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VISIONS OF A “MUSICAL AMERICA” IN THE RADIO AGE
Stephen R. Greene, Ph.D.

University of Pittsburgh, 2008

In the United States during the 1920s and 1930s a loose-knit group of activists promoting what
they called good music encountered the rise of commercial radio. Recognizing a tremendous
resource, they sought to enlist radio in their cause, and in many ways were successful. However,
commercial radio also transformed the activists, subverting an important part of their vision of a
musical America: widespread preference for good music in the public at large. Instead, good
music became the premium product line of commercial radio and the activists became more
nearly realistic about their role in society.

Charles Seeger offered a scholarly history of this effort in his 1957 paper, “Music and
Class Structure in the United States.” This dissertation uses the model of cultural formation from
Seeger’s essay as a guide to the transformation of those he calls “*make-America-musical’
missionaries,” between 1918 and 1935. In addition this study uses theories on community
presented by Thomas Bender in Community and Social Change in America, and theories on
democracy presented by Robert H. Wiebe in Self-Rule: A Cultural History of American
Democracy, to further illuminate Seeger’s model.

Views expressed by representatives of the National Federation of Music Clubs, described
by Karen J. Blair as “the largest and most influential organization uniting women’s musical
societies,” and by conductor Walter Damrosch, who served on the NBC Advisory Panel, occupy

central places in this study, as does the publication Musical America, an omnibus music
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periodical founded in 1898 by British émigré John C. Freund for the stated purpose of
“development of music in America.” Reports in Musical America, together with proceedings of
the federation and of Music Teachers National Conference, and a series of books published
under the auspices of the federation from 1924-29 to train music club members, function as core
sources.

These reveal the transformation of these activists from their expansive speculation in the
years following the Great War, through a period of resistance to trends in the larger culture that
peaks in the middle of the 1920s, to their accommodation and enthusiastic acceptance of

commercial radio as a home for good music.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

AB ST RACT e \Y
e ot e A S Xi
CHAPTER 1: THE “*“MAKE-AMERICA-MUSICAL’ MOVEMENT”
AND ITS TRANSFORMATION ...t 1
OVerview Of THIS STUAY ......cccociiiiee e 2
Description of Theoretical ReSOUICeS USEd .........ccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiee e 4
Charles Seeger’s Theories on Music and Class Structure..........c.cocevvvevevieevecvieseennens 5
Thomas Bender and Transformations in the Nature of Community .............c.cce....... 10
Robert H. Wiebe and Transformations in the Nature of Democracy...........ccccceeueene.. 14
Historically Locating the Transformation of the Movement..........cccccocviniiiinnnnee. 25
(LT o) B =T 11 PSSP 27
Definition of the Scope of ThiS ProJeCt ........coviiiiiiiiiiceee e 28
Identifying Markers of Musical “Missionary” Involvement...............ccccoeveiieieennne 29
PIIMAIY SOUICES ....ecuviiviiiieeiestie e ste st s ettt e te et e teestaetesseesteentesneesaaeeenneenrs 31
CAPLEr OVEIVIEW. ... ..eciiciieeie ettt e e e te et e na e teaneenreesreenee e 32
Contribution Of THiS PrOJECT......cuiiiiiiiiicie s 33
CHAPTER 2: THE RISE OF THE GOOD MUSIC MOVEMENT................ 35
Westward Expansion and America’s Rise in the World..............c.ccccooeiiiiiccnien. 37
Transformations in American Society during the Nineteenth Century...................... 38
The Development of the Advertising Industry, Economic Growth in the
Nineteenth Century, and the Beginnings of Mass Marketing.............cccccoevenee. 45
Transformation of Business and the Economy from the Late Nineteenth
Century through the 1920S..........cccoiieiiiieiiee e 53
Social, Demographic and Political Changes from the Nineteenth to the
TWENTIEtN CONTUMIES ... 55
Progressive Political Changes in American SOCIELY .........ccccuvvvieieienenene e 57

Vi



The Origins of the Good Music Campaign and the Growth of Musical

(0] 1010017 o1 PP UPRP PP 58
The Era of the Common Man and the Cult of Amateurism .........cccovvviiiiinieennn 59
The Origins of the Movement to “Make America Musical”..........ccccocovviiiiiniennnne. 62
The Emergence and Growth of the MuSiC BUSINESS ..........cccocvveveerieiieieeie e, 64
WING BANGS ...t bbbt bbb 77
The Emergence of Symphony Orchestras and Major Opera Companies, and
the Beginning of Musical Study in Conservatories and Universities................. 79
Changes at the Turn of the Century and the Effect of the Great War ........................ 91
Good Music Activists and the Age of ProgressiviSM..........cccovveveeieiieenesrieseeseenens 97
Nationalism and Its EffeCt iN IMUSIC.........ccooviiiiiiiesiecece e 103
The Role of Women in the Campaign for Good MUSIC..........ccceveienenenineniseeene 105
American Education and Music’s Place in It........cccooiviiiiiniicic s 110
Nineteenth Century Music Education in Public Schools ...........ccccoiiiiininnnn. 110
Musical Education in the First Part of the Twentieth Century...........cccocoeevvivnnnne. 114
(€70l o I 1V, 11 1 Lo OSSPSR 127
The Concept of Good Music in the View of Music Critic W. J. Henderson ........... 128
The Three Fundamental Forces Inherent in MUSIC .........ccoovvviiiiniiienenc s 133
“Pure” Versus “Program” IMUSIC........c.cceiiueieeriesieseesieseesieeieseesseseessae e snsessaessens 140
W. J. Henderson’s View of Good Music SUMMArized .........cccocvveviieienieiienieanenn 142
CHAPTER 3: STRATEGIES FOR GOOD MUSIC IN THE
NINETEEN-TWENTIES........cc o 145
The Context for Good Music in the Nineteen-TWeNties........ccccvvvverveieiieenieniesieeniens 146
Ideas about Good Music in the Nineteen-TWeNtIes .........ccccovvvvriiierenene e 150
Good Music Concepts and the National Federation of Music Clubs....................... 152
Additional Writings on Good Music by Daniel Gregory Mason ...........c.ccocevvenennns 166
The Publication Musical America and the Alliance between Music and
BUSINESS ...t bbbttt bbb 173
Summoning Support for a Business Role in the Good Music Community ............. 179
The BUSINESS IABOIOGY ......eeieeiiiieieic it 180
Arenas for Musical Change...........ccoiiiiii s 186
The Concerns of GO0d MUSIC ACHIVISTS ........ccviiiiiiiiiie e 198
2 T o PSR PR 198
COMMEICIANISIN ..ttt sb e sr et neesre e b 203
Optimism and Idealism in the Good Music COMMUNILY ........ccocoveveriininicnirieeene 205
The Beginning of the Federation’s Great CruSade..........cocoovvirieieienene e 212

