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CHAPTER ONE

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Introduction

Most music educators and music researchers agree that
rating scales are the most appropriate method for measuraing
and evaluating music performance.1 There i1s a lack of
consensus, however, regarding the specific design, content,
and scoring procedure of rating scales.

Colwell recommends that a rating scale should be con-
atructed to measure and evaluate "a aingle aspect of perform-
ance or a single slement of understundlng."z For example,

a rating scale may be constructed to measure and to evaluate
rhythm achievement, and a different rating scale may be
conatructed to measure and to evaluate tonal achievement.

Gordon suggests that two or three rating scales be

used to measure the aame music performance. Moreover, in

1The Watkins-Farnum Performance Scale (1942-1952) 1is
the result of an early attempt to develop an ainstrumental
performance test. It remains today the only standardized

performance test. The scale, however, does not use rating
acales to measure and evaluate the performances.

2Richard Colwell, The Evaluation of Music Teaching
and Learning (Englewood Cliffs, NJ! Prentice-Hall, 1970),

p. 112.
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addition to having each rating scale measure a separate
dimension of performance, the dimensions should be inde-
pendent.3 Independent dimensions are conceptually
unrelated, and therefore, one would expect low correlations
among the obtained scores for the dimensions. For example,
a low correlation between students’ scores obtained from a
tonal rating scale and students’ ascores obtained from a
rhythm rating scale, used to measure the same performance,
would indicate that the two dimensions have little in
common. The two rating scales may be used to measure two
different aspects of the same performance. The low
corrslation between the scores obtained on a tonal rating
acale and the ascores obtained on a rhythm rating scale
offers indirect evidence of the content validaty and the
—_— construct validity of the two scales. It would remain to be

demonstrated, however, that the scoress obtained from the two
rating gscales are in fact valid measures of satudentsa’ tonal
and rhythm performance achievement.

There are many types of rating scales. Some types
that are popular today are described by Cooksey.4 They
are the summated (Likert), equal-appearing intervals, and

the cunulative (Guttman) scales. Thoase three scales were

3Edwan E. Gordon, Learning Sequences in Music:
Skill, Content, and Patterns. A Music Learning Theory.
(Chicago: G.I.A., 1984), pp. 266-271,

4John M. Cooksey, "Developing An Objective Approach

to Evaluating Music Performance,” Symposium in Musac
Education, ed. Richard Colwell (Urbana-Champaign: University
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develeoped originally to measure attitudes. When a Likert
scale is used, an individual responds to a set of
statements. He 1s asked to react to each statement by
checking one of the "scaled responses.” Most often, the
scaled responses are! strongly disagree, disagree, neither
disagree nor agree, agree, and strongly agree. An equal-
appearing interval acale consists of dichotomous "“scaled
statementsa,’” with each atatement asasigned a predetermined
scale value. An indaividual sither accepts or rejects sach
atatement. A Guttman scale consists of a set of statements,
is used to measure one dimension, and ia cumulative. An
individual who agrees with a strong statement will alao
agree with a milder statement, and an individual who
disagreea with a mild astatement will also disagree with a
stronger statement.>

Likert scales have been constructed to be used to
measure and evaluate music performance. Cooksey atatea!

The Likert acale . . . haa proven to be an effective
approach to music performance evaluation. . . . In the
evaluation of muaic performance, a major breakthrough
occurred when facet-factorial analysis was applied to the
construction of a rating scale for clarinst performnnce.6

SFor additional information about Likert, equal-
appearing intervals, and Guttman scales see R. Likert, "A
Technique for the Measurement of Attitudes,* Archivea of
Pavchology, No. 140 (1932); L.L. Thuratone, The Measurement
of Valuea (Chicago: Univeraity of Chicago Preaa, 1959); L.
Guttman, “A Basis for Scaling Gualaitative Data,” Amsracan
Sociological Review, No. 9 (1944), pp. 139-150.

©Cooksey, pp. 211,215.
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Abeles atates:

The rating scale seems the most practical approach to
music performance evaluation . . . the forms currently in
use do not reflect the current "atate of the art"” of rating
scale construction. . . . A better procedure for
conatructing muaic performance rating scales is to model
them on the Likert scalea . . . such music performance
rating scales . . . have reported high reliability and
validity coefficients.’

Abeles used a Likert scale in conjunction with facet-
factorial analysis to derive the final form of has rating
scale.® His Clarinet Performance Rating Scale (CPR3)
consists of six dimensions. They are: Interpretation, Tone,
Rhythm-Continuity, Intonation, Tempo, and Articulation.

Each dimension consists of five statements. After listening
to a clarinet performance, judges use a Likert scale and
respond to each of the thirty statements. For example, the
firast of five atatements that conatitute the Interpretation
dimension i1s: “effective musical communication.®” Each judge
is to react to that statement after listening to an
individual performance. His response is either strongly

disagree, disagree, neither disagree nor agree, agree, or

astrongly agree.

7Harold F. Abeles, Charles R. Hoffer, and Robert H.
Klotman, Foundations of Music Education (New York: Schairmer
Booka, 1984), pp. 252-253.

8Harold F. Abeles, "An Application of the Facet-
Factorial Approach to Scale Construction in the Development
of a Rating Scale for Clarinet Music Performance’ (unpub-
lished Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Maryland, 1971).

» -
[N
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S
Abeles claims high validity for the CPRS. Colwell,
however, states:

A valid overall rating is obtained but if diagnosatic
information 1s desired or 1f the scale i1s to make other than
gross discrimination, additional research is needed.”

