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Abstract of Dissertation 

 

The Large Ensemble/European Classical Music Paradigm and  

African American-Originated Dance-Musicking: 

A Dispositival Analysis of U.S. Secondary Music Education 

 

This study examined the historical and contemporary debate among music 

educators in U.S. public secondary schools over the viability of the large ensemble 

paradigm—choirs, bands, orchestras—and its valorization of European classical music, 

versus the introduction of popular music and its attendant mode of informal learning in 

small groups. Using theoretical and historical concepts from the work of Michel Foucault, 

this study established the concern for social order in the Progressive Era, the 

simultaneous interest in elite European culture as a regulatory device, and the emergence 

of the comprehensive high school as the framework in which the large ensemble 

paradigm was constituted. It contrasted this paradigm with the contemporaneous 

proliferation of African American-originated dance-musicking, which derived its 

popularity, in part, as a participatory form of musicking, and which destabilized dominant 

constructions of class, race and gender/sexuality through its practices—above all, its 

integration with dancing. This genealogy of the oppositional relationship between the two 

types of musicking provided the foundation for a critical analysis of music education 

discourse, based on key 20th-century texts produced by the National Association for 

Music Education that defined the large ensemble paradigm and articulated its rationale. 

This analysis revealed that many of the beliefs, assumptions, and practices of music 

education as defined in the US in the first half of 20th century still constrained the debate 

over the use of popular music in secondary schools in the 21st century by inhibiting a full 

appreciation of the kinesthetics of African American-originated dance-musicking. 
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Chapter One: Overview 

 For at least a century, public high school music education in the US has been 

dominated by a peculiar model of education: the learning of music through rehearsals and 

performances of choirs, orchestras, and bands. These large ensembles have in the main 

served to promote some facsimile of the elite music of Western Europe of the 18th and 

19th centuries—what is generally referred to as “classical music”—though other types of 

music, for example, “folk” and “popular” have often been adapted for these ensembles to 

increase student interest, and the European classics themselves have often been adapted 

to better meet student abilities.  

In fact, the symphony orchestra and its symphonic repertoire, which became the 

epitome of European classical music in the 19th century has functioned more as an ideal 

than a reality for U.S. secondary music education. For most of the 20th century, most 

public high schools have struggled to sustain a symphony orchestra, and have realized the 

ideals of European classical music primarily through large “concert choirs” and “concert 

bands” (Humphreys, 1989; Keane, 1982; Mark & Gary, 2007). Concert choirs have their 

origins in religious choirs of Europe, but concert bands seem to have emerged, at least in 

the US, from military bands, which in the 19th century produced national touring bands, 

the most famous of which were led by Patrick Gilmore and, later, by John Phillip Sousa 

(Harris, 1983; Norton, 1983; Scott, 2008). These concert bands were designed to present, 

in addition to military marches and adaptations of popular songs, the symphonic and 

operatic repertoire of European classical music and thereby “uplift” an audience 

otherwise disinclined to attend an orchestra concert. When it became clear in the second 

quarter of the 20th century that bands and not orchestras were to be the premier 
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instrumental ensemble in U.S. high schools, adjustments were made with the advice of 

Sousa to retool the brass-heavy high school marching bands into wind-dominated concert 

bands to sound more like string orchestras (Keene, 1982; Maddy, 1957). And from that 

point participation in other types of bands playing other more popular types of music, 

variously construed as “marching bands,” “stage bands,” or, by the last quarter of the 

20th century, “jazz bands” has often involved an extracurricular commitment before or 

after school, usually requiring participation during normal school hours in the curricular 

concert band. Much of the history of secondary music education in the U.S. can be fairly 

characterized as opposition to U.S. popular music in the name of an ideal music only 

partially realized in the high schools themselves. 

 Despite the obvious practical advantage of amassing a large number of students in 

one classroom, with one adult instructor, director, or conductor, the large ensemble 

paradigm of secondary music instruction has perpetuated a number of practical problems. 

The first of these has been disseminating technique and music reading knowledge to 

individual students at a level sufficient for participation in the ensembles (Allsup, 2004; 

Froehlich, 2007). This has not been as acute a problem for choirs, where everyone 

performs on a relatively similar and familiar instrument, the human body itself. But it has 

been a perennial challenge for bands and orchestras, where the instruments are external to 

the body and diverse. And although various methods for group instruction on instruments 

has been tried in the schools at all levels, by far the most effective and most common way 

to prepare students for the high school ensembles has been to commend—often even 

require—private instruction in voice or on an instrument outside school at the expense of 

the student (Earhart & McConathy, 1918; Popkewitz & Gustafson, 2002; Stewart, 1991). 
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 This dilemma of individual instruction relates another problematic dimension of 

the large ensemble paradigm: its historically limited student participation. Music 

educators typically estimate current and historical involvement at only 10-20 percent 

(Williams, 2007), and recent studies on the demographics of student involvement display 

a bias towards white and middle class students within that overall minority of students 

that participate in high school music (Elpus & Abril, 2011; Gustafson, 2009; Stewart, 

1991). In these times of fiscal constraint, school music programs serving too few 

students—and too few ‘types’ of students at that—frequently have been deemed 

extravagant and cut from school budgets. In the meantime, the National Association for 

Music Educators (NAfME), the chief school music education association in the US, and, 

according to its website, “one of the largest arts education associations in the world,” 

devotes a considerable amount of its energy to advocacy in order to defend its very right 

to continued existence in the schools (Benham, 2011; NAfME, 2013). 