vii



CHAPTER 4: THE RISE OF RADIO AND THE RESPONSE OF THE

ACT IV ST S e 216
The Origins Of RAGIO ......coiviiiiiieiee e 217
Difficulties in the CONCErt BUSINESS.........cueiiiieiieiieie e 220
Frustrations and Fracture of the Good MuSIC ACLIVISTES..........cccererireneneniseseeien 223
Differing Views of Urban and Rural Activists Regarding Radio ...............ccccuenuee. 224
Anxieties and Cross-Currents as the End of the Decade Approaches...................... 232
The RAdIO JUGGEINAUL .....c..iiiiiiieiteee ettt sneenne s 235
Resistance to Commercial RAdiO ..........cooiiiiiiiiiiice e 242
INEXOrabIE ChaNQE. .. ..ot 259
o= Lo ] =] o | SRS 264
The Beginning of Change in the Good Music CommMUNItY.........cccccevvrieiverrseenne 264
The Radio Industry PoSItions ItSelf...........cooiiiiiiiiee s 267
CHAPTER 5: COMMERCIALIZATION AND JOINING THE
SYSTEM ... 275
The Results of the Campaign for Good MUSIC .........cccociiiiiiiniiieee s 276
Improvements in Good Music Attributed to Radio..........ccoooeviiiiiiincieee 278
Losses Attributed at Least in Part to the Radio...........cccocvviniininiineienc e 281
The Transformation of the Good Music Campaign ..........ccccceeveiiievicie v 283
The Federation Moves On: “Musical Appreciation” and “Leisure Time
ACTIVITIES” . ettt sttt neers 290
The Walter DamroSCh JOUINEY ..........coviviiieiieie e eee st 302
Radio’s PUDIIC CamPAIGNS ......cveiiiiieiiesiecesee e e 310
Music and the Corporate IMage .........cccuevveieiieeie e 317
The Good MUSIC PrOQUCT LINE......ccviiieiieie e 321
Acceptance of the Reality of the Marketplace ...........ccocvvviiiiienieniic e 322
The Discomfort of the Good MUSIC ACHIVISES .......coviiiiiieiieece e 328
10 [0 10 4 T=1 2T STRPOPRROPIN 331
Democracy and the Creation of an American Musical Style...........cccccevvivvieenene. 334
ATTEIWATG. ..o bbb bbbttt ettt b et beenes 335
0Ty KT 0] SRR 337
Adorno and Aunt Jemima’s Pancake MiX........cccouiveriniininieienesese e 338
The Sun Sets 0n @ Radio GENEIatioN.........ccccveieierierieie et 339
APPEND X A e e 341
BIBLIOGRAPHY .ottt 353



Table 1. Editors of Musical America

LIST OF TABLES



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. The ZESthetic Of MUSICAL AT ........ooiiieeiiee e 134
Figure 2. lllustration of Henderson’s model for evaluating musiC ............cccooiiniiiiiiiiciciene, 135
Figure 3. “Nation’s Federated Music Clubs Drive FOrward.” ...........cccccooeieninininnsiieiceene, 213



PREFACE

The completion of this project provides an opportunity to recall with gratitude how many people
taught me, inspired me, and helped in other ways over many years of study, both in Pittsburgh
and at earlier points in my life. It is not possible to express my gratitude to everyone who
contributed significantly to its completion.

However | would like offer thanks to my committee and other faculty members at the
University of Pittsburgh: to Deane Root, who was the reason | came to Pittsburgh, for his
patience and his faith, and his inexhaustible wealth of knowledge about so many things but
especially American music, who has seen me through “many dangers, toils and doubts”; to Don
Franklin for his tremendous support over the years, and especially for helping me keep the end in
sight; to Mary Lewis, for her quiet inspiration and for her confidence in me, as well as for her
sharp observations and her suggestions when “pruning” was called for; to Bell Yung for his
support, for his brilliance, and for his spirit; to Ron Zboray for his support, and for the
cornucopia of insight on American culture he brought to the project, which has been an
inspiration; to Peter Simonson, who was generous with his time and ideas; to Andrew
Weintraub; may we continue to dialogue for many years; to Joseph S. C. Lam, who was my
teacher when the seed for this project was planted, for his inspiration, encouragement and

friendship.

Xi



Scholars and colleagues at other institutions were generous in their support. | offer
thanks to Howard Pollack, for sharing a copy of his wonderful paper on American music in the
nineteen-twenties, and to Sondra Wieland Howe, for sharing a copy of her paper on Walter
Damrosch’s broadcasts to children, as well as her knowledge about radio and about music
textbooks; to Adrienne Fried Block, who generously met with me and offered insights about the
depth of the musical activity in New York during the nineteenth century; and as well to Joseph
Horowitz for drawing my attention to the activities of NACER and NACRE.

