Module Code: BMPF 7003
Module Title: Working and Learning: An Introduction to Work-Based Higher Education

Assessment one:
Critically evaluate a range of concepts, theories and models that you have recently studied, explaining their relevance to your workplace practice and procedures, and devise a strategy for applying what you have learned to improve your practice and performance.
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Towards Teaching Unity of Vocal Function: a study of vocal registers and the management of register transitions

The ideal of one voice, striving towards a “unity of function” (Miller, 1986, p. 127; Vennard, 1967; Doscher, 1994; Chipman, 2008), has always been a fundamental tenet of my teaching practice.  However, while I agree in principle with Vennard that “the ideal is to develop both heavy and light production as one voice without involving the discussion of registers” (Vennard, 1967, p. 79), I feel that in practice, discussing this very real and present issue is unavoidable for the vast majority of students: only very rarely will a student have no issues at all arising from register transitions.  Unfortunately, voice teachers still await the formulation of a unified theory of vocal registers which will have a practical application in the teaching studio. I undertook this study in order to bolster my practical teaching experience with some “objective knowledge” (Sundberg, 1987, p. 51), gleaned from the work of pedagogues and voice scientists.  I will then outline some teaching strategies to deal with a typical representative register-transition scenario.

Many academic papers and book chapters dealing with the subject  of registers contain a wry reference to the controversy and lack of consensus inherent in it (McKinney, 1982; Doscher, 1994; Chipman, 2008; Vennard, 1967; Hollien, 1971; Timberlake, 1990; Thurman et al., 2004; Roubeau et al., 2009; etc.). For those singers and singing teachers  who may be tempted to believe that the controversy is the concern only of voice scientists, Thurman’s remark that “these discrepancies are puzzling, confusing, and can even call into question the credibility of voice profession members” (Thurman et al., 2004, p. 2), certainly resonates.

What is a register, and how many are there?

In 1841, Manuel Garcia defined a register as:

a series of succeeding sounds of equal quality, a scale from low to high produced by the application of the same mechanical principle, the nature of which differs basically from another series of succeeding sounds of equal quality produced by another mechanical principle.
 (Hollien/Schoenhard, 1985, p. 256).  

This definition is often quoted, although it is “widely misunderstood” (Stark, 1999, p. 57).  In 1987, Sundberg stated  that “there is no generally accepted clear definition of the word register”  (Sundberg, 1987, p. 49).  

There is an equivalent lack of consensus as to the number of registers, with “various writers about the art of singing state that there are from one to seven registers present” (McKinney, 1982, pp. 93-94).  Writers of the Old Italian School posited that there were two registers (Zacconi, 1596; Caccini, 1602)  and this tradition continued into the eighteenth century in the writings of  Tosi, Agricola and Mancini (Stark, 1999).  In his book Traité (1841), Garcia “…tried to create a rapprochement between the two-register and the three-register theories, but… his terminology was confusing and he was widely misunderstood” (Stark, 1999, p. 57).

In the early years of the twenty-first century, the number of possible registers appeared to rise.  In 2004, Thurman proposed a theory of five registers for both males and females (Thurman et al., 2004, p. 22).  However, in 2009, Roubeau posited that both males and females have four registers (Roubeau et al., 2009, p. 437).

In terms of practical applications for the teaching studio, I would question the usefulness of scientific studies on the number of registers.  Such studies are undertaken in controlled environments with a very small number of individuals, with gender, and occasionally age, being the only descriptor of each subject.  In the clinical setting of the voice studio, when dealing with a given individual, many more factors than age and gender come into play. Puberty; menopause; the effect of aging on the voice; the individual’s emotional or psychological state; their previous singing experience/confidence level; current or previous voice pathologies: all may affect a singer’s perception of register phenomena.  

That Which We Call A Rose...

