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Abstract

This is a study of the development and validatiba rubric to enhance performer
feedback for undergraduate vocal solo performatcehe literature, assessment of vocal
performance is under-represented, and the valteedback from the assessment of
musical performances, from the point of view of plegformer, is nonexistent. The
research questions guiding this study were 1) Vdlathe appropriate performance
criteria, learning outcomes, and meaningful desargofor various levels of proficiency
for undergraduate solo vocal performance? and 2 éim students perceive their use of
the feedback from the solo vocal performance ruiaricnprove future performances?
The three groups of stakeholders of the projeceweice professors from the research
institution who assisted in the development ofrtii@ic; students from the research
institution who provided performance excerpts dmakred their perceptions about the
guality of the feedback; and voice professors fautside the research institution who
used the rubric to assess the student performamdizgd-methods participatory action
research was the method used to conduct the study.

Interviews with five experts aided the developmard criteria-specific rubric,
which defined performance criteria, learning outesimand meaningful descriptors for
various levels of proficiency for undergraduatedsiuts of singing. The rubric was
distributed, along with 20 recordings comprised.éfstudents, two professionals, and
four repeated student performances, to voice psofesvho used the rubric to score the
performances and provided feedback about the mstntias well as the process. Results
of scoring were shared with student performersiataiviews conducted about

usefulness of the feedback. Seven themes emaadlie research analysis: a) levels



of proficiency, b) performance criteria, ¢) destwig, d) numerical scoring, €) comments,
f) recording method, and g) song selection relaivtne skill level of the singers.

Results of the study determined that the rubric stasstically reliable, and the students
received valuable feedback that validated their selfiperceptions and assisted them in
long- and short-term goal setting. Practitioneesyenefit from further research that
explores the validity of the rubric when assignangrade, assessing live performances,

and including additional repertoire.
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Chapter One: Introduction

“Performing is considered central to what one nknstw and be able to do if one
is to learn music” (Bergee, 2003, p. 137). Fodstis who are pursuing a baccalaureate
degree in music it is recommended that they develigwel of proficiency in technique,
have experience performing a variety of repert@rgl possess minimum competency in
sight reading (National Association for Schooldvafsic, 2011-2012). Traditionally,
studying applied music at the undergraduate levebnducted in the form of a series of
private lessons over the course of a semesterartthaes over a series of semesters. A
“teacher-oriented, master-apprentice relations(i@rgee, 1993, p. 20) has been and
continues to be the norm, at the time of this wgti

Asmus (1999) spoke about the nature of musicuostn and the essential
factors present in the instructional process. &lxservations are appropriately
applicable to the study of applied music in a gevasson setting.

While music learning may be greatly influenced Ihg tontext in which

instruction occurs and the entering characteristidhe students who are

to receive the instruction, three factors are iahein all music teaching

and learning: (1) the music instruction content pratess, (2) the

ongoing assessment during instruction, and (3ptlteome of instruction.

(p. 20)

The function of the end of semester juried perfmmoe has been viewed as an
evaluation or summation of the semester's worke miethod of evaluating these
performances has reflected that paradigm in theotismls for assigning a grade to the

performance. If schools of music and members ®fuhy panels were to change their
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views of the purpose of the end of semester jugn®that is formative in nature; they
would need a tool that would not only assign a gtait would also provide meaningful
feedback to the students.
Background

Assessment of vocal performance is under-repredentthe literature.
One of the potential reasons for this lack of rede#s "vocal research may have
been conducted but not reported because sufficiability and validity was
difficult to obtain" (Wapnick & Eckholm, 1997, p29). There are additional
considerations present in vocal music that argresgent in instrumental
performances which can complicate the assessmewtcaf performances. For
example, "elements such as diction and transmisditime emotional meaning of
lyrics have no instrumental counterpart” (p. 42B).addition, the timbral
gualities of the vocal instrument are unique tchgaerformer. There are no
manufacturing standards for the voice as theréoarether instruments. Also, "it
is even unclear whether vocal teachers agree omtisecal manifestations of
certain evaluative adjectives” (p. 429) which azaudl to confusion and
misunderstanding when describing and assessind pedarmances. In the
instrumental and vocal performance assessmentrobsetudies are focused on
criteria-specific rating scales, but not on thetipaftar format that is most
effective for providing feedback to the perforntée rubric (Saunders &

Holohan, 1997; Asmus, 1999; Ciorba & Smith, 200%&sMowski, 2012).
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to develop and vididaresearch-based rubric with
which to assess undergraduate solo vocal perforesaannd which will enhance the
feedback provided to students for use in improvdroéfuture performances. The bulk
of the research previously published focused orafisessment of instrumental
performances, and vocal assessment remains unceseeped. Many researchers
(Cooksey, 1977; Levinowitz, 1985; Jones, 1986; Matn 1994; Saunders & Holohan,
1997; Bergee, 2003; Zdzinski & Barnes, 2002) totledusefulness of the criteria-
specific scoring in providing feedback to studeaststhey could make improvements in
future performances. However, | have identifiedshalies that seek to understand if or
how students use the data collected in an evaludia to improve future performances.
Rationale

There are many studies that attempted to appdgetffactorial approach (Butt &
Fisk, 1968) to the development of a rating scabduating musical performance (Abeles,
1973; Bergee, 1987; Cooksey, 1974; DCamp, 198Ce1t&,e2012; Horowitz, 1994;
Jones, 1986; Levinowitz, 1985) as well as one sthdirelated the perceptions of the
judges using a rating scale (Latimer, Bergee, &€pl2010). The results of these
studies demonstrated that the instruments developeel both reliable and valid. All of
the studies cited previously considered exclusitieéyneeds of evaluating instrumental
performances.

Although vocal performances share characteristitts instrumental
performances, there are considerations in evaly&tcal performances that are not

present in instrumental performances such as ticdnd emotional transmission of the
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meaning of the lyrics” (Wapnick & Eckholm, 1997,429). Therefore, it is important to
examine the evaluation of vocal performances indéestly. Related vocal studies
include Cooksey (1974) who applied this approactketeeloping a choral performance
rating scale, Jones (1986) who applied this appro@cdeveloping a rating scale for high
school solo performance, and Wapnick and EckhoB8T) who tested the validity of a
rating scale for undergraduate vocal performance.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

| designed this study to investigate the possybdf developing a tool to assess
undergraduate vocal performances that would be fieditible and valid, as well as
provide meaningful feedback to the performersought answers to the following
research questions:

Research Question 1What are the appropriate performance criteraneg
outcomes, and meaningful descriptors for variouslteof proficiency for undergraduate
solo vocal performance?

Research Question 2How do students perceive their use of the feeklbran
the solo vocal performance rubric to improve futpeeformances?

The first research question addressed the developai the tool. The second
research question addressed measuring the per®rabdity to interpret and use the
feedback the tool provided. The following hypotsvere designed to test the
reliability and validity of the tool:

Hypothesis #1.When scoring performances using the research-babeid, at

least one judge will score differently than theesth
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Sub Hypothesis #1.There will be a difference in average mean scorthen
research-based rubric, when comparing individuddguscoring to the overall group
mean score.

Hypothesis #2 When scoring performances using the research-brabeid one
category at a time, at least one judge will scafferéntly than the others.

Sub Hypothesis #2.There will be a difference in mean score on theassh
based-rubric, when comparing individual judge stpon individual categories to the
overall group mean score.

Hypothesis #3. There will be a difference in judges’ scoring uiitig the
research-based rubric, on repeat performance wdrapared to the same judges’ scoring
for the original performance.

Sub Hypothesis #3.The event score when applying the research-baseit ig
dependent upon which judge conducted the rating.

Hypothesis #4. There will be a relationship between each of thiega of
characteristics of breath, tone, accuracy, dictimionation, vibrato, registration, agility,
style, and expression, and judges scores utilitingesearch-based rubric.

Hypothesis #5. There will be a difference between holistic scaed rubric-
based calculated percentage score.

The first hypothesis addressed the inter-judgabity of the overall instrument.
The second hypothesis was designed to determingitbaa-specific validity of the
rubric. In other words, the second hypothesis dessgned to determine the validity of

the instrument on each descriptor. The third hiyesis was designed to determine intra-
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judge reliability (the same judge would score seatpd performance the same way
twice).
Definition of Terms

Accuracy: Execution of the correct words, pitches, and rhgl{8aunders &
Holohan, 1997, p. 264).

Agility: Agility or flexibility is “based on the singer’s diby to negotiate musical
challenges nimbly and quickly, including wide pitaervals, coluratura (fast note)
scales and passages, and dynamic variations” (\2@@8, p. 97) or simply, “to sing
notes rapidly” (Paton, 2006, p. 73).

Assessment: “The collection, analysis, interpretation, and laggtion of
information about student performance or prograi@céifeness in order to make
educational decisions” (Asmus, 1999, p. 21).

Assessment for Learning: Type of assessment of which the purpose is “To
provide feedback to students to assess the qudliearning and to improve learning
behaviors” (Frey & Schmitt, 2007, p. 417). Thi®idy one of the two purposes of
Formative Assessment (see definition).

Authentic Assessment: Type of assessment of which the purpose is “tosomea
ability on tasks which represent real-world probdeon tasks” (Frey & Schmitt, 2007, p.
417).

Breath or Breath Support: "The dynamic relationship betwseen the breatlng-
muscles and the breathing-out muscles, the pumpiosaich is to supply adequate breath
pressure to the vocal folds for the sustainingmyf @esired pitch or dynamic level”

(McKinney, 1994, p. 53).
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Criteria-Specific Performance Scales. These types of scales can be used to
conduct performance assessments and "are basedtmwobjective statements that
describe various performance attributes. Thesectibg statements offer more
information to the student than assessments uskegtittype scale responses because
they offer insight into proficiency levels” (Wesalski, 2012, p. 37).

Diagnostic Assessment: Type of assessment of which the purpose is taméte
“which musical skills a student has already leatr{elhle & Green, 1999, p. 28).

Diction: a “general term that refers to using the prevaiitepdards of word
usage and pronunciation in a comprehensible mamestyle” (Ware, 2008, p. 83).

Evaluation: “The collection and use of information to makeormed educational
decisions” (Asmus, 1999, p. 21).

Expression: The ability to “understand and express not onlysikend, but also
the meaning of the songs” (Ware, 2008, p. 114).

Formative Assessment: Type of assessment of which the purpose is “tigeo
feedback to the teacher to assess the qualitystriiiction or to improve teaching
behaviors, or to provide feedback to the studeassess the quality of learning and to
improve learning behaviors” (Frey & Schmitt, 2097417).

Intonation: Refers to the ability to sing in tune, that is, féproduce accurate
pitches of music scales and modes with a relatdgrak of accuracy” (Ware, 2008, p.
96).

Performance Assessment: “An assessment that determines a student’s akbility

perform assigned tasks rather than his or hertabdianswer questions” (Asmus, 1999,
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p. 21) or an assessment of which the purpose im&asure a skill or ability” (Frey &
Schmitt, 2007, p. 417).

Register: "A particular series of tones, produced in the sameaner (by the same
vibratory pattern of the vocal folds), and havihg same basic quality" (McKinney,
1994, p. 93).

Registration: The ability to sing consistently across and betwibe different
registers of the human voice (Ware, 2008, p. 56).

Rubric: “A set of scoring criteria used to determine Waéue of a student’s
performance on assigned tasks; the criteria attenrso students are able to learn what
must be done to improve their performances in tieré” (Asmus, 1999, p. 21).

Style: Refers to characteristics of a piece of music ¢batd include the type of
music, the historical period from which it cameg thanner of expression that is used, the
expected way of performing it that we associaté aispecific composer or school of
composers, or the way of performing that belongantindividual (Paton, 2006, p. 65).

Summative Assessment: “Assessment performed to determine the overall
effectiveness of an educational program” (Asmu8919. 21).

Tone: The sustained phonation that occurs when the yoeahanism is engaged
for singing. Sometimes referred to as tone pradagctone quality, vocal sound, timbre,
or phonation (Paton, 2006, pp. 16-17).

Vibrato: “a pulsation of pitch, usually accompanied by $yoaus pulsations of
loudness and timbre, of such extent and rate g&véoa pleasing flexibility, tenderness,

and richness to the tone” (Seashore, 1938, p. 33).
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Research Perspective

| selected a mixed-methods participatory acti@eaech methodology. This type
of methodology was a good fit for the study becauseed-methods participatory action
research is usually practitioner-led in collabamatwith key stakeholders to solve a local
issue and employs both qualitative and quantitatie¢hods of data gathering (Fraenkel,
Wallen, & Hyun, 2012). The action research modasa&lso the best fit to answer the
research questions and hypotheses that guidediuithe s

Participatory action research.Action research is generally conducted by a
practitioner to "solve a problem at the local I8\(€raenkel et al., 2012, p. 611) and
utilizes generally accepted methods of researchdagh on a smaller scale” (p. 611).
The basic assumptions underlying action reseakkthat "the participants have the
authority to make decisions, want to improve tlpeactice, are committed to continual
professional development and will engage in systienraquiry” (Fraenkel et al., 2012, p.
590). | was in a position to recommend and implenceanges in instructional and
assessment practices in my teaching environmeanticatory action research "attempts
to empower participants or bring about social cledri§raenkel et al., 2012, p. 591) by
involving stakeholders in the research procesdexed appropriate to their role in the
research setting and their expertise. This invoket in the change process fosters buy-
in from stakeholders and can facilitate smoothgri@mentation of the resulting changes.
| chose to include the administrator, teachersrafisg, and the students who were the
key stakeholders in my proposed research and iggpitoposed changes. Purposive

sampling is the common choice for action reseaschieice they are studying a specific
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problem that is local in nature (Fraenkel et @12, p. 595), and it was the type of
sampling that | selected for this study.

Typically, action research involves four stepsetitfying the research question
or problem, gathering the necessary data, analydgnterpreting the data and sharing
the results with the participants, and developim@etion plan” (Fraenkel et al., 2012, pp.
593-595). There are at least five advantagestioraresearch.

It can be done by just about anyone, in any typgchbol or other institution, to

investigate just about any kind of problem or issliecan help to improve

educational practice. It can help education ahérgprofessionals to improve
their craft. It can help them learn to identifpplems systematically. Finally, it
can build up a small community of research-oriemedviduals at the local level.

(Fraenkel et al., 2012, p. 612)

Mixed-methods research."Mixed-methods research involves the use of both
guantitative and qualitative research methodssimgle study” (Fraenkel et al., 2012, p.
557). The results of these separate methods arbined to present a more complete
picture of the phenomenon under study than eitrethod could produce on its own. In
mixed-methods research, the respective strengthaaditative and quantitative methods
are seen as compensating for the respective wesdsieseach method (Fraenkel et al.,
2012, p. 558).

“Disadvantages of mixed-methods research involedithe, resources, and
expertise necessary to conduct this type of reeeaet!” (Fraenkel et al., 2012, p. 583).
While quantitative methods are usually associatitll positivism and qualitative

methods are usually associated with postmodermsgred-methods are usually
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associated with pragmatism. Pragmatists belieaedhe should use whatever methods
best answer the research question or questiorandt(frraenkel et al., 2012). This
pragmatic view also appears to be a good fit withaction research model.

Application of the research methodology.To apply the mixed-methods
participatory action research methodology, | fokala series of steps over three phases.
The first phase was the preparation of a reseaaiskebrubric, which was achieved via a
review of the literature and responses to expertstviews, and the preparation of
recordings which included both student and protesdisingers. The second phase was
the implementation of the research-based rubriaevtiee research-based rubric was
used by judges to assess the recorded performambesthird phase was the collection
of student feedback which was facilitated througfenviews of the student performers in
an attempt to determine the information they ledrnem the completed research-based
rubrics used by the judges who assessed theirdedgrerformances.

Limitations

In action research, the results are usually "weaakkiernal validity" (Fraenkel et
al., 2012, p. 596) and replication is necessattydfresults are to be generalized to other
settings. This is true for my study, since it wlasigned with a particular program, with
its own strengths and weaknesses, and set of stutemind, and the data was unique to
that particular educational setting. The rubrieedeped as a part of this research study is
appropriate for use with undergraduate vocal stdasly. The levels of development
and maturation were defined exclusively to thisylapon, as the rubric was developed.
The rubric was considered valid and reliable onithwespect to undergraduate vocal

soloists from a program with less competitive acgmoiss standards than some
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institutions may have employed. Potential thréatgalidity in an action research study
could include

the possibility of collector bias, because the daléector is well aware of the

intent of the study. He or she must take card@amoverlook results or responses

he or she does not want to see. Implementatioratitddinal effects are also a

strong possibility, as either implementers or aatéectors can, unwittingly,

distort the results of a study. (Fraenkel et al59b)
It was important for me as the researcher to cortomgporting all of the data, regardless
of whether or not it fit my assumptions. Only audecordings of vocal solo
performances were used to test this rubric. lthinige appropriate to consider including
visual criteria when adapting this instrument fee Iperformances. Judges were selected
from a wide pool of professors at institutions afying sizes, and selections for critique
were performed by students with diverse levelscbievement.
Summary

Vocal performance assessment is under-researcheulgaitme music education
literature (Wapnick & Eckholm, 1997), and the pwpof this action research was to
develop and test a rubric with which to assess ngndduate solo vocal performances,
which would also provide constructive feedbackhi® student. To achieve these
purposes, | designed a rubric based on the metbggaolutlined by Wesolowski (2012).
To test the reliability and validity of this rubyi86 university-level teachers of singing
used the rubric to score recorded student perfocegnAfter performances were scored,
| met with each student performer to collect qadive data about their perceptions of the

quality and usefulness of the feedback provideke findings from this study contribute
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to the literature by a) adding to the limited badknowledge about valid and reliable
vocal performance assessment instruments and adprg initial insight into student

perceptions about the feedback received from agpeiformance assessment tool.
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Chapter Two: The Literature Review

The review of the literature included an histdricak at the practice of vocal
pedagogy followed by an examination of publicatitma discussed the characteristics of
effective singing. Following the examination oétfield of vocal pedagogy, the
literature review focused on principles of assesgraad narrowed in focus to consider
the specific considerations in assessing musigébpeances. A detailed discussion is
provided on several types of assessments thatbdesmreused in assessing musical
performances, including holistic rating scales driktype scales, criteria-specific rating
scales, and rubrics. This examination of the tygesssessments used included a
discussion of the evolution of the research congplen the application of these types of
assessments.
Vocal Pedagogy

The evolution of vocal pedagogy is a long andistbone. It began with the first
documented method of singing outlined in a letieMaffei in 1562 (Sell, 2005, p. 9),
and continued through the age of bel canto, oft#ti@n school, in the 17th and 18th
centuries, a verismo style in the 19th century, thiedrise of nationalistic singing styles
in the 20th century. This entire history is replefith inconsistencies and disagreements
about what was the most desirable sound and wheathvegproper method for acquiring
it.

One of the difficulties in finding agreement amorugal experts was the
difficulty in defining the word 'pedagogy’ itself:Even dictionaries do not agree. Some

say it is ‘the art of teaching’; others use thegskr‘the science of teaching’™” (Kiesgen,

2005, p. 41), and therein lies the chief probldhis also important to note that the term
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'pedagogy’ in the field of applied musical studysaaclusive of both children and
adults, unlike other fields such as adult learnmghich 'pedagogy’ is specifically
limited to the teaching of children, and 'andragagythe term used to refer to the
teaching of adults (Henschke, 1998).

Many teachers of singing base their pedagogicak&dge on their own
experience rather than an empirical or systematicaach (Himonedes, 2009). Kiesgen
(2005) also recognized this general belief thattmuasdern pedagogical practices seemed
to be “subjective, reflecting only the personalmpins and taste of the teacher” (p. 41).
However, the voice is both a physical and accousis&rument that operates under the
laws of both physics and accoustics (Miller, 20Ri&sgen, 2005). There were
significant advances in the area of voice sciench sis spectral analysis that are
available at the time of this writing, but were aehilable to teachers of the past (Miller,
2000). The study of voice science was at oncéalto those who wish to understand
the singing voice” (Kiesgen, 2005, p. 44) and amang opportunity to have data that
were once unattainable (Miller, 200; Kiesgen, 2005)

Miller (2000) expressed dismay that despite thendific data available, voice
instruction still relied heavily on “the confusitenguage of imagery” (p. 42), and
Himonedes (2009) stated,“there is evidence thahta of singing customarily use
imagery (including kinesthetic and visual imagary}eaching vocal technique, often
allied to a reliance on sensation and the developwieaural awareness” (p. 45). Miller
(2004) provided the example that “the teacher maly know what ‘spin the tone,’ ‘float

the voice’ and ‘rounder sound’ mean, but the tetimsnselves do not tell the student
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how to spin, float, or round the tone. Today'dstut wants not flowery imagery, but
practical assistance” (p. 196).

In addition to the valuable study of voice scierteachers of singing must also
recognize that studying the methods of the greathters of the past is a worthy endeavor
since “we find that there is a level of agreemenbag many of them about the kinds of
ideas that work. The fact that so many have fahede same ideas to work seems to
make them less subjective” (Himonedes, 2009, p. #4Be next section is an
examination of the evolution of vocal pedagogy fritra sixteenth century through
modern times. Throughout this time period, theas an evolution from pure imitation
of the teacher to a greater focus on the mechanisisiging which parallelled the
advances in scientific knowledge and discovery tlwatirred during each historical
period.

The 16th century. The primary pedagogues of this period were Madfel
Zacconi. According to Sell (2005), the ideal tauality at the time was coluratura and
"a light flexible voice that sang softly" (p. 11)Key characteristics of singing emphasized
at the time were avoiding nasality, the importaotghysical appearance, a "slight and
pleasing” (p. 9) tremolo or vibrato, evenness oktthroughout the range, and vocal
registration. Much was written at the time abdwt importance of breathing, but there
was little written about how to properly executedth or about the breathing mechanism.
"Most singers and teachers seemed to agree thbe#tavay to learn was by imitating a
good teacher, but without suggesting what consstatgood one" (p. 11).

The 17th and 18th centuries.According to Gerry’s 1995 essay (as cited in

Austin, 2011), the age of bel canto, or the ItaBahool, was a method of teaching vocal
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technique developed in the time period betweenateel 7th century and the 19th
century during which “many of the best musical nsired Italy were occupied in
developing the technique of singing and in estabi sound rules and laws for the
development of the singer, based entirely uporethpirical approach” (p. 343). During
this time period, opera was in its infancy, andyeirs began to emerge from the shadows
of the courts or religious institutions and begamtake their mark as individual soloists.
"There was new emphasis on vocal display, agtitgmatic ability, and voice

production capable of filling not just smaller chaens but large halls and theaters" (Sell,
2005, p. 11).

The beginning of this period was aligned with Bagoque style period. "Four
vocal qualities were demanded by the Baroque coerpogerfect intonation, good
breathing technique, clear diction and meaningtpression of the text" (Sell, 2005, p.
11). There was a focus on "medical research h@cinging voice during this time"

(Sell, 2005, p. 11), and other characteristicarajing emphasized at the time were
vibrato, breathing with some scientific understagdof the breathing mechanism,
resonance, clear diction and precise articulatwo,areas of registration, the importance
of a good ear, raising and lowering of the laryilegato singing, and the adjustment of
the vocal tract for optimal resonation.

One of the primary characteristics of this pembdocal instruction was the
uniformity and general agreement among teacherstabe process teaching singing
(Sell, 2005; Austin, 2011). "The teaching procedwas largely oral. Undoubtedly, at
first, it was to a certain extent imitative, foest assured, these teachers were also singers

... It was no unusual thing for singers to waekeral years before being taught any
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repertoire” (Austin 2011, p. 344). Although theras greater understanding at the time
about the science of singing, the student was

not required to study the anatomy of the human headwas he required to think

about or to know the names of muscles over whicteblty had no conscious

control. He was taught only to listen for and tdenthe sensation of beautiful

tone. (p. 344)

According to Sell (2005) many of the developmemig &aditions of this time period,
especially the exercises and vocalises, were hatholed over the centuries and still
greatly influence modern teachers of singing.

The 19th century. The 19th century was the time of the Romantrtopleof
musical style. The style of singing reflected thanging demands of the style period
with the need for vocalists to accommodate largsembles with thicker texture and
more extreme dynamics. Thus, there was a shift tiee Italianate style of singing to a
verismo style, which could be described as a meaéstic style with a heavier and
darker tone quality (Sell, 2005), and a shift frthra previous method based mostly on
“observation and imitation, to experimentation amare scientifically grounded
justifications of pedagogical method” (p. 32).

Garcia ll, the son of a pedagogue trained in téigah school, was an important
teacher of singing during this period (Stark, 19961, 2005). His attempts to "combine
science and the art of singing has made Garciataersial figure to this day. He was,
nonetheless, very highly regarded and is consideyadany to have had the greatest
ever influence on the art of singing” (Sell, 20p523). According to Stark (1999), the

most important concept introduced during the pewad Garcia IlI's coup de la glotte
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which was based on the scientific information alibatprocess of phonation available at
the time and was the first introduction of the cgptoof onset that is a major
consideration in modern singing. In addition, Gasctheory that the vocal tract can and
should be adjusted to achieve optimal resonanceavpaslude to the singers' formant
theory that is prevalent today, and his definittdmegisters "was a good starting point
for a fuller understanding” (p. 90) of modern régison.