At least two other music ressarchers have used the
Likert acale in conjunction with facet-factorial analysis to
derive the final forms of their rating scalea. Cooksey used
the procedure to construct a rating scale to evaluate hagh
achool choral performance and DCamp used the procedure to
conatruct a rating acale to evaluate high school band
performance.lo

Two other types of rating scales in use today are the
continuous rating scale and the additive rating scale.
“Continuous” and “additive” are two terms coined by Gordon
to deacribe rating scales that he constructa to measure and
to evaluate musaic parformunce.11 Both the containuous

rating scale and the additive rating scale include criteria.

SRichard Colwell, “Evaluation in Music Education:
Perspicacaous or Peregraine,™ Symposium_ain Musaic Education,
ed. Richard Colwell (Urbana, Champaign: University of
Illinoia, 1983), p. 176.

103ohn M. Cooksey, "An Application of the Facet-
Factorial Approach to Scale Construction in the Devslopment
of a Rating Scale for High School Choral Music Performance”
(unpublished Ed.D. Dissertation, University of Illinois,
1974); Charles Barton DCamp, "An Application of the Facet-
Factoraial Approach to Scale Construction in the Development
of a Rating Scale for High School Band Performance® (unpub-
lished Ph.D. Dissertation, Univeraity of Iowa, 13980).

1150rdon, P. 269.
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Each criterion representa a different attainment level of an
objective.

In a continuous rating scale, a hierarchy i1s inhsrent
in the ordering of the criteria. A student is not credited
with achieving the second criterion unless the first criter-
ion has been achieved; a student is not credited with achiev-
ing the third criterion unless the second and first criteria
have been achieved, and so on. By making all criteria in
the rating scale interdependent in terma of continuoua dif-
ficulty, measurement is emphasized in the continuocus rating
scale rather than evaluation.l?

An addative rating scale i1s different from a contain-
uous rating scale, because a hierarchy is not inherent in
the ordering of the criteria. An additive rating scale
resembles a checklist.l3 A student is assigned the score
that coincides with the number of criteria achieved.
Evaluation is emphasized in the additive rating scale.l¢

Most rating scales consist of either three, fave, or
seven criteria. Gordon recommends the use of a five-point
rating scale (five criteria) rather than a three-point or
seven-point rating acale because "fewer than five criteria
tend to decrease the reliability and more than five criteria

tend to decrease the validity of the rataing scale."15

12Gordon, p. 269.
13¢oiwell, p. 111.
l4Ggordon, p. 269,

15Gordon, p.266.
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In a recent study, Gordon evaluated the vocal and
instrumental performances of students in the fourth grade.
Three dimenaiona were evaluated: rhythmic, tonal, and
express;on.ls Two five-point continuous rating scales
were constructed: one for the rhythm dimension and one for
the tonal dimenaion. An additive acale was constructed to
measure and to evaluate the expression dimension.

The comparative validity of continuous acales and
additive scales is not diacussed in any of Gordon’s publi-
cationa. Gordon atates, however, that when a atudent is to
be rated on a dimension which has a basis in skill or
content learning aequence, a continuous rating acale should
be employed. When a student is to be rated on a dimension
which does not as yet have a basis in skill or content
learning sequence, it may be advisable to use an additive
rating scale.17

In another recent study, the reliabilities of
continuous rating scaleas and additive rating scales were
compared.18 The rating scales were used to evaluate the

rhythmic achievement of beginning clarinet students. Usaing

16Edwin Gordon, “A Longitudinal Predictive Validaty
Study of the Intermediate Measures of Music Audaiataion,”™
Council for Regearch in Music Education, Bulletin No. 78

(Spring 1984), pp. 1-23.

17Gordon. Learning Sequences, p. 269.

18aArthur Levinowitz, “The Comparative Effectiveness
of Different Rating Methods for Measuring the Rhythmic
Skilla in a Melodic Context of Beginning Clarinet Studentsa®
(unpublished manuscript, Temple University, 1984).
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both continuoua and additive rating scales, nine judges
rated thirty individual performances of the same etude. The
additive rating scale conaiated of criteria identical to the
continuoua rating acale. The only difference between the
two rating acales waa the ascoring procedure. Interjudge
reliability of the continuocus rating scale was .86, and the
interjudge reliability of the additive rating scale was
«77. Both reliability estimates are substantial. Thus, it
18 reasonable to suggest that the decision to use a contin-
uous rating ascale or an additive rating acale is not a
question only of reliabiiity but also a gquestion of
validity. The purpose of this research waa to compare the
validity of different typeas of rating acalea for measuring

and evaluating inatrumental muaic achievenment.

Problemns

The appropriateness of three sets of rating scales
for measuring and evaluating the instrumental music
achievement of first and second year clarinet students was
investigated. The three sets of rating scales are presented
below:

Set 1 - Gordon -- Tonal Continucous Rating Scale
Rhythm Continuouas Rating Scale
Expression (Additive) Rating Scale

Set 2 - Gordon -- Tonal Additive Rating Scale

Rhythm Additive Rating Scale

Expreasion (Additive) Rating Scale

CLARINET PERFORMANCE RATING SCALES:

Interpretation, Tone, Rhythm~-Continuity
Intonation, Tempo, and Articulation

Set 3 - Abeles
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The problems of thia study were:

1. To compare the criterion-related validity of the
three seta of rating acales for measuriné and evaluating the
instrumental muasic achievement of first and second year
clarinet students.

2. To compare the content validaty and construct
validity of the three sets of rating scales for measuring
and evaluating the instrumental music achievement of first

and second year clarinet atudents.
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