As we cannot feel the vibration of the vocal folds or the action of the intrinsic laryngeal muscles (Michael, 2011), singers and singing teachers have historically named each register with reference to its inherent vibratory sensations (Doscher, 1994, Thurman et al., 2004).  Terms such as head, chest, middle and  falsetto have persisted in everyday use long after the use of laryngoscopy, to the consternation of those who object that a phenomenon that originates in laryngeal function should not be named after the location of its vibratory sensations, which in fact are “resonance phenomena and should be described in terms related to resonance, not registers” (McKinney, 1982, p. 94).  McKinney suggests the use of the terms vocal fry, modal, falsetto, and whistle instead (McKinney, 1982, p. 94).  

In 1983 Harry Hollien’s symposium of physicians, scientists and singing teachers (Chipman, 2008) agreed that “the traditional terms (were) extremely subjective and ‘illogical if not absurd’” (Doscher, 1994, p. 173). 

Vennard also takes issue with the traditional terms head and chest: although they are “commonly used… they are highly figurative and belong to an era when people apparently thought that the voice left the larynx and was ‘directed’ into these regions” (Vennard, 1967, p. 66). He prefers to borrow the terms heavy mechanism and light mechanism from Wilcox (Wilcox, 1945, pp. 9-10,  quoted in Vennard, 1967, p. 66; Thurman et al., 2004). 

Mechanism remains the favoured term among voice scientists seeking a neutral, non-proprioceptive term.  In a paper published in 2009, Roubeau numbered the registers - which he refers to as laryngeal vibratory mechanisms -  as M(mechanism) 0, M1, M2, and M3 (Roubeau, 2009, p, 425) .  This numbering may be the fulfillment of a suggestion by Sundberg in 1987 that it would be well to replace the traditional terms “with something else, such as numbers,  which are generally free from emotional connotations” (Sundberg, 1987, p. 51). 

In a paper published in 2012, Karen-Ann Kochis-Jennings included a table of register terminology which used the traditional terms chest, mixed, middle and head, and also included two more – chestmix and headmix (Kochis-Jennings et al., 2012,  p.  2).  In 2014, she interrogated the increasing use of the terms TA-(thyroarytenoid) dominant and CT-(cricothyroid) dominant and concluded that “although (these terms) seem logical… the data indicate that pitch level may play a greater role in determining TA and CT dominance than register”  (Kochis-Jennings et al., 2014, p. 652 e28).  This conclusion represents a development from an earlier study which posited that “pitches in the high end of the midrange in chestmix register” were produced by “increasing TA muscle activity and adduction of the VPs (vocal processes)” (Kochis-Jennings et al., 2012, p. 1).

My response to the large amount of material written on register terminology is somewhat mixed - I do not agree that it is harmful to a student to to use register terminology which reflect the locations of resonance sensation.  I have never yet met a student who actually believed that the chest register  “comes from” the chest, for example (Vennard, 1967, p. 239).  The existence of the sensation of resonance phenomena in that area is a fact and it is more useful to use a term that relates to a sensation that can be felt rather than a term such as TA-(thyroarytenoid) dominant, when the  student cannot see or feel such dominance or the lack of it (Michael, 2011). 




Key Research on Laryngeal Registers: Towards A Definition 

Voice research has been a field of scientific enquiry since at least 1841, when baritone/pedagogue Garcia began to set down his observations “based on viewing his own vocal folds using a laryngeal mirror” (Coates, 2016, p. 12).  It may to helpful to examine the recent evolution of our knowledge of laryngeal registers by making a brief overview of the work of some key pedagogues and voice scientists who have carried out research with a view to formulating a definition.

Although it had been founded in the late 1970s, by 1985 the International Committee on Vocal Registers, chaired by Harry Hollien, was still unable to define the word “register” acoustically or physiologically (Thurman et al., 2004), although they did agree that “at least four different vocal registers existed... The committee agreed that registers:

1. involve a series of consecutive fundamental frequencies that have the same perceived timbre;
2. can be detected perceptually, and thus should be recorded in the spectra of the different timbre groups;
3. are initiated by changes of laryngeal physiology involving at least the internal muscles of the larynx.”
(Thurman et al., 2004, p. 6).