 The irony of this growing extravagance of school music programs is that music 

outside of school remains vital to adolescent lives. Since the 1930s, when the majority of 

U.S. teenagers started attending at least a year or two of high school, adolescents as 

consumers of popular music—or, because of them, “youth music”—have been a 

significant market for the commercial music industry (Ashby, 2006; Cullen, 2002; 

Erenberg, 1998). This general and pervasive adolescent passion for music proliferating 

outside school programs eventually became a source of concern for many school music 

educators. In 1967, the Music Educators National Conference (MENC)—one of 

NAfME’s prior names—sponsored a symposium at the Tanglewood Music Center in 

Massachusetts (Fowler, 1978; Mark & Gary, 2007). Meeting in the midst of great social 
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turmoil, including war protests and riots in urban neighborhoods, and the “Summer of 

Love,” music educators met to discuss how to make school music more vital to students’ 

lives (Murphy & Sullivan, 1968). Accordingly, the summary Tanglewood Declaration 

issued by the symposium participants stated, among other things, that the school “musical 

repertory should be expanded to include music of our time in its rich variety, including 

currently popular teenage music” (Choate, 1967, p. 139). 

 But nearly 50 years after the Tanglewood Declaration, despite repeated 

invocations of its recommendation to explore popular music in NAfME’s leading trade 

journal, The Music Educators Journal (MEJ), the large ensemble paradigm, with 

European classical music at its curricular core, still remains the predominant system of 

music education in U.S. public high schools. And popular music—except as adapted for 

large ensembles or relegated to extra-curricular activities—remains largely outside the 

schools. This tradition persists despite declining participation in and funding for 

secondary music education at a national level, and despite an intensification of music 

education advocacy efforts by NAfME and partners over the last several decades. 

Problem 

The problem this study addresses is this: secondary music education in U.S. 

public schools has struggled to break out of the confines of the large ensemble paradigm, 

based to a greater or lesser extent on European classical music. As critics of this 

paradigm have suggested, at least since the Tanglewood Symposium, this model for 

secondary music education has had several lamentable consequences, including 

participation by only “20 percent” of the students, a privileging of white and middle-class 

students in that limited participation, and a rather narrow notion of musical activity which 
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emphasizes instrumental or vocal technique, learning musical notation, performance of 

adult compositions, and the development of “critical”—here meaning concentrated, 

analytical, and stationary—listening skills. The tragedy for these critics, is that though 

music education struggles to maintain its presence in and defend its vitality for secondary 

schools, music for most of the 20th century to the present, has been for the majority of 

adolescents a passionate—even obsessive concern. School music and the music of 

adolescents—popular or youth music—which they will carry for the rest of their lives are 

fundamentally different musics that call for fundamentally different forms of musical 

activity and engagement, what Christopher Small (1998), called musicking, to revive an 

older English verb form of the noun music. In the US, school musicking and the 

musicking that persons do outside of school over the course of their lives are largely 

different, thus creating the perennial need to advocate for music programs and funding in 

the schools, while various other forms of musicking outside schools are pursued by 

students whether or not they are involved in school music programs. 

 But the problem is not one of getting music educators to acknowledge that public 

school music education—particularly secondary school music education—faces severe 

challenges now at a national level. Rather, the problem has been twofold: to get 

stakeholders—above all, music educators themselves—to recognize that the problem 

inheres with European classical music and its large ensemble paradigm; and to get those 

same stakeholders to recognize that popular music and musicking represents a valid 

solution to the crisis of secondary music education. 

Certainly NAfME, the United States’ unrivaled association for school music 

educators, cannot be faulted for avoiding the dilemma. Since the Tanglewood 
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Symposium, it has held conferences and published studies and essays addressing various 

aspects of popular music (Clements, 2010; Rodriguez, 2004a; Tobias & Barrett, 2010). 

And MEJ, still NAfME’s main periodical and a critical forum for discussions among 

school music educators at universities and in the schools, has repeatedly attempted to 

move the debate over popular music forward. In the autumn of 1967, MEJ dutifully 

published the proceedings and the Declaration of the Tanglewood Symposium (Choate, 

Fowler, Brown, & Wersen, 1967), and then devoted a special issue to “Youth Music” 

(Housewright, Sarig, MacCluskey, & Hughes, 1969) two years later. But when this issue 

received an uncharacteristically high number of negative reader comments in the ensuing 

issues, MEJ backed off. 21 years later, MEJ devoted another issue to youth or “popular 

music” (Cutietta, 1991) and despite a more conciliatory tone, again received many 

negative comments.  

Most recently, MEJ repeated the cycle in 2007 by printing an article by Professor 

of Music Education Robert H. Woody (2007b), who argued for the use of popular music 

in public schools specifically in contrast to the traditional use of European classical music 

in the large high school ensembles. This sparked several rounds of debate in MEJ 

(Rafferty, 2007; Rogers, 2007; Woody, 2007a), which served to undermine the specific 

merits of using popular music, as the debate was overshadowed by articles challenging 

music education’s neglect of new technologies in music production (Kratus, 2007, 

Williams, 2007). 

MEJ continues to publish articles on the use of popular music and musicking in 

schools (Allsup, 2011; Freer, 2011; Tobias, 2013), as well as ways to make traditional 

ensembles more appealing to wider group of students as defined by race, ethnicity or 
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culture (DeLorenzo, 2012a, 2012b; Fitzpatrick, R., 2012; Mixon, 2009; Shaw, 2012), or 

by socioeconomic status (Bates, 2012; Hoffman, 2013). MEJ even continues to publish 

critiques of the large ensemble paradigm (Regelski, 2014; Williams, 2011), but like 

earlier challenges, these critiques have been followed by impassioned rebuttals defending 

European classical music and the large ensemble paradigm. And the status quo has been 

maintained. 

Purpose