Lamperti had long been recognized as the fathappbggio which he labeléd
lotte vocaleor vocal struggle (Stark, 1999; Sell, 2005). '‘SThieans that when we are
singing, the inspiratory muscles labor againstekiratory muscles to retain the breath
within the body" (Stark, 1999, p. 24). He believkdt "good singing uses surprisingly
little breath” (Stark, 1999, p. 24). This was a@ept that became a cornerstone of
modern singing technique (Miller, 1996).

Another leading pedagogue from this period wask3tausen. He was a
performer and teacher and studied with Garcia Il.

Stockhausen was a pioneer in the linguistic appré@aeocal pedagogy. He

placed great emphasis on the study of vowels aspadsable for beauty of tone,

and insisted that vocalizes should be practiseallorowels and was aware of the
importance of the tongue, lower jaw movements anghigeal positioning in

vowel formation. (Sell, 2005. p. 26)

This approach is also generally accepted by mowachers of singing (Miller, 1996).

The 20th century. The early 20th century saw a rise in nationaksmoss the
globe. This socio-political shift was also evidenthe singing and pedagogical practices

of the period as “traditional methodology begabéaconverted to supposedly ‘national’
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styles of singing” (Sell, 2005, p. 32). “Peculieas of language began to emerge: French

nasality; Germanic hard consonants and the Spasghate” (Sell, 2005, p. 32).
Composers began to embrace the history and literafutheir homelands as bases for
their musical works, and “words were deemed mogontant than vocal display, and
were accorded equal rights with the accompanim@sll, 2005, p. 32). Pedagogues
continued to increase their reliance on emergingnse to inform their approaches to
singing and the teaching of singing.

In Britain, there are at least three tonal idetlsl®ing espoused. Of

these one is generally based on the Italianaté; itheanext has traces of

German technique, and the third is the very Engtiathedral’ tone which

has its roots in the British liturgical traditiomjth its fondness for the

seeming ‘purity’ of tones as produced by the chtyedlle voice. (Sell,

2005, p. 35)

There were three key figures who influenced thea’/pedagogy and the British
style of singing. They include Shakespeare whotvaased by the Lampertis and
advocated the still popular “spreading of the ugpk as an alleged assistance for
breathing” (Sell, 2005, p. 33) and Greene who atstinued the Lamperti tradition,
White who was a proponent of the “Sinus Tone Prodattheory which held that
resonance occurred in the sinuses and was likelystdt in the cathedral tone sound.
The third is Estill who was an American pedagogbe Wwad a lasting impact on the

British. Estill's method was “a highly organizegsgem which is orientated to ‘feel

(Sell, 2005, p. 37) and was centered around sizevgualities, “speech, falsetto, cry,
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twang, opera and belt” (Sell, 2005, p. 37), the ééevhich were each memorized so that
they could be replicated consistently.

In Germany, Marienssen-Lohmen was a disciple ¢ihate singing and
“disliked many German practices, for example, heawering of the voice, too much
use of head voice, and the low positioned laryi8€ll, 2005, p. 34). Armin “was noted
for the advance of the ‘heroic’ voice of the Gernsahool” (Sell, 2005, p. 34) which
proved to be a damaging practice.

In France, de Reszke was the most influentiaheacAlthough trained in the
Italianate style, he rejected that style in faviba onore relaxed method of breathing
which was characterized by “a collapsed chest vatinded shoulders. He advised the
use of the sigh as a means to release the glottish@ tongue; a raised head position . . .
and placement of tone in the masque and on thgdotithe nose” (Sell, 2005, p. 35).
He ultimately lost his voice, and France did naduce famous singers during this time
period. Therefore, his methods were not geneealbepted as valid.

Stanley was a British singer and pedagogue whose was damaged by the
methods by which he was trained. He moved to Actadn study and embraced a fully
scientific approach to the understanding of theaVpecocess. Another prominent
American pedagogue was Vennard. He also embrasei@utific approach to singing,
even though he was primarily schooled in the ltalpproach. The science of his time
(1909-1971) was incomplete, which led Vennard ta Ipeoponent of some of the
elements of the German style of singing such awfysigh, lower abdominal breathing,

vocal registration, and vocal tract positions” (S2005, p. 36).
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Miller is an American singer and pedagogue. Hiskilrhe Structure of Singing
(1996) became the standard textbook for traininggAcan singers and teachers of
singing. His belief was, “Artistry cannot be reald without the technical means for its
presentation. Systematic vocal technique andiarégpression are inseparable” (Miller,
1996, p. xvi). He devoted his scholarly life tdlecting the best scientific information
and the most effective and healthy methods ohallnational styles, in order to develop
an approach to singing regarded as the currendatdn
Characteristics of Good Singing

| compared and contrasted five leading books odamosinging technique
(McKinney, 1994; Miller, 1996; Paton, 2006; Vennat@49; Ware, 2008). | chose these
books because they were the leading textbooksoiwell\pedagogy and class voice
courses at colleges and universities in the Uriiiadles. The purpose of this comparison
was to begin to follow the methodology suggestetagsolowski (2012), as well as to
determine the general performance criteria andel$arning outcomes for solo vocal
performance, begin to specify the range and degriegoficiency for each performance
criterion, and develop meaningful descriptors fachecriterion performance level. From
this comparison emerged eight categories of caitdiscussed in the literature: a)
alignment and breathing, b) tone, registrationjaige classification, d) resonance, e)
diction, f) coordination, and g) expression. Eatkhese categories are examined in
detail in the discussion that follows.

Alignment and breathing. It is necessary to combine the discussion of
alignment and breathing under one heading becaegepurposes are intertwined, and

several of the writers on vocal technique (Vennagdl9; Miller, 1996; Paton, 2006)
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discussed them as a unified part of the breathioggss. “Appropriate alignment of the
body is extremely important in setting up the rigbhditions for coordinating the vocal
process” (Ware, 2008, p. 41).

Good posture for singing means using the body ahm suway that our

breathing muscles work easily and there is nofetence to the sound we

want to produce. Poor posture can mean that ymgsl cannot expand

fully or that your voice cannot reach all of thae®you should be able to

sing because the throat is stretched out of itpgrshape. (Paton, 2006, p.

7)

Miller (1996, 2004) referred to the ‘noble’ positiwhich was a concept handed
down from the Italian bel canto school of singingpich was an alert and upright, yet
free and not stiff posture. McKinney (1994) uske fiollowing adjectives to describe
proper posture: “alert, balanced, buoyant, ereqtaesive, flexible, free-to-move, happy,
poised, vibrant” (p. 36). Other descriptors foum&Vare (2008) included “vital and
balanced”, “anchored to the floor yet buoyant”, ks flexible and unlocked”,
“abdominal area remains relaxed on inhalation &eddwer abdominal area remains
firm (but not tight) on exhalation”, “chest remaic@mfortably high, but not pushed and
upward”, “shoulders hang loosely”, “neck is heldam erect position, but not rigidly”,
and “the head is balanced” (p. 41). Vennard (19d&ntained that the combination of
an engaged breathing mechanism and a relaxed baslyhe most desirable technique
(p. 18).

Vennard (1949) believed that breathing was “thestmaportant factor in tone

production” (p. 17). He wrote “it may be said tinatmatter how well a person sings, if
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his breathing can be improved his singing can asol17). He advocated a mixture of
rib (costal) breathing and abdominal (diaphragmdieathing when at the time they
were considered to be separate and exclusive tfgagathing.

McKinney (1994) and Ware (2008) described a bregtprocess that seems to
have evolved from the marriage of the former castadiel with the diaphragmatic
model, which includes four phases: inhalation gpiration, suspension, controlled
exhalation or expiration, and recovery. When imwgl“the breath seems to move into
the body, down to the lungs, and out around theadhaidf the body” (McKinney, 1994, p.
49). This expansion of the lower abdomen was achhgdhe displacement of the
abdominal organs by the descending diaphragm. bilieésuspension period which
follows was not present in natural breathing.pligpose was to prepare the breathing
mechanism for the process of phonation. The ettpirar controlled exhalation
coordinates “with the vocal cords to produce phiomat The length and period of
exhalation is determined by the demands of the ecalphrase” (McKinney, 1994, p.
51). This process was the exact reverse of thedatibn process. The lungs recoill, the
abdominal muscles relax, the diaphragm recoils ugwand air is expelled from the
lungs through the trachea (Ware, 2008). Then #ierir was expelled, there was a brief
period where all of the “muscles associated wigabring relax” (McKinney, 1994, p.
52).

Miller (1996, 2004) advocated the principle of paggio” which was sometimes
misunderstood to be “narrowly related to the manseage of airflow during singing”
(Miller, 2004, p. 1), but was actually “a complstestem of structural support, during

which the muscles of exhalation and those of im$jgin maintain an antagonistic
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balance, inciting a stable but dynamic relationshp. 1). In contrast to diaphragmatic
or belly breathing discussed previously,

the appoggio avoids excessive outward distentigdhef . . pelvic, lower

abdominal regions during both inhalation and phionmat At complete

inspiration, the lower torso expands laterally ddysand frontally. For

most of the sung phrase, the large, flat muscléseofbdomen can be

trained to remain relatively stable, near the irepry position. Breath

renewal, silently taken without perceptible chaspthcement, re-

establishes abdominal expansion . . . Completerabd contraction

occurs rarely; it is restricted to the terminatadrexceedingly long

phrases. (Miller, 2004, p. 2)

Many teachers of singing advocated the appoggie ef breathing. These
teachers spoke of “singing on the gesture of inlwada (Miller, 2004, p. 13) because
singers who used this type of breathing essentmdintained the position of inhalation
throughout the breathing cycle. They advised tsidents to maintain a feeling of
fullness throughout the phrase instead of collapamthe air left their bodies.

Tone. Tone was sometimes referred to as tone prodydtoe quality, vocal
sound, timbre, or phonation. This was the prooé$ise vocal cords activating due to the
subglottal air pressure and making sound. McKinfd®&@4) used the following
descriptors when speaking about the characteristigeod tone: “freely produced,;
pleasant to listen to; loud enough to be heardi; riaging and resonant; energy flows
smoothly from note to note; consistently produceldrant, dynamic, alive; flexibly

expressive” (p. 77). Descriptors used by Ware 8 @dcluded: natural sound, freedom
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from tension, clear and in tune, elasticity, “ampddume with ringing forward in the
mask placement”, chiaroscuro, flexibility and agilip. 59). Paton (2006) listed the
following characterisics in his discussion of g@daging: a)audibility, b)resonance, c)
clarity, d) intelligibility, e) pure intonation, flynamic variety, g) timbre consistency and
variety, h) vibrato, i) range, and j) ease of freadp. 17). All of the adjectives used by
these authors were valuable resources when | eat #ie process of writing descriptors
for the rubric developed as part of this study.

There was lengthy discussion in the literaturéensed about the importance of
onset and release to the production of efficiemtavtone. Miller (1996) described this
process as “establishing dynamic muscle equilibiliraugh onset and release” (p. 1)
and addressed this as the first and most impoctargideration in learning or teaching
vocal technique. If the onset is lax or aspiratev(ng too little air pressure) and sounds
like a whisper, the tone can be breathy and vikéllii be under pitch because there is too
little subglottal air pressure to cause the vooadls to fully adduct and too little air
pressure to effectively support the pitch. McKinri#994) referred to this as
“hypofunction” (p. 82).

If the onset was pressed or glottal (having tochmair pressure), the pressure
could build up behind the vocal cords and the onset like a tiny explosion or grunt.
McKinney (1994) referred to this as “hyperfunctiqp. 87). This excess pressure could
lead to the vocal cords adducting too much anddhe could be tight and the pitch will
likely be sharp. The lax or pressed onset waisnaist used for dramatic or expressive
effect, but the ideal type of onset that produd¢ednhost balanced and desirable tone was

the balanced onset. A balanced onset producethadea tone that would exhibit the
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descriptors previously mentioned (McKinney, 1994tiéd, 1996; Paton, 2006; Ware,
2008). Vennard (1949) also discussed the impoetanproperly executing the “coup de
glotte” or “stroke of the glottis” in a balanced nmeer to intitiate a desirable tone and
observed that some teachers of singing basedahtie methodology on perfecting this
technique in the belief that a perfect onset welt@ssarily lead to good tone (p. 25).

Similarly, the type of onset and tone that a sirgeduces will continue through
the duration of the phrase and affect the also rapbrelease at the end of the tone. A
lax or aspirate release and phonation was usualiyfed by a release of the same
guality due to a collapsing of the breathing medrarthroughout the phrase and was
described by Ware (2008) as lacking “intensity enaften very weak” (p. 59). A
pressed or glottal release was

epitomized by the ‘terminal grunt’ one hears whangé-voiced opera singers end

a loud high note. Although it has its place asaarthtic device in performance

situations, this glottal release is out of placeoft to moderately loud dynamic

levels in in low-to-medium pitch ranges. (Ware, 200. 59)
Generally, “accomplished singers strive to endtmpbsases with the same consistent
tone quality sustained througout the phrase. fdgsires a coordinated or balanced
release, with the vocal folds under neither too miension nor to little” (Ware, 2008, p.
59).

The ability to master the basic skills of breathand tone production were
necessary for students to progress beyond thebegiypning stages of singing. Much
attention was paid in the beginning of a studdrdiging to these skills. They were

necessarily the focus of assessment in the fivssiEmesters of study. Without proper
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mastery of both breathing and tone production ai$ wnpossible for students to progress
to the more complex abilities that were the halksaf advanced, mature singers.

Registration. There was much disagreement among experts whemsdisg
vocal registration, or the different registerstuf oice. Registration refers to the idea
that there are areas of the vocal range treatéateliftly, technically speaking. One way
of viewing the concept of register was to startwtite area of the range that was most
comfortable for the singer. McKinney (1994) caltbd the “modal voice,” and Vennard
(1949) called this the “full voice.” Vennard (194&nd Miller (2002) also spoke of the
“heavy mechanism” when referring to the lower reggisnd the “light mechanism”
(Miller, 2002, pp. 152-153) when referring to thgper register. Ware (2008) discussed
the popular Three Registers Theory where the loagister was referred to as the “chest
register”, the higher register was referred tohas*head register”, and the middle register
was referred to as the “mixed or middle registpr”34). Vennard (1949), McKinney
(1994), Miller (1996), and Ware (2008) discussetiteare, or auxiliary, registers which
included the vocal fry or strohbass which was aneexely low part of the male range,
falsetto which was a high part of the range outfidemale’s modal or full voice range,
and the whistle or flageolet register which wasamemely high part of the range
outside of the female’s modal or full voice range.

Where the agreement lay was in the idea that “siogers are well aware of
unequal tones in their voices” (Paton, 2006, p, 24dl a singer’s voice should be unified
throughout the entire range and across all regist€he transition between registers and
through the so-called “zona di passaggio” and “faeones” (Ware, 2008, p. 57)

between them should be smooth and imperceptibihe ability to skillfully transition
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between registers throughout one’s range was magktlof an advanced or expert singer
and was a characteristic to be considered whessiagedeveloping singers such as
those studying at the undergraduate level.

Voice classification Both McKinney (1994) and Ware (2008) spent diporof
their writing discussing voice classification. Téavere six major classifications of
voices, a) soprano, b) mezzo-soprano, c) contrdjttenor, ) baritone, and f) bass, into
which singers could be categorized according to H)erange, b) tessitura, c) timbre, and
d) transition points. Range was the “total compdss voice part or a singer”
(McKinney, 1994, p. 111) or all of the pitches #ieger was able to sing. Tessitura “is
concerned with that part of the range which isixgeg the most use” (McKinney, 1994,
p. 111). For female voices, the soprano voice capsble of the highest range and
tessitura, the mezzo-soprano voicewas capablermdidle or medium range and
tessitura. The contralto was capable of the lowaesje and tessitura. For male voices,
the tenor voice was capable of the highest randdessitura, the baritone voice is
capable of a middle or medium range and tessitlihee bass was capable of the lowest
range and tessitura.

Timbre or quality was another consideration ired®ining voice classification
and, therefore, appropriate repertoire. Generaithhre was described in terms of light
or heavy and lyric or dramatic in reference to‘iee of voice, kind of tone quality, or
style of singing” (McKinney, 1994, p. 112). Howeythese terms were not mutually
exclusive. While there were many singers withtighd lyrical voices who had high
ranges and tessituras, there were also singershedtty and dramatic voices who had

similarly high ranges and tessituras.
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Register transition points were sometimes refetoeat lifts or breaks. Despite
the disagreement discussed in the previous seahiont registration, it was

generally accepted that most singers have moressrdlearly defined

areas in the voice where there is a ‘register’ geaa change of quality, or

the necessity for some change in technique. Iss generally agreed that

the transition points of high, medium, and low wsdollow that same

sequence, with the higher voices having highet tibtes, etc. The actual

pitches on which the transition should occur areseowvidely agreed

upon, however. (McKinney, 1994, p. 113)

In considering the assessment of solo vocal padoces in developing singers,
this criteria was important to consider becausépeers should be singing repertoire
that was consistent with their voice classificatiomrder to optimize performance and to
avoid injury to the performer.

Resonation. “Resonation is the process by which the basic prbdiphonation
is enhanced in timbre and/or intensity by the #lied cavities through which it passes on
its way to the outside air” (McKinney, 1994, p. J2@ound produced by the larynx “(the
result of airflow and vocal fold approximation)msdified by a mechanical acoustical
filter, the vocal tract” (Miller, 1996, p. 48). fie vocal tract resonator tube consists of
the pharynx [or throat], the mouth, and at timbs,riose. By skillfully combining the
resonating cavities, vocal timbre can be contrdl(&iller, 1996, p. 48). “For maximum
resonation, the vocal resonators must be optineallgrged” (Ware, 2008. p. 76).

It is important to know that overtones are involwedesonation and the

perception of focus. In the sound spectrum ofiaejrument there exists



VOCAL PERFORMANCE RATING SCALE 31

clusters of energy frequencies known as formamtsgiroduce specific

tonal characteristics. For instance, specific igumitions of formants

make it possible for us to discern the subtle arswesubtle differences

between various instruments, voice types, or sppaohemes. (Ware,

2008, p. 78)

"Formant frequencies are peaks that determinstthpe of the acoustic spectrum
of a vowel" (Miller, 1996, p. 55). In other wordsach vowel sound, when properly
formed, could be measured with a spectograph pecifec frequency, which was
measured in hertz. The so-called “singer’s forrhéiller, 1996, p. 55) was the optimal
frequency at which the singer could access ahefappropriate overtones to create a
fully resonant, ringing sound that could penetthteugh and above a full symphony
orchestra. This frequency varied by voice typé,dmecurred when the singer was
vibrating at around 2800 hertz. This characteristas only present in the singing voice,
not the speaking voice, and in the voices of higtdined singers (Miller, 1996, p. 55).

An open throat was commonly mentioned as a deshathcteristic in singing
(McKinney, 1994; Miller, 1996; Vennard, 1949; Wa2®08). Since the pharynx or
throat was one of the main resonators of the vinaet, it must necessarily be as open as
possible to provide an appropriate space for ti@ddo resonate. Miller (1996)
advocated a throat position that was approachiyepeaning position but “without . . . the
muscles tension that must occur in the throat wiéhyawn posture” (p. 59). McKinney
(1994) called this the “beginning-of-a-yawn positigp. 131) and listed four descriptors

of the proper open throat:
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1. sufficient size to bring out the low partials sifficient flexibility to

adjust (tune) to different pitches, 3. sufficieofteess to absorb

undesirable high partials and respond to a broageraf pitches, and 4.

sufficient muscle tonus to preserve the charadtdreotone. (p. 130)

Tone placement was another factor that affectegbtbper resonation of the vocal
instrument. It was a dubious label since singatsdt actually place the tone
somewhere in their head. Rather, they were beainght to recognize and remember
what sensations they felt when they produced aaldsitone.

Vocal pedagogies are not in agreement as to whaetbensations should

be. “Forward placement’ is the aim of some teasheinto the masque

(mask),’ ‘into the mouth,’ into the upper jaw,’ ‘bthe front,” ‘behind the

eyes,’ ‘into the sinuses,’ ‘at the end of the nosa, the lips,’ etc. Other

teachers believe the tone should be directed podter ‘down the spine,’

at the back of the throat wall,” ‘up the back o thiroat wall, then over

into the forehead,’ ‘into the body,’ ‘into the babklf of the head,’ etc.

(Miller, 1996, p. 61)

“Regardless of what theory of ‘placement’ a teachay embrace, there is always
the peril that the student may not experience émsation that the teacher’s terminology
means to elicit” (Miller, 1996, p. 61). Miller (28) suggested that it was wiser to find a
technical way to describe this particular acouspcacipal rather that to rely on using
subjective or confusing imagery (p. 61), and Vedr(@®49) also expressed a similar

sentiment.
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Because proper placement and effective resonaae eharacteristics of mature
singing, the development of these abilities werpdrtant to track in the development of
a young singer. These abilities were not develapexinight, but over years of intense
study. However, signs of progress toward thesésgoere evident in the developing
singer and should be considered when assessin{pgagesingers.

Diction. Any discussion of diction is necessarily precedéti & discussion of
terms since several of these terms were used haegeably even though each had a
unique meaning and each “represents a specifictspexpressive linguistic
communication” (Ware, 2008, p. 82). Articulatiafars to the use of the speech organs
such as the lips, tongue, jaw, and teeth to fowdlividual speech sounds known as
phonemes. Enunciation is the clear productiorylbisies, words, or sentences.
Pronunciation is the ability to pronounce syllablerds, and phrases according to a set
of accepted standards. Diction is a “general tibram refers to using the prevailing
standards of word usage and pronunciation in a celnemsible manner and style”
(Ware, 2008, pp. 82-83).

Vowels and consonants are the building blockanfiiage, but have distinct
characteristics that contribute to the productibtone and the communication of ideas.
Vowels are “made with a free, unrestricted flowbogath” (Paton, 2006, p. 47) and are
the starting point for vocal study. Since muclsiofying is sustaining vowels on a pitch
over time, mastery of proper vowel formation “pre$ a firm foundation for producing
efficient vocal tone” (Ware, 2008, p. 83) and akoaccess to the appropriate overtones
for each particular sound and greatly influencesaverall sense of resonance in a

singer’s tone. In contrast, consonants are thdtresthe interruption of air by the
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speech organs. Ware (2008) stated that “Consonamgmore ‘information’ than do
vowels because they clarify and reveal the meaamtjexpressive power of languages.
Consonants also aid in voice projection by genegatiositive noise in the acoustic
spectrum” (p. 90).

Consonant articulation must be quick and precgsmbse, as interrupters of the
tone, there is the possibility that a prolongedsoorant could interrupt the tone too much.
The articulation of consonants should be exaggetagéeause they are less sonorous than
vowels and do not project as well and the consanaglp to “provide the necessary
energy for firm phonation” (McKinney, 1994, p. 158n other words, good consonants
are the impetus for good vowels and, thus, good.ton

The evolution of a young singer's ability to maslietion from proper vowel
formation to proper use of consonants to coordomadif vowels and consonants to
correct pronunciation in all singing languagesunahg English, Italian, French, and
German should be assessed at intervals alonguhaelp of a young singer's
development. These individual skills, once mastemad coordinated, provide the
foundation for beautifully resonant tone as welttes ability to communicate meaning to
the listener.

Coordination. Experts were in agreement that mastery of indiiteehnical
skills was only one step toward competent, effecivging. The goal for the developing
singer was to develop a mature technique thattefgsly combined the individual
elements of singing to produce a pleasing and stargitone. The proper coordination
of the individual elements of singing should reswltorrect intonation (Ware, 2008),

balanced vibrato (McKinney, 1994; Miller, 1996; \remd, 1949; Ware, 2008), flexibility
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and agility (McKinney, 1994; Ware, 2008), sosten{Miller, 1996; Ware, 2008),
dynamic flexibility and control (Miller, 1996; War2008), an extended range
(McKinney, 1994; Miller, 1996; Ware, 2008), and sw@tent tone quality with regard to
vowel and register alignment (McKinney, 1994).

Intonation referred to the ability to sing in tuné&/are (2008) defined intonation
as the ability “to reproduce accurate pitches ofimscales and modes with a relative
degree of accuracy” (p. 96). He taught that otiidok singing was “usually the result of
one or more malfunctioning components of the vpcatess (respiration, phonation,
registration, resonation, and articulation)” (p).96

A good vibrato coould be defined as “a pulsatibpitch, usually accompanied
by synchronus pulsations of loudness and timldreych extent and rate as to give a
pleasing flexibility, tenderness, and richnesdotbne” (Seashore, 1938, p. 33). In
addition to being regular, a pleasing vibrato stdaé free and relaxed, warm and
expressive (Paton, 2006, p. 27). An irregularatibmusually results in an uneven pattern,
a too slow pattern or wobble, or a too fast patterhleat and is an indication of
improper technique or possible injury (McKinne®99%; Miller, 1996; Ware, 2008).

Agility or flexibility was “based on the singerability to negotiate musical
challenges nimbly and quickly, including wide pitaervals, coluratura (fast note)
scales and passages, and dynamic variations” (\2@@8, p. 97). Paton (2006) simply
defined agility as the ability “to sing notes rdgidp. 73). Mature singers should be
able to meet the demands of sophisticated anadarimusic with little evidence of

effort.
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Sostenuto referred to “the sustaining capabiliviethe voice and depends on the
coordination of respiration, phonation, resonamaog, articulation” (Ware, 2008, p. 98).
The challenge with this particular skill lies irethbility to use the appropriate amount of
energy while saying free from tension while corlingl dynamic levels and
accommodating the stylistic demands of a particoilasical selection (Ware, 2008, pp.
98-99).