In 2009, Roubeau “revisited the notion of register” (Roubeau et al., 2009, p. 425) by using EGG to identify four laryngeal vibratory mechanisms, M0 - M3, which are to co-exist with the separate but related idea of register.  He offered the following definition:  “Laryngeal vibratory mechanisms are the different configurations of the glottal vibrator that allow the production of the entire frequency range of the human voice” (Roubeau et al, 2009, p. 437).

One paper on laryngeal registration which may be of particular interest to voice pedagogues is Herbst’s  2011 study, in which he used rigid laryngoscopy to examine subjects’ execution of the /i/ vowel on a five-note ascending and descending scale. He concluded that all subjects, of both sexes and whether trained or untrained, could “independently control the … adduction of the arytenoid cartilages and the bulging of the vocal folds, respectively” and that this ability can help the experienced singer to “fine-tune the characteristics of the sound source” (Herbst, 2011, p. 2261). However, while the wording of the conclusion implies that the singer may consciously influence the action of the laryngeal mechanisms, Herbst offers no practical insights as to how this is to be achieved.

From the voice pedagogue’s perspective, if looking for insights on frequently-encountered clinical issues, the most important thing to understand from the wealth of writings and research on laryngeal registers and registration events is the physiological reason for a common problem: on ascending phrases, when the thicker, shorter vibrating vocal folds of heavy mechanism/chest/M1 fail to give way smoothly to the thinner, longer vocal folds of light mechanism/head/M2, the voice may “break” or “crack” (Miller, 1986; Vennard, 1967; Doscher, 1994; Chipman, 2008).  Although written about much less often, descending phrases may present the same problem in reverse, with insufficient adduction of the folds of the heavy mechanism/chest/M1 on the lowest notes, resulting in a weak or breathy sound (Thurman et al., 2004).

Developments in Acoustic Registration Research

Studies of registration phenomena have generally focused on laryngeal physiology. 
However, in 1987, Sundberg, a prominent acoustical researcher, offered his own explanation of registers: “the most common description is that a register is a phonation frequency range in which all tones are perceived as being produced in a similar way and which possess a similar voice timbre” (Sundberg, 1987, p. 49). Sundberg believed that at that time, voice research had not yet developed to a level of understanding which would supply a satisfactory definition (Sundberg, 1987). 
However, by the early 1990s, writers such as Bozeman, Miller and Schutte were studying the concept of acoustic registration, which “has to do with timbral qualities and effects that we may hear as vocal registers, but which are caused by harmonic interactions with formants, and can be independent of laryngeal adjustments” (kenbozeman.com). 

The main rationale of the study of acoustic registration is that if a register change were, as McKinney believed, primarily a laryngeal event, “we would expect the voice to turn over, or shift registers at the same place regardless of the vowel.  However, a voice turns over when the second harmonic of the pitch one is singing rises above the first formant of the vowel one is singing” (kenbozeman.com).   Bozeman has published two pedagogical textbooks on the practical application of vocal acoustics, which detail how a knowledge of vowels’ first formant locations can make register changes more predictable (Bozeman, 2013).

Current studies on registers take advantage of developments in technology to pursue the acoustical study of vocal tract resonances combined with ever more refined and detailed examinations of the laryngeal musculature and its function.  Given the obvious fact that “the voice source… is as decisive to voice quality as are the formants” (Sundberg, 1988), the voice teacher would be well advised to bring this combination of perspectives into the studio: register transition strategies must combine acoustic and laryngeal elements in order to be meaningful. 

Teaching the Management of Register Transitions – Strategies for the Studio

I would like to take the example of a typical register-transition-problem scenario from Thurman et al.’s 2004 paper, Addressing vocal register discrepancies: an alternative, science-based theory of register phenomena.  Thurman includes anecdotal quotations from “students” and “choir members” on the issue of vocal registers, one of whom says: “You can’t make me sing that song.  Those notes are past my break and I’d have to use that weak part of my voice that just sounds awful.  I won’t do it” (Thurman et al, 2004, p. 2). 