To those who so generously and without hesitation shared copies of their papers from the
19™-century orchestra conference earlier this year, | offer special thanks: Mary Wallace
Davidson, James Deaville, Anna-Lise P. Santella, and John Spitzer; as well as Mark Clague, who
has also encouraged me over the years.

Many librarians and archivists helped me during my research. | especially want to thank
Kathryn Logan and Kirby Dilworth of the Music Department at the Carnegie Library of
Pittsburgh, for their generous support during research on Musical America; Alex Magoun of the
David Sarnoff Library in Princeton, who is himself a compendium of knowledge, which he
shared with generosity; also Mark McMurray and the Special Collections staff in the Owen D.
Young Library at St. Lawrence University; Bonnie Jo Dopp and Vincent J. Novara at the
University of Maryland’s Special Collections in Performing Arts, and Michael Henry at the
Library of American Broadcasting, also at the University of Maryland; Chris Hunter at the
Schenectady Museum and archives; Diane Kaufman and Jacky Johnson at the Western College
Memorial Archives at Miami University; Nancy Wicklund at Westminster Choir College of
Rider University; and Marge McNinch at the Hagley Museum and Library in Wilmington.

Others have helped in many different ways. | want to thank Margarete Bower for her

patience and for the many ways she accommodated my needs over the years; my colleagues

Xii



Nathan Bowers and Mark Peters, and also Chris Wilkinson, who helped me through the final
year of this project; my colleagues George Dor and Dan Grimminger for their encouragement;
Elspeth Wissner, for her encouragement, her help, and her friendship; Lance Lugar, who helped
with fine points about physics, and who has been an inspiration in many ways; Laurel Povazan
Scholnick, perched in the unofficial music library annex amidst the periodic tables, for her many
hours of toil on behalf of this project, for endless good cheer, and for special friendship. To each
of these friends and colleagues: your support meant more to me than you knew.

Special thanks are due: To Paul and Vanessa, who know how much they helped, and as
well to my friend Oscar, who may not.

To Rick, who is still my best man: thank you for so many things.

To my parents for their love, understanding and generosity, and to my sister Lyn, who is
always there for me.

To my children Alicia, Monica and Philip, who provided in-kind support over the years
as their father toiled on this project, and especially to Monica for many hours of help with
document retrieval at libraries in Oberlin and in Pittsburgh.

And finally, to Johanna, my wife and my constant inspiration, who has contributed the

most, my love and my profound gratitude. | dedicate this to you.

Xiii



CHAPTER 1: THE “*MAKE-AMERICA-MUSICAL’ MOVEMENT”! AND ITS

TRANSFORMATION

In the United States during the 1920s and 1930s a loosely-knit group of activists promoting what
they called good music, representatives of a line of similar advocates stretching back nearly a
century, encountered commercial radio, the rise of which constituted a major event affecting the
culture of the United States. Recognizing a tremendous resource, these activists sought to enlist
radio in the service of their cause, and in many ways radio became a partner in their effort to
spread good music. However, as the radio industry matured and transformed the society, it
transformed them as well, subverting an important part of their long-held vision of a musical
America: the goal of widespread preference for good music in the public at large. Instead, good
music became the premium product line in the entertainment merchandise offered by the nascent
communications industry. Although radio increased the exposure and availability of good music
and enhanced the sophistication of its adherents, it also led to the relinquishment of the
progressive and equalitarian, if somewhat paternalistic, vision that had been cherished for many
years.

In this dissertation | will examine the transformation of the goals of those activists, who

sought to spread the love of good music.

! Charles Seeger, "Music and Class Structure in the United States," American Quarterly 9, no. 3 (1957): 286.
1



Overview of This Study

This dissertation had its origins on the streets of Kyoto, Japan, well over a decade ago. An
editorial | had read in the International Herald Tribune by sociologist Richard Sennett argued,
“America is Better Off Without a National Identity.” Sennett maintained that “the very notion of
an American identity is a sweeping stereotype, and the manipulation of such generalizations lies
at the very heart of nationalism.?” Yet on the streets of Kyoto | found that, more often than not, |
could identify Americans—not just Westerners—who were walking more than a block away, by
the way they carried themselves. This reinforced my sense that Sennett’s argument presented a
false choice. There seemed no need to ponder whether or not Americans should have a national
identity; that one already existed seemed obvious to me as an expatriate. This created in me the
desire to examine the source of the national identity we seemed already to share, despite the
pluralistic nature of our society: “e pluribus unum.” The object of my interest was less the nature
of that identity, than the forces involved in its creation.

With the encouragement of musicologist John Spitzer, then at Peabody, my initial
inclination to pursue graduate studies in history was transformed into the pursuit of a degree in
musicology with a focus on American music. My first exploration of the issues and period
covered by this dissertation was in a short paper written for a seminar in historiography that
examined the contrasting views of the National Federation of Music Clubs with regard to regard
jazz, and alternately, the music of Stephen Foster, using articles in Etude magazines from 1918

and 1927. As part of this effort | also encountered the way that Etude magazine itself

2 Richard Sennett, "America is Better Off Without A 'National Identity'," International Herald Tribune (January 31,
1994): 6.



"3 a theme | would later find discussed in

represented music both “as an art and a business,
another magazine of the day, Musical America.