Ware (2008) wrote that range extension would otetien inhibiting tensions
are relieved and vocal efficiency is establish€p.”100). McKinney (1994) explained
that range extension was the coordination of thaetors: energy, space and depth. First,

as you sing up a scale, each tone requires artttie energy than the one just

below it. The total body response is increases stipport mechanism increases
its output; more breath pressure is delivered teemesistive vocal cords; and the

sound gets louder, for there is a built in cresoealyou sing up the scale. (p.

182)

Second, “as you sing higher, your must use moreeSga. 183). You can choose to
increase the opening of the mout or create spatte dtack of the mouth. Third, “as you
sing higher you must use more depth. The nataramdncy . . . is to thin out and tighten
or whiten at the pitch rises” (p. 183). Depth redd to “actual sensations of depth in the
body and vocal mechanism; it also refers to mesaatepts of depth as related to tone
quality” (p. 183).

As the range extends, more attention must betpatie consistency of tone
guality across the registers. One of the factoas greatly influenced this was vowel

formation. It was necessary for singers to adjustvocal tract away from the so-called
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pure vowel formation to negotiate the need for iaacy of timbre. This skill of vowel
modification or aggiustamento “may well be the nsshbtle of all technical aspects”
(Miller, 1996, p. 158) of singing.

The coordination of basic skills to achieve ade@hand mature singing abilities
was another area that was critical to monitor wassessing developing singers.
Therefore, special attention should be paid toghiEveloping abilities when semester
assessments are conducted to ensure that progfesisg made toward those goals. Any
tool that is used to assess and provide feedbastutients should include opportunities
to remark on these skills of coordination.

Expression. McKinney (1994) and Vennard (1949) limited theisaission to
the purely technical aspects of singing withoutsideration of expression or artistic
interpretation. However, Miller (1996) and War@@8) spent a good deal of time
writing about coordinating the technical skills wthe art of communication. Miller
(1996) stated, “Technique is of no value except askes communication possible” (p.
204) and cautions against spending too little axgloring the “artistry in singing” (p.
197) during lessons in favor of study of the putelghinical aspects of singing. Ware
(2008) stressed the importance of understandingntisc to be performed in the context
of the style period which it represents. The penier must have an understanding of
style periods (Renaissance, Braoque, Classical,@Rboa) and Modern) in the stylistic
practices of each period and apply that knowledgbé actual performance.

Ware (2008) also included a discussion of the rieepgerformers to possess
“dramatic skills” (p. 106) that is, the ability tmmmunicate to their audience the

meaning and emotional context of a song. He sugdékat singers become students of
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literature and poetry to develop a thorough undeding of “denotation, connotation,
imagery, figurative language, allusion, meter, taared pattern” (p. 113) to help them to
“understand and express not only the sound, batthes meaning of the songs” (p. 114).
This internal understanding of the text must badiaed through the voice using
dynamics, articulation, phrasing and vocal colbrotgh the body using appropriate
posture and gesture; and through the face usinggsipn that can register “the emotions
called for, honestly and accurately communicatiegtisnent” (Miller, 1996, p. 202)
without taking on the appearance of making “extcausemovements” or “mugging” (p.
202). Ware (2008) mentioned the specific actiord @demeanor expected of a performer
before, during, and after a performance such aseaies of preparation (care of health,
positive thinking, and relaxation), performancetéeimg the stage, acknowledging the
audience, presenting the song, acknowledging tbenaganist, and exiting the stage),
and post-performance (self-assessment of musidg@rnsichnique, diction, stage
presence, and dramatic presentation).

It was evident from the literature that understagaf style and the ability to sing
expressively were essential skills, although adednthat each singer must develop.
Even though these advanced skills required yeastudfy to develop, it was appropriate
to expect that very basic understanding, for exapgpbkimple understanding of the
translation of the text, should be expected fromdhen most inexperienced singers.
Therefore, these skills could and should be inaudeany instrument that attempts to
assess the abilities of developing singers.

The comparison of the five books on singing tegbei(McKinney, 1994; Miller,

1996; Paton, 2006; Vennard, 1949; Ware, 2008) grawealuable in helping to
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determine the general performance criteria andel$arning outcomes for solo vocal
performance. The eight categories of criteriafifiexl in the literature: a) alignment and
breathing, b) tone, c) registration, d) voice dfasation, e) resonance, f) diction, g)
coordination, and h) expression, were a startingtgor developing the criterion
performance levels for the new rubric. The adyesiand descriptions collected from the
literature were used, in part, to develop the dpsas for each caracteristic and the
levels and ranges for assessment.

Assessment

“Educational reform and associated accountaliggyes have made music
educators aware of the need to perform assessithan{srecisely and substantively
document what a student has learned” (Asmus, 1298). “New mandates and public
concerns regarding accountability are additionatoas” (Goolsby, 1999, p. 31) that the
need for reliable and valid assessments has ireséagprominence.

One of the primary obstacles that presented it&elf early in discussion of
assessment was the obvious need to clearly défentms and concepts that were to be
used in the discussion. There were many terms eitiegl interchangeable or incorrectly
by educators and laypeople. For this reason di@afing discussion includes definitions
of the terms that are to be used in the conteittisfpaper.

In their seminal workJnderstanding by DesighViggins and McTighe (1997)
defined assessment as “the act of determiningxteneto which the curricular goals are
being and have been achieved” by conducting atyasfeformal in informal assessments
(p. 4). Assessment is not only a means to assignreerical grade, but it is also a tool

the educator can use to identify and design riamiag activities as well as an avenue
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for two way commuication between the teacher aeddhrner that will further aid in the
student’s learning and development (Asmus, 19999pDunbar, 2011, p. 32). Just as
assessment had a clearly defined purpose andrthe ieducational process, evaluation
also had its specific function as well. Unfortueigt these two terms were sometimes
used interchangeably when, in fact, they have cetalyl different meanings and
purposes. Therefore, it was important to exantieerdle and function of evaluation and
its relationship to assessment before continuieglibcussion.

Evaluation had a summative role of which the pagowas to "determine the
overall effectiveness of an educational programsriiys, 1999, p. 21). Evaluations were
usually performed at the end of a course of stodyetermine of the learning objectives
had been met and to inform future choices aboutseocontent, delivery and
instructional methods. The focus of the evaluati@s not the student, rather, it was how
the students’ results indicated the overall effestess of the program.

In contrast, assessment's role was more formaiive. purpose of formative
assessment was “to provide feedback to the tedslaessess the quality of instruction or
to improve teaching behaviors, or to provide feettlia the student to assess the quality
of learning and to improve learning behaviors” (F€eSchmitt, 2007, p. 417). The
latter purpose was sometimes referred to as “assggdor learning” (Frey & Schmitt,
2007, p. 417). “Formative assessment is not ompigveerful measurement tool but also a
powerful instructional tool because it allows stoideto observe their own progress”
(Marzano, 2007, p. 24). Hattie (2012) suggestati¢ljual or greater amounts of time

should be spent on formative assessment and tbdek students receive should help
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them to clearly understand the goal, where thegwerelation to the goal, and what
they needed to do to close the gap.

There are various types of assessment that magnpeyed to determine student
progress and achievement. Authentic assessmesuneelaa student’s ability to apply
their skills or knowledge of concepts in a “realrdd context (Asmus, 1999; Frey &
Schmitt, 2007). In the context of music instructithis could take the form of students
publicly performing music to demonstrate their feag (Asmus, 1999). A juried
performance would be an example of a performansesasent.

“Portfolio assessment is a tool for recording bmtbcess and product—tangible
evidence of a student’s learning collected oveetitdeally, and individual’s portfolio
contains items such as musical programs, teacheitsen evaluations, recordings, and
written self evaluations” (Asmus, 1999, p. 20)artards-based assessment was used by
educators when they used “local, district, stateational standards as criteria for
student performance” (Asmus, 1999, p. 20). Musdigcators also employed diagnostic
assessments to determine “which musical skillsidesit has already learned” (Hale &
Green, 1999, p. 28). This type of assessment s&s either as a pre-test or a placement
test. For example, this type of assessment couicsed to determine placement in a
select ensemble, selection for chair positionst(fihair, second chair, etc.).

While the juried performance was usually conduetethe end of a semester of
study, it was often confused with an opportunityda evaluation or summative
assessment. | would argue that since the studatinces his study over a series of eight
semesters, this type of performance assessmentsiciually be formative in nature.

Its goal should be to monitor student progresspmndide feedback to the students to
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improve their approach to study and ultimatelytis&ill level as they progress through
subsequent semesters of study. Therefore, itpsitant that the method or tool used to
assess these performances provides the optimummamibieedback to the student.
Assessing Musical Performances

“One of the primary goals of music education ingl is musical independence”
(Goolsby, 1999, p. 35) or the ability to “functiantonomously when they leave school”
(Hale & Green, 1999, p. 29). Therefore, self-eatihn has been advocated as an
important practice in developing students’ indepmmoe. Effective use of self-evaluation
was described by Goolshy (1999), who stated thiakesits were able to “improve their
listening habits and, over a period of years, bexasther astute and listening critically
to their own performance” (p. 35). They became abl“look beyond their own point of
view and to see themselves in relation to the statidHale & Green, 1999, p. 29) they
are trying to master. If teachers of singing cstesitly provided meaningful feedback to
their students over the course of their undergridiraining, including the end of
semester juried assessment, the students could toelgiarn the language and process of
self-assessment and prepare to take on the rélasssssor when they leave the
protective nest of the undergraduate voice studio.

Many textbooks framed assessment as an objectdeasor for which there was
one correct answer for each question posed tetradr. “Music, on the other hand, is a
discipline that embraces expressive decisions amgence of response” (Wesolowski,
2012, p. 36). Researchers agreed that this dimgrgebjective nature of the discipline

was a chief challenge in assessing musical perfocesa(Abeles, 1973; Bergee, 2003;
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Ciorba & Smith, 2009; Dunbar, 2011; Wesolowski, 201In fact, Fiske (1983) found
that assessors often had no concrete criteria wpash to base their ratings.

Researchers (Abeles, 1973; Cooksey, 1977; Levizpw®85; Jones, 1986;
Bergee, 1987, 1989, 2003; Horowitz, 1994; ZdzigsHarnes, 2002; Ciorba & Smith,
2009; Greene, 2012) demonstrated that “performaasessment under the correct
circumstances exhibit good reliability and validityhese investigators succeded in
developing reliable and valid rating scales or iegofor music performance” (Bergee,
2003, p. 138). Abeles (1973) advocated the usatinlg scales, stating that they
“improve evaluation because adjudicators must usayanon set of evaluative
dimensions rather than develop their own subjedritecisms. If the evaluative
dimensions adequately sample the content area umastigation, the scale should have
satisfactory content validity” (p. 246). Wesolowgk012) wrote about the advantages of
using a rubric instead of a rating scale sinceringbserve as documentation for student
achievement that provides music teachers with semrform of accountability” (p. 36).
This practice of documenting student achievemerst@gsential in light of “recent policy
initiatives instituted by major accrediting bod[#sat] require the implementation of”
such measures (Ciorba & Smith, 2009, p. 5).

Wesolowski (2012) also discussed an additionakwess with assessing musical
performances through the use of diagonistic andsatine assessments. He believed
that these types of assessments were unable taeragdequate feedback to students that
would enable them to improve. Instead, they caomitd students to learn to avoid
making mistakes because errors were the focueaigbessment. He stated, "By

implementing more formative methods of assessnset) as the rubric, music educators
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can better monitor and improve students' learngwg@l as shape their instruction . . . in
response to what they discover” (Wesolowski, 2@137).

Another consideration with regard to valid andafglle assessment was the judges
themselves. "Researchers have frequently conclind¢dnore than one adjudicator is
necessary for good reliability” (Bergee, 2007, 4b)3because a single adjudicator was
subject to the effects of "a tight schedule, fagigand a myriad of other obstacles" (p.
345). In addition, the judges' level of experiem@es also an important factor. "Some
studies have used student evaluators with acceptabllts, but students apparently do
not have enough expertise to validly assess higil-fgerformance” (Bergee, 2007, p.
346). Bergee (2007) also noted that interratesisbency was the metric often measured
in studies that evaluated judge reliability anddit}; however, interrater agreement was
an altogether different measurement and recommethaéd should be explored. Fiske
(1975) and Bergee and Platte (2003) found that@freapertise (e.g., wind experts
judging non-wind players) was significant when assgg technique, and that judges
should have a "background in the same general yafBergee, 2007, p. 356) of the
instruments they were judging. Sequence of perdocas also had an effect on results.
Judges tended to rate performances that occuterdcathe day more leniently (Bergee,
2007, p. 346). Bergee (2007) also recommendethduresearch should examine the
effect of training evaluators to the assessmertbpats they will use. Raters should
reach consensus on trial ‘anchor’ performancesrbgitoceeding with the main task” (p.

356).
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Holistic rating scales. The first, and most simplistic, approach to rgtnusical
performances was the holistic approach. This arovas researched and advocated by
Fiske (1975). He concluded

Judges should be asked to assign only an oveealegor...performances.

This trait was shown to be significantly relatedatbother traits and,

therefore, rating other traits and summing or ayiexascores for other

traits is a needless, time-consuming operationlgdsi should give

attention to the performance for the purpose ofingakne decision (and

one grade) only rather than making several decsior relatively short

time. In this way, more time is allowed for makitng one decision,

greater attention can be given to the performet,rasults based on the

one score will be subject to no greater error (@mibably much less) than

would be expected on the basis of several traiigat (p. 196)

There were obvious benefits for the judges udigrhethod since it was the least
time consuming method because it required the joalgeovide only one overall grade.
Although this method was deemed reliable, its viglikemained questionable. It
provided little feedback to the performers abouictaspects of their performance were
executed well or which aspects needed improvement.

Likert-type scales. The Likert-type scale was usually applied to bection of
critera (e.g. tone, intonation, etc.) without dgdars to generate a numerical score or
rating (Latimer et al., 2010, p. 169). Althouglesk Likert-type scales provide reliable

and valid scores, they are lacking in their abilityprovide formative feedback to the
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performers (Wesolowski, 2012, p. 37). Table 1 mies an illustration of a Likert-type
scale.
Table 1.

Example of a Likert-Type Scale

Characteristic Rating
Tone 12345678910
Intonation 12345678910
Rhythmic

12345678910
accuracy

Validation of the Likert-type rating scales asdigethe assessment of solo and
ensemble music performances was widely found iditiv@ture (Abeles, 1973; Bergee,
1989; Horowitz, 1994; Jones, 1986; Zdzinski & Bari2002) from which one can
conclude that these types of scales “often caralisphigh degree of reliability, but their
validity may remain uncertain. Specifically, déorss based on a Likert-type scale
reflect an adjudicator’s level of agreement witlpemeral statement concerning a
student’s level of performance” (Ciorba & Smith020p. 6). Similar to the holistic
approach to assessing performances, these asséssvaen far too general to be useful
to the performers in the improvement of future parfances.

Criteria-specific rating scales. The third approach to evaluating musical
performances found in the literature was to uderaspecific performance scales
(Bergee, 2003; Cooksey, 1977; Horowitz, 1994; Joh@86; Levinowitz, 1985;
Saunders & Holohan, 1997; Zdzinski & Barnes, 200®iteria-specific performance
scales are based on written, objective statemeatslescribe various performance

attributes. These objective statements offer nmdogmation to the student than
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assessments using Likert-type scale responsesdeettaay offer insight into proficiency
levels” (Wesolowski, 2012, p. 37). They were camndied “by a) identifying dimensions
central to assessing a specific performance mediurb) categorizing the items that best
represent each dimension, and c) pairing thein Wkert-type, categorical response
scales” (Latimer et al., 2010, p. 169). An exangdla criteria-specific rating scale is

included in Table 2.

Table 2.
Example of a Criteria-Specific Rating Scale

Statement Level of agreement
Performer plays mechanically SD D N A SA
Spiritless playing SD D N A SA
Intonation is inconsistent SD DN A SA
Plays all registers in tune SD D N A SA
Performance is clean SD DN A SA

Poor synchronization of the tongue and

. SD D N A SA
fingers

Note.From Bergee (2003, p. 10).

Wesolowski (2012) described both the benefitsdmagvbacks of criteria-specific
performance scales saying

The benefits of criteria-specific performance ssaee that they are able

to assess very specific levels of performancewg#iaccurately and

reliably. However, adjudicators may find difficulin judging music

performances based on single, generalized objestatements. Also,

these scales do not offer any type of quality judeet or convey the level
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of achievement. There is only a judgment of “pn¢’ser “absent”

according to the specified criteria on the chetk(js. 37)

Consistent with Wesolowski’'s (2012) statement abbetimitations of criteria-
specific performance scales, Saunders and Holdl@9v] argued that “Likert-type
scales offer too little information about what casisertain performances to be successful
or unsuccessful because they involve responsesitmi@ general statement about a
dimension rather than descriptions of various kewéimastery within that dimension” (p.
169).

The facet-factorial approach and the developmentfaating scales The facet-
factorial approach to rating musical performancas leen the primary methodology for
developing criteria specific rating scales for necasperformances. This approach was
based on the methodology developed by Butt anceRik868) to be used as a
measurement of dominance in personality.

Strategies for the measurement of dominance wassifled as facet vs.

trait, and factorial vs. rational, yielding the fapproaches compared in

the study: rational facet, factorial facet, ratibtrait, factorial trait . . .

The distinction between trait and facet involves degree to which the

personality variable is conceptually delineated sulodivided before

scales are developed to measure it. In the traiegy, the construct is

identified by a label or sentence and is measuredyéobal level. In

contrast, the facet strategy assumes that a aiaiséveral facets, each with

several forms or elements. The proposed objedigsehomogeneous

scale for wach specified part of the construct.t{BuFiske, 1968, p. 505)
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In the context of musical performances, the fdaeterial approach has been
widely studied and can be applied in the follommgnner. The musical performance
itself is a construct (complex behavior) which detssof facets (performance
components such as tone, intonation, tempo, aatiom, etc.) which can further be
divided into elements (discriptive statements)vibiich scales (usually, Likert-type
scales) can be developed (Cooksey, 1977).

Abeles (1973) used this facet-factorial approactievelop and validate a clarinet
performance adjudication scale. His purpose wésrtprove the evaluation of music
performance . . . through replacement of judgesega impressions by ratings arrived at
my more systematic procedures” (p. 246). Fromyssahout auditory aspects of junior
high school clarinet performances solicited fromrdstrumental music teachers enrolled
as graduate students, Abeles was able to identifyifferent descriptive statements, and
these statements were categorized by the resedt#t6). Then, a list of 40 additional
statements were developed from other publishedhtiiee on clarinet pedagogy and
performance. The 94 statements were phrased gibiséively or negatively and a five
point Likert-type scale was developed and usedt® eéach statement (p. 246).

One hundred recorded performances were asses&tibyumental music
teachers using the 94 statements. Each judgeskas #0 assess two randomly selected
performances to which they listened several timegactor analysis was performed on
the results. “The factor analysis solution thattzgreed with the a priori structure was a
six-factor rotation. The six factors were intetpt®n, intonation, rhythm continuity,
tempo, articulation, and tone” (Abeles, 1973, B)24Five items (facets) were selected to

reperesent each of the six factors determineditiggin a rating scale with 30
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statements. The 30 statements were paired witle gobint Likert-type scale (Abeles,
1973, p. 248). The rating scale was used by intntadl music teachers enrolled in a
graduate program to assess three groups of 10rpenfices selected from the original
100 (Abeles, 1973, pp. 248-249). Judges heard gadbrmance only once (Abeles,
1973, p. 249). Estimates of interjudge reliabiéityd criterion-related validity were
obtained for the “factor scores as well as the wtares” (Abeles, 1973, p. 249) and
found that “the six factor structure for clarinerfprmance seemed essentially the same
as the a priori theoretical structure based onitd@ture search,” (p. 254) and the
evaluation instrument was “reliable and valid” 254).

Cooksey (1977) applied the facet-factorial appraactevelop a rating scale for
high school choral music performance in an effordévelop a “precise, objective
measuring instrument,” to mitigate judges’ reliance'subjective opinions,” and gain
some consensus on the criteria for such evaluafmri)1). To define the criteria,

evaluative statements were collected from thre@nsgjurces: (1) adjudication

sheets containting judges’ comments about actgal $thool choral
performances . .. (2) . .. critiques written Inwpial teachers on recorded
performances of high school choruses, and (3gssays written by choral
experts on aural aspects of high school chorabpmdnces. (Cooksey, 1977, pp.

101-102).

The facet-factorial approach yielded a structursesfen factors of choral
performance. The factors were “diction, precisidynamics, tone control, tempo,
balance/blend and interpretation/musical effedtirty-six items were selected to form

the subscales to measure the seven factors” (Cpok8é7, p. 113). These items were
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paired with a Likert-type scale, and, like Abel&873) the resulting instrument
“achieved high inter-judge reliability and highterion-related validity” (Cooksey, 1977,
p. 113).

DCamp (1980) employed the facet-factorial apprdadtevelop a reliable and
valid rating scale for high school band music penfance. His study was based on the
previous works by Abeles (1973) and Cooksey (19Hi% study of the facet-factorial
approach yielded five factors “central to the eatilon of high school band performance”
(DCamp, 1980, p. 41). They were “Tone-IntonatiBalance, Musical Interpretation,
Rhythm and Technical Accuracy” (DCamp, 1980, p. 44§ then applied six descriptive
statements with the highest loadings to each fdistexd, to develop his rating scale,
which he then determined through statistical tgstinbe both reliable and valid. DCamp
also determined that there was a need for furésarch into the type of feedback that
such an adjudication could provide to the directdrhe bands evaluated (p. 46).

Jones (1986) applied the facet-factorial approexhonstruct a scale for rating
high school vocal solo performance to improve theetision of measurement, thus
providing more structured evaluations” (p. ix). define the evaluative criteria, Jones
(1986) solicited essays from members of the Natidsaociation of Teachers of Singing
and searched the literature concerning vocal peglagdhe analysis yielded five factors:
a) interpretation/musical effect, b) tone/musiclapsc) techique, d) suitability/ensemble,
and e) diction and 32 items for the subscalesigpg). The rating scale was determined
to be reliable and valid. Jones believed thawtbeal aspects of a vocal performance
were critical to the evaluation of such performanaed chose to use video recordings for

the experts to evaluate; however, his study fohatlthe visual aspects were too
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influential and tended to cause the judges to gakthe actual aural characteristics of
the performance (Jones, 1986. p. 87).

Bergee (1987) also employed this methodology telkde a rating scale for
euphonium and tuba music performance and “sougtétermine whether a more
homogenous group of performances would affectlyiitip in a substantial manner” (p.
12) and sought to generalize the rating scalel torass instruments. Bergee (1987)
obseserved that Abeles (1973) used 10 judges istindly. This number was not typical
of an actual end of semester jury evaluation sgttidsually there were far fewer judges
present to judge brass performances. He wishewéstigate whether reliability could
be maintained if he used fewer judges in his samHis study resulted in a rating scale
that was both reliable and valid in the condititimst he sought to investigate.

Horowitz (1994) used the facet-factorial approaxtevelop a rating scale
“designed to measure the ability of a guitarigbéoform a jazz improvisation” (p. 13).
The scale was designed for “(1) teachers to asssttident evaluation, and (2) students
as an aid to self-evaluation and a guide for @itistening” (p. 13). Similar to the
previous studies, Horowitz (1994) developed a pbalescriptive statements by
analyzing the content of interviews and essayssé&tstatements were then “paired with
a five point Likert-type scale and used by 28 juggeevaluate 70 student
improvisations” (p. 13). He then performed a faetoalysis which “indicated that the
scale should consist of three factors: MusiciandBypression, and Overall Structure . . .
[and] ten items were chosen to represent eachedhtiee subscales to form the final 30

item scale” (p. 1). The scale was determined tcebable and valid.
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Like Jones (1986), Wapnick and Eckholm (1997) alsemped to develop a
rating scale to rate solo voice performance. Twagted to consider only the aural
aspects of vocal performance in constructing agagcale to assess such performances.
They interviewed experts and reviewed the liteetur vocal pedagogy which led them
to develop a scale based on 12 factors: “apprepviédrato, color/warmth, diction,
dynamic range, efficient breath management, evenoiagistration, flexibility,
freedom throughout vocal range, intensity, intamatccuracy, legato line, and
resonance/ring” (p. 430). They also included astjam regarding overall performance,
which was to be given independently from the ratiofjthe twelve factors.

Wapnick and Ekcholm (1997) then invited expertade this new scale to
evaluate 19 different performances of the samerpke@d found that “intra-judge
reliabilty was much higher than inter-judge rellai (p. 435) which supported their
belief that there was much disagreement among egarts about how to evaluate
vocal performances. However, they did find thatelleations pooled from four or more
judges demonstrated considerable inter-judge riétigk{p. 435) suggesting that larger
panels of judges were appropriate in evaluating@lvperformances in order to ensure
reliability of such panel evlauations.