I think it is extremely important to  listen attentively to the words a student uses: words and phrases such as break, that weak part of my voice and sounds awful should be discouraged.   Christina Shewell writes that “words `can affect the brain via stress hormones and neurotransmitters” (Shewell, 2020, p. 147).  In my practice, I have found it effective to use the neutral word change instead of break.  The image of a car changing gears is a useful one, in that it evokes  a change from a less smooth, less efficient and more effortful action to a smoother, more efficient and more effortless action.  It is referred to by several writers (Arnold, 1973, p. 138, quoted in Doscher, 1994, p. 177; Miller, 1986, p. 127; McKinney, 1982, p. 98).  On ascending phrases, I typically encourage my students to “change gears” lower down, before a very obvious difference in the quality of sound is heard or felt.  

An example from the everyday beginners’ repertoire may be useful here.  Let us suppose that Thurman’s “student” is a female beginner of any age from her mid-teens up. We begin with Where Is Love?, from Lionel Bart’s Oliver!, because it has  ascending and descending scale passages and thus may be used as a legato study in English.  We try the original key, which is C major.  At bar 29, which is an ascending scale passage from F4 to C5 on the word where, a student who has attempted to sing in the chest register/TA dominant mode/heavy mechanism through the ascending notes will probably feel very uncomfortable at the C5, which will either sound strangled, or will have necessitated a very abrasive register change on the A4 or B4.  There are five strategies which can be availed of here, and the order in which I would use them would depend on the needs of the individual student:

Strategy One: Avoid the “break”

The first strategy is to transpose the piece down, so that the student will be able to maintain chest register/TA dominant made/heavy mechanism for the duration of the song.  This may be advisable for the time being, if the student has become upset or discouraged by the need to change from one mechanism to another.  However, it will prevent her from exploring what may be the true extent of her range, and the ascending where may still feel effortful.

Strategy Two: Invert the problem phrase

My second strategy would be to invert  the ascending F4 - C5 on the word where: descend from C5 - F4 on where instead.  Many students will find the “high” note easier to access if the difficulty of “climbing up” is removed, and they will be reassured that the note is accessible to them.   I would explain that it is not the C5 itself which was the source of the difficulty, but the fact that starting in chest register/heavy mechanism on F4  and ascending towards C5 necessitated a gear change.  I would then ask the student to sing the descending C5 - F4 again but then ascend immediately, keeping the same feeling of a higher resonance.  I would explain that starting the ascent in head register/light mechanism on F4 removes the necessity for the abrasive gear change and will feel easier.

Strategy Three: Voce di Strega

For the students who do not immediately feel resonance phenomena on the C5, but simply feel strained, I would consider transposing down a tone and trying again, and also introduce the third strategy: some voce di strega (witch voice) work on the descending where.  This “bright” and “peculiar” vocal quality takes place in M2 with strong glottal adduction and low breath pressure (Bozeman, 2018, p. 8) and helps the student feel, albeit in a rather extreme way, resonance phenomena which are “higher up” than they are used to. Also, the playfulness of the  “laughing witch” affect can be beneficial - it “ lowers the stakes” and shows the student that higher pitches are often available with very little effort in head register/CT dominant mode/light mechanism - she may just need time to adjust to the different sensation.

Strategy Four: SOVTs

If I feel that a stronger airflow will help to ease transition during the ascending F4 - C5, I will introduce the use of a semi-occluded vocal tract (SOVT) and substitute a lip or tongue trill for the word where.   The use of SOVT can be beneficial for the easing of register transitions in an indirect way.  When used as an exercise in warm-ups or on a song phrase, it helps the student to learn the balance of air pressure needed to keep both the lips/tongue and the vocal folds vibrating (Titze, 1996).  As Titze puts it, SOVT exercises  help to establish the “hierarchy of voice production: respiration first, phonation second, articulation third” (Titze, 1996, p. 52). 

