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“actually chosen. On the other hand, videotapes used as a screeniag
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determined to be among or near the five most accomplished. Despite
the limitations of this effort, its results point cliearly to the
usefulness of videotapes as a screening device. (Author/RL)
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Theatre auditions by 24 high school seniors were evaluated under
two conditions. Four judges ranked the live auditions, while five
evaluated vldeaﬁapes of the same performance. Correlaticns between the
two sets of sessments indicated considerable agreement across methods
of Evaluatlnn, though thev were mnot equivalent to one another. Videotapes
could he useful as a a-reening device, serving to limit the number of
individuals to be seen in live audition in an adjudication program.
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Videostaped and Live Thearre

oSt S0 hiigh schood

X oS dicationas and lerters o adacion were usaed to
SR tisrs; the semifinaliscs were then seen in audition.,

wWe e R =1 co the Presidential Scepelars Commission
srns-—ene of gquality and one
T with one ancther in their

to know whether excellent candidates
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owing to an inability to
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P s paper. And, in fact, within
the aemifinalisc group vhere was no relation between the final ranwing
othe tsditivns and the preliminary ranking of candida on

57 the written materials, therefore, do not appear to provide

nredicting actual perfor In addition, live

If the program grows as expected in future

vears, travel costs associated wirh bringing any subst.atial percentage

wli1l overvhe!

duditi.ns
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pptleants bogether Lo

Tinancing.

uoth these concerns might be met in part by the use of videotaped
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auditions as part of the

videotapes could provide information about performing ability that cannot
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prove sufficiently similar to evaluations based on live auditions, it

would be possible to limit severely the number of individusi= invited

sandidares were not excluded from the final nssessmont.
Before initiating the us=se of rtuapes, howvever, we stould obtaln
confirmation that thev do provide a valid basis for evaluation., ihis

report describes a preliminary examination of the relation hetween

on live auditions and those based on videotapes ot the

540 "?sf (fﬂ‘ Afle

Method
The 24 Scholars in the Arts audirions constitute the performance

evaluated. Each student was given four minutes in which tu present two

s

selections, unrestricted except that no more than one selection could
be an original work. Props were limited and elaborate costuming was
discouraged. The auditions wsre videotaped in black and white,

d, fixed at an intermediate distance so0 as to
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A single camera wa
give a whole-bodv view.
Five adjudicatars agreed to view the videotapes; their names and

affiliations are given in Attachment A. They were told that the purpose

of the evaluation was to determine whether "...we can make effective use
of secondary media as a screening device...to select a very small number

of applicants--perhaps 2--3% of the total group--for the live auditionm
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rom which the award winners will be selected." They were given a roster
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promise, to 24, least outstandine.”  No rurther
ction vriteria was oftered, and no directicons were
;iryn 4= oo ot the tapes should be viewed.  Tapes were majied o the
1 Tor viewineg on thelr own or rented plavback equipment.
Results
ree < v with the ranking Lascruccions.  The twe
B Broeferred candidiates, vne using tour Catesories,
ani the crthor, Cive.  Dled ranks were assigned in these latter two cases,
U tond amen 2f rankings were obtained.  These
v ! , =hown in the upper portion of Table 1, ranes from
oS e Lod owinh 4 tan value of 36, The reliability of an .-sessment
i Byoaverdaging aeross five judges is .73 (coerfficient alpha)d.
¢ Wioiie Dhete Ls oonly ome cHsments
tdend o o videotupes, o derived bv averaging over the entire ser of
Ses Ls osulficiently reliable te meric consideration
The evialuations of the live auditions are shown in the middle

A3, with o
aver judees
cith nne

videntiapes.,
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videotaping trom possibl
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i, for the rfour live judges are based on

the candidates prior to discussion and

The correlations range from .46 to

n ot .H3: the reliability of a score obtained bv averaging

8. Thus the judges who viewed the live performance agreed

somewhat more strengly than did those who worked from

e is, however, no basis for concluding that evaluations

live performance are inherentlyv more reliable than those of videotapes--
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1ol se by o individual jud
sUtociment B.) o Filrst, consider the tive
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individuals
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the top eight as judged from live
auditioned

of

hut one

in the number of individuals
pived

in wled 1!
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he two rotal rankinegs (differences of eight ov more positions.|
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Twe involved individuals evaluated ag more accomplished in the video

while three involved the reverse.
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than in the live judgmer
A number of possible sources of difference between the twe sScots ot
evaluations can be hvpethesized. One possibility is a fortuitous vne:

Videotape judues may have been forced te discount differences in Jdiction

r

and projection because of limitations imposed by the relatively poor

sound quality of the tapes. The writer's pretferred rulation is that

uperior rankings in videotape than in live

[

those who were given

judgings were generally these wnho disp laved a high level of energy and

motion and whose movements showed poise and fluiditv. Perhaps these
two possibilities ‘are related, in that the lack of good information
concerning some aspects of performance would force greater reliance’
on tho aspects which are clearly conveved on the tapes. There is
insufficient evidence avallable to test these hvpotheses. Comments

by the videotape judges suggested only that those whose videotaped
performance received better evaluations than their live performance

maginative, innovative; while
=] ¥

[ad

were perceived as particularly fresh,
those whose live auditions received better evaluations were seen as more

lection.
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students, offered reactions to the conditions under which performance

i

was videotaped or to the use of videotape in general. Their comments

are summarized in Attachment C.
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evaluation rather than as an adjunct to it. Better tapes could well
make the task of evaluation mofe reliable, and might affect the basis

on which evaluations are made<-for example, by allowing greater weight
who had no opportunity to work together to achieve agreement. on their
bases and standards for evaluation. ;n contrast, those who judged the
live performance had spent many hours working together to select a gfaﬁp
of semifinalists. It is likely that a similar opportunity to influence
one another's thinking would result in greater agreement amgné tﬁase
evaluating videotaped performance, and this in turn would Eermit the
emergence of a stronger relation to judgments of the live auditians:
This study was a preliminary effort. It would be desitéble to
repeat it with a number of refinements. For example: ‘(1) An entire
‘applicant pool, rather Eﬁan those preselected on some basis, should be .
sampled; this would allow an assessment of the félaéiDRSXbEEWEEﬁ live
and videotape evaluation across a broader range.of talent. (2) The same
judges should be invelved in both methods of assessment. A design could

be deveigped in which each judge viewed half of a group live and half on

| : .
videotape; it would then be possible to determine rglaticns between

methods while "holding constant" any differences among judges. (3) Judges -
“should be asked to Pfovidé systematic evaluations of a number of aspects

of a candidate's performance as well as an overall eva%uétign; We could '?i

bl . =

then seek to discover whether there are particular dimgnsions of accomplish-

~—

ment ﬁhiéh are differentially weighted depending on EE% medium in which |

evaluation is conducted. . , B




Despite the limitations of this effort, its results point clearly

Ex?eriénce with

to the usefulness of videgtapes as a screening device.
‘ ' lines
suggested above will be needed, hcﬁever; before we can be cgftaiE as to
just how severe a selection is desirable at the screening stage énd

ust how closely videotape and live assessments can be brought into
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Correlations Among Rankings by Individual Judges

Correlations Among Rankings of Videotaped Auditions

v2 v3 Vi V5

Vi ‘i38 .21 .42 .18

V2 .59 .34 .32

V3 38 23

V4 .51

Correlations Among Rankings of Live Auditions

L2 L3 Lé!

L1 .77 .60 .80

L2 .46 .67

L3 4 60

Correlations Between Videotaped and Live Audition Rankings

vl V2 V3 V4 V5
L1 .65 .35 .18 .53 .18
L2 67 .30 28" .60 .29
- L3 40 .13 23 22 =17
L4 .40 .30 .33 64 22

. Note: With 24 cases a correlation of .51 is significant at

the 1% level of confidence, while one of :.41 is significant at the

5% level.
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Attachment A
Videotape Adjudicators
Earle R. Gister, Associate Dean

Yale School of Drama/
Yale Repertory Theatre

Department of Drama
Syracuse Univeraity .