Zdzinski and Barnes (2002) used the facet-fadtapproach to develop a valid
and reliable rating scale for string performancesiiddle and high school students.
These researchers were able to identify five alifiactors in assessing string
performances. These factors were “interpretatrmhrausical effect, articulation/tone,
intonation, rhythm/tempo, and vibrato” (p. 245)d&8 subscales were identified based

on factor loadings. Like the researchers befoeenthzdzinski and Barnes (2002) found
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this method of developing a rating scale for mugpeaformance to yield high reliability
and validity.

Smith and Barnes (2007) used the facet-factoppf@ach to develop a rating
scale for high school orchestra performance. Taealysis identified seven factors:
“Ensemble, Left Hand, Position, Rhythm, Tempo, Bngstion, and Bow” (p. 268).
Several of these factors (left hand, position, o) were “unique to string
performance, and require visual as well as aurauation” (p. 278) which sets this study
apart from others in terms of focusing solely o &lural factors of the musical
performance. Consistent with other studies, Saniith Barnes (2007) were able to
demonstrate that the scale developed using thisadetas both reliable and valid.

Greene (2012) attempted to develop and validatassirument to assess high
school marching band performance using the factbiial approach. “Forty-one items
were chosen to define subscales for” two sepaaditegrscales (p. v), one of which
focused on the musical aspects of the performaacespne of which focused on the
visual aspects of the performances. Sixty judgesdrnine different high school
marching band performances. The underlying fadt@sstudy identified for the musical
aspects were “1) Communication and EffectivenesSo2ind Quality, 3) Program
Construction, and 4) Rhythm” (p. v). The factatentified for the visual aspects for the
performances were “1) Construction and PerformaRc¥jsual Execution, and 3)
Quality” (p. v). The results of this study showsdh inter-judge reliability with the
exception of the third factor of the visual ratimghich was quality. Neither the musical
nor the visual rating scales yielded an acceptabld of criterion-related validity

(Greene, 2012).
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Rubrics. Experts agree that rubrics were the most effeatieans of evaluating
musical performances if the goal was to providellieek to the performers for the
purpose of improving future performances (Asmu89Tiorba & Smith, 2009;
Wesolowski, 2012). Rubrics to assess various sevkeinusic achievement in specific
performance domains were developed successfulbebgral researchers (Azzara, 1993;
Levinowitz, 1985; Saunders & Holohan, 1997; No&i8orst, 2007).

These scales provided more information than preslotesearched scales by

including written descriptors of specific levelspdrformance proficiency. The

researchers used these more descriptive assessmlsnor rubrics, to evaluate
performances in authentic contexts, often withregreeliability and validity.

(Latimer et al., 2010, p. 169)

Wesolowski (2012) praised the use of the rubritsusefulness in both reliably
assessing musical performances and providing viddabdback that could be used to
improve future performances.

The rubric is a form of a criteria-specific perfante scale. Itis a set of

scoring criteria used to determine the achieveresed of a student’s

performance on assigned tasks. A rubric divideshk into constituent

parts and offers detailed descriptions of the parémce levels for each

part. The descriptions are written so studentshle to learn what must

be done to improve their performances in the futiBecause it helps

teachers directly assess performance experienceBria is a tool for

providing authentic assessment. (p. 37)



VOCAL PERFORMANCE RATING SCALE 56

“Norris and Borst (2007) compared the reliabiitef a Likert-type rating form
with a rubric when adjudicating choral festival fjoemances. The authors reported that
the rubric, with its clear performance descriptprayvided a more appropriate format for
assessment” (Ciorba & Smith, 2009, p. 7). Further,

According to Asmus (1999), rubrics provide spec#itvantages when used to

assess music performances. First, adjudicatorgravéded with clear descriptors

outlining the graduated levels of performance adgmgent. Second, performers

are provided with (a) specific feedback concerrimegr performance and (b)

useful information needed to improve future perfantes. (Ciorba & Smith,

2009, p. 7)

When using rubrics, judges

are asked to indicate which of several writterecidt most closely describes the

perceived level of performance ability. Adjudicastoescribe what they hear in a

performance; they neither indicate whether theg bk dislike the performance

nor state whether they agree or disagree thatdtfermmance meets and

indeterminate standard. (Saunders & Holohan, 199759)
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Table 3.
Example of a Rubric

The student's intonation Value
Is accurate throughout, and in all ranges and t&rgis 10
Is accurate, but student fails to adjust on isdlg@iéches, yet demonstrates 8
minimal intonation difficulties
Is mostly accurate, but includes out-of-tune noté® student does not adjust 6
problem pitches to an acceptable standard of ititoma
Exhibits a basic sense of intonation, yet has Baamt problems, student 4
makes no apprent attempt at adjustment of probieches
Is not accurate. Student’s performance is contislyoout of tune 2

Note.From Saunders & Holohan (1997, p. 264).

An example of a rubric with graduated and cleacdgptors that provide specific
feedback about the student’s performance is itistt in Table 3. Clearly, all of the
types of assessment tools described in this seictabimding holistic grading, Likert-type
scales, criteria-specific rating scales, and righni@ve all been thoroughly researched
resulting in evidence of consistent reliabilityowever, if the goal was to provide the
greatest amount of summative feedback to the stadermelp them monitor their
progress, the rubric was the tool that providedniiagimum amount of feedback while
maintaining reliability and validity. Therefordad rubric is the tool that | chose to use
for my research study.

Developing the rubric. Wesolowski (2012) offered a methodology for
developing this type of rubric. First, one mustfide the focus, purpose, and objectives
of the assessment” (p. 38). The assessor mustitie@ttention to the overall
performance structure, the needs of the speciiibestts being assessed, the expectations

of what is to be accomplished, and the studentst gnowledge and skill” (p. 38).
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Second, the assessor must “define the performartega and learning outcomes”
(Wesolowski, 2012, p. 38). “Each criteria . . osld be an important learning outcome
for a high-quality performance and understood leystudent . . . [and should] reflect
your teaching goals” (p. 38).

Third, the assessor must “determine the type aficdbr your assessment”
(Wesolowski, 2012, p. 39). “There are two mairegaties of rubrics: holistic and
analytic. Holistic rubrics provide a single scbased on an overall assessment of a
music performance. The evaluator matches the ig¢si of the scale to his or her
overall impression of the performance” (WesolowgKi12, p. 38).

An analytic rubric contains more than one dimensibavaluative criteria. The

multiple criteria are matched with multiple destoiig and the teacher’s feedback,

and scoring is based on each of these individuaédsions. Because of the
assessment by multiple criteria, the analytic miprovides more information

than does the holistic rubric. . . . A benefit aabytic rubrics is the wealth of

specific, individualized assessment informatiort ttean be of great value.

(Wesolowski, 2012, p. 38)

Fourth, the assessor must “define the range agiebes of proficiency of
performance scale levels” (Wesolowski, 2012, p. 3)r example, the author suggests
one set of labels that could be considered amangsy other possibilities. They are
“(1) beginning, (2) developing, (3) accomplishexd #4) exemplary” (Wesolowski,
2012, p. 39). Fifth, the assessor must “define@mate task expectations and
meaningful descriptors for each criterion perforsegtevel” (Wesolowski, 2012, p. 41).

This is the step that sets the rubric apart froneotypes of critera-specific rating scales.
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Instead of merely assigning a number to each oftiberia, the developer must compose
descriptive statements or descriptors for eacfopaance level of each criterion.

The totality of the descriptors provides a comprsinee summary of what

is being assessed. The descriptors should beewas clearly and

concisely as possible. Avoid any vernacular amteology that is

superfluous in nature. Write descriptors for couitly between levels of

performance in each category. The descriptorsidhi®fine a contunuum

of the quality throughout each category. Be shat ¢ach descriptor has a

clear sense of flow between levels. The descspbould be detailed

enough to limit subjectivity yet concise enouglatoid confusion or

ambiguity. (Wesolowski, 2012, p. 41)

Finally, the assessor must “choose an approp@ieng scale with clearly
defined cut points” (Wesolowski, 2012, p. 41). kro (2007) suggested that each
score on a rubric (which he calls a scale) shoaktdbe “specific progress toward a
specific learning goal” (p. 24). For example,

a score of 4.0 indicates that the student has geyend the information

and skill taught by the teacher. A score of 3.0dates that the student has

learned the target knowledge as articulated bydaeher. A score of 2.0

indicates that the student understands or canmpetfte simpler

information and skills relative to the learning gbat not the more

complex information or processes. A score of 1dicates that on his or

her own the student does not demonstrate undenstpatior skill

regarding the learning goal, but with help the shudloes. Finally a score
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of 0.0 indicates that even with help the studetesdwot demonstrate

understanding or skill relative to the learninglg@slarzano, 2007, pp.

24-25)

“Gordon (2002) maintained that the more descripitackided for each dimension, the
more reliable the rubric will become, as long as ttumber does not exceed five”
(Latimer et al., 2010, p. 170).

Summary

The examination of the literature in relation ppked music study and vocal
pedagogy provided an opportunity to examine thegss of vocal instruction and to help
determine where in the process this type of formeadissessment might fit. The review
of leading books on singing provided a rich anaeesive list of categories and
characteristics of good singing. These categameisthe associated descriptors of each
were used, in conjunction with feedback from expen develop the rubric.

The review of the research about types of toadsluis assessing musical
performances enabled me to create a hierarchy thfade organized by increasing ability
to provide feedback to the students to maximizdebdback loop, improve the
instructional process, and provide optimum condgior students to meet their desired
learning outcomes. It was clear the type of that ivould best accomplish these goals
was the rubric. Therefore, the review of the &tare in developing effective rubrics was
instrumental in determining the design of the pdages to follow to create the rubric

used for the research study.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

Chapter One introduced the purpose of the studyaaroverview of the research
methodology selected. This mixed-methods, paditoify action research study was
conducted using carefully selected proceduresumsntation, and data analysis tools.
Chapter Three will discuss each step of the metloggaand rationale for each of the
selected components.
Location

The research institution was a private, four-yisaral arts institution located in a
suburban, Midwestern city. The university offeB2dundergraduate and 37 graduate
degree programs, with teacher education and bissadkministration representing the
largest majors. The institution served approximyat&,000 students, of which
approximately 6,000 were traditional full-time dstudents (Research Site
Undergraduate Course Catalog, 2013-2014).

The Music Department, which was housed in the SlobioFine and Performing
Arts, served approximately 150 music performanagsimeducation, and music business
majors. Music performance majors were requireihke 16 credit hours of applied
music lessons in voice (Undergraduate Course Gpta@il3-2014). The usual schedule
was two credit hours per semester for eight semseste addition, the students were
required to perform a Junior Recital consistin@@fminutes of music and a Senior
Recital consisting of 60 minutes of music. Mugiceation majors were required to take
eight credit hours of applied music lessons in @¢ldndergraduate Course Catalog,
2013-2014). The usual schedule was one credit p@usemester for eight semesters. In

addition, they were required to perform a SenicciRéconsisting of 30 minutes of
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music. Music business majors were required to talecredit hours of applied music
lessons in voice (Undergraduate Course Catalod3-2014). The usual schedule was
one credit hour per semester for four semesteingy Were not required to perform a
Junior or Senior Recital. All students majoringnasic who were taking private lessons
were required to present a juried performanceeetid of each semester. These
performances were assessed by all voice deparfamrity members using a standard
Likert-scale scoring guide. The applied music regfanents for each major area of study

are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4.
Applied Music Requirements by Major

No. of

Credits per semester  Junior Senior Juried
Major semester S recital recital performance

Music 2 8 30 minutes 60 minutes Required
performance
Music education 1 8 Not required 30 minutes Require
Music business 1 4 Not required Not required Rexgliir

The Department of Music had no specific admisswmitsria beyond the
university’s admissions policy. Therefore, whikete was an audition process for
scholarship awards and another audition processnfeemble placement, there was not
an exclusionary audition process, and students mareurned away from the program.
Instead, they were offered remedial courses whedew such as Class Voice and
Fundamentals of Music, before they were alloweprtxeed to private voice lessons and
Music Theory I. The net effect of this policy apichctice was that most of the entering

singers were true beginners.
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Methodology

This mixed-methods, participatory action reseatcialy was designed to focus on
“a specific local problem and . . . [result] in action plan to address the problem”
(Fraenkel et al., 2012, pp. G-1). It met the uhyileg assumptions underlying action
research that “the participants have the authtwitpake decisions, want to improve their
practice, are committed to continual professiomaledlopment, and will engage in
systematic inquiry” (p. 611). The local problemwhich the study focused involved the
process and mechanism for assessing undergracaekperformances at the semester
juries. | wished to determine a method to moreieately assess the students as well as
to provide them with meaningful and useful feedbthek they could convert into action.
Procedures

| followed a series of steps over three phasesitaptete this research project.
The first phase was the preparation of a reseaaiskebrubric, which was achieved via a
review of the literature and interviews of expéntshe field. Recordings were prepared,
which included samples contributed by both stu@eck professional singers. The
second phase was the implementation of the reséasdd rubric in use by judges to
assess the recorded performances. The third pressthe collection of student
feedback, facilitated through interviews of thedetmt performers to determine what
information they learned from the completed rededna@sed rubrics the judges used to
assess their recorded performances.

Phase I: Rubric design. | compiled lists of criteria from a review of the
available literature on vocal pedagogy and theadtaristics of successful solo voice

performances. Five commonly used books on voaddgegy and technique were
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examined. They wer8inging: The Mechanism and the TechmycVennard (1949)The
Diagnosis and Correction of Vocal Faulty McKinney, (1994)The Structure of
Singing: System and art in vocal techniduyeMiller (1996),Foundations in Singing: A
Guidebook to Vocal Technique and Song InterpretdipPaton (2006), anddventures
in Singing: A process for exploring, discoveringlateveloping vocal potentialy Ware
(2008).

| interviewed five experts who were university-4évoice teachers, to develop a
rubric based on Wesolowski's (2012) method. Theeets were asked to define
performance criteria and desired learning outcoimesolo vocal performance, to
specify the range and degrees of proficiency feahgeerformance criterion, to develop
meaningful descriptors for each criterion perfors®tevel, and to establish appropriate
scoring scale and clearly defined cut points faheaiterion performance level
(Appendix A: Expert Interview Questions). All dfdse questions were derived from the
steps in the article by Wesolowski (2012) and wetentionally aligned with the first
research question.

The information collected from the experts wastsgnized using the criteria
from the review of the literature to form the res#abased rubric. The research-based
rubric (Appendix B: Research-based Rubric) inclugigdce for judges to provide
comments about each critera component, as welspa@e for judges to give an
independent holistic score from 1 to 100. The agdgere asked to give comments about
the research-based rubric and to provide informadimout their levels of education,
years of teaching experience, job titles, and arif@son of the equipment on which they

listened to the performances they were assessing.
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Jones (1986) found that the “visual dimension &b p@rformance evaluation” (p.
87) deeply affected ratings of vocal performandds.found that judges tended to
disregard the actual “aural clues” (p. 87) in fasbappearance, maturity, and
“communicative charisma” (p. 87). Bergee (2003alibed several extraneous variables
that tended to influence performance assessmduatling "gender and race, and
attractiveness, stage presence, and dress" (p. 3#®&pse findings led me to conclude
that an audio recording was the desired meansésepting performances to be
adjudicated for this study. An audio recording ¥doeliminate the distraction of visual
elements and allow the judges to focus solely eratlral aspects of the performances.
The recording procedure and song selection wasladdfter Wapnick and
Eckholm’s (1997) study. I, with the assistancamfaudio engineer, recorded 14
undergraduate singers of all voice types and asliperforming an excerpt of the same
piece. Like the Wapnick and Eckholm study, stusi@erformed an excerpt (mm. 1-27)
from Mozart’s art song “Ridente la Calma.” The oatle for choosing this piece was
(a) it was available in both medium-high and mediom versions, which made
it appropriate for most voices; (b) the text wastalian and fairly easy to
pronounce, thus minimizing the possibility that @ would be detected from
the pronunciation difficulties alone; (c) the sldwrjcal nature of the song made it
suitable for any voice type; (d) it was technicalbmplex enough to reveal
strengths and weaknesses in the singer’s vocalpatidn; (e) the range was
broad enough to allow evaluation of most of thgeiis range; and (f) it was not
too musically complex to be learned in a shortqueof time. (Wapnick &

Eckholm, 1997, p. 431)
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Students were able to choose between two transpesof the piece, one higher
and one lower (Appendix C: Musical Selections).eywvere given the sheet music as
well as an International Phonetic Alphabet (IPAnscription of the text (Appendix D:
Phonetic Transcription of Musical Text). Studemtse given two weeks to prepare the
musical selection. Upon request, | provided assisan learning the pitches and rhythms
as well as the pronunciation. | provided no coagtun vocal technique, and did not
direct the students to seek coaching from theugbe lesson instructors.

Two professional singers were recruited to ret¢bedsame excerpt for the audio
recording. These professionals were recorded uhéezxact conditions as the student
recordings, in order to maintain consistency amalhgf the recordings the judges would
hear. Using professionals would serve to furtfadidate the instrument. One would
expect the exerpts performed by the professiongkss to be rated the highest out of all
of the examples.

Four student performances were repeated on theenrasording. This served to
further validate the results. One would expecs¢hexamples to be rated the same as
their duplicates. In total, there were 20 recagdiril4 student recordings randomly
mixed with two professional recordings and foure&ied performances, which were
placed at the end of the audio recording. The maké the recordings is further

illustrated in Table 5.
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Table 5.
Explanation of Recording Makeup

Type of recording n
Student 14
Professional 2
Repeat of students 4

The recordings were made using a Rode NTK largphdeésgm vacuum tube
condenser microphone. The signals were run ifte&onus DigiMAX D8 microphone
preamplifier. The signals were recorded by theAlk Heath ICE-16 onto a USB flash-
drive at a 48-khz sampling rate and a 16-bit defthe multi-track recordings were
transferred to Pro Tools 10 and edited minimaNpo processing of any kind was
performed other than normalization to -0.5 dbFSAnohue, personal communication,
August 8, 2013).

Phase II: Rubric implementation. | distributed copies of the recorded
performances and the newly designed rating scal&urvey Monkey to 254 experienced
university voice teachers from 50 of the Unitedt&ta In an accompanying
communication, | introduced myself, explained thiepgose of the study, walked the
judges through the process of informed consentpaoided instructions for the judges
to score each performance using the new rating sckldges were asked to listen to each
performance only once and take a 10-minute breigk tife 10th recording, to help
mitigate the effects of fatigue on the outcomehleylwere to assign an independent
overall score for each performance, provide feeklladout the research-based rubric,
and provide demographic information. | receiveltyfaompleted research-based rubrics

for all 20 performances from 36 of the judges wheyensolicited.
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Phase IlI: Student perceptions. After the judges completed the research-based
rubrics and returned them to me, | shared the teesuth the 12 of the 14 student
performers. Two students moved out of the arear poithe completion of the data
collection. I interviewed the students about theactions and perceptions related to the
information contained in the completed researctetdasbrics. | asked the students to
describe what they liked or did not like about thethod of assessment, what they
thought the judges heard or did not hear in theifggmances, their understanding of the
strengths and weaknesses of their performancesylat] if anything, they planned to do
with the information, or what actions, if any, thelanned to take (Appendix G: Student
Interview Questions).

| was an instructor in the department and hadactens with the students on
many levels: as advisor, course instructor, priV@gson teacher, and student teaching
supervisor. | conducted the interviews with thperts and with the students myself.
Coercion was reduced by ensuring that no dataatetieduring the interviews was
attributed to any particular student. Scores ftbis rubric exercise were not used in an
evaluative manner for the predetermined gradedsecaxtivities or for placement in
performance groups.

Instrumentation

| developed the protocol for the expert intervidwsncluding each of the steps
outlined by Wesolowski (2012) in his articlénderstanding and Developing Rubrics for
Music Performance Assessmehattempted to determine the experts’ opinidnsua the
levels of achievement in the development of an tgrdeuate singer, the key

characteristics that the experts assess when évajsangers, and the levels and values
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of expected outcomes for each key characteristiiffgrent stages of the singers’
development (Appendix A: Expert Interview Questionhe data collected from these
expert interviews, in combination with the datalecied through the review of the
literature, | developed the research-based rubegudges used to actually assess the
recorded performances.

Data Analysis

Inter-judge reliability was tested using the onerwaalysis of variance test
(ANOVA). This test is usually used to “determiri¢hiere is a significant difference
among three or more means” (Bluman, 2010, p. 60®)o separate tests were analyzed.
One evaluated the difference in mean scores ofgidayerall scores, and the other
evaluated the judges’ scores for each categorg nlifi hypotheses for the difference in
means of the overall scores were as follows:

Null Hypothesis #1. When scoring performances using the research-based
rubric, there will be no difference in judges’ sesr

Null Hypothesis #2 When scoring performances using the research-based
rubric one category at a time, there will be nded@nce in judges’ scores.

In addition to application of ANOVA, the judgesoses were tested using the
test for difference in means to compare the judgestage scores for each category with
the judges’ average overall scores. Thest for difference in means is conducted by
“selecting pairs of samples and comparing the meétise pairs” (Bluman, 2010, p.

469). The hypotheses for these tests were asvwilo
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Null Sub Hypothesis #1There will be no difference in average mean scare o
the research-based rubric, when comparing indiviglge scoring to the overall group
mean score.

Null Sub Hypothesis #2.There will be no difference in mean score on the
research based-rubric, when comparing individuddguscoring on individual categories
to the overall group mean score.

Intra-judge reliability was tested for each judlyeugh analysis of each of the
four repeated performances. These scores werdesisal with the-test for difference
in means. Whemtesting was inconclusive, the chi square tesinfdependence was
applied to the comparison of original-to-repeateatss, as well as to the scores for the
professional recordings compared to expected s¢ordise professional recordings. The
chi square test for independence

is based on a comparison between expected freqseand actual, obtained

frequencies. If the obtained frequencies are aimd the expected frequencies,

then researchers conclude that the groups do fiet.dIf there are considerable
differences between the expected and obtainedédremgs, on the other hand,
then researchers conclude that there is a signifaifference . . . between the

groups. (Fraenkel et al., 2012, p. 238)

Null Hypothesis #3 was testing withedest for difference in means.

Null Hypothesis #3. There will be no difference in judges’ scoring iaiitg the
research-based rubric, on repeat performance wdrapared to the same judges’ scoring
for the original performance.

The null hypotheses for the chi square test foejrethdence was as follows:
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Null Sub Hypothesis #3.The event score when applying the research-based
rubric is independent upon which judge conductedr&ting.

The strength of the potential linear relationshigach category with each of the
other categories in the research-based rubric veasuned by calculating the Pearson
Product Moment Correlation Coefficient (PPMCC).isTealculation "expresses the
degree of relationship between two categories"giftkal et al., 2012, p. 207). This
information was helpful in determining if suggestao combine categories made by
participants in the study were valid.

Null Hypothesis #4. There will be no relationship between each of #iegs of
characteristics of breath, tone, accuracy, dictimionation, vibrato, registration, agility,
style, and expression, and judges scores utilitingesearch-based rubric.

The judges provided an overall holistic score facleperformance that was
assigned independent of the rubric score. Thistmkcore was compared to the rubric
score using the chi square test for goodness.oTfie chi square test for goodness of fit
is a nonparametric categorical inferential techaifferaenkel et al., 2012, p. 239) that is
used to determine "whether a frequency distribufiitsra specific pattern” (Bluman,
2010, p. 573).

Null Hypothesis #5. There will be no difference between holistic scaed
calculated rubric-based percentage score.

| collected qualitative data to contribute to dation of the rubric. Feedback
from the performers concerning their perceptionthefusefulness of the feedback from
the research-based rubric for improving their fatperformances was coded, analyzed

and reported using qualitative methods of analyBeedback about the research-based
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rubric itself collected from the judges was codmtilyzed and reported using qualitative
methods of analysis.
Participants

Experts for the preparation of the research-basidc were recruited from the
research institution's voice faculty who were peadly invited to participate. They were
selected because they were most familiar withekellof ability of the students at the
research location. In keeping with the collabeeatiature of participatory action
research, they were also selected because theylWweWdey stakeholders in the
implementation of any changes.

Expert One was an experienced voice teacher avidairector with a Master of
Music in Choral Conducting. In addition to condngtcollege level choirs and
performing as a soloist, he had taught for tens/each college courses as private
lessons, class voice, vocal pedagogy and literatti@ral arranging. Expert Two was
another experienced performer and voice teachéraviflaster of Music in Vocal
Performance. She had 10 years of collegiate expeziteaching private lessons, class
voice, and vocal pedagogy and literature. Expkre@& was also a voice teacher and
soloist with a Doctor of Musical Arts in Vocal Permance. He had taught private
lessons for five years as well as singers' dicttmcal pedagogy and literature, and world
music. Expert Four was a voice teacher and pedomith a Master of Music in Vocal
Performance. She had taught private lessons fgeafs, class voice, and singers'
diction. Expert Five was a choir director, piafastompanist, and voice teacher with a
Master of Music Education. She had taught at tilege level for five years and had an

administrative role in the music department. émiewed each of the experts
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individually at a mutually convenient time and @adzach interview lasted
approximately half an hour. | used the Expertrivieav Questions (Appendix A) for
each interview, recorded each interview on my iha@amd then transcribed each

interview into a Microsoft Word document.

Table 6.

