have already seen 
much of it. 
Early Carcassi and Sor studies. 
Any of the studies of Mateo Carcassi's Op 60 are great to assess whether a student can handle the 
rigor of sight reading on the instrument.  Unfortunately many teachers have students learn these 
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studies without focusing on sight reading.  Most of these are on the intermediate level but 
students with good sight reading ability should be able to get most of the notes the first time.  
Pieces in particular are 6, 8, 12 and 14.  Arpeggios, articulations, dynamics, tempo markings and 
position playing are all included in these examples 
Moorish Dance by Aaron Shearer for the most basic level 
Sor Study #5 in Bm for Moderate skill level 
Sor Rondo in C for advanced readers 
Any of the Studies 1–19 Opus 60 by Sor 
Waltz by Carulli 
Any Easy Etudes by Aguado 
Royal College of Music Sight Reading and Robert Benedict "Sight Reading for Classical Guitar.  
Pieces are too long to use for exams. 
Carcassi Studies 
Sor Studies 
Czerny for Guitar 
1. Aaron Shearer: Moorish Dance 
2. Mauro Giuliani: Allegro (from Shearer book 1) 
3. Leo Brouwer: Study No. 1 from Nuevos Estudios Sencillos 
Single note – Renaissance part music. (Morely, or Lasso) 
For other choices: moderately difficult pieces by Sor, Giuliani, or Brouwer 
Francesco Molino – Sonatina, Op. 1, No. 1 
Mauro Giuliani – Le Papillon, Op. 50, Nos. 1, 3, 6, 10, 15, 18, 21, 22, 23 
Fernando Sor – Duo, Op. 55, No. 1 (top line) 
As a very rough guide, the following examples are used from the Royal Toronto graded exams 
for sight reading: 
College-entry    Vol. 2 
first year jury     Vol. 3 
2nd year           Vol. 4, and so on. 
easy: more basic Carcassi pieces 
moderate: Sor etudes 
moderately difficult: Bach Sonatas for violin 
some examples from Stephen Dodgson and Hector Quine's "Progressive Sight-reading for 
Guitarists 
some of the short pieces in volume 1 of Brindle's "Guitarcosmos." 
Carcassi, Op. 60, No. 2 
Etude in D major (Segovia #6) by F. Sor 
–for the unpredictability of what string each note falls on 
Minuet in G (from Anna Magdalena Notebook) by Bach 
– for the 2-voice counterpoint 
Romance de los Pinos by F. M. Torroba 
–for an "easy" piece requiring some upper positions, more advanced chords, 
   and likely some necessary fingerings 
Giuliani Op 71 No 3  March 
Six lute pieces from the Ren. Chillositti edt. First piece. 
Brouwer: Simple Etudes # 8 
Pavan #1 (Segovia numbering) – Luis Milan 
Guardame Las Vacas – Narvaez 
Sor Study #2 (Segovia numbering) 
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1. Dionisio Aguado, Etude in A minor, Op. 6, No. 19 
2. Russian Traditional, Two Guitars (arranged in E minor by Lawrence Ferrara) 
3. Fernando Sor, Study #1 in C Major 
Anything out of Carulli Methodo Completo. Segreras first 5 volumes. Also some exercises of Leo 
Brouwer. 
micro cosmos smith-brendle 
sor estudios 
cello suites bach 
Solo flute sonata in C by Bach, first movement. 
Anything Renaissance or polyphonic with 2 voices. 
Something by Carulli, Aguado, or Giuliani. 
Fernando Sor studies (Andres Segovia edition) studies 1 – 5, 
Leo Brouwer studies for guitar 1 – 5, from his 20 Studies 
Mateo Carcassi Studies 1 – 6  (from the set of 25) 
Simple 19th century music (Carcassi, Carulli) 
Simple baroque lute music  
Leo Brouwer etudes 1–5 
Though I wouldn't actually use any of these (esp. the Brouwer) since entering students may 
already be familiar with them and not actually be sight reading. 
Mertz Nocturne Op. 4 
Chavez 3 Pieces for Guitar (1.) 
da Milano Fantasias (2 voice counterpoint with rapid figuration or scales) 
Duncan Rep. 1 
Most anything from the Royal Conservatory of Music Guitar Series "Introductory Repertoire and 
Studies" or "Album 1".  Especially:  
Lesson 61 by Julio Sagreras 
Op. 60, No. 8 by Fernando Sor 
Moorish Dance by Aaron Shearer 
1.Fernando Sor OP. 31–Etude no.6 in E minor. 
2.Julio S. Sagreras – Book 2 etudes 20 and 29. 
3 Dionisio Aguado  – Andante in A Minor. 
1st and 2nd volumes of Royal College Series. 
Chant by Andrew York from "8 Discernments" 
Heigh Ho Holiday by Anthony Holborne 
Alman by Robert Johnson from Noad Renaissance guitar Anthology 
Gavotte (from Partita VIII) – Giuseppe Antonio Brescianello 
Andantino (Op. 44, No. 3) – Fernando Sor 
Leccion 76 – (Las Primeras Lecciones de Guitarra) – Julio Sagreras 
I'd start with some two-part inventions by Bach, then proceed with one of the standards of the 
intermediate repertoire (perhaps a Sor etude), and then try the student on a piece by Moreno-
Torroba or Villa-Lobos...maybe one of the "Castles in Spain" series because while many students 
know the Sor studies by heart, few go that far afield (Spain, Brazil, Cuba). 