An unpublished thesis forms the core of this project. It started as a much broader survey
of views expressed within the publication Musical America that sampled periods before, during,
and at the end of the decade of the 1920s, and sought to identify issues of importance to those
who seemed to present themselves as passionately involved in the endeavor of forming a
common national musical life. It included all articles and significant advertisements in issues of
Musical America from 1918-19, 1924-25, 1929-30, as well as from a portion of 1927. The
survey utilized a database with 24 fields containing information on over 2300 articles and
advertisements selected from among those surveyed, organized primarily through some 175
keywords assigned variously to individual articles. These keywords included topics such as jazz,
pedagogy, and what I called the Dialogue of the Divas, and | used them to sort the articles into
groups that could be evaluated in terms of change over time.

By the end of a rather long process of gathering information | was left with a large
amount of seemingly unrelated information that had required a large amount of time yet
remained stubbornly unwieldy in terms of producing useful results. At this point | encountered a
description of Charles Seeger’s article, “Music and Class Structure in the United States” in Ann
Pescatello’s biography of Seeger.* Her description intrigued me, so | obtained a copy, and with

the encouragement of my advisor, Deane Root, | began to apply Seeger’s theoretical framework

to the relatively small portion of time within its scope that my study examined.

% "Music as An Art and a Business," Musical America 43, no. 1 (October 24, 1925): 1.
* Ann M. Pescatello, Charles Seeger: a Life in American Music (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1992),
194-95, 224-26.



My current project has had the goal of extending the time frame of that study into the
1930s, when the successful emergence of commercial radio was confirmed by the
Communications Act of 1934. For this dissertation | have broadened the sources used as
evidence, deepened the theoretical base, and narrowed the scope to an understanding of the
transformation of one of two groups within Seeger’s model, to use Seeger’s terms, the “make-
America-musical missionaries,” individuals intent on instilling widespread appreciation of so-

called “good music” in the United States.’

Description of Theoretical Resources Used

Charles Seeger presented his sociological history of the “make America musical movement”® in
a paper presented to a gathering of American Studies specialists at the Library of Congress and
published in 1957, titled, “Music and Class Structure in the United States.”” This dissertation
will use Seeger’s historical model of that movement and the forces with which it interacted,
illuminated by the writings of Thomas Bender and Robert H. Wiebe, as a guide to understanding
the nature of the movement to “make America musical,” to understand the context within which

it arose, and the meaning of the transformation it underwent in response to the rise of radio.

® Seeger, "Music and Class Structure in the United States," 286.
® Ibid.
" Ibid.



Charles Seeger’s Theories on Music and Class Structure

Seeger believed that sociologists, including those he would be addressing with his paper,
normally equated American music solely with folk music.® In order to create a sociological
framework encompassing all of American music, not merely folk music, and thereby expand the
scope of the broader historiographical dialogue, he broadly sketched the full panorama of music
in the United States from colonial times to his own.®

Seeger’s model provides a tool for conceptualizing the complex societal process of
citizens from different countries of origin and backgrounds coming together to form a new
society, by isolating and identifying important forces at work within that process. These forces
can be understood metaphorically as cultural vectors acting upon the direction of the nation’s
musical life. They include directly opposing forces such as acculturation and resistance to it,
which Seeger terms “contra-acculturation”; and as well, the interaction of influences such as
urban and rural sensibilities, which at times align with each other and at other times are in
opposition. By positioning these and other prominent forces in relation to each other, Seeger
creates an ordered view of the complex, century-long cultural process he is examining without

eliminating the teeming nature of its progress.

& Ann Pescatello explains, “Concerned that U.S. scholars always put themselves in an inferior position vis-a-vis
European scholars, he was determined to show that U.S. thinking was not stymied by tradition. Seeger carefully
noted that by referring to ‘American’ music or studies, he was not equating them exclusively with folk traditions.
Indeed, American folk music was only one element of American music; he was specifying all American cultural
idioms.” Pescatello, Charles Seeger: a Life in American Music, 194-95.

® Charles Seeger et al., Reminiscences of an American Musicologist (1972), pt. 2, 366. Seeger describes the article
“Music and Class Structure” and the experience of writing and presenting it in part 2 of Reminiscences of an
American Musicologist. After describing the long moments of silence after the conclusion of his reading of this
paper at a meeting of American studies specialists convened in Library of Congress, he continued, “Still there was
nothing said. Finally, | spoke even more urgently, and one man said rather nicely, ‘It sounds as if it were written by
a sociologist.”” Seeger et al., Reminiscences of an American Musicologist, pt. 2, 365-67 and 82-85.
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Seeger excludes “tribal” musics from consideration, saying that “survivals of Amerindian
tribal traditions have been negligible, though thriving still in some Indian reservations....”
However, he notes that “African traditions, though not apparently surviving in tribal form, may
be regarded as substantial acculturative components.”*® These “African traditions” thus become
an integral part of American music in Seeger’s model.

Rather than focusing on the acculturation taking place because of the interaction of
differing cultures combining in the New World, Seeger’s focus is on the “inter-class and inter-
idiom relationships™ within that acculturation, a process he refers to as “sub-acculturation.” As
Seeger says, “acculturation”™* focuses on changes resulting from the “prolonged contact of
masses Of individuals carrying different music-cultural traditions, or musics.” What he terms
“sub-acculturation” refers instead to changes arising from “the prolonged contact of these same
individuals, but in their roles as members of social classes carrying different music-social
traditions, or music idioms....” (281).

Seeger contended that the unique relationship that had developed between the classes of

music in American culture might prove to be the distinguishing characteristic of its music (282).

19 Seeger, "Music and Class Structure in the United States," 281-82. Seeger describes the interaction of “three
continental musics — Amerindian, European and Africa,” which resulted in an “effective hegemony of neo-European
music traditions” during the colonial era.