Makeup of Student Participants

Number Gender Voice type Major Grade

1 M Tenor Music performance Senior

2 F Mezzo- Music performance Sophomore
Soprano

3 F Mezzo- Music education Junior
Soprano

4 F Mezzo- Music business Sophomore
Soprano

5 M Bass Music education Senior

6 M Tenor Music education and music Senior

perf.
7 M Baritone Music education and music Junior
perf.

8 F Soprano Music performance Junior

9 M Baritone Music Senior

10 M Tenor Music performance Sophomore

11 F Mezzo- Music education Freshman
Soprano

12 F Soprano Music education Junior

13 F Soprano Music education Senior

14 F Mezzo- Music education Sophomore

Soprano
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| recruited student volunteers for the recordifige the research institution's
music department students who were enrolled iraggivoice lessons. They were invited
to participate via an announcement at a weekly rdeyeatal meeting. They were also
key stakeholders in the outcome of the projecingschanges to the scoring of juried
performances would have a direct effect on theidgs and development. As illustrated
in Table 6, the group of singers was diverse wethard to gender, voice type, major, and
year of study.

There were six male students: three tenors, twitdo@s, and one bass. There
were eight female students: three sopranos andrfezzo-sopranos/altos. One of the
sopranos chose to sing the selection in the lowgr lEour of the participants were
Music Performance Majors. Five of the participamése Music Education Majors. Two
of the participants were double majors in both Muerformance and Music Education.
The remaining participants included one Music BasgMajor, one Instrumental Music
Education Major, and one student working towardBaehelor of Arts in Music.
Accounting for the age of the participants, theezevone freshman, four sophomores,
four juniors, and five seniors.

| personally invited professional singers to paerfdhe selection. There was one
female singer with a soprano voice classificatidroywerformed the selection in the
higher key and one male singer with a baritoneerclassification who performed the
selection in the lower key. One of the professiaivagers had attained a Doctor of
Musical Arts (DMA) in voice and the other had atid a Master of Music (MM) in
vocal performance. Both singers were active peifesls with many performance

credits.
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| recruited judges to use the research-based rtdessess the recorded
performances. These judges were not recruited fhenmnesearch institution's faculty to
minimize the possibility that voice teachers wobédable to identify their own students
among the student performances and to avoid bipglging based on that recognition.
University level teachers of singing were invitad gmail solicitations via Survey
Monkey. Initially, | solicited teachers of singifigm two universities chosen from each
state in the United States. Responses were mingndlbegan expanding the search,
starting with all four-year universities in Missoand expanding to adjacent states until
sufficient participation was realized. Requestsengent to professors at universities in
the following states: Montana, Wyoming, ColoradeywNVexico, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, Michigara, Missouri, Arkansas,
Louisiana, Wisconsin, lllinois, Mississippi, Kenky; Tennessee, Alabama, Georgia,
Ohio, West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolin&ome of the participants notified me
that the research-based Survey Monkey requestsaméoenatically sent to the spam
folder in their email system. Therefore, | sent @uemail from my personal email
account to all of the potential participants, amel tesponse was much greater.

There was a pool of 36 judges who completed thargg.o From this pool, 25 of
the judges had earned their terminal degree ofa@ddof Musical Arts (DMA) or a
Doctor of Philosophy (PhD), nine had earned a Mastiegree, and one had earned a
Bachelor of Arts (BA) with 30 hours toward a Mastesnd one entered “Licentiate” as
his qualifications (See Table 7). These judgéderisd to the recordings and completed

the assessments at their convenience.
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Table 7.
Judges’ Level of Education
No. of

Degree participants

DMA/PhD 25

MM/MA 9

BA+30 1

Licentiate 1

The judges were also asked about their level oéeapce. Nine judges had
between zero and 10 years of experience, and mdye$ had between 11-20 years of
experience. Twelve judges had between 21-30 y#aasperience, and six judges had
more than 30 years of experience. Table 8 illtssréhe ranges of years of experience

for the panel of judges.

Table 8.

Judges’ Years of Experience
Years n

0-10 9

11-20 9

21-30 12

31-40 4

41-50 1

51+ 1
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Table 9 is a summary of the judges’ job titlesneQudge was employed as an
instructor, and five were employed as adjunct gades. There were four professors
with the rank of assistant professor and five itk rank of associate professor. There
were nine 20 full professors. Of these 20, 11 bbb administrative roles in their
institution including Division Chair, Director of g@ra, Dean, Voice Area Director,
Choral Director, Coordinator of Vocal Studies, apartment Chair.

Table 9.

Judges’ Job Titles

Job Title No. of
participants

Instructor 1
Adjunct Professor 5
Assistant Professor 4
Associate Professor 5
Professor 9

Professor w/Administrative 11
Role

No Response 1

Summary

This participatory action research study was etegtin three phases and
implemented both qualitative and quantitative mdttogies. The first phase was the
development of the research-based rubric whichasawpleted by consulting the
available literature and interviewing experts.e Becond phase was the creation of the

recordings and the completion of the performansessmnents using the newly designed



VOCAL PERFORMANCE RATING SCALE 78

research-based rubric. Phase Il was the collecfdeedback from the performers
about their perceptions of what they learned framrtewly completed research-based

rubric.
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Chapter Four: Results

As stated in Chapter Three, the methodology utlieconduct this action
research study was mixed-method participatory agegearch, which was conducted
following a series of steps over three phases nopbete this research project. The first
phase was the preparation of a research-based.rubhie second phase was the
implementation of the research-based rubric whegedsearch-based rubric was used by
judges to assess the recorded performances. Tetase was the collection of student
feedback. Both qualitative and quantitative dagseacollected during the course of the
study. The qualitative data collected during 8tigdy were obtained via interviews with
experts, interviews with students, and feedbackigeal by the judges via the survey.
The expert interview data were used in conjunciwth the literature review to answer
the first research question and to develop thearekebased rubric. The student
interview data were collected and used to answes#tond research question. In
addition to quantitative measures, feedback froenukges was used to validate the
rubric.
Phase I: Rubric Design

To answer the first research question, What ag@fipropriate performance
criteria, learning outcomes, and meaningful desoripfor various levels of proficiency
for undergraduate solo vocal performance?, | ppréar an extensive review of the
literature including four textbooks on vocal pedggand singing. In addition, |
interviewed five experts who had extensive trairang experience in the teaching of

singing. Each of the interview questions was esglyedesigned to be aligned with the
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first research question. The results of the inésvg which were used to construct the
rubric were as follows:

Interview question #1:How would you categorize levels of achievemenhim t
development of a singer?

The purpose of this question was to determine timeber of levels and the titles
of those levels of achievement appropriate forsiben of development for an
undergraduate student of singing. Expert Ondlielt using the levels of "Beginning,
Medium, Advanced but with room for gray area invin" would be the most effective
way to score undergraduate singers. Expert Fae @eferred this method because

our freshmen come in with such varying degreexpégence. Some come in

with four to five years of voice lessons. Some eamwith no voice lessons.

And even with that picture they are still comingniith different levels of reading

ability and technical ability so | don't think thaassifying it Freshmen,

Sophomores, Juniors, Seniors is as healthy fositigers as having that

beginning, intermediate, and advanced with somgtimretween.

Expert Two indicated that freshmen were clearlyitregys, but, like Experts One and
Five, thought there was some gray area betweeunper levels of study. She felt that
sophomores and some juniors "know certain thinglsama still learning others" and that
for juniors and seniors it should become "secorndredo translate the text."

Expert Three was concerned with the unique deveop of each individual
singer and wanted to ensure that the "stages @la@went are really recognized.” For
beginners "the correct notes, rhythms, intonatitymamics, tempo diction, and style

need to learn things correctly and they need tbks tbut we don't necessarily expect
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them to be able to do the perfect dynamics or éréept tempo all of the time, but we are
trying to help them gain those tools.” But theattimiddle level, "I can't even say that |
would apply to all Freshmen, Sophomores, Juniasjdss. | wouldn't even apply that
to all seniors equally partially because their agd how fast they are going to mature”
(Expert Three).

Expert Four wanted to focus on length of studize Soncluded that using the
number of semesters of study would be too unwibkelyause "eight descriptors for each
characteristic would be too much." So she prefetoeuse "year of study, and not
separate by semesters." Expert Four went on tthsayl definitely think the
expectation should be higher for upperclassmennanshould be more lenient towards
the beginners who may have not ever thought alsiahing and tuning and don't know
how to sight read.” All of this feedback was catito answering a portion of the first
research question and determining the levels dfgeeacy that would be used in the
rubric.

Interview question #2:When judging performances by vocal students at the
undergraduate level, what are the key charactesigir which you are listening?

This question was designed to elicit responsesibatd help to determine which
performance criteria would be included in the rabriexpert One described the key
characteristics as consistent tone, breath contnolerstanding of the piece itself and
interpretation, overall control and consistencyjtoal of all ranges and control of their
chest voice that is mixing into their mixed voibat is mixing into a head voice,
musicality and musicianship, dynamics, accentess#s, word stresses, fine details,

intonation, diction, and stylistic accuracy. EXpEwo valued tone and maturity level of
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tone, breath and the way breath is used, thetbkillis required to sing the piece, style
such as the interaction between voice and pianmyladge of what they are singing
about, vocal expression, and expressing the cleratthe piece. Expert Three
described correct notes and rhythms, intonationadycs, tempo, diction, style,
consistent vibrato and spin, consistent resonanddarus across all vowels, sing and
singers' formant, chiaroscuro, maturing tone quaiicreasing ease of production,
legato, and style as the key characteristics ofigaging. Expert Four listened for
breath and how breath is used, the balance ofanddreath, intonation, musicianship
including sight reading skills and ear trainingrgding, interpretation and expression,
diction, beauty of tone and timbre, placement,stegiion, style, and vibrato. Expert
Five thought tone production and placement, breagiport, phrasing, diction, intonation,
vowel shape, vibrato, and expression were impoftartbrs in assessing singing. The
feedback collected from the responses to thisvigerquestion was used along with the
information collected in the review of the litereguio continue to answer the first
research question and to determine the performenitegia that would be used in the
rubric.

Interview question #3:For each characteristic, how would you describetwha
you would expect to hear from an expert singer@mFand advanced singer? From an
intermediate singer? From a beginner?

The purpose of this question was to elicit rich aothprehensive descriptors for
each of the performance criteria deemed importaotigh to include in the rubric.
Expert One listened for the following with regacdireath: control, complete opening as

you breathe through, consistent airflow, unintetedpairflow, appogio or complete
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expansion throughout, not running out of breath,sgoieezing the sound, not forced.
Expert Two mentioned the use of the breath, antdisrehould be coordinated, not
shallow, not loud, quiet and deep, the singer shask the breath within the context of
the body, and use a steady stream of air. Expegeltalked about the singer's use of
breath, balance of tone and breath, silent intalatpen inhalation, and that the singer's
phrases are completed.

Descriptors for tone included consistent, not $yasot harsh, not choppy,
connected, legato, semi-covered, not too swallowetinasal, and with balanced bright
and dark (Expert One). Expert Two used the desesgpnature, balanced, consistent,
not breathy, consistent throughout range, not press artificially heavy and not a lot of
muscling. Expert Three described good tone asgasonsistent resonance and focus
across all vowels, ping, chiaroscuro, maturityalegand increasing ease of production.
Descriptors for tone used by Expert Four includeduty of tone, timbre, placement, not
swallowed, not nasal, and placement. Expert Feezlplacement, clear, not fuzzy, not
airy, not strident, and not throaty to describeston

Expert Three used the words "correct notes anthning' when describing
accuracy. Diction was described by each juddevasd stresses” (Expert One), "clear”
(Expert Two), "energy in consonants" (Expert Thyéedrrect formation of mixed
vowels and nasal vowels" (Expert Four), and "cdrveavel shape" (Expert Five).
Intonation was described as "right on top of thtelpdiand "tuning perfectly with every
chord" by Expert Four. Expert Three used the wécdssistent spin” to describe
vibrato, and Expert One used the words "consistancdycontrol” when discussing

registration.
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When discussing style, Expert One spoke about 'ltjcss accents, stresses and
accuracy.” Expert Two mentioned "skill, interactioetween the voice and piano, and
historical accuracy.”" Expert Four spoke about fappate” style choices and also spoke
about how style is represented in "phrasing” cleidexpression was described with the
terms "communicating understanding” (Expert OneppWwledge of what they are
singing about" (Expert Two), and "interpretatiordgresentation” (Expert Four). The
feedback provided by the experts in response soititérview question was used along
with the information collected in the review of tlterature to continue to answer the
first research question and to determine the dascs for each of the performance
criteria that would be used in the rubric.

Interview question #4:If values were to be assigned to each level foptimpose
of grading, what would be your recommendation?

This intent of this question was to determine a teagttach a numerical value to
each descriptor for the purpose of assigning aggta@ach student. Expert One
expressed agreement that it would be appropriasgign numbers to each of the
increasing levels (beginning, middle, advanced wahsitions in between) for the
purposes of grading, and that the expected scoresdudents at various points of study
would be different. For example, a student who w@spleting the fourth semester of
study, and therefore halfway through their trainwguld be expected to earn scores in
the middle of the scale. Expert Three was alsonfoatable” with the idea that expected
scores would be different students at differenhf®oin their training. He felt that would
allow the scorer to either score by the numberydahke descriptor and avoid potential

disagreements about the specific descriptors fon &zvel. He said, "l would be OK
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with if I don't love your description of [Level Fguor vibrato. | would feel like | could
have an argument with you about this, but it isialty not necessary because they
shouldn't be at that level anyway. They will béveds and threes which is all right."
Expert Five also expressed agreement with the teeldve a sliding scale of expected
scores based on a student's length of study. &tietlse student "needs to look at the
jury sheets and say, 'Well, Freshman year | wasganher, and two of them scored me as
beginner. Then, my Junior year everybody scoreadnim@ermediate, but during my
Junior year | am only at intermediate? That shaatther me." That really needs to be
the most important thing because if you are a beggiand for a beginner this is your
score, that is much better feedback than everyoamtirgy you as a beginner without
having that expressed to you." This group of fee#lio this interview question was
used to continue to answer the first research gureahd to determine the appropriate
scoring scheme that would be used in the rubric.

Comments. Although a question about including commenthmnubric was not
included in the interview protocol, two of the erggementioned the importance of
comments in providing thorough and accurate feddbastudent singers. Expert Five
stated "I think that the comments are more impadrizen the scores.” Expert Three
described a scoring guide that he had used prdyithet he was fond of because it used
a plus, nothing, minus scale to do the scoringnaalig the judges more space and time to
write comments. However, Expert One was diseneubwith the comments that his
students had received on previous jury scoringtshdde felt they were very unspecific
and addressed very obvious weaknesses such as 6wgdur middle range,” when the

student and teacher were fully aware of that weskaad having it pointed out in the
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jury scoring was neither new information nor a fidigtrategy to improve. Although the
experts were not expressly asked about the impmtahincluding room for comments
in the rubric, three of the experts expressed th@imions about the inclusion of
comments.

Phase II: Rubric Implementation

Once the research-based rubric was developedsitlis&ributed along with the
recordings of the student performances to uniwetsitel teachers of singing who used
the research-based rubric to score the performanidesre were a total of 36 completed
rubrics. The scores from the completed researsbérubrics were calculated and tested
to determine inter-judge reliability, intra-judgdiability, the correlation between
categories, if the professional singers scoreddrigfian the students, and the relationship
between the rubric scoring and holistic scoring.

In addition to the quantitative data collected ag pf this study, there was much
gualitative data to examine. Each of the judges waited to provide feedback about the
rubric at the end of the scoring session. The tifadéine data from the scoring and the
gualitative data from the judges' comments areughad in this section.

Null Hypothesis #1. The null hypothesis was: When scoring performanseng
the research-based rubric, there will be no diffeesin judges’ scores. To test this
hypothesis, | performed a one-way analysis of va@eaANOVA), with results
illustrated in Table 10. The null hypothesis wagcted. This test revealed that some
judges demonstrated more agreement with the judmgyghan did the others (F = 3.074;

F-critical = 1.440df = 35, 677; p < 0.05).
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Table 10.
ANOVA Summary for Judges’ Scoring
Source of
variation SS df MS F P-value ot
Between groups 72.766 35 2.079 3.074 0.00427 1.440
Within groups 457.875 677 0.676
Total 530.642 712

Null Sub Hypothesis #1. The results of the subsequesest for difference in
means (Critical Value = 1.9G;= 0.05;df = 34) are illustrated in Table 11. This test
compared each judge's average scores for eachrparfoe with the judges’ average
overall score. The null hypothesis for each caas: Where will be no difference in mean
score on the research-based rubric, when compiatingdual judge scoring to the
overall group mean score. The null hypotheses wetreejected for each case.
Therefore, the testing revealed there were noréifiges in the means of the two groups
compared (each test value was less than the twabae). Therefore, there was variance
in judges’ scorings as noted in the ANOVA abové,ognsistency in scoring with the

slightly different comparison of individual scoresmpared to overall average scores.
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Results of-test for Difference in Means of Judges' Scores

Judge P value

1

QWO ~NOO”ULDEWN

35
36

0.883
0.651
0.459
0.140
0.435
0.353
0.625
0.592
0.812
0.360
0.399
0.482
0.629
0.257
0.767
0.753
0.176
0.988
0.249
0.043
0.994
0.116
0.001
0.387
0.019
0.571
0.384
0.012
0.667
0.654
0.166
0.009
0.714
0.301
0.086
0.011

Note Critical Value = 1.96
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Null Hypothesis # 2. Null Hypothesis 2 was also designed to testriterijudge
reliability and was stated as: When scoring perforoes using the research-based rubric
one category at a time, at least one judge wiltesdifferently than the others. The null
hypothesis was rejected. A single factor analgsisariance (ANOVA) using the
average for each category by performer (Table é23aled that there was significant
difference within the scoring for each category(E.942; F-critical = 1.929jf = 9, 190;

p < 0.05). Therefore, some judges scored difféy¢hain the others on some categories.
Table 12.

ANOVA Summary for Individual Criteria

Source of variation SS df MS F P-value crit F
Between groups 14957 9 1.661 2.942 0.002 1.929
Within groups 107.320 190 0.564

Total 122.280 199

Null Sub Hypothesis # 2. The results of a subsequertest for difference in
means (Critical Value = 1.96;= 0.05;df = 8) are illustrated in Table 13. This test
compared the judges’ average scores for each agtegh the judges’ average overall
scores. The null hypothesis for each case waseMid be no difference in mean score
on the research-based rubric, when comparing iddalijudge scoring on individual
categories to the overall group mean score. THéhgpotheses were not rejected for
each case. Therefore, the testing revealed there mo differences in the means of the
two groups compared (each test value was lessthigagritical value). Therefore, there
was variance in judges’ scorings as noted in th©XN above, yet consistency in
scoring with the slightly different comparison aflividual scores compared to overall

average scores.
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Table 13.

Results of-test for Difference in Means of Individual Criter
Group z4test value

Breath 0.536
Tone 0.045
Accuracy 0.047
Diction 0.835
Intonation 0.081
Vibrato 0.632
Registration 0.610
Agility 0.858
Style 0.315
Expression 0.026

Note. Critical Value = 1.96

Null Hypothesis #3. Null Hypothesis 3 stated, There will be no diffiece in
judges’ scoring, utilizing the research-based wjlof repeat performance when
compared to the same judges’ scoring for the caigserformance. The intra-judge
reliability, or judge consistency, was measureghesforming az-test for difference in
means for the four performances presented two tthresighout the judges’ listening and
scoring. For Events 1 and 2, the null hypothesis rejected. For Events 3 and 4, the
null hypothesis was not rejected. The resultsciviare shown in Table 14, were
inconclusive when considering consistency of sgpwhen using the research-based
rubric.

Null Sub Hypothesis #3.Because the results from tha¢est for difference of
means were inconclusive, another test, the Chir®geat for Independence, was added
to differentiate. The null hypothesis was, The iaeore when applying the research-

based rubric is independent of which judge condlttte rating. The null hypothesis
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was not rejected. This second test examined ffereices between scores for each
initial event and its corresponding repeated eggmt 0.010449; critical value = 7.81&;
=0.05). It revealed that on the repeated evenétier the score was higher or lower was
not dependent upon which judge did the rating. réfoee, the ratings were independent
of the judge.

Table 14.

Intra-Judge Reliability for Ratings of Repeatedrite

Event/Repeat Test value Conclusion

1 -3.102 There is a significant difference
2 -3.394 There is a significant difference
3 -1.564 There is no significant difference
4 -1.307 There is no significant difference

Note. Critical Value = 1.96

Null Hypothesis #4. Null Hypothesis 4 stated, There will be no relaships
between ratings of characteristics of breath, taneuracy, diction, intonation, vibrato,
registration, agility, style, and expression whemparing judges scores utilizing the
research-based rubric. The PPMCC matrix showralnel'l5 revealed that all of the 10
categories were significantly correlated with eattrer ¢ = 0.05;df = 8;p = 0.632).
“Registration/Tone” was the strongest correlated pa= 0.993) followed by
“Registration/Agility” (r = 0.991). “Breath/Tone” were also strongly cortethf =
0.989). The pairs with the mildest correlation &xpression/Vibrato’n= 0.0682)
and “Expression/Intonationt = 658). “Agility” (r = 0.993) had the strongest correlation
to “Overall Score” followed by “Registrationt € 0.989). “Expressionr(= 0.779) had

the mildest correlation to the “Overall Score.”
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Table 15.

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Matrix for Rub@ategories

Overall
Breath Tone Accuracy  Diction  Intonation  Vibrato  Rstgation  Agility Style Expression score

Breath 1.000

Tone 0.989 1.000

Accuracy 0.896 0.871 1.000

Diction 0.969 0.978 0.908  1.000

Intonation 0.866 0.871 0.880 0.857 1.000

Vibrato 0.943 0.947 0.880  0.948 0.872 1.000

Registration 0.980 0.993 0.882 0.979 0.884  0.957 1.000

Agility 0.983 0.987 0.909 0.984 0.890 0.945 0.991 1.000

Style 0.976 0.983 0.875 0.971 0.843 0931 0.985 79.91.000

Expression 0.712 0.714 0.745 0.751 0.658  0.682 70.73.760 0.750 1.000

Overall Score  0.982 0.984 0.933 0.984 0.910 0961 0.989 0.993 0.978 0.779  1.000

Note. Critical value = 0.532

Null Hypothesis #5. Null Hypothesis 5 was: There is no differencenssn
holistic scores and rubric-based calculated peaggnscore. Judges were asked to
“assign a holistic score from 0%-100% to each réiogy. This score should be
independent of the rubric and should be the grademould give if you were not using a
rubric at all.” Because judges did not have infation regarding the age of the students
or the length of their study, there were two whpressed they had difficulty with this
task and one judge declined to assign such a s¢oteserved in the data presented in
Table 16 that the holistic scores were consistdritiier than the rubric-based calculated
percentage (average score/five points possibld)cempared them using the chi square
test for goodness of fit.

The null hypothesis was: There will be no differenre the holistic score and the

rubric-based score. The null hypothesis was nettefl, §* = 1.4598; critical value =
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22.362;a = 0.05) which indicated that there was a gootdiiveen the calculated

percentages and the holistic scores.

Table 16.
Comparison of Calculated Percentages vs. JudgeBstitnScores
Calculated Holistic
Performance  percentage score
1 60.80% 77.97%
2 41.39% 66.11%
3 27.59% 58.71%
4 37.60% 64.60%
5 29.35% 59.09%
6 67.47% 80.88%
7 44.94% 70.86%
8 37.94% 66.69%
9 27.82% 54.76%
10 28.88% 55.89%
11 75.74% 88.57%
12 27.46% 56.15%
13 40.85% 68.91%
14 30.27% 56.06%

Ratings. In Chapter Three, | stated that | expected tleescresulting from the
adjudication of the professional singers to behiighest scores attained. Table 17
illustrates that the assumption was correct, fersét of data used in this research study.
The professionals did attain the highest averageesc This finding was consistent with
the stated expectation and one of the factorsstingborted the reliability of the

instrument.
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Average Overall Scores for Student/Professionafd?erances

Student Avg. score
1 3.040123
2 2.097222
3 1.545988
4 1.879938
5 1.467901
6 2.255556
7 1.897222
8 1.390794
9 1.443827
10 2.120679
11 1.369136
12 1.513333
13 1.492857
14 1.218095
Pro 1 3.373688
Pro2 3.787037

Feedback from Judges.As part of the electronic survey format by whibk

research-based rubric was distributed, | was ab#sk and collect feedback about the

research-based rubric itself. Judges were posedubstion: In the space provided

below, please provide any feedback regarding theayits levels, categories,

characteristics, descriptors, or format. In reseaio this prompt, 29 of the 36 judges

provided feedback about the research-based rubvias also able to collect feedback

included in the comments provided by the judgesfodent use.

General comments. There were several positive comments that expdess

general approval of the research-based rubricgeludaid things like, “Looks very much

like the criteria for our jury exams,” “Love thelnic!” “Like the rubric and levels

overall,” “Well-thought out,” and “All made sense Iine, good range of choices.” One
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judge commented about the benefit of having a biredike middle of the judging
experience saying, “I appreciated the ‘please tak8-minute break’ invitation.” One
judge specifically mentioned the opportunity toypde comments about each category
saying, “I liked that there was a space to give m@mts that may clear any confusion
about why a particular score was given.”