Strategy Five: Vowel Modification 

There will be some students who respond well to a focus on vowels.  In the case of the student who struggles with the ascending F4 - C5 through the word “where”,  I would play with the difference between using the vowels [e] and [E] – asking the student to alternate between singing whAYre  and whEHre.  In many cases, the student will find [e] easier. “Women generally prefer close vowels, especially close front vowels, like [i] and [e], in the lower middle voice” (Bozeman, 2013, p. 33).  































qAssessment two:
a) Reflect on your recent learning experience, and the value of learning you have acquired.  Assess your current competencies and identify future development needs in the context of your work situation.
b) Devise a detailed personal development plan which incorporates identified areas for development, objectives, activities to be undertaken, methods, resources, review periods and timescales.
1800 words

The benefit of developing the practice of reflection in teachers can be summarized thus: “unless teachers develop the practice of critical reflection, they stay trapped in unexamined judgements, interpretations, assumptions and expectations” (Larrivee, 2000, p. 293).  The key word in this sentence, of course, is unexamined: reflective practice prompts professional development as a result of the practitioner’s self-examination and the awareness created by it, which may lead to positive changes to, and development within, the practice.  Put in another way: “reflective practice makes the difference between twenty years of experience and merely one year of experience repeated twenty times” (Beaty, 1997, p. 8, quoted in Bolton, 2018, p. 1).

In order to engage in critical reflection, the student may begin by reading some authors who have outlined the various reflective models (e.g. Ghaye, Bolton, Finlay, etc.) in order to find one which both resonates with him/her and is applicable to his/her field of expertise.  In an attempt to decide which model on which to base my reflection, I took a general overview of the work some of the well-known writers on this subject.  I was initially attracted to the work of the “seminal” Schon (Finlay, 2008, p. 3), whose frequent references to professional “artistry” is appealing, and whose likening of ever-varying clinical work to “swampy lowlands” is very relatable (Bolton, 2018, p. 4).  

Although I liked Schon’s high regard for the practitioner’s “artistry” and concepts such as reflection-on-action and reflection-in-action (Finlay, 2008, p. 3), I decided to opt for a reflective model which had a more straightforward, linear trajectory.  Given my lack of experience in reflective practice, I sought a clear model with a clear procedure: one containing steps to be followed, or questions to be answered -  notwithstanding that “the educative process is perceiving and developing our own searching questions, rather than responding to given questions” (Bolton, 2018, p. 10).  One recurring problem was that many reflective models, including Gibbs (1988), Smyth (1989) and Johns (1994), require the practitioner to start with a description of one particular event or incident.  This was obviously not appropriate in my case, as my task was  to reflect on a period of learning.  In contrast, the Borton (1970) model, What?, So What? and Now What? is not only suitable for “students/practitioners wishing to develop reflective writing skills for the first time” (McClean, 2019, p. 2), but also for those who wish to undertake “a reflection on the learning and development the individual has achieved” (McClean, 2019, p. 2), rather than on a specific experience.

What?

I undertook the study of registers and teaching the management of register transitions in the hope of ultimately expanding and developing my current teaching of this area.  However, the sheer volume of material on this subject is daunting, and comes in two very different forms.  The work of singer-pedagogues, including Herbert-Caesari, Vennard, Miller, Chapman and Bozeman, has very different parameters to that of voice scientists such as Sundberg, Titze, Roubeau and Thurman.  Even within the voice scientists group there are two distinct camps: those who study the sound source (larynx) and those who study the sound filter, including acousticians. The student must absorb all this, while consciously or unconsciously influenced by all his/her previous experiences, past or present assumptions, likes, dislikes and prejudices (Larrivee, 2000).  Because I am a novice in the study of anatomy and acoustics, I came to my study on registers with the assumption that little in the research papers would help me.  Being a fellow pedagogue, I assumed that I would find all my solutions in the writings of the singer-pedagogues and that I would then formulate a strategy on registers in which I would coyly avoid discussion of the demonstrable fact of register transitions, in the tradition of many of the singer-pedagogues (Vennard, 1967; Miller, 1986; Doscher, 1994; Chipman, 2008).