Profeasor Miriam Tulin

Department of Drama
Hofstra Universicy

Henry A. Wicke, Jr., Chairman
Department of Theatre
Director, Division of the Arts
The Packer Collegiate Institute

George Wojtasik, Managing Director
Equity Library Theatre
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Attachment B

Rankings by Individual Judges and Pooled Over Judges

L2

’
i

%]

(=]
[t

S

L3

i

L4

13
14

20

19

15
23
22
17

18

21

24

Pooled

10

16

12

15

Videotaped Auditions

vl
7

4

10

14

V2

12

18

23

21

Vi 4
10 9.5
19 4
6 9.5
11 14.5
3 4
8 9.5
5 4
2 14,5
21, 9.5
22 4
7 4
12 4
15 14.5
23, 21
TERYR
4 21
20 21
4 21
13 14.5
i8  14.5
1 4
2% 21
17 21

16 21
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12,
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Attachment C

. Comments by Judges (Selected and Edited)

OUn the Use of Videotapes

Vl: The good performers still jumped out, and the poor performers also
were obvious. The middle students could have been a tossup for
many reasons--fatigue, the video, the lengthy viewing, etc. iy
sense is that video might prove to be a ¥iable option to live

audition if good results are obtained in this evaluation.

[ did not likewusing the tape. 1 felt distanced from the event

and from the candidates. This did not-help me to be objective, it
kept me from relving on subjective fésponseé I have learned-to

trust and use. The TV medium is too cool; it removes the svnergistic
potential of live theatre.. Onlyv in the case of the most dynamic

performer was his actual presence felt on the screen. That would

be fine if one were judging professionals, but not for novices
who have low development of skills. T

It

un These Tapes

V1: The audio range was limited when an actor moved out of center.stage .-
There was an interfering hum when the gperator raised, the volume |
to try to record low voices. The stage floor was g‘dfuﬁéihuttiﬁg?:5
one student who hurled himself about,. - o s

]

T
out faces. There was little or no light on the dpron of the stage,
«0 that faces were in darkness when an actor was kneeling.

he harsh white light éréventéd clear.facial definition, washing
u

M

The qualityv of the sound was quite poor. For example, one student's’
phvsical work was quite .free and he used most of the stage, but the
stage noise created by the movement made the words inaudible at
times. '

-
~

The camera moved only across the stage but never at anything closer
than a medium shot. Therefore, the features of the candidates were
not sharp. I actually could not determine what an actor was experi-
encing, except through an aural evaluation,

V3: If the quality of the audio portion of the tape could be improved,
it would facilitate the adjudication.

V4: This series of auditions has many flaws. It may seem that a single
long-shot setting approximates the view of the judges as they sit
facing the stage. Actually, I found the "technical-tedium" of this
frame and the poor sound a very real handicap. It is possible to
do a much more acceptable job by learning how and when to use a zoom
lens--so that even one camera can give some variety. The TV coverage
must be much better--indeed, can be so within a few hours of training.

ERIC L 18
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. Vb:

V5:

Other Comments: Method o
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Attachment C continued

I believe the process could be improved if after we see a full
length shot of the auditioner introducing himself the camera
could move in much tighter to a "bust" shot--so that the viewer
would be able to see the expressiveness of the auditioner's face.

The quality of the lighting is poor and the sound could be
improved.

=y

Rating

*

Vi:

5Ty

I first viewed the tapes straight through to get an idea of the
level of talent and for a first subjective opinion. Then I
developed a series of criteria upon which to make a judgment.
These criteria, all given equal importance, were: A- Selection
of Choice (appropriateness and variety); B- Stage Presence
(posture, movement, execution); C- Projection (diction, claritv);
D- Control (delivery, energy, pace, attack). Each of the two
selections of each candidate was graded individually and then
totaled up for a preliminary score. In case of very close scores
a third viewing was done and the selection process was made by my

. own subjective impression.

Other Comments: Choice of Material

~The choice of audition material waé, on the whole, quite good.
However, adaptation of scenes for solo presentation was sometimes

very clumsy and it would be advisable to inform teachers and
coaches to give better editing advice in this area. Physical
appearance was kept suitably simple--I felt that only one student
was actually hindered by costuming. : ‘