Constructive comments included sentiments thatated that the rubric was
limited in its usefulness for scoring more advansiegers. They said things like “I
suppose this rubric would work for singers whoweeking to simply learn the very
basics. This is not a rubric for singers who heweerging talent,” “Helpful but
rudimentary,” and “This is a very good start. ihtha lot would be different if we could
have seen the performances, t00.”

Another challenge mentioned by some of the judges tive fact that the
performances were presented with only an audio. f€tk stated that “The inability to
see facial expressions is a lack,” and at leasipotential judge declined to participate
because the examples did not include video. Otlisegreed with the approach of
breaking down the performance into discrete categdor the purposes of assessment
saying, “The rubric calls too much attention to sieparate/individual components of the
technique. While these components, of course, teealll operate optimally, | listen to
the voice as a whole, and have difficulty asses%ingath” or “diction” or “style” on
their own merits, if, say, the entire thing is sung of tune . . . . one can hardly separate

one aspect of singing from another in the totakpge.”
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Finally, another judge felt that one static rubmight not be able to serve as a proper
assessment for any given performance. This juégeved that “Not all rubrics will
apply to every song.”

In summary, some of the judges provided feedbaakitidicated that the rubric
was consistent with the instruments that they hstlun the past and responded
positively to the choices made including the sgfaceomments. Judges provided
constructive comments about the usefulness oftibisc for more advanced singers, the
lack of a visual recording, the difficulty in assiegy components of the voice instead of
the voice as a whole, and the challenges of adaptie rubric to the multitude of
possible song choices.

Song choice. Some of the judges provided feedback about theature example
used in this study. They specifically mentioneel éxample was not adequate to
“illustrate the ability to transition registers” tw assess a student’s overall ability to
perform in all languages when only one languagepraesented, and the example chosen
had “no real difficulties to execute.” Other juddelt that the selection was either far too
difficult for the level of ability demonstrated Ibiye singers in the study or that the
selection was not well suited for some of the sisgén summary, the judges who
provided feedback about the choice of song geryegajpressed that it was not
appropriate for either the characteristics beirsgpased or for the ability level of the
group of performers.

Skill level of singers. Judges also mentioned the homogeneity of the Isaofip
singers, and commented on their skill level. “Téasnple included only one singer that

was not either a total beginner or just abovelthatl. It would be hard to really get a
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feel for this rubric without a wider variety of kevels,” and “80% of these singers
sounded like beginner of various ages.” Other @sdganted to know exactly what level
of vocal training each student had achieved sottiegt could factor that into the
feedback they provided. In general, the judgesesged that they would have liked to
have seen more variety in the sample of singets regard to their level of ability.

Levelsof proficiency. The judges provided some feedback with regattig¢o
selection of the five ability levels of beginnearky intermediate, intermediate, early
advanced, and advanced. One judge stated thatrlibiie has a good differentiation
between levels,” but another was concerned thahynod the singers fell in between
some of the levels.” Another judge was concerrmlathe inclusion of the mechanics
of singing along with other more sophisticatedlskof coordination and understanding
all within the same assessment tool. He statednilture of advanced concepts (text
interpretation) and very basic elements (breatipsupmust be accounted for in the final
scoring. You cannot get to things like conveyimnigstically the meaning of the text
when breathing and intonation are undeveloped.”

Similarly, another judge suggested that | “takietioé intermediate/advanced
categories for intonation and accuracy . . . Yaulosa a rank beginner and learn the
correct pitches and rhythm. That should be expeat&VERY singer, period.”

Another judge concurred that “correct pitches dndhms should be Early Intermediate
and then attention should be focused on phrastng, €he judges expressed that the
differentiation between levels was generally appede; however, there were times when
singers fell between levels. They also providededeedback about and suggested

changes to the expectations for each level of suinttee descriptors.
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Performance criteria. Judges also had much to say about the performance
criteria (breath, tone, accuracy, diction, intooafivibrato, registration, agility, style, and
expression) included in the research-based rufif@re were several comments about
the difficulty in drawing a line between pitch acacy and intonation. There was also
concern about combining rhythmic accuracy and matturacy in that “accuracy in
pitches and rhythm are separate items and showdd® and one judge stated that
scoring was difficult in this category because “manthe singers fell in between some
of the levels.” Other criteria that judges menédrihey would like to see connected
some way were breath and vibrato as well as shdeeapression. In fact, one judge
thought that criteria should be combined more $icamtly. He said, “according to the
rubric, the scores end up quite low. Maybe comBoree [performance criteria] and end
up with five.” Another judge was also concernedwttoverlapping skills and stated,

| thought you differentiated well in defining skivels. There is always overlap

in assessing vocal quality — e.g. breath/suppdltafiect tone-intonation-vibrato,

etc., but I think you have done a good job of pigjlout the essentials. It might
be interesting to break down some of the main caieg, such as tone, into
smaller sub-categories such as timbre, freedom, etc
In summary, some of the judges thought that themewoo many performance criteria
and others thought that there were too few. Téesllback was taken into consideration
and compared with the feedback from the expertstamdtudent performances when |
made revisions to the rubric.
Descriptors. There was also a great deal of feedback abogpbeific

descriptors for each performance criterion. Gdranaments included some about the
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benefit of having such descriptors as well as &elés have statements that were more
descriptive and allowed for a little more “wiggleom.” Comments about descriptors for
specific categories mentioned the categories d@thre¢one, diction, intonation, vibrato,
accuracy. Others mentioned specific descriptaswlere absent from any category such

as “legato,” “chiaroscuro,” “nasality,” “open thripaand “soft palate position.”

One judge mentioned that the “breath category sde¢mbe mostly concerned
with the quiet inhale” and wondered “what aboungfs like how low the inhale goes, or
something related to appoggio, core muscle engagieone€onnection, etc.” Another
judge was complimentary about the use of the “wairtly freedom, and vibrant” and
suggested “ability to sustain would also be a gdestriptor.” Diction received the most
attention and was mentioned specifically by attlfige of the judges. The descriptors
that included the statement about “consistent aadrate diction in all languages” were
confusing since they were asked to evaluate ondyexxample in one language. Judges
also wanted more “specifics of the language” tanotuded in the descriptors and more
emphasis to be focused on consonants.

One of the judges was interested in differentiabetween the various causes of
faulty intonation such as “intonation can be na&hng” the correct pitch OR not
learning the correct pitch OR not being able topgupthe correct pitch.” Finally, one
judge suggested a “possible reference to straiyi® in the vibrato category.”

In summary, the judges provided some feedbackwhatpositive and some
feedback that was constructive. While some ofulges affirmed the decisions about

what was included in the rubric, others suggestatithe rubric was too simplistic and

rudimentary. Some of the judges would have pretear video example to assess over
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the audio example provided, and there were seeerainents about the choice of
repertoire relative to the ability levels of thegers. Judges also provided feedback
about the specific levels, performance criteria descriptors.
Phase IlI: Student Perception Results

Following Phases | and II, during which | develd@ad implemented the rubric,
| was able to meet with the student performers pdwticipated in the study to present
the information collected during the first two plas This section is a summary of the
feedback that | collected during these Phase tlesitinterviews. | designed the student
interview protocol to answer the research questitmw do students perceive their use of
the feedback from the solo vocal performance ruiaricnprove future performances? |
scheduled and conducted interviews at the studeats/enience. | gave each student a
summary of his or her results from the 36 judgaesasked each student a series of

guestions.
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5. intonation

Reeponee Response
Percent Count
Beginning Consistently gut of tune [ 2 804 1
Beginning ou tu = 2.8%
Eariy intermediate: Many ouf of — S .
- P i i i5.4% i
iune piiches ——————
! ] 27.8% 10
[
i i 41.7% i5
= H Rt 2
-'l -'I 23 3
Comments

Figure 1. Sample of ggregatecdata presented to students

Each student received an aggregate report for @atle performance criteria anc
summary of the comments from each of the judgegur€ 1 is an illustration of tr
feedback provided to one of the students for ortb@performance criterie

Tablel8 is an illustration of the summarized commemtB.of the feedback wa
anonymous. The judges were not known by the judgesvere the judges known by t

students.
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Table 18.

Sample of Comments Presented to Students

Page 8,
Q1 Breath Date
1 Ends of phrases frequently lack consistent breath
Sep 12, 2013 11:32 AM
energy
Lack of support in upper range Sep 10, 2013 5:57 PM
Except top Aug 15,2013 7:46 PM
Tension in the breathing mechanism. . .
o _ _ ~ Aug 14,2013 9:43 PM
coordination of breath with resonance is a bitdrigi
5 Breath is sometimes noisy, but the tone is always

Jul 23, 2013 3:52 PM
supported

To protect the students’ feelings, | reminded thibat these performances were
atypical of their normal process in that they weoé allowed time to fully prepare the
piece like they normally would. | also explainedhem that each judge would assess
the performances based on their own experience@amext, and some of these judges
were accustomed to working with students in mucpelaprograms than the one in
which the students were enrolled. This could tasyludges’ ratings that were lower
than what the students were accustomed to receiNieiminated comments that were
deemed mean-spirited or unkind to spare the feglnighe student participants. | also
eliminated comments about the research-based niel€and not about the student
performances. | recorded the interviews on anmraudio recording application and
subsequently transcribed them into Microsoft Wasduinents. | used open coding to

analyze and report my findings from the transooipsi of the interviews.



VOCAL PERFORMANCE RATING SCALE 103

Student interview question #1:Describe what you liked or did not like about
this method of assessment.

After | analyzed the answers to question one ugpen coding, it was clear that
the answers to this question fell into several geomcluding the following four: Levels,
Performance Criteria, Descriptors, Numerical Scares General Comments.

Levels of proficiency. Six of the students commented about the usefulbfess
having the level labels. Four of the studentseveld the level labels should be kept
because they “describe what the descriptions atmgt and were “more positive than . .

. bad or good . . . You can tell that person isasoéxperienced as some people.” Another
student said that this approach made it "more altvguage of the voice and where you
need to go with it." Two students felt stronglgtihe level labels should be omitted.

One of those students felt that her peers getWiapped up” in where they rank among
each other. The other was a student with junemdihg and was rated a Beginner in
many categories. She indicated that it was hyrdiodl if the categories were left off,
perhaps the descriptors by themselves would nat a6 much emotion. One student felt
that is was possible that singers might fall betwlesels. She wanted more "gray area"
or wiggle room for the judging. Another studentioed the lack of "gray area,” but he
thought it was a positive feature of the rubrice iHdicated that it would add clarity and
consistency to judging. The students providedidaek about the levels of proficiency
included in the rubric, they were less concernatl éach performance criteria was

divided into five levels of proficiency and morencerned about the actual language used

to label each of them.
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Performance criteria. Students commented that the selected categorigeath,
Tone, Accuracy, Diction, Intonation, Vibrato, Regaion, Agility, Style, and Expression
were both “consistent” and “appropriate.” Thereswaly one student who took
exception with the selected categories. Her opimias that the inclusion of Accuracy
and Intonation as separate categories was confasithgossibly “redundant.” In
general, the feedback from the students with retzatde performance criteria selected
for the rubric was positive.

Descriptors. Nine of the students who were interviewed hadlieek about the
rubric's descriptors. They felt that the descriptadded clarity to the feedback they were
receiving. They said things like, "I like this lzerse | am able to know what to work
towards" or "I could understand where my problesaarwere." Several students
thought the step-by-step nature of the descript@asvery helpful. One stated, "This
gives me steps to work on, too. | can see thissaedhe progression from point a to
point b, and steps to work on . . . It would befulsas a performer.” One student felt the
descriptors were tedious and "redundant” and coeld matter of "personal taste." The
example that she provided was that some peopletmeghy appreciate fast vibrato "and
think it is amazing and beautiful" while someonseahight think it is "awful.”

At least three students also felt that it gavertimeore specific feedback than the
Likert-type scale they were used to using. Ondestuindicated that if he received a
seven in a particular category on the Likert-typales, he wondered, "Okay, so what can
| do to fix that other than you just personallynthihat's a seven?" Two students pointed
out that the rubric descriptors could have a lexgéffect on the judges scoring. One of

them stated, "The descriptors make it very cleaatvte scoring of each section should
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be. It is not your own interpretation of what y&ee is a beginner or intermediate singer.
It is laid out as to what this rubric considerssiadevels to be." In summary, the students
provided feedback that indicated the descriptonevaenvelcome addition to the
assessment process and added more clarity andigpeto the feedback that they were
receiving.

Comments. The students also looked to the comments asiymsihd necessary.
And several commented on the importance of theaoten between the descriptors and
the comments. Although the descriptors were vetgited, the comments helped them
to understand "why you're in this category, or hyou made it to this category.” One
student explained, " | read this, 'consistentlyllsaand constricted [in the descriptors],’
then reading 'breathes in middle of words' [indbenments], that’s particularly why you
got this. Because some people may have gotteniiagi and not completely
understood why you're in this category, or how yoade it to this category.” One
student simply wished for "more comments." Thelbeek that | collected from the
students regarding the comments reinforced just ¢romial these comments are to
helping the students really understand how thefopeed and how they can improve
their performances in the future.

Lack of numerical score. | did not calculate numerical scores for the stusléor
the purposes of this feedback session. | insteleetron the selected descriptors and
accompanying comments. One student was attemfatingderstand the grading scale
immediately upon receiving the feedback documedbwever, when | asked him at the
end if it bothered him that there was not a nunaéscore he answered, "No, | think this

is way better." One other student noticed thatetlneere no numerical scores. He asked,
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"This was the numbering system, right? Like, dimeuagh five?" | explained that it
could be a five point scale for each category.skid, "I think it covers everything the
way it should,” and we were able to move forwarthwine rest of the feedback. At the
end of the interview, the same student said thatdeestill "on the fence" about whether
or not he wanted the numerical score. He likedahe that the rubric answers the
guestion "What could | have done better?" and wékédto have "both" a number and
descriptive feedback. In summary, the studentgwenerally concerned about the lack
of a numerical score and were uncomfortable abowt this type of instrument might
ultimately be used to assign a numerical or legjtade to their performance.

Student interview question #2:Describe what you think the judges heard or did
not hear in your performance.

Student interview question #3:Describe your understanding of the strengths and
weaknesses of your performance

Answers to these two questions tended to overtegrefore, | have combined the
responses into one set in this section. In gensiadents indicated that the feedback
provided to them through the research-based rwagconsistent with their own self-
perceptions. They also made statements aboutdissatisfaction with their level of
preparation and provided insights on their peroggtiabout recorded performances.

Consistency with self-perception. All of the students mentioned that the feedback
was consistent with what they already knew anceleli about their abilities and their
performances. One student stated, "It just sadidi&reas that | still need to work on and
areas that | know aren't up to par." One studaéd, "They heard my nerves. . . .

because | was really breathy, and my intonationafagnd that is what happens when |
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get nervous."” Another said, "Weaknesses? | wasrmrised.” Several mentioned the
specific categories where the feedback they redemas aligned with their own
perceptions of their development. "l need to bredtbr "My breathing, that is something
| am trying to work on consistently,” or "I knowhave pitch problems, so they were
consistent on that,” or "I think that they thinkdve a good tone. It's sometimes
inconsistent, but for the most part, it is a gomet” In summary, all of the students
indicated that the feedback that they received filmerubric was consistent with what
they already perceived about their abilities. Nohthe students stated that the
comments or selected descriptors were surprisiraybof line with what they already
believed about himself or herself.

Level of preparation. Six students felt that the limited amount of tirhattthey
had to prepare the piece significantly affectedr therformances and scores. One
specifically mentioned "diction" and "style and eagsion” as areas where he felt he did
not have enough time to prepare the song for pedoce. One student ended the
interview stating that the bottom-line take-awaynirthe whole experience was "two
weeks is not enough time to get something perfoomaeady.” Three students felt that
the song was not a good fit for each of their vayges and felt that prevented them from
presenting their best possible performances. &badldack from the students indicated
that the song selection was too difficult to preparthe limited amount of time that they
were given and that they perceived that negativeélyenced the quality of their
performances.

Recorded performances. One student stated that she felt her performanegdvo

have been better understood if the judges hadaeg&tto recording of the performance
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in addition to listening to the audio recording.sécond student also expressed his
concerns over being judges via recording instealive performance. He stated, "In a
live performance versus a recording there are soyrfeectors that can change." He also
wondered about the recording process and its sftacthe final version of a
performance. He felt that "if they just come téase to the microphone or too far away,
that can affect things too." The feedback fromdtuglents indicated that they perceived
that the method of presenting the performancesdguidges via audio recording was not
ideal.

Student interview question #4:Describe what (if anything) you plan to do with
the information. What actions (if any) do you ptartake?

In response to this question, all of the studagtgeed that they could
either alone or with the help of their private mstor form an action plan based on the
feedback that they received from this rubric. Theknowledged that they would know
what to work on but would need the help of thegtinctor to know how to go about
doing that. Some comments included, "I could makéan with the help of my teacher,"
and "If | were assessed using this | would knowtwheould need to do to get better, "
and "l think it's definitely focused and, um, sgiecenough that | could look at this and,
... l would write down, like, all the categoriasd write ‘work on this, work on this.’
You can just be able to check that off and kin#edp practicing.” One student
mentioned its usefulness in short term goal seti;gell as long term. She said, “I
would obviously strive to be advanced even if dka little while. | would probably try
to each time get to the next level. So if modhefratings were early intermediate, |

would try for intermediate as my smallest goal &imdl of go from there. Because
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obviously you aren't going to go all the way to adeed from one jury to another.” In
summary, the students indicated that the feedbaatkthey received would enable them,
with the help of their private instructor, to mdkag term plans to allow them to achieve
the stated learning outcomes defined in the rudmit that the descriptors for each level
of proficiency would enable them to establish shemin goals for their progress toward
those learning outcomes.

Student interview question #5:Do you have any other comments about the
rubric or have anything else you would like to gfar

Most of the responses to this question tendediterate earlier points. There
were two notable ideas brought out by my asking djuiestion. One student was
concerned with the format of the feedback in thatdomments were not on the same
page as the category to which they referred. @mleeomost interesting responses took
into account the ability of this rubric to captisemeone's personal growth and
improvement" by taking periodic snapshots of thespe's overall journey of developing
as a singer.
Emerging Themes

All of the quantitative data were analyzed usipgmcoding. During the course
of this analysis several themes began to emergssatl of the groups of participants
that provided data. The seven emerging themes lereets, performance criteria,
descriptors, numerical scoring, comments, recordiethod, and song selection relative

to the skill level of the singers will be discussedre fully in Chapter Five.
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Summary

The purpose of this mixed-methods participatotjoacesearch was to develop
and test a comprehensive rubric for assessing gratirate solo vocal performances.
The first phase of the study, rubric developmentoived collecting data from five
expert vocal music educators. The second phate atudy was the implementation of
the research-based rubric in which 36 judges usedubric to score 20 performances.
Feedback from the judges was collected and analyrebstatistical analysis of the
guantitative results indicated that the rubric Wwath valid and reliable. The third, and
final, phase of the study was collecting feedbaioknfstudents about what meaning they
were able to make from the information providedhi@ completed rubrics. Themes that
emerged from the analysis of the qualitative dageevevels, performance criteria,
descriptors, numerical scoring, comments, recordiethod, and song selection relative
to the skill level of the singers. Chapter Fivaidiscussion and reflection on the data

presented in Chapter Four.
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Chapter Five: Discussion

Research about the assessment of musical perfoesaras present in the
literature dating as far back as the 1970s andraging through the time of this writing
(Abeles, 1973; Bergee, 1993; Ciorba & Smith, 2008¢ksey, 1975; DCamp, 1980;
Fiske, 1975; Greene, 2012; Horowitz, 1994; Jon@861Latimer et al., 2010;
Levinowitz, 1985; Saunders & Holohan, 1997; Wapréckckholm, 1997). | designed
this research study in an attempt to address tertegpresented area of assessment of
the vocal instrument. | also sought to verify whitund in the literature about the value
of the criteria-specific rubric in providing usefigledback to the student (Asmus, 1999;
Latimeret al., 2010; Norris & Borst, 2007; Saund&ndolohan, 1997; Wesolowski,
2012). Guiding my research were the following egsk questions and hypotheses:

Research Question 1What are the appropriate performance criteraneg
outcomes, and meaningful descriptors for variouslteof proficiency for undergraduate
solo vocal performance?

Research Question 2How do students perceive their use of the feeklbran
the solo vocal performance rubric to improve futpeeformances?

The first research question addressed the developai the tool. The second
research question addressed measuring the per®rabdity to interpret and use the
feedback the tool provided. The following hypotsgvere designed to test the
reliability and validity of the tool:

Hypothesis #1.When scoring performances using the research-babeid, at

least one judge will score differently than theesth
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Sub Hypothesis #1.There will be a difference in average mean scorthen
research-based rubric, when comparing individuddguscoring to the overall group
mean score.

Hypothesis #2 When scoring performances using the research-babeid one
category at a time, at least one judge will scafferéntly than the others.

Sub Hypothesis #2.There will be a difference in mean score on theassh
based-rubric, when comparing individual judge stpon individual categories to the
overall group mean score.

Hypothesis #3. There will be a difference in judges’ scoring uiitig the
research-based rubric, on repeat performance wdrapared to the same judges’ scoring
for the original performance.

Sub Hypothesis #3.The event score when applying the research-baseit ig
dependent upon which judge conducted the rating.

Hypothesis #4. There will be a relationship between each of thiega of
characteristics of breath, tone, accuracy, dictimionation, vibrato, registration, agility,
style, and expression, and judges scores utilitingesearch-based rubric.

Hypothesis #5. There will be a difference between holistic scaed calculated
rubric-based percentage score.

Review of Methodology

To answer these questions and test these hypothlesaesethod that | selected
for my study was mixed-methods participatory actiesearch conducted in three phases.
As a practitioner in the field and member of theeaerch site’s community, | was able to

involve other stakeholders from the organizatiothm planning and execution of this
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research project. | employed both quantitative qumalitative methods in collecting and
analyzing data.

The first phase was the preparation of a reseagiskebrubric, which was
achieved via a review of the literature and expeerviews, and the preparation of
recordings, which included both student and pradesd singers. The second phase was
the implementation of the research-based rubriaevtiee research-based rubric was
used by judges to assess the recorded performambesthird phase was the collection
of student feedback which was facilitated througfenviews of the student performers in
an attempt to determine what information they ledrfrom the completed research-
based rubrics that the judges used to assessé¢hended performances.

Phase I: Rubric Development

Research Question 1What are the appropriate performance criterianieg
outcomes, and meaningful descriptors for variouslteof proficiency for undergraduate
solo vocal performance?

The first research question was designed to défi@@ppropriate performance
criteria and meaningful descriptors for variouselevof proficiency for undergraduate
solo vocal performance. The interview questionseveelected to address each facet of
this inquiry. This section will discuss the meéysvhich | compared the results from
the expert interviews with the information gathenethe literature review in an attempt
to draft the research-based rubric. This rubris ti@n implemented, and more data were
gathered during Phases Il and Il of the study.

Rubric Organization. Based on the methodology that | followed to corwttie

rubric outlined in Wesolowski (2012) and the reshajuestion that guided this phase of
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the research, | needed to organize the rubricdlode the following components: levels
of proficiency, performance criteria, learning auttes, and descriptors. | needed to
develop a descriptor for each of the levels ofiprency for every performance criteria.
These descriptors were based on the progressiarddive defined learning outcomes,
which were also the descriptor for the highestlle¥g@roficiency. Therefore, there
needed to be a descriptor at the intersectionved lef proficiency and performance
criteria and a learning outcome at the interseatiogach performance criteria and its
corresponding highest level of proficiency. Fig@ris an illustration of the organization

of the rubric.

Level Level Level Level Level

. . . .| Learning

Performance Descripto Descriptor Descriptg Dexori Outcome
o . . . . Learning
Criteria Descriptor Descriptor Descriptor Descriptp Outcome
. . . .| Learning

Performance Descripto Descriptor Descriptqg Dedori Outcome
N . . . . Learning
Criteria Descriptor Descriptor Descriptor Descriptp Outcome
. . . .| Learning

Performance Descripto Descriptor Descriptg Dexori Outcome
o . . . . Learning
Criteria Descriptor Descriptor Descriptor Descriptp Outcome
. . . .| Learning

Performance Descripto Descriptor Descriptqg Dedori Outcome
N . . . . Learning
Criteria Descriptor Descriptor Descriptor Descriptp Outcome
. . . .| Learning

Performance Descripto Descriptor Descriptqg Degori Outcome
N . . . . Learning
Criteria Descriptor Descriptor Descriptor Descriptp Outcome

Figure 2. Rubric organization template

Levels of proficiency. Four of the experts agreed that there shouldhiee tmain
levels of beginning, intermediate and advancedthatthere should be stages in between
each of those three that represented transitioagshaetween each of the main

categories. This finding is consistent with Gordd2002) statement, as cited in Latimer
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et al. (2010), that "the more descriptors incluttedeach dimension, the more reliable
the rubric will become, as long as that number admeexceed five” (p. 170). The fourth
expert suggested that the categories be basedade pvel such as freshman,
sophomore, junior, and senior, but the remaindé¢n®panel believed that the students’
progress was not necessarily tied to their agesateting freshmen "come in with such
varying degrees of experience” (Expert Five). €fme the majority of the experts
agreed that levels of proficiency would be a magrerapriate and useful scale than grade
level would be. | concluded that | would label the levels beginning, early
intermediate, intermediate, early advanced, andaid.