11 Seeger uses the term “acculturation” extensively in his paper, along with the terms “sub-acculturation” and
“contra-acculturation.” In Seeger’s usage these terms do not automatically imply specific location within power
relationships related to the dominance of one class, ethnicity or culture, although the hegemony of the culture which
has European roots is assumed. However, Seeger uses the terms somewhat more broadly to describe the acceptance
or appropriation of the musical styles or content of any group, and the resistance to that process, by any other group
in the culture. Describing the term “acculturation,” Seeger wrote: “In its simplest terms, acculturation envisages
individual donors and receivers of traditions, who come into continuous, close contact. Donation may vary between
the extremes of imposition by force and mere offering; reception, similarly, between grudging acceptance and
enthusiastic appropriation. Charles Seeger, "The Cultivation of Various European Traditions in the Americas,” in
Report of the Eighth Congress of the International Musicological Society (New York: IMS, 1961), 206. “With
regard to the borrowing and re-borrowing between different ‘classes,”” Seeger notes, “a general rule in the sub-
acculturation of music idioms seems to be that the receiving (or taking) class must add something of its own to the
products of the donor (or taken from) class before the process of ‘giving back’ has gone very far.” Seeger, "Music
and Class Structure in the United States," 290.



By alluding to the tremendous mix of countries of origins that have contributed, and continue to
contribute, to the population of the nation at the beginning of his essay, he seems consciously to
imply that this is a cultural component against which the mixing of the classes of music is
compared in his evaluation (281).

The seminal element in Seeger’s model of American cultural development is a
suspension of the normal relationships between different “classes” of music that was brought
about by the dispersal of the population of the nation over a vast area for many years, a situation
unique to the historical development of the United States. He specified three musical “idioms”
that were part of this interaction: “(1) a folk art, mainly oral in transmission; (2) a fine art, mainly
written in transmission; (3) a popular art, hybrid of the first two, about equally oral and written in
transmission” (282).

This geographical dispersal came about as a result of the opportunities presented
individuals by the continuing Westward expansion of the United States. This led to unique
social structures, but also directly impacted musical development. Describing this impact,
Seeger says,

The traumatic character of our cultural life in general has
been and still is evident in our use of music, for conditions of
pioneer life shattered the traditions of European music brought to
the New World. These were of a music highly diversified in itself
and in its social functions.... The folk art seems to have survived
in the colonies upon a broad basis of general social use, both urban
and rural.... The fine and popular arts, on the other hand, could

not be given the professional cultivation and patronage, the



material plant and equipment that had serviced them in the mother
countries. Training in the various disciplines was impossible. Elite
and general audiences did not exist. Consequently, these idioms
did not flourish in the colonies for the first century of their history

or very widely during the second... (282-83).

In contrast with Europe, where there had been centuries of interaction between different
classes of music, during the colonial era and the first century and a half of life in the United
States, this was disrupted, and the result was a grossly altered relationship between musics of
different classes:

European traditions of music in the United States suffered,
then, not only the wounds of social, political and religious protest
and of geographical transplantation, but also of three centuries’
deprivation of the traditional inter-class and inter-idiom
relationships through which art flourished normally in Europe

(283).

Both of these types of “acculturative” tendencies—that occurring because of interaction
between transplanted cultures and that occurring because of interaction between the various
classes within those transplanted cultures—result in the absorption of elements from the cultural
pool and with it, transformation of all participants. Both processes—acculturation and sub-
acculturation—are offset, at times, by resistance to such mixing, something Seeger calls “contra-
acculturation.” He explains: “Every fresh wave of immigration brought additional impulses to
invention of the new or to survival or revival of the old. Thus, acculturation was constantly

offset by contra-acculturation” (282).



However, Seeger explains, in the midst of this “Euro-American” mix (282), in the early
part of the nineteenth century the “urban upper classes...began to yearn for cultivation of such
fine arts as were customarily approved by royal, noble, clerical and wealthy classes on the other
side of the Atlantic” (284). This led to an effort to establish an alternative musical culture that
Seeger terms “neo-European.”*?

The resulting movement would eventually involve rural activists as well as urban ones,
and would encounter cross-currents of nationalism in various forms, both from those resisting the
elite nature of fine art music, and those who desired an American form of it that somehow would
stand apart from the European art music that inspired it.

Seeger notes that the efforts of this group of activists were aided by the rise of the music
business during the nineteenth century, which greatly aided their efforts but at times was at
cross-purposes with some of their more idealistic notions. Seeger’s model, then, involves two
central groups, the “make-America-musical missionaries” and the “sell America music

businessmen,” 3

working to establish musical traditions in a dynamic cultural setting in which
the coming together of people of different national origins combines with a unique mixing of
people of different classes.

The pair of musical realms at the center of Seeger’s study—folk art and fine art—are not
unrelated spheres of activity within Charles Seeger’s life, but instead are core elements in a

cultural conflict that touched Seeger both personally and professionally. Among the wide range

of topics he explored, the realm of folk music and its place in American music looms large.

12 Seeger first uses the terms “neo-European” and “Euro-American” in the 1957 essay on page 282. Further
understanding of Seeger’s use of the terms “neo-European” and “Euro-American” may be found by reading their
usage in “Music and Society: Some New World Evidence of Their Relationship.” Charles Seeger, "Music and
Society: Some New World Evidence of Their Relationship," in Studies in Musicology, 1935-1977 (Berkeley, Los
Angeles, London: University of California Press, 1977): 187.

