Solo vs. duet in different virtual rooms: On the
consistency of singing quality across conditions
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QUESTIONS

What we know so far... 1. Are there any differences between singing
“solo” vs. “canon” vs. “unisono” with regard
to pitch and timing accuracy?

.. .about solo singing:

» QOccasional singers: Two main criteria of pitch accuracy’

Operatic singers: Many criteria in interaction 2. How do different simulated room acoustical

...about ensemble singing: conditions influence singing performances?

* |ntonation is barely affected by simulated room acoustics
» Tempo and timing precision gets affected when singing in
comparatively reverberant virtual rooms3

3. Are there any interactions between singing
condition and acoustical feedback?
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RESULTS SUMMARY
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