Performance criteria. All five of the experts named breath or breatppsrt and
tone or tone quality or tone production as thd fis® considerations. This was
consistent with the review of the literature in aihbreathing and tone were the first two
characteristics discussed by all of the writersligvli 1996; Paton, 2006; Vennard, 1949;
Ware, 2008). The concept of alignment was includeduch of the literature (Miller,
1996; Paton, 2006; Vennard, 1949; Ware, 2008)wastnot addressed by the experts.
Alignment is extremely important, and it would hdeen appropriate to include it in any
rubric that assessed singing. However, becausas#siessment was conducted
exclusively via audio recordings, and there waspgortunity for the judges to observe
the singers' physical posture, it was not incluidetthis rubric. Therefore, the first two
criteria included in the rubric were breathing aoie.

The experts were unanimous in their mention adghadditional criteria essential
to good singing. Those criteria were diction/vosfehpe, understanding of the

text/interpretation, and understanding of the stydction was discussed in great detalil
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by several of the authors (Paton, 2006; Vennard9;1%/are, 2008). Interpretation of
text and style were prominent in the writings oflisti (1996) and Ware (2008). These
criteria were included in the rubric as dictionpeession, and style.

Four experts also considered intonation to bergortant criterion. There was
also expert consensus about vibrato and registra#ddéter comparing these criteria to
Miller (1996), Paton (2006), Vennard (1949), andréV@008) | determined that there
should be additional criteria for coordination, aiwould include intonation, vibrato,
and registration. These advanced skills can oalgdrformed after the basic breath and
tone production skills are mastered and coordinafét literature (McKinney, 1994;
Paton, 2006; Ware, 2008) also supported includgiliyain this category.

The experts disagreed about the criterion of amyur Some felt that the student's
ability to sing the correct notes and rhythms waxg/vmportant. Others felt that it was
something that should be expected and should nas$essed. The literature did not
address this topic. | felt that it should be imlgd, especially if the subject of the
assessment was beginning singers. As one expatistif they are not learning the
right notes and rhythms, are they really then &biacorporate these other ideas so that
they can express the text the way it is meant texipeessed"” (Expert Two)?

One criterion that none of the experts addresseiresonance. All of the authors
(Miller, 1996; Paton, 2006; Vennard, 1949; Ward)@0 however, discussed this as an
important criterion. | agreed that resonance vgaa ballmark of mature tone, and it was
important to include in the rubric. | determinée imost appropriate way to include

resonance was in the descriptors for tone.
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| organized the criteria discussed in this sedcibo three progressive categories
which | labeled mechanics, coordination, and urtdading. The mechanics category
was comprised of the most basic performance aitbat could be mastered and
assessed individually and included the performaniteria of breath, tone, accuracy, and
diction. The category coordination was made upesformance criteria, which required
the mastery of a combination of more than one etddsic performance criteria. This
category included the performance criteria of iatton, vibrato, registration, and agility.
The category of understanding included the perfocaariteria of expression and style,
which are advanced performance criteria that invdhe synthesis of knowledge and
skill into an aesthetically pleasing performandée organization of the early draft of the

research-based rubric is illustrated in Figure 3.

- Early . Early
Beginning Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
Breath
1]
(8]
'g Tone
S
L) Accurac
2 y
Diction
Intonation
c
9
.g Vibrato
2
8 Registration
O
Agility
2
5 Style
c
I}
2
[©] .
2 Expression
>

Figure 3. Early draft of research-based rubric
Descriptors. Once | determined the criteria that would be inelii¢h the rubric,
| needed to define the appropriate descriptorge&ah level of proficiency for each of

them. | evaluated the expert responses to arviaterquestion along with the
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descriptions available in the literature to detewnivhich descriptors to use in the rubric.
It made the most sense to begin with the learnirigame for each performance criteria,
to develop its descriptor, and then to developanwntal descriptors for each of the
levels that led up to the highest level of profig/learning outcome.

Breath. When describing proper breathing the experts usegds and phrases
when referring to visual cues such as "breathirthiwitheir posture” (Expert Four) or
"within the context of their body" and "lower exgaomn"” (Expert Two). These visual
cues were not included in the rubric because ttiggs did not experience the
performances visually. Other auditory cues inctutsteady stream of air" (Expert
Four), “column of air, not tense or tight, and aejudeeper breath versus "shallow and
very loud" (Expert Two). Miller (2004) also madeny references to the visual aspects
of breathing; however, the auditory aspects inaudiescriptors such as "silent” (p. 2),
"singing on the inhalation of the breath" (p. 2)damaintaining a feeling of fullness
throughout the phrase. | developed the learnirigomoe for the most advanced singers
based on these findings. The descriptor for theniag outcome was, Consistently silent
inhalation that is free from tension with a steathgam of air that is consistently present
supporting the tone, and the remaining descrigtoreach level, as shown in Figure 4,

indicated a progression of developing consisterv&y time toward this ideal.
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Early Early

Beginning Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
Breath is Breath is Emerging ability | Approaching a | Consistently
consistently sometimes to demonstrate | consistently silent inhalation
shallow or shallow or silent inhalation | silent inhalation | that is free from
constricted constricted that is free from | that is free from | tension with a
and/or is rarely | and/or is tension with a tension with a steady stream of
present sometimes steady stream of| steady stream of| air that is
supporting the | present air that is fairly | air that is consistently
tone. supporting the | consistently consistently present
tone. present present supporting the
supporting the | supporting the | tone.
tone. tone.

Figure 4. Rubric descriptors for breath

Tone. When describing tone, the experts used many tixksdo describe both
the desirable sound and the undesirable soundcriptss for desirable tone included
"clear” (Expert Five), "consistent throughout taege, sounds like the student and not
like they are trying to sound like someone else,rtpht amount of pressure, proper
closure of the chords" (Expert Two), "beautifullgrll and colorful, warmer or richer, and
"mature” (Expert Three). Descriptors for undedigabne included "fuzzy, airy, strident,
throaty" (Expert Five), "brassy" (Expert One), "&tfey" (Expert Five), "pressed or
artificially heavy or with a lot of muscling, yatig” (Expert Two), and "swallowed or
nasal" (Expert One). The literature also provideayy descriptors of desirable tone
including “freely produced; pleasant to listenltmjd enough to be heard; rich, ringing
and resonant; energy flows smoothly from note te nconsistently produced; vibrant,
dynamic, alive; flexibly expressive” (McKinney, 189. 77); natural sound, freedom
from tension, clear and in tune, elasticity, “ampddume with ringing forward in the
mask placement”, chiaroscuro, flexibility, and agi(Ware, 2008, p. 59); and audibility,
resonance, clarity, intelligibility, pure intonatipdynamic variety, timbre consistency

and variety, vibrato, range, and ease of freedao(R, 2006, p. 17).
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There are many facets of tone and it was diffitutarrow all of these rich
descriptors into one statement, but | wanted tiserijgor for the most advanced singer
to capture the essence of as many of these thingsssible. | determined that a clear
(Expert Five; Ware, 2008) tone was the best desergnd essentially ruled out the
negative descriptors of fuzzy, airy, or breathyd€&nt Five) that the experts provided. A
free tone such as the one described by McKinne§4jLand Ware (2008) was one that
lacked tension (Ware, 2008), pressing (Expert Twojhroatiness (Expert Five). A rich
tone (McKinney, 1994) was one that also includedwth and color (Expert Three).
Ringing (McKinney, 1994) addressed the proper pteaa®@ and the balance of bright and
dark tone (Expert Three) or chiaroscuro (Patong2U0are, 2008).

One characteristic of tone that none of the ex@attsessed was resonance.
However, McKinney (1994) and Paton (2006), discdgkes as an important component
of tone, and | agreed it was important to includéhie descriptors for tone. Finally,
experts agreed that maturity of tone was the refuttastering all of these characteristics
and executing them consistently in coordinatiohergfore, | developed the descriptor
for the learning outcome based on these idealsmaaled the descriptors for the
remaining levels of proficiency based on the insieg consistency over time toward this

benchmark, the results of which are illustrate&igure 5.

- Earl . Earl
Beginning Interme)(/jiate Intermediate A dvan)(/:e d Advanced

1 2 3 4 5
Consistently Somewhat Occasionally Frequently clear,| Consistently
lacking in clarity,| lacking in clarity, | clear, mature, mature, free, clear, mature,
maturity, maturity, free, rich, rich, ringing, and| free, rich,
freedom, freedom, ringing, and resonant ringing, and
richness, ring richness, ring resonant resonant
and/or resonance and/or resonance

Figure 5. Rubric descriptors for tone
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Accuracy. The experts were clear that accuracy, singingdneect pitches and
the correct rhythms, was an important basic skt had to be mastered before any of
the more advanced technical coordination or elesneintyle or expression could be
introduced. One expert stated that "accuracy wbaic to be a precursor” (Expert One)
to progressing to more complex skills and abilitid€curacy was not addressed in the
literature; however, the experts were so emphéatwathis skill, especially for beginning
singers, that | decided it must be included inrtiieic. The descriptor for the learning
outcome (see Figure 6) was simply "correct pitcras rhythms,” and allowances were

made for fewer and fewer errors for the less experd singers.

- Earl . Earl
Beginning Interme)(/jiate Intermediate A dvan)(/:e d Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
Consistently Many incorrect | Few incorrect Very few Correct pitches
incorrect pitches| pitches and pitches and incorrect pitches | and rhythms
and rhythms rhythms rhythms and rhythms

Figure 6. Rubric descriptors for accuracy

Diction. When discussing diction, the experts were cleairitwas an important
skill on which beginning singers should focus. tigia's impact on other areas of singing
was discussed. "Proper vowel formation” (Expevelriwas a consideration for desirable
tone and accurate intonation, a notion shared be\(2008). The balance between
consonants and vowels was a precursor to "consisigato tone" with energized
consonants providing "necessary energy for firmnation" (McKinney, 1994, p. 156).
One expert also mentioned the role of diction igll'stic understanding and expression”
(Expert Two) because "diction needs to be cleayosoare communicating something”

(Expert Two). With those points in mind and asnseeFigure 7, | decided to address the
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progression from achieving proper vowel formatiomeginning singers through

executing accurate diction consistently in all perfance languages.

- Earl . Earl
Beginning Interme)(/jiate Intermediate A dvan)(/:e d Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
Inconsistent Consistent vowel Emerging Approaching Consistent and
vowel formation | formation balance of consistent and | accurate diction
consonants and | accurate diction | in all languages
vowels in all languages

Figure 7. Rubric descriptors for diction

Intonation. The experts' opinions on intonation were many\aréed. The
causes of intonation could be due to lack of breatiport, improper tone production, a
depressed soft palate, improper vowel formatiamsita, inability to distinguish pitch
inaccuracy, an issue in only one part of the rgfmyeexample, the passaggio), or a lack
of understanding of how the note functions in therd or the chord progression. The
literature supported the experts' belief that pptwmation was a result of "one or more
malfunctioning components of the vocal process"@V/a008, p. 96). The experts also
agreed that in the jury setting, it is difficult determine the cause of inaccurate
intonation. They felt that type of diagnosis reqdia more in depth understanding of the
student and was a determination that should be fmatlee private lesson instructor.
They agreed that it was only appropriate to sing@gcribe what was heard in the
performance, and that highlighting any noticeabiecuracies would be a cue to the
student and to the private lesson instructor testigate further. Therefore, when
writing the descriptors for intonation in Figurel8pcused exclusively on if the

intonation was accurate or inaccurate.
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- Earl . Earl
Beginning Interme)(/jiate Intermediate A dvan)(/:e d Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
Consistently out | Many out of tune| Few out of tune | Very few out of | Consistently
of tune pitches pitches tune pitches accurate on all
pitches

Figure 8. Rubric descriptors for intonation

Vibrato. In the literature, a desirable vibrato was usuadiscribed as having a
regular pattern and being neither too fast or tow $McKinney, 1994; Miller, 1996;
Ware, 2008). The experts discussed vibrato asntaupp but has less to say about how
they would describe vibrato, with one exceptiome@xpert believed that "even and
consistent vibrato and spin even in those pickupsiand in runs” (Expert Three) were
most likely to "disappear the most in the youngeiti (Expert Two). Therefore, |

included this (see Figure 9) as part of the desarijor the learning outcome.

Early Early

Beginning Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
Consistently Somewhat Occasionally Frequently Consistently
having too having too having too having moderate having a regular

fast/too slow
speed and/or an
irregular pattern

fast/too slow
speed and/or an
irregular pattern

fast/too slow
speed and/or an
irregular pattern

speed and regula
pattern

\rpattern even in
pick up notes anc
melismatic

passages

Figure 9. Rubric descriptors for vibrato

Registration. As singers advance, and their ranges extenglngdessary to learn

how to sing in multiple registers. Very beginngiggers are usually accustomed to

singing in only one register either the chest ertikad register. The goal is for them to

develop consistent tone across all registers of oégces. The experts were split in their

opinions about registration. One expert felt tlegfistration was too advanced for

undergraduate singers to understand and to m&stpelt One). Other experts who

believed that registration was an importation skiladdress in undergraduate singers
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stated that there are major adjustments that neustduzle by the singer in both air

pressure and vowel formation. Miller (1996) woalgtee that this skill of vowel

modification or aggiustamento was a very advantédya therefore, | only included it

in the descriptor for the most advanced level inrabyric (see Figure 10).

Early

Early

Beginning Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
Ability to sing in | Emerging ability | Ability to sing in | Consistent tone | Consistent tone
only one register| to sing in multiple registerg quality across all| quality across all

multiple registersg

but with
inconsistent tone

registers

registers
including
appropriate
vowel
modifications

Figure 10. Rubric descriptors for registration

Agility . The experts did not directly discuss agility witle exception of the

discussion for the need to have consistent vidtatmughout fast moving passages,

which was part of the discussion on vibrato. Hoevethe literature lent enough support

for this category for it to be included in the nabrl chose the descriptors for this

category as shown in Figure 11 based primarily @ré/8 (2008) description that stated

agility is "based on the singer's ability to negtgimusical challenges nimble and

quickly, including wide pitch intervals, coluratuffast note) scales and passages, and

dynamic variations" (p. 97).
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Early Early

Beginning Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
Inability to Emerging ability | Ability to Emerging ability | Skillful ability to
negotiate musical to negotiate some negotiate some | to negotiate negotiate musical
challenges such | musical musical musical challenges such
as wide pitch challenges such | challenges such | challenges such | as wide pitch
intervals, as wide pitch as wide pitch as wide pitch intervals,
coloratura intervals, intervals, intervals, coloratura
passages, and | coloratura coloratura coloratura passages, and
dynamic passages, and | passages, and | passages, and | dynamic
variations nimbly| dynamic dynamic dynamic variations nimbly
and quickly variations nimbly| variations nimbly| variations nimbly| and quickly
and quickly and quickly and quickly

Figure 11. Rubric descriptors for agility

Style. Ware (2008) emphasized the need for singerswe A@omprehensive
understanding of style periods and their performegmactices as well as an ability to
apply those elements of style to performances. ekperts also agreed that
understanding of style periods and stylistic padiwas an important, although an
advanced, skill. This understanding necessarilgalate in a student's training because
they usually do not begin their studies of mussgtdry until their sophomore or junior
year in school. Elements of style mentioned byetkgerts included "when and how
much vibrato to use," "appropriate tempi" (Expestif, "the use of ornamentation”
(Expert Four), the amount of "interaction betweles toice and the piano™” (Expert Two),
and the "extremes of dynamic contrasts" (Expert))ITvecause the elements of style are
myriad and subtly applied, | decided to speak yiesh general terms trusting that the
judges would, by nature of their advanced trainmthis area, have sophisticated
understanding of the stylistic practices that waaygly to the piece used in the study and
would be able to accurately recognized if the stislevere able to apply them or not.

This approach is illustrated in Figure 12.
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Early

Early

Beginning Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
No evidence of | Emerging ability | Ability to apply | Emerging ability | Skillfully
stylistic to apply a few basic elements of to employ more | employs stylistic
understanding | basic elements of style appropriate| sophisticated practices

style appropriate
to the piece

to the piece

elements of style
appropriate to the

appropriate to the
> piece

piece

Figure 12. Rubric descriptors for style

Expression In both the literature and the interviews with éxperts, expression

was an important topic. The authors and expereseagthat perfect technique is of no

use if the singer is unable to communicate meanfagrording to one expert, this

communication of meaning begins with an "internaderstanding of the text" (Expert

Two). To begin this journey of understanding, erpert advocated translating the text

word for word and then "translate it into how yoaudd say it. Your speak” (Expert

Two). Another expert stressed that every actiothysinger whether it be dynamics or

gestures must also be "meaningful” (Expert Thredet effective. The list of tools

available to singers to accomplish this communicatf internal understanding,

dynamics, articulation, phrasing, vocal color, apgropriate gestures and facial

expressions, were adapted from Miller (1996) takimg consideration the feedback

collected from the expert interviews. These choigere illustrated in Figure 13.
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Early

Early

Beginning Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
No evidence of | Emerging ability | Ability to Emerging ability | Skillful ability to

internal
understanding of
the text

to communicate
internal
understanding of
the text

communicate
internal
understanding of
the text using

to communicate
internal
understanding of
the text using all

communicate
internal
understanding of
the text using all

someof the of the following: | of the following:
following: dynamics, dynamics,
dynamics, articulation, articulation,
articulation, phrasing, vocal | phrasing, vocal
phrasing, vocal | color, and color, and
color, and appropriate appropriate
appropriate gestures and gestures and
gestures and facial facial

facial
expressions

expressions expressions

Figure 13. Rubric descriptors for expression

Numerical scoring. The experts agreed that scale of one through it one
being the value for the beginning singers and ligmg the value for the advanced
singers, was sufficient and appropriate. | adogtexiscale for the implementation of the
rubric in this study. The selected levels (begigniearly intermediate, intermediate,
early advanced, and advanced) were translatedhurteerical scores for the purposes of
conducting the statistical analysis that is disedsas part of Phase II.

Comments. Finally, all experts agreed that there must @Esgor commenting
on each characteristic. They believed that ifghose of the rubric was to provide the
best possible feedback to the students, then tlgefumust have the opportunity to make
comments and expand their feedback beyond whatbr&'s descriptors might indicate.
One expert even stated, "I think that the commargsnore important than the scores”
(Expert Five). | agreed with their opinions andluded space for the judges to comment

within the rubric (See Appendix B: Rubric Draft).
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Phase II: Rubric Implementation and Validation

The second phase of the study involved actuabyiisg student performances
using the newly designed research-based rubrics Settion will discuss how | used the
data gathered during this phase to determine hieatuioric was indeed reliable by testing
the five stated hypotheses.

The first hypothesis (When scoring performancésguhe research-based rubric,
at least one judge will score differently than tiieers.) addressed the inter-judge
reliability, which was evident in the statisticaladyses. The first ANOVA test revealed
that some judges demonstrated more agreementheifudge group than did the others,
but the subsequenttest for difference of means revealed that thezeewo significant
differences in the means of the two groups wheh gaige’s individual scores were
compared to the overall scores for each performafrcether words, when measuring
each judge's agreement with the overall group, dvemgh there were some differences
in the levels of agreement, the differences wetesigmificant.

The second hypothesis (When scoring performandeg tlse research-based
rubric one category at a time, at least one judidjeseore differently than the others.)
was designed to determine the criteria-specificitgtiof the rubric. This ANOVA test
revealed that there was no significant differenesvieen the judges within the scoring
for each category. The subsequetdst for difference of means also revealed thexteth
were no significant differences in the means oftih@ groups when the scores for each
category were compared to the overall scores fon parformance. These findings

supported the reliability of the instrument.
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The third hypothesis (There will be a differencgudges’ scoring utilizing the
research-based rubric, on repeat performance wdrapared to the same judges’ scoring
for the original performance.) was designed to meitge intra-judge reliability (the same
judge would score a repeated performance the saydwice). Intra-judge reliability
was inconclusive in the firgttest for difference of means. There were sigaific
differences in the scoring of two of the repeateehnés. However, the chi square test for
independence indicated the ratings were indeperadehe judge. This finding also
supported the reliability of the instrument.

The fourth hypothesis (There will be a relatiopsbetween each of the ratings of
characteristics of breath, tone, accuracy, dictimionation, vibrato, registration, agility,
style, and expression, and judges scores utilitiagesearch-based rubric.) predicted
that there would be relationships between the pedace criteria when they were
compared. It was not surprising that the categarfe'Breath/Tone” were strongly
correlated. Vennard (1949) wrote specifically attbe importance of the relationship
between these two components of singing.

As expected, the professional singers receiveldenigcores than did the student
performers, and although the percentages calculaisdthe rubric scoring were
observably different than the holistic scores, wtienfifth hypothesis (There will be a
difference between holistic scores and calculag¥dgntage score.) was tested, the chi
square test indicated there was a good fit betwlsetwo types of scores.

Phase IlI: Perceived Value of Feedback to the Perfmers
Research Question 2How do students perceive their use of the feedbrack

the solo vocal performance rubric to improve futpeeformances?
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Based on the results of the interviews with thesis, | concluded the presence
of the descriptors, which are essential to the ttoason of a criteria-specific rubric, in
conjunction with judge’s comments were most helpdutudents in validating their self-
perceptions, providing specific feedback, and &sgisvith action planning. The
statements made by the students are consistentiattie (2012) with regard to the
importance of formative evaluation as one of the10 influences on student
achievement. The feedback in the rubric was sigemifough for the students to
understand the ultimate goals, where they werelation to those goals, and what they
needed to do to close the gap (Hattie, 2012).

The students also indicated in their responseghieatubric, when utilized
regularly over time, would be useful in showing jberney in the development of a
singer and would help them to self-assess alonw#ye This ability to self-assess is
also included in Hattie's (2012) top 10 influenoasstudent achievement. If the student
is able to self-assess and share that informatitnthe teacher, this feedback loop,
which is a third component of Hattie's (2012) la@tpws the teacher to see the learning
through the eyes of the student and makes leaxsitge which facilitates planning of
the next steps. In summary, the students fouadedback (especially the detailed
descriptors) to be affirming, effective for shatid long-term planning, and useful for
marking progress over time.

Recommendations

Based on the findings from this study, particyldhle significant statistical results

that supported the reliability of this instrumentlahe significant validation from the

student performers, | would recommend using thisicuwith a few modifications at the
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research institution that was the subject of is gtudy. It would not be appropriate to
use this rubric with students from a more selegbragram. This view is supported by
the feedback from the judges that stated thatuhea was “rudimentary” and that it
“would work for singers who are working to simpgakn the very basics.” The
modifications that | would recommend would incluatetextualizing the numerical
scores for the purposes of grading by making sdloeances for variance in age of the
students, clarifying some of the categories, andieg some of the descriptors. All of
the modifications and revisions made to the rureeincluded in Appendix H.

Sliding scale for scoring. Students stated that they found the rubric vdaé&jab
especially the descriptors and the comments, buesaf them were concerned about
how the rubric would translate into a numericalredor grading. There was also some
discussion among the experts about the possibilitstking into account either the
singer’s age or amount of experience in the gradaiggme. The experts felt that in
practice, assessors actually take into accouriette of the singer when assigning a
grade. Supporting this assertion, one of the jadiggicated that she based her holistic
scores on whether she felt the singer was a begjninitermediate, or advanced singer.
Another judge also expressed concerns that thalbgeores for the recorded examples
ended up being “quite low.” In summary, the expestudents, and judges all desired a
method of numerical scoring that would take intocamt the level of development of the
singer.

My recommendation is to use a sliding scale tHegdanto account the number of
semesters/years that a student has been studyitgatdhe college level. Freshmen (or

students who have been studying for one or two stars) would be expected to have
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most of their scores in the Beginner (1) or Eantefmediate (2) level. Therefore, their
top scores would be expected to be twos, so 20dMmeithe basis for the scoring for
freshmen. Sophomores (or students who have badwisg for three or four semesters)
would be expected to have most of their scorekarHarly Intermediate (2) or
Intermediate (3) level. Therefore, their top ssom@uld be expected to be threes, so 30
would be the basis for the scoring for sophomotksiors (or students who have been
studying for five or six semesters) would be expedb have most of their scores in the
Intermediate (3) or Early Advanced (4) level. Tdfere, their top scores would be
expected to be fours, so 40 would be the basith@scoring for juniors. Seniors (or
students who have been studying for seven or sgyhesters) would be expected to have
most of their scores in the Early Advanced (4) dwvénced (5) level. Therefore, their
top scores would be expected to be fives, so 50dimeithe basis for the scoring for
seniors. This sliding scale is illustrated in Teabb.

Table 19.

Sliding Scale to Determine Numerical Grades
Year of Semester of  Scoring

study study basis
Freshman 1-2 20
Sophomore 2-3 30
Junior 3-4 40
Senior 4-5 50

Performance criteria. Several recommendations were made by the judgés wit
regard to the criteria that | selected for the imbiThere were several criteria that the
judges suggested that | combine since they weokosely related to each other. The

judges recommended that the criteria of breathtamel be somehow combined. They
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also recognized a connection between breath amdtuibs well as style and expression.
| evaluated their recommendations against thealitee reviewed for the study, the data
gathered for the study, and the purpose of theaiself. In the end, | decided that |
would keep the criteria as they were originallyestdd because keeping some of the
more basic criteria, such as Breath, as standaldieeia would serve to provide more
specific feedback to the type of students beingssed using this rubric.