13 Seeger, "Music and Class Structure in the United States," 286-88.
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However, what some might describe as good music—an idiom Seeger encountered most
intensely in its experimental form as a composer and a teacher, and returned to later through
analyses and extended theoretical explorations—played a highly important role as well. Indeed,
in his essay “Music and Class Structure in the United States,” Seeger admits,

having spent the first half of his professional life as an active

member of the missionary group and taken part, in the early

1930's, in this transformation, it is understandably difficult for the

present writer to regard with objectivity factors that only now in

the 1950's begin to be seen in perspective.'*

Seeger’s essay combines his gift for analysis and description with the insights of an
insider. It examines music as a cultural or social artifact, rather than as an aesthetic one: music
as an article of faith, as hard currency in cultural negotiations, and as a commodity in an
expanding economy. In keeping with the venue for which Seeger was writing, music could thus
become a tool with which to study the culture of the United States as a whole, to examine such
issues as equalitarianism and class mobility, and to illuminate the role of commerce in shaping

the society.

Thomas Bender and Transformations in the Nature of Community

The unique geographical dispersion that took place within the United States during the
nineteenth century and the social relationships and democratic structures it produced are integral

to the process of acculturation, sub-acculturation, and contra-acculturation Seeger describes, and

% 1bid.: 288.
10



therefore a critical factor in the transformation of the goals of good music activists during the
twentieth century. One consequence of the westward expansion that maintained this dispersion,
and an important part of Seeger’s model, was the ability of individual citizens to choose to forgo
the relative stability of working for another person, and choose to move and start a new life
somewhere farther west, where they might be able to work for themselves. This freedom, and a
certain level of freedom of association that accompanied it, provides the context for the
interaction between different “classes” of music Seeger describes.

As an aid to understanding the processes resulting from this expansion, and the dynamics
they produced, this study will utilize two studies examining the histories of community and of
democracy in the United States: Thomas Bender’s 1978 book, Community and Social Change in
America, and Robert H. Wiebe’s 1995 book, Self-Rule: A Cultural History of American
Democmcy.15

Thomas Bender’s Community and Social Change in America was written in order to
reexamine existing theories on the changing nature of community, and to suggest ways in which
sociological and historical models on community might be updated in order to conform more
accurately to the historical record and to existing sociological studies. Bender examines two
models commonly in use: “urbanism” and a later model called “modernization theory.” Both of
these models were linear, and posited that the process of urbanization had been accompanied by

an increase in impersonal relationships and a corresponding decline in more personal ones. They

1> Thomas Bender, Community and Social Change in America (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press,
1978); Robert H. Wiebe, Self-Rule: a Cultural History of American Democracy (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1995).

11



also had produced indexes of “modernity” that judged the progress of a society by evaluating the
complexity of their different social systems.*°

In his book Bender returns to the nineteenth century ideas from which these two theories
were developed, and re-works them to restore some of the subtlety that has been eliminated. For
this he uses terms originated by Ferdinand Tonnies, “a young German scholar who was seeking
to develop sociological concepts that would explain the changes in social relations that were
associated with capitalism and the urbanization of society” (17).

Tonnies identifies two types of social interaction, Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, which
Bender translates “roughly as ‘community’ and ‘society.”” Tonnes’ definition of Gemeinschaft,
Bender says, corresponds in a way “to the historical and popular notion of community”; offering
“family, kinship groups, friendship networks, and neighborhoods as examples of Gemeinschaft
patterns of group solidarity.”

Bender says Tonnies identified Gesellschaft with the city,

an “artificial construction of an aggregate of human beings,”
characterized by competition and impersonality. Summing up the
difference between these two forms of social relationships, he
observed that in Gemeinschaft, people “remain essentially united
in spite of all separating factors, whereas in Gesellschaft they are

essentially separated in spite of all uniting factors” (17).

Bender re-defines gemeinschaft and gesellschaft'” in ways that are at variance with the

usage favored by historians of his own time, for whom, he says, change was “not only

16 Bender, Community and Social Change in America, 24.
7 This dissertation adopts Bender’s typographical practice with regard to the words gemeinschaft and gesellschaft,
which reflects their common usage within his field as English language terms, reserving the use of italics and
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directional, but...usually treated as unilinear, with all urban and modern societies converging as
a single societal type where gemeinschaft is replaced by gesellschaft” within a *“zero-sum
equation” in which “any growth in gesellschaft requires an equivalent diminution of
gemeinschaft...” (29).

However, Bender says, while Tonnies referred to his own age as a “period of
Gesellschaft,” Tonnies had recognized the co-existence of two patterns of social relations that
“coexisted in everyone’s social experience.” In his description of Gemeinschaft and
Gesellschaft, Bender says that Tonnies was delineating and clarifying a distinction of which his
contemporaries were “intensely aware,” in order to come to an understanding of the new,
industrialized society in which he lived.*®

Similarly, Bender says, a shift in the balance between gemeinschaft and gesellschaft, in
favor of the latter, occurred in the United States as American society became more urban in
nature. However, despite this shift, both patterns persisted; they were simply different modes of
interpersonal interaction. As we mature as individuals, we each learn about the different sorts of
relationships we will encounter and the social behavior appropriate to each situation. Thus,
using an example he attributes to Parsons, Bender observes that a person comports oneself
differently “when greeting one’s mother at a holiday reunion” than one would “when introducing
oneself at the Internal Revenue Service during a tax audit.” Both modes of interaction are valid

and important; one did not totally displace the other. However, with the decline of the

capitalization for instances when they represent work originally done in the German, such as in discussions of
Tonnies’ theories.

'8 Bender, Community and Social Change in America, 33-34. In his Chapter Two, “Social Theory and the Problem
of Community,” Bender discusses Louis Wirth’s “urbanism” (1938, pp. 19-21) and Talcott Parsons’ “modernization
theory” (1951, pp. 21-23) and subsequent sociological field research that contradicted those theories, but which did
not stimulate revisions of the theories prior to Bender’s own attempt. , Community and Social Change in
America, 15-43.
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importance of small town social structures in the life of the nation and the increase in urban
living, the relative predominance of gesellschaft behavior increased.™

In his book Bender examines the transformation of social structures over the nineteenth
century as the nation’s economy developed. His work helps us understand the important role

played by precursors of good music activists during the twentieth century.