Selected pieces from the Noad series. 
Jazz Standards 
Simple first and second position pieces from Carcassi Method.  Simple, thin textured Sor studies. 
I would pick some obscure first position Giuliani or similar material.  The idea being to see if 
students have learned rudimentary shape recognition in first position.  Any pieces that are well 
known run into the problem that some students will have seen and learned them previously, 
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making the test invalid for those students. 
Country Dance – Carcassi 
1st 2 pieces of Sor Op. 60 
Emilio Pujol – Etude VI 
Fernando Sor – Andante in C 
Hanz Neusiedler – Tanz in D minor 
simple etudes by Sor or Aguado 
I'll say any first position etudes from Carcassi, Sor, Aguado!!! 
I use any of the Sor or Carulli introductory studies that are single line melodies. At this institution 
we rarely get excellent readers coming in from high school. If they can read single lines on an 
audition that is great. 
I also use the Frederick Noad book "Solo Guitar Playing Vol. I" and choose from the guitar 
ensemble pieces at the end. Perhaps one with a higher melody and one with a lower melody to 
test their knowledge of different ranges. These are still in 1st or 2nd position though. This helps 
me to know how they might fit into the guitar ensemble too. Some students really can't read bass 
notes on ledger lines I have found as entering freshman. 
1) Carulli Prelude 2, Op. 114 
2) Carcassi Study 3, Op. 60 
3) Brouwer Study 4, Estudios Sencillos 
Depends on the student level again but GUITAR music works best. From Sor, Carcassi, Guiliani 
or Baroque music of a thinner texture like deVisee, Sanz, Logy etc. Sometimes Neo Romantic 
like Ponce, Tansman. 
Sor studies from opus 60, Op. 44 1 thru 11, Op. 35 1 thru 10 
Baroque music from the Royal Conservatory text from 1 thru 3 
Modern music from the Royal Conservatory texts 1 thru 3 as well 
Bach Bouree in Em from Lute Suite 1 
Fernando Sor Study in Bm, D, or A  from 20 Studies 
Brouer Etudes Simple Choose 1 through 6 
perhaps any of the pieces or studies from the  "Royal conservatory of Music" series volume 1 but 
most fingerings (right and Left) would have to be eliminated. 
Op 50 #23 M Giuliani 
Alman Sundermann 7 Robert Johnson 
Op 60 Etude #9 M Carcassi  
A 12 measure excerpt from any of these would be acceptable. 
One of the Sor pieces in C major at the end of Shearer's Classic Guitar Technique Vol. 1. 
This is not "literature" really, but the "Melancolia" from Parkening's Guitar Method, Vol. 1, with 
steady 8th-note arpeggios and very simple melodic line in the thumb.  
For polyphonic reading, the first 8 bars of Bach's Bourree from the 1st Lute Suite, found in 
Parkening's Guitar Method, Vol. 2. 
Any two-voice piece in first position with four sharps or less (maximum one flat). 
To find extent of readers abilities, any study from Carcassi's Op.60 
Carcassi study #1 
Sor study #1 
Brouwer Study #1 
If my university were a USC or a North Texas State where the competition and entrance level is 
much higher, one of the first or second position songs from the Frederick Noad book like 
Greensleeves or Bach Bouree (lesson 16) might work. But I think its all specific to the institution 
and the type of student it attracts. 
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Any Fernando Sor studies are good reading indicators 
Tarrega studies are good sight reading indicators 
Carulli etudes are good sight reading indicators 
Louis Milan pavans 
Easy Carcassi etudes 
Single-line melodies of various rhythms and keys 
Carcassi Op. 60 (all) 
Simple pieces from Carulli, Giuliani, etc. 
I would use the methods of Aguado (#48,, 70, 80, and 94), Carcassi (C major studies, G major 
and D major) and Sagreras book one first 70 studies. It would show me the students 
understanding of basic chord forms, basic time signatures, rhythms and ability to read in first 
position. 
A Sor, Carcassi, Giuliani or Coste study 
Fernando Sor's 25 Progressive Studies, Op. 60 #1 
Mauro Giulinani's 120 Daily Right Hand Studies, #'s 1–10 
Vivaldi Concerto R. 93, "Largo" 
Carcassi, Op. 60, no. 1, first 16 bars 
Sor 20 etudes, no. 2 (Segovia edition), first 16 bars 
Brouwer, Estudios sencillos, no. 1, whole piece. 
Look at Sagreras Method books 1 and 2 and Guitarcosmos by Reginald Smith-Brindle.  Also, 
Brouwer has done a newer set of etudes which might be useful. 
If I must. The first of the Carcassi progressive studies is fine with me. But, again, sight-reading is 
not what I look for in an audition. My first priorities are: a sense of rhythm, agility, and a certain 
intelligence in the eyes. 
Carcassi 25 studies – No. 1, No. 3, No. 6 
1) Snowflight – Andrew York 
2) Andantino Key C – M Carcassi (Carcassi method) 
3) Chant – Andrew York 
Beginning Carcassi and Carulli pieces 
Guadarme las Vacas (with 3rd string G) – Narvaez 
Rainy Scene – Roger Hudson  
Bm étude – Sor 
Etudes Simples #1 – Leo Brouwer 
some of the short Sor minuets from 60 Short Pieces for Classic Guitar 
Canon in D – Pachelbel 
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