Breath and tone. Breath and tone are closely related. In faet stiatistical data
showed a strong correlation£ 0.989) between the two. Breath is indeed thtontbat
causes the instrument of the voice to go; howdlere are many other factors that are to
be considered in evaluating tone that extend bepoeath such as placement, resonance,
and diction. Also considering the context of mydst, that most of the singers that | deal
with are strict beginners, | thought it would béyfel to keep the basic elements of
singing separate for the purposes of deliveringmist specific feedback as possible to
the students.

Breath and vibrato. For similar reasons, | chose to keep breath @mato
separate. Again, proper breath support is essémtimaintain an appropriate vibrato, but
| wanted to keep breath a separate criteria sahldieginning students were again given
the most specific feedback as possible with regattlis most essential and basic
criterion. Additionally, breath is only one of @l considerations when assessing
vibrato. Pleasing vibrato is the coordination @&y factors, and according to Ware
(2008) unpleasant vibrato could be the result gp&nfunctional or hypofunctional

muscular activity, emotional imbalance, physical &ncal fatigue, nervous system
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disorders, or vocal-fold injury” (pp. 96-97). Rbese reasons, | chose to keep these
categories separate.

Style and expression. Style and expression are also closely relatadChapter
Two they were discussed in the same section. Bgre (2008) and Miller (2004)
emphasized the importance of style and expresdtas.important to understand the
definitions of these categories in order to dedideey should be considered separately
when assessing young singers. Style is the urashelisig of the performance practices of
a particular musical period. For example, theeedaiferent practices with regard to
phrasing, articulation, etc. for the Baroque spdeiod than for the Romantic style
period. Expression, on the other hand, is thetloif the performer to communicate
sentiment (Miller, 1996, p. 202). This requires trerformer to have a complete
understanding of and connection to the text. Tdmhination of the stylistic elements
and the expression of genuine emotion combinedateran aesthetically pleasing and
cathartic performance; however, these are diffeskitis that require unique instruction
and research to hone. Therefore, since begintirtgsts can begin to progress in one of
the areas without mastering the other, | have chts&eep these two categories
separate.

Accuracy and intonation. Both students and judges had a difficult time dreyvi
a distinction between the accuracy (singing theembpitches and rhythms) and
intonation (singing in tune) categories. This topas also discussed when | interviewed
the initial group of five experts. There is really mention of executing the correct
pitches and rhythms in the literature that | rev@ewbut it is a concern in a program like

ours where students are less prepared than in wibier selective programs. In addition,
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the pedagogical approaches to resolving each eétissues are separate and distinct. If
a student is unable to read music properly (a ¢civgnconcern), a teacher would address
that differently than helping them to improve thietionation (a technical concern).
Therefore, | believe they should be assessed depasa that they can be properly
corrected.

Among the judges, there was support for separaitey accuracy from rhythmic
accuracy as well as only scoring these things égiriming singers and then focusing on
other extensions of this skill (i.e. phrasinghbse to resolve this apparent overlap and
create more differentiation between the two categdry changing what | would include
in the descriptors for the accuracy category. réad with the judges that the focus of
singing past the very beginning stages should ngdobe executing the proper pitches
and rhythms. Therefore, | expanded the scopesoAtituracy category to include
phrasing and articulation, which were not direeitidressed in any other category. These

changes are illustrated in Figure 14.

- Earl . Earl
Beginning Interme)(/jiate Intermediate A dvan)(/:e d Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
= Consistently Many incorrect | Few incorrect | Very few Correct pitches
< | incorrect pitches and pitches and incorrect pitches and rhythms
2 | pitches and rhythms rhythms and rhythms
O | rhythms
Pitches and Pitches and Pitches and Pitches and Pitches and
rhythms are rhythms are rhythms are rhythms are rhythms are
= frequently frequently consistently consistently consistently
@ | incorrect and correct but there correct and correct and correct and
'g there is little is little evidence| there is some | there is there is
o | evidence of of proper evidence of consistent evidence of
proper phrasing| phrasing and proper phrasing| evidence of flawless
and articulation | articulation and articulation | proper phrasing| phrasing and
and articulation | articulation

Figure 14 Comparison of original and revised descriptorsaccuracy
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Descriptors. In addition to the feedback collected from theéges and students
about the performance criteria that | selectedHerresearch-based rubric, these groups
also had feedback about the individual descripgtmrsome of those performance criteria.
Judges' and students’ comments as well as refeyéndie literature and a re-
examination of the experts’ comments influencedonmake slight adjustments to the
descriptors of some of the categories includingtbretone, and diction. These changes
and the rationale for making them are explainetthig section.

Breath. One judge's observation that the “breath categeeyned to be mostly
concerned with the quiet inhale” and suggesteditimiude “things like how low the
inhale goes, or something related to appoggio, carecle engagement or connection,
etc.” was appropriate and aligned with the literatespecially Miller (1996) who
advocated appoggio breathing as the standard d@epssinging technique. Therefore |
revised the descriptors for breath to reflect treseepts. These changes are illustrated

in Figure 15.



VOCAL PERFORMANCE RATING SCALE 137

present
supporting the
tone.

supporting the
tone.

- Earl . Earl
Beginning Interme)(/jiate Intermediate A dvan)(/:e d Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
Breath is Breath is Emerging Approaching a | Consistently
consistently sometimes ability to consistently silent inhalation
shallow or shallow or demonstrate silent inhalation | that is free from
constricted constricted silent inhalation| that is free from| tension with a
= | and/or is rarely | and/or is that is free from| tension with a | steady stream o
£ | present sometimes tension with a | steady stream of air that is
‘= | supporting the | present steady stream of air that is consistently
O | tone. supporting the | air that is fairly | consistently present
tone. consistently present supporting the

tone.

Revised

Breath is
consistently
noisy, shallow,
and/or
constricted

Breath is
sometimes
noisy, shallow,
and/or
constricted

Breath is
sometimes deey
and silent and
maintains the
proper balance
("appoggio")
between the
inhalation and
exhalation
mechanisms

Breath is
frequently deep
and silent and
maintains the
proper balance
("appoggio")
between the
inhalation and
exhalation
mechanisms

Breath is
consistently
deep and silent
and maintains
the proper
balance
("appoggio”)
between the
inhalation and
exhalation

mechanisms

Figure 15 Comparison of original and revised descriptordreath

Tone. One judge's suggestion that “ability to sustand another judge's

comment that "legato” should be included in thecdp®ors for tone were also consistent

with the literature, particularly Ware (2008) whoote about the ability to sustain

consistent tone throughout an entire phrase. Qulges suggested including the terms

“chiaroscuro,

nasality,

open throat,” and “sqgdalate position” within the descriptors

for tone. All of these terms were present in ttexdture as well. Chiaroscuro was

specifically discussed by Patton (2006) and Wa@@82 as an important characteristic of

desirable tone. The open throat was mentioned tigiivhey (1994), Miller (1996),

Vennard (1949), and Ware (2008) when they discussesl However, the term "free”

that is used in the descriptors for this categalgoaately addresses this concept so |
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made no changes to accomodate that specific tifitler (2004) specifically discussed
nasality as an undesirable quality, and recommetidedhised soft palate as a solution
for correcting this quality. Based on these fingdinl revised the descriptors for tone as

illustrated in Figure 16.

- Earl . Earl
Beginning Interme)(/jiate Intermediate A dvan)(/:e d Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
Consistently Somewhat Occasionally Frequently Consistently
lacks clarity, lacking in clear, mature, | clear, mature, | clear, mature,
< | maturity, clarity, free, rich, free, rich, free, rich,
g) freedom, maturity, ringing, and ringing, and ringing, and
‘= | richness, ring | freedom, resonant resonant resonant
O | andlor richness, ring
resonance and/or
resonance
Tone is Tone is Tone is Tone is Tone is
consistently somewhat occasionally frequently clear,| consistently
lacking in lacking in clear, mature, | mature, free, clear, mature,
clarity, clarity, free, rich, rich, ringing, free, rich,
maturity, maturity, ringing, and resonant, and | ringing,
e} . .
Q freedom, freedom, legato with an | legato with an | resonant, and
'g richness, ring, | richness, ring | occasional emerging legato with a
o | and/or and/or balance of light | balance of light | proper balance
resonance. resonance. and dark and dark of light and
Possibly nasal | Possibly nasal | (chiaroscuro) (chiaroscuro) | dark
at times. at times. and/or little and freedom (chiaroscuro)
nasality from nasality. | and freedom
from nasality.

Figure 16. Comparison of original and revised descriptorddoe

Diction. Judges also wanted more “specifics of the langutgbe included in
the descriptors and more emphasis on consonahis.fifiding is in keeping with both
McKinney (1996) and Ware (1996) who found consosiamie important as the impetus
for beautiful vowels, and therefore, beautiful tonéung singers typically sing in four
languages: English, French, Italian, and Germamould be impossible to characterize
all of the unique and subtle differences of thenpriation of each language within one

rubric; therefore, it was necessary to speak df botvels and consonants in general
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terms. Since the original rubric placed primargu® solely on vowels in the levels one
and two descriptors, | revised the descriptordabjudges would consider consonant
formation in addition to vowel formation even iretmost beginning singers. The
revisions to the descriptors for diction that plémeus on proper consonant formation

within earlier levels of the singers' expected diepment are illustrated in Figure 17.

- Earl . Earl
Beginning Interme)(/jiate Intermediate A dvan)(/:e d Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
= Inconsistent Consistent Emerging Approaching Consistent and
c | vowel vowel balance of consistent and | accurate diction
2 | formation formation consonants and| accurate diction| in all languages
O vowels in all languages
Vowel and/or | Vowel and/or Balance of Diction in Diction in
3 | consonant consonant consonants and| language(s) language(s)
2 formation is formation is vowels is demonstrated is| demonstrated is|
2 inconsistent consistent emerging frequently consistent and
consistent and | accurate
accurate

Figure 17. Comparison of original and revised descriptorgdiotion
Future Research

Although this study served to answer many questibagso raised other new
guestions that should be investigated through éutesearch. Because feedback from the
judges and students suggested combining certaiorpgnce criteria categories, it
would be prudent to recalculate the rubric scorigis the specified categories combined.
The observation by one of the judges that the sccaene out “quite low” and the
concerns from other judges and some students &loawthis scale would translate into a
numerical score would suggest that there mightabeevin determining if there is a way
to develop a weighted scale in which some of tltegmies are weighted more heavily
than others. | have discussed one possibilitysiiding scale that should be tested and

verified, but other possibilities should be exptbesnd tested.
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There was some disagreement between the literdhgexperts, and the students
about the importance of including/excluding theugiscomponents of a performance.
Although I found convincing evidence that scoresmaore accurate when the visual
component is not present (Wapnick & Eckholm, 199Would suggest that a future
study could investigate if the visual componentsmdieed change the judge’s scores.
This could be achieved by implementing the revisdztic in a live setting, perhaps as a
complement to the current scoring method to vadidiat recommended changes to the
descriptors, the sliding scale for determining ntioca scores, and its application in a
live performance setting.

Additionally, two outright errors in the rubric defeped should be addressed
before an attempt to replicate or build upon thuslg. First, in the descriptors for diction
there is a statement about “consistent and accdietien in all languages” when the
students in the study were clearly only singingme language. In an actual jury setting
where students sing a variety of repertoire in slanguages, this would be an
appropriate statement; however for this study, plaaticular statement should be
removed from the rubric. Similarly, the descrigtéor the expression criterion included
a statement about the singer's ability to use @pmate gestures and facial expressions.”
Again, while this is an appropriate element to eat in a live performance, it was not
possible to do as part of a study that provideg andio recordings of the singers'
performances. This statement should have beerneashirom the rubric as well. Other
minor grammatical revisions were made to some @flscriptors to ensure parallel

construction and to enable ease of use.
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Both judges and students agreed that the songechais not well suited to some
of the singers' voice types. In addition, manylshis suggested that the amount of time
to prepare relative to the difficulty of the selentresulted in lower than usual scores.
Therefore, | would recommend selecting a less cempbng and allowing more time for
preparation in future studies.

| felt that the diversity of the judging panel wasegative factor in this study.
They provided feedback that indicated that theyeetgd the beginning students to be at
a different level. Some of the judges were frontmlarger, more selective, and much
more mature programs than the one from which tiécpg@ants were selected. | believe
that future studies would benefit from a more hoeragpus group of judges who are used
to working with students in programs with similé&@esand scope as the research
institution.

Summary

The purpose of this study is to develop and vadidatesearch-based rubric with
which to assess undergraduate solo vocal perforesaaned which will enhance the
feedback provided to students that they can ugapgoove future performances. The
mixed-methods and participatory action researctlysitocluded an extensive review of
the literature on vocal performance technique aahgogy, interviews with expert
teachers of singing, scoring of recorded studerfopaances by judges who were
university level teachers of singing, and collectad feedback from the student
performers about the value of the rubric feedbdg&sults of the study conclusively
determined that within this context, the rubric vgéatistically reliable and the students

were able to receive valuable feedback that vadigteir own self-perceptions and
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allowed them to understand what goals they wereeep to meet, where they were in

relation to those goals, and what they needed to dit the gap.
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Appendix A: Expert Interview Questions

1. How would you categorize levels of achievementmdevelopment of a
singer? (Example: Expert, advanced, intermedisginner)

2. When judging performance by vocal students at titeergraduate level,
what are the key characteristics for which youlistening?

3. For each characteristic, how would you describetwba would expect to
hear from an expert singer? From and advance@isingrom an intermediate
singer? From a beginner?

4, If values were to be assigned to each level foptrpose of grading,
what would be your recommendation?

5. Interviewer should address characteristics not ioeed by the expert, but
present in the literature:
a. Breathing/Breath Support
Tone Production
Intonation
Diction
Stylistic Attributes/Expression
Accuracy

~®ooooT
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Appendix B: Research-Based Rubric

_— Early . Early
Beginning Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
1 2 3 4 5
Breath is consistently | Breath is sometimes Emerging ability to Approaching a Consistently silent
shallow or constricted | shallow or constricted | demonstrate silent consistently silent inhalation that is free
and/or is rarely present and/or is sometimes | inhalation that is free inhalation that is free | from tension with a
Breath supporting the tone. present supporting the| from tension with a from tension with a steady stream of air
tone. steady stream of air steady stream of air that is consistently
that is fairly that is consistently present supporting the
consistently present present supporting the| tone.
supporting the tone. tone.
Consistently lacks Somewhat lacking in Occasionally clear, Frequently clear, Consistently clear,
2| Tone clarity, maturity, clarity, maturity, mature, free, rich, mature, free, rich, mature, free, rich,
'g freedom, richness, ring| freedom, richness, ring| ringing, and resonant | ringing, and resonant | ringing, and resonant
5 and/or resonance and/or resonance
[}
= Consistently incorrect | Many incorrect pitches| Few incorrect pitches | Very few incorrect Correct pitches and
Accuracy pitches and rhythms and rhythms and rhythms pitches and rhythms rhythms
Inconsistent vowel Consistent vowel Emerging balance of | Approaching Consistent and
Diction formation formation consonants and vowelg cpn_sist(_ant and accuratf accurate diction in all
diction in all languages| languages
Consistently out of Many out of tune Few out of tune pitcheg  Very few out of tune | Consistently accurate
Intonation tune pitches pitches on all pitches
Consistently having Somewhat having too | Occasionally having Frequently having Consistently having a
. too fast/too slow speed fast/too slow speed too fast/too slow speed moderate speed and regular pattern even in
Vibrato and/or an irregular and/or an irregular and/or an irregular regular pattern pick up notes and
pattern pattern pattern melismatic passages
.§ Ability to sing in only Emerging ability to Ability to sing in Consistent tone quality| Consistent tone qualit;
s . . one register sing in multiple multiple registers but | across all registers across all registers
5 | Registration registers with inconsistent tone including appropriate
S vowel modifications
(@]
Inability to negotiate Emerging ability to Ability to negotiate Emerging ability to Skillful ability to
musical challenges negotiate somenusical | somemusical negotiate musical negotiate musical
such as wide pitch challenges such as challenges such as challenges such as challenges such as
. intervals, coloratura wide pitch intervals, wide pitch intervals, wide pitch intervals, wide pitch intervals,
Agility passages, and dynami¢ coloratura passages, | coloratura passages, | coloratura passages, | coloratura passages,
variations nimbly and | and dynamic variation§ and dynamic variations and dynamic variation§ and dynamic variations
quickly nimbly and quickly nimbly and quickly nimbly and quickly nimbly and quickly
No evidence of Emerging ability to Ability to apply basic Emerging ability to Skillfully employs
stylistic understanding | apply a few basic elements of style employ more stylistic practices
Style eIemem_s of style a_ppropriate to the sophisticated el_ements a_ppropriate to the
appropriate to the piece of style appropriate to | piece
piece the piece
2
=]
E No evidence of Emerging ability to Ability to Emerging ability to Skillful ability to
g internal understanding| communicate internal | communicate internal | communicate internal | communicate internal
o of the text understanding of the understanding of the understanding of the understanding of the
S| Ex f text text using somef the text using all othe text using all othe
pression " > S . > S . oS i
ollowing: dynamics, following: dynamics, | following: dynamics,
articulation, phrasing, | articulation, phrasing, | articulation, phrasing,
vocal color, and vocal color, and vocal color, and
appropriate gestures | appropriate gestures | appropriate gestures
and facial expressions | and facial expressions| and facial expressions

Holistic Score for this performance (0%-100%)
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Appendix C: Musical Selection
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Appendix D: Phonetic Transcription of Musical Texi

Figure 10 Ridente la calma (ridente la kalma)

ridente la
Ridente la
Smiling the

ne resti
ne rest
nor let remain

tu vjeni
vieni
Yon  come
le doltfe
le dolce
the sweet

kalma nel _lalma  si desti,
calma nell’ alma si desti,
caltn in the soul itself  awaken,
un  send di zdepo_e timor.
un segno di sdegno e timor.
a trace of anger and  fear.
frat:tants a  strindzer  mii>  bene
frattanto a stringer, mio bene,
meanwwhile  to  tighten, my beloved,
katene si  grate_al mi:o  kor
catene si  grate al mio  cor.
chains so  welcome to  my beart.

(Ware, 2008, p. 227)
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Appendix E: ANOVA Data for Judges’ Scoring

Judge Count Sum Average Variance

1 19 38.200 2.010 0.567
2 20 41.444 2.072 0.739
3 20 36.111 1.805 0.617
4 20 46.700 2.335 0.706
5 20 43.755 2.187 0.992
6 20 44.844 2.242 0.977
7 20 42.144 2.107 0.759
8 20 43.400 2.170 0.878
9 20 38.700 1.935 1.145
10 20 36.200 1.810 0.715
11 20 35.411 1.770 0.685
12 20 42.300 2.115 0.564
13 20 42.500 2.125 0.530
14 20 34.300 1.715 0.631
15 18 33.877 1.882 1.037
16 16 30.486 1.905 0.605
17 20 32.400 1.620 0.532
18 20 38.800 1.940 0.516
19 20 45.433 2.271 0.632
20 20 50.277 2.513 0.649
21 20 40.000 2.000 0.891
22 20 50.133 2.506 1.181
23 20 25.972 1.298 0.217
24 20 44.688 2.234 0.781
25 20 49.000 2.450 0.242
26 20 37.977 1.898 0.868
27 20 35.600 1.780 0.672
28 20 28.400 1.420 0.273
29 20 41.500 2.075 0.705
30 20 37.300 1.865 0.527
31 20 33.900 1.695 0.417
32 20 53.400 2.670 0.731
33 20 37.744 1.887 0.703
34 20 45.900 2.295 0.755
35 20 31.300 1.565 0.457
36 20 27.525 1.376 0.450
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Appendix F: ANOVA Data for Individual Criteria

Groups Count Sum Average Variance
Breath 20 35.8719 1.793 0.587
Tone 20 36.5333 1.826 0.725
Accuracy 20 49.3676 2.468 0.754
Diction 20 40.4051 2.020 0.607
Intonation 20 47.6345 2.381 0.600
Vibrato 20 37.1448 1.857 0.633
Registration 20 41.6987 2.084 0.485
Agility 20 40.2077 2.010 0.450
Style 20 34.9134 1.745 0.503

Expression 20 30.5028 1.525 0.298
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Appendix G: Student Interview Questions

After reviewing the feedback provided by the rutascused by expert scorers:

1. Describe what you liked or did not like about tiisthod of assessment.
2. Describe what you think the judges heard or didhaatr in your

performance.
3. Describe your understanding of the strengths arakmesses of your

performance.
4, Describe what (if anything) you plan to do with theormation. What

actions (if any) do you plan to take?
5. Do you have any other comments about the rubriage anything else

you would like to share?
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Appendix H: Revised Rubric

Beginning

Early
Intermediate

Intermediate

Early
Advanced

Advanced

1

2

3

4

5

Breath is consistently
noisy, shallow, and/or
constricted

Breath is sometimes
noisy, shallow, and/or
constricted

Breath is sometimes
deep and silent and
maintains the proper

Breath is frequently
deep and silent and
maintains the proper

Breath is consistently
deep and silent and
maintains the proper

text

of the following:
dynamics, articulation,
phrasing, vocal color,
and appropriate
gestures and facial

expressions

Breath balance ("appoggio”) | balance ("appoggio") | balance ("appoggio")
between the inhalation| between the inhalation| between the inhalation
and exhalation and exhalation and exhalation
mechanisms mechanisms mechanisms

Tone is consistently Tone is somewhat Tone is occasionally Tone is frequently Tone is consistently
lacking in clarity, lacking in clarity, clear, mature, free, clear, mature, free, clear, mature, free,
maturity, freedom, maturity, freedom, rich, ringing, and rich, ringing, resonant, | rich, ringing, resonant,
9 Tone richness, ring, and/or | richness, ring and/or legato with an and legato with an and legato with a
'g resonance. Possibly resonance. Possibly | occasional balance of | emerging balance of proper balance of light
5 nasal at times. nasal at times. light and dark light and dark and dark (chiaroscuro)
L} (chiaroscuro) and/or (chiaroscuro) and and freedom from
= little nasality freedom from nasality. | nasality.
Pitches and rhythms Pitches and rhythms Pitches and rhythms Pitches and rhythms Pitches and rhythms
are frequently incorrect are frequently correct | are consistently correc{ are consistently correct are consistently correc
Accuracy and there is little but there is little and there is some and there is consistent| and there is evidence
evidence of proper evidence of proper evidence of proper evidence of proper of flawless phrasing
phrasing and phrasing and phrasing and phrasing and and articulation
articulation articulation articulation articulation
Vowel and/or Vowel and/or Balance of consonants| Diction in language(s) | Diction in language(s)
Diction consonant formation consonant formation and vowels is demonstrated is demonstrated is
is inconsistent is consistent emerging frequently consistent | consistent and accurate
and accurate
Intonation Pitches are consistently Many pitches are out | Few pitches are out of | Very pitches few No pitches are out of
out of tune of tune tune pitches are out of tune| tune.
Vibrato has a Vibrato has a Vibrato has an Vibrato has a moderate Vibrato has a

Vibrato consistently too somewhat too fast/too | occasionally too speed and regular consistently rggullar

fast/too slow speed slow speed and/or an | fast/too slow speed pattern pattern even in pick up
and/or an irregular irregular pattern and/or an irregular notes and melismatic
pattern pattern passages
The singer The singer The singer The singer The singer
demonstrates the demonstrates an demonstrates an ability demonstrates an ability demonstrates an abilit
5 Registration ability to sing in only emerging ability to to sing in multiple to sing with consistent | to sing with consistent
‘é one register sing in multiple registers but with tone quality across all | tone quality across all
S registers inconsistent tone registers registers including
S appropriate vowel
o modifications
The singer The singer The singer The singer The singer
demonstrates an demonstrates an demonstrates an ability demonstrates an demonstrates a skillful
inability to negotiate emerging ability to to negotiate some emerging ability to ability to negotiate
. musical challenges negotiate somenusical | musical challenges negotiate musical musical challenges
Agility such as wide pitch challenges such as such as wide pitch challenges such as such as wide pitch
intervals, coloratura wide pitch intervals, intervals, coloratura wide pitch intervals, intervals, coloratura
passages, and dynami¢ coloratura passages, | passages, and dynami¢ coloratura passages, | passages, and dynami
variations nimbly and | and dynamic variationg variations nimbly and | and dynamic variationg variations nimbly and
quickly nimbly and quickly quickly nimbly and quickly quickly
The singer The singer The singer The singer The singer skillfully
demonstrates no demonstrates an demonstrates an ability demonstrates an employs stylistic
Style evidence of stylistic emerging ability to to apply basic elements emerging ability to practices appropriate t
understanding apply a few basic of style appropriate to | employ more the piece

elements of style the piece sophisticated elements|

appropriate to the of style appropriate to
= piece the piece
"g The singer The singer The singer The singer The singer
I} demonstrates no demonstrates an demonstrates an ability demonstrates an demonstrates a skillful
g evidence of internal emerging ability to to communicate emerging ability to ability to communicate
B understanding of the | communicate internal | internal understanding| communicate internal | internal understanding
=} Expression text understanding of the of the text using some | understanding of the of the text using all of

text using all othe
following: dynamics,
articulation, phrasing,
vocal color, and
appropriate gestures

and facial expressions

the following:
dynamics, articulation,
phrasing, vocal color,
and appropriate
gestures and facial
expressions
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