Robert H. Wiebe and Transformations in the Nature of Democracy

The transformation of the goals of those Seeger calls musical missionaries, brought about
in the end by the rise of commercial radio, was part of a societal shift that included both a
realignment of class boundaries and a democratic transformation, each of which was central to
the development of twentieth-century sensibilities in the United States. This increase in
“democracy” was similar to what had happened earlier with the phonograph, but it was much
larger in scale due to the larger impact of the later technology; both contributed to the larger shift
of society from the “genteel” culture of the nineteenth century to that of the twentieth century.
The increased anonymity in the selection and use of music that resulted from the introduction of
these innovations in technology and business had the effect of greatly reducing cultural
mediation by the elite classes. That Seeger understands this is evident in the title of his essay—
which refers to “music and class structure”—taken together with statements within the essay,
such as his assertion that big business had, “so far-at least, in music-more of a democratizing
than an authoritarian agent.”®® Seeger apparently modified his views somewhat with regard to

this particular point in the essay by the time he edited it for re-publication in Studies in

1 Bender, Community and Social Change in America, 21.
20 Seeger, "Music and Class Structure in the United States," 288.
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Musicology.** This change and other differences between the two versions of the essay are
discussed in Appendix A, together with other essays by Seeger that explore the ideas presented
in “Music and Class Structure in the United States.”

Seeger frames the historical moment within which commercial radio came into being—
broadly locating it as the key event in the development of a consumer society—as the interaction
of two competing interests, one deliberately aimed at transforming the culture; the other more
indirect in intention, but ultimately dominant. The first interest is identified by Seeger’s
observation that during the gilded age, a critical juncture, forces of elitism were seeking to
establish a class structure that included an upper class; and that this was reflected in the music of
the United States:

the critical point in the evolution of these cross-currents of
changing traditions and of the groups carrying them came around
1900. About that time, a socio-economic music class structure,
reverting more and more toward the European model, was close to

crystallization.?

The second interest is identified by Seeger’s summary of the transformation that defeated
this attempt, which came about not from deliberate resistance to the rise of an upper class, but
rather, through the action of self-interested commercial forces in the marketplace: the emerging,
commercial mass media. Seeger summarizes the result with his assertion,

it seems to me that it was the sell-America-music group, composed

of manufacturers, merchants, bankers and engineers, that by large-

2 Charles Seeger, "Music and Class Structure in the United States," in Studies in Musicology, 1935-1975, ed.
Charles Seeger (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press, 1977): 229. For a discussion of this
see Appendix A.

22 Seeger, "Music and Class Structure in the United States," 287.
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scale exploitation of the new means of mass communication served
as the catalytic agent in bringing together not only the art and the
industry but the three principle musics | have distinguished and the
classes consuming them, and gave, in musical terms at least, a
setback to the nearly successful drive to create a purely neo-
European music class structure in the United States. Big business
has been so far—at least, in music—more of a democratizing than

an authoritarian agent.?®

The attempt of wealthy Americans to set themselves apart as an upper class at around the
end of the nineteenth century is both confirmed and given context by Robert H. Wiebe in his
book Self-Rule: A Cultural History of American Democracy, which he describes as a “cultural
history of democracy in its country of origin.” ?* Wiebe’s book is sweeping in its scope, and is
particularly useful to this study in that it contributes to an understanding of the societal
transformation from the nineteenth to the twentieth century, which involved a weakening of the
role of groups in the democratic process, and in increase in the role of the individual. In musical
terms this resulted in stylistic intermingling, the ramifications of which are still unfolding.?
Self-Rule also illustrates the depth of Charles Seeger’s thinking in this area by analyzing in
greater depth the societal forces to which Seeger alludes in his essay.?®

Wiebe’s book addresses the nature of democracy in the United States, explains the

seminal nature of its development in global terms, and details the ways in which it evolved over

% |bid.: 288.

* Wiebe, Self-Rule: a Cultural History of American Democracy, 139.

% In his chapter 8, “The Individual,” Wiebe discusses the emergence of what he calls “a new individualism.” Ibid.,
185-201.

% Ipid.

16



time. As a point of departure he confronts “a confusion of definitions” of “democracy” that
compete for our attention. Wiebe says that over “sixty-odd” core studies of democracy have
been undertaken in recent years, each offering their own take on the meaning of the term.

Wiebe say that all writers on the topic do agree on one thing: simply, that democracy is a
process of self-government including elections. Beyond that, a riot of meanings compete in
conversations that seem to occur in isolation from each other, within three separate communities
of theorists Wiebe groups using the labels “publicists,” “philosophers,” and “social scientists.”
A common thread runs through them all that seems to form a counter-melody to that upon which
they do agree: the sense that, despite the importance of elections, “democracy” is a concept that
requires more than the simple process of elections. As Wiebe says,

By itself, voting is not enough. All kinds of governments
hold elections. To make political participation effective, citizens
need the information and the possibilities for association that give
them access to the political system, and they need governmental
officials who respond to popular decisions. In
addition...democracy also needs adequate scope. Though it can
tolerate some undemocratic institutions inside its own boundaries,
it cannot function within a larger hostile system. A town meeting
in an 18" century monarchy does not qualify: the sovereign power

must be the democratic one (8-9).

However, because it is “America’s most distinguishing characteristic and its most
significant contribution to world history,” the intense interest in the nature of democracy

demonstrated by the large number of studies on the topic is appropriate and desirable (1).
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Although democracy, as Wiebe says, is “too important not to define,” to define it is not simple
and he seems to offer his entire book as a definition rather than attempting to distill it to its
essence.
As a point of departure that underscores the importance of the topic, Wiebe’s notes:
Something profoundly important occurred in early nineteenth
century America that acquired the name democracy. Once out, its
influence spread worldwide. Since then hundreds of millions of
people have operated on the assumption that democracy exists, and

definitions of democracy need to be sensitive to that fact (6).