Early in this period of my study, I wrote the following observation while studying Miller (1986):  

To emphasise the idea of potential breaks or problem areas in the voice may create the impression of inherent and insurmountable problems which will always be there (Miller, 1986).  I usually avoid any reference to laryngeal action at all ... if a student can be helped to  “externalise” the problem, and improve the ease of action via concrete work on vowels, consonants, breath or affect, in other words, by actions which can be learned and practised,  s/he will feel much  more in control of the production of the voice (personal study notes, June 2020).

At that time, I felt this paragraph expressed my approach to the teaching of register transitions: this was my “espoused theory” (Bolton, 2018, p. 3).  With hindsight, however, having more understanding of all my own prejudices as well as more knowledge of the phenomena of registration, I appreciate that Miller’s approach may only serve those singers/students who have no issues around register changes.  Those students are rare: all the others will be failed by a teacher who refuses to engage with a clear strategy to assist them. Interestingly, the reference to “improving ease of action via… vowels” demonstrates that I was already assisting students with register transitions using vowel modification - what Schon would have described as a “theory in use” (Bolton, 2018, p. 3) -  but without having any knowledge of acoustic registration strategies or their pedagogical potential.

So What?

As the reader progresses through the two strands of the literature on registers, in the hope of finding solutions that can be applied in the studio, a number of themes emerge which in my opinion have exercised both pedagogues and scientists far more than their relative lack of importance would suggest.  The first is the controversy among pedagogues and voice scientists regarding how the registers are named.  Some pedagogues agree with the scientists that the traditional proprioceptive terms are “absurd” (Doscher, 1994, p.173), while others posit that the traditional terminology forms “a fundamental part of the art of elite vocalism” (Miller, 1986, p. 115).  It seems that the attempts to substitute the traditional terms with unfamiliar but equally unclear terms such as “pulse”, “modal” and “loft” (Hollien, 1971, p. 2) may be an example of the conflict between ‘professional artistry’ and ‘technical-rationality’: “in Schon’s view, technical-rationality failed to resolve the dilemma of ‘rigour versus relevance’ confronting professionals” (Finlay, 2008, p. 3).  Essentially, I see no difficulty in naming registers after the location of their vibratory sensations.  However, some students respond negatively to the connotations of words such as falsetto (off-putting for some young male students) and chest (off-putting for some young female students).  (The pedagogues have at times contributed to the negative connotations of some register terms: for example, by using pejorative terms such as weak and effeminate (Miller, 1986, p.120) to  describe falsetto).  For these students, it may be beneficial to use numbers: M1, M2, etc. (Roubeau et al., 2009, p, 425).  Overall, I question the usefulness of the debate.  Every voice teacher knows that different terminology suits different individuals depending on their age, level of experience, and personality.  As we develop our teaching practice we accumulate a myriad of different ways to express our ideas to our students.  Deducing what terminology will work best with a given student is a part of “professional artistry” (Bolton, 2018, p. 4).  

I had a similar reaction to the many studies undertaken with the aim of deciding how many registers there are.  Given that every singer inherently possesses a unique instrument, the utility of this is questionable, and again recalls 

… the positivist paradigm whereby problems are solvable through the rigorous application of science. A contemporary example of this paradigm is the evidence-based practice movement, which favours quantitative studies over qualitative ones, and established protocols over intuitive practice.
(Finlay, 2008, p. 3).