Wiebe’s assertion underscores the importance Seeger accords the musical democracy that grew
from the unique interaction of acculturation and “sub-acculturation” in the United States.*’

A clue to Wiebe’s understanding can be drawn from the chronology evident in this
quotation. Rather than any of the events associated with the establishment of country in the late
18" century, Wiebe begins his account of the history of democracy in the United States in the
nineteenth century. This is because American democracy is a dynamic entity: not a machine set
in motion some two hundred-odd years ago, but a process involving constant transformation.
Negotiation has occurred at fundamental levels rather than theoretical ones: how free individuals
are to make choices about where they work, how much money they can earn, whether they can
own a home, and of course, what kind of government they have and the nature of their
relationship to it. Commonly known landmarks of suffrage mark the larger features of this
transformation: emancipation of slaves, woman suffrage; civil rights legislation, and other major

junctures might be cited. Other changes to process of democracy in the United States happened

2" Seeger, "Music and Class Structure in the United States," 291.
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more gradually, with many changes taking place while it evolved from a non-partisan beginning,
through the creation of party politics, the group-oriented politics of the nineteenth century,
through the era of back-room, highly indirect representation, to today’s political process,
however that is characterized.

The essential importance of this dynamic element to the functioning of democracy in
America, and the fundamental internal conflict that drives it, are described by Max Lerner in his
1957 book, America as a Civilization: Life and Thought in the United States Today. Lerner says
that the ongoing process of American democracy consists of two phases,?® each of which is
required for the success of the society. He begins with a quotation, which he then explains:

“l love liberty,” John Randolph of Roanoke once
exclaimed, “and | hate equality.” American is a democracy, but
the inner tension that has always existed between the two poles of
the democratic idea was never more passionately described than in

Randolph’s sentence.

Lerner goes on to explain that there are
two major meanings—or better a double aspect of meaning—of
the idea of democracy. In one aspect it is free or constitutional
government, a going system for assuring the safeguards within
which the will of the people can express itself. In this phase—set
off the more sharply because of the rise of the new

totalitarianisms—the emphasis is on the natural rights of the

% Max Lerner, America as a Civilization: Life and Thought in the United States Today (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1957), 537.
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individual and the limited powers of government, on the separation
of powers, on civil liberties, on the rule of law, and the protection
of freedom and property against the arbitrary encroachments of the

state.

In its second aspect the democratic idea is egalitarian. In
this phase it emphasizes the rule of the majority. It presents the
spectacle of a demos unbound, a whole people striving however
imperfectly to make social equality a premise of government. It
shifts the emphasis from the narrowly political—from the ballot
and the constitutional guarantees—to the economy and the class
system. It stresses the conditions for putting within reach of the
ordinary man the opportunities of education and the making of a

living....%

Writing in 1957, Lerner notes, “recent American experiences...have made it clear that in neither
of these phases can democracy stand by itself.”*

The tension between liberty and equality exemplified in Randolph’s statement, which
manifests itself within the larger society in a sensibility Lerner calls the “religion of equality,” is
at the heart the democratic process in the United States. It is not a social reality but an ideal that
manifests itself in certain real if sometimes veiled limits; as Lerner says: “not equality of reward

131

or social standing but of access. It is the reality of class in a society that envisions itself as

2 1hid., 362.
% 1hid., 363.
% 1bid., 536.
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classless; the juxtaposition of individual choice, action, wealth and influence against the will of
the people.

Accordingly, although Robert H. Wiebe’s book is about democracy, much of it addresses
the issue of class. The reason for this is made clear by understanding what “class” is, in Wiebe’s
terms, who explains,

class is a way of connecting people’s circumstances and social
power—power in their range of life chances and in their ability to
affect or control one another. Long-term conflicts over these
issues generate classes, which in turn set frameworks of

opportunity and power around people’s lives....*

Class, then, is a tool used by one group within the society to maintain their ascendency
over another, or other, groups in the society. As Wiebe says, “the chief beneficiaries in the
distribution of society’s rewards develop class ideologies to justify their good fortune.
Otherwise, a patently unequal division would be robbery....”®® This is an important point to
remember as we consider the title of Seeger’s essay and the incongruities inherent in an
orchestrated campaign to bring good music to the masses. Yet ultimately, the story of the good
music campaign is one of the triumph of democracy, and this illustrates another aspect of class in
the United States.

Because class is a dynamic force, class boundaries are permeable. As Wiebe explains, “It
is the dynamic quality of class that distinguishes it from caste. Caste is a box; class is pressure”

(114). When class boundaries have hardened into caste in the United States, as they did, in

%2 Wiebe, Self-Rule: a Cultural History of American Democracy, 114.
33 i
Ibid.
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effect, during the Reconstruction era in the South, they stimulated the northward migration of
those Black citizens whom they sought to restrain.®* The extent of class dynamism in the United
States has been unusual:
White men’s prospects for self-directed manual work in an
expansive commercial-agrarian economy confounded European
class schemes. Karl Marx, for one, threw up his hands and waxed
mystical about a United States where classes “continually change

and interchange their elements in constant flux (117-18).

The uniqueness of class structures in the United States was the result of the availability of
land to people in a wide range of economic circumstances, and this historical anomaly is at the
center of Seeger’s model. It led to the development of a two-class system in the nineteenth
century, which was, Wiebe says,

as distinctive as the democracy that thrived alongside it. Three
characteristics set it apart: the absence of an aristocracy, the
gene