In trying to reconcile the different approaches of voice scientists and pedagogues, I have found it useful to recall that, as clinicians, teachers are essentially always seeking immediate heuristic solutions to what is presented to them in the studio.  Schon noted “the inadequacy of contemporary professional knowledge to address the complexity, uncertainty and value conflicts present in practice” (Nelson and Sadler, p. 3).  Bolton writes of Schon’s attempt to point out the frequent disconnect among clinicians between espoused theory (what they think they do) and theories in use (what they actually do), and it lead me to question whether this frequent disconnect is the result of the clinician’s misunderstanding of the theory, or the lack of practical utility of the theory within the context of clinical practice.  Bolton’s statement that “I need to observe and understand my theories in use … alongside my espoused theories .. and bring these into congruence” (Bolton, 2018, p. 4) comes with the assumption that the “espoused theories” are correct and/or useful, which may not necessarily be the case.

However, my study of the essentials of laryngeal and acoustic registration has provided new insights and increased my confidence when tackling register transitions in the studio.  
n
nNow What?

My study of laryngeal registration has pointed to a knowledge gap regarding belt voice quality: I have always been aware that female singers who maintain chest or M1 high in the range are at most risk of abrasive or abrupt register changes, whereas those who sing in the Western Classical tradition, who phase in head or M2 lower in the range, generally are not.  I am a classical soprano, and I have often felt inadequate to teach belt: I feel I would be unable to demonstrate it, and I also tend to think of it as potentially harmful to vocal health. However, as about half of my student cohort are primarily interested in CCM styles, this attitude is not serving their needs.  I may have to be more aware of the danger or “projection or transference” (Humphrey, 2011, in Bolton, 2018, p. 1):  I may tend to assume that students will have the same vocal challenges or facilities as I have myself.  In the case of the belt quality, some of my students may have a natural facility for this, while I do not.  I intend to engage in targeted study which will help me to teach belt so that my students may employ it safely.  

Another new area of interest is acoustic registration: I have always employed vowel modification to ease register transitions and I look forward to achieving a grasp of the science behind this.
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	Why am I doing this course?











What is the direct benefit to me?
	I would like to bridge the gap between instinct/experience and objective knowledge in my teaching practice.  
There were two other important factors in my choice of this particular course: 
1. It allows me to choose my own pathway so that I can pursue the areas of study which interest me.
2. It is run entirely online, which is very convenient.


qBefore I began to take short courses with Voice Workshop, I had never done any formal training in voice pedagogy, apart from private reading.  This course will give me a qualification that relatively few singing teachers in Ireland have.  I wish to progress in several directions:
1. Increase my number of students who are on a professional pathway in the Western Classical tradition.
2. Accumulate a knowledge base which allows me to support singers dealing with the challenges of vocal pathology.
3. Enlarge my cohort of online students by developing a website in which features a blog with articles and videos about my perspectives on various voice pedagogy issues and how to approach them.


	Developmental area 1:

	Learn about the belt voice quality and ways of teaching its safe execution.

	Action:
	Begin study of the physiological and acoustic properties of belt.
Start date: Monday 26th October 2020.
BMPF 7005 Module 2 Deadline: 29th January 2021.

	Developmental area 2:

	Explore whether there is a potential link between the belt voice quality and problematic register changes.

	Action:
	My current information about registration problems in belt is anecdotal/from clinical experience: seek research papers on this topic and examine them.

Start date: Monday 26th October 2020.
BMPF 7005 Module 2 Deadline: 29th January 2021.

	Developmental area 3:
	Further develop my understanding of acoustic register phenomena. 

	Action:
	Study published literature and research papers on acoustic registers.

Buy VoceVista software and learn how to use it, so that  acoustical phenomena can be observed and demonstrated in the teaching studio.

Timeframe: I will not be teaching from October 24th – November 1st 2020, so I will use this break in my calendar to familiarize myself with the VoceVista system.

	Developmental area 4:
	Pursue training in counselling//talk therapy to complement my voice pedagogy work.


	Action:
	Seek information about possible online courses.

Deadline: start course in Spring 2021.

	Developmental area 5:
	Continue onto Voice Workshop MA in November 2021.

	Action:
	Obtain information on financial planning and other requirements.

Deadline: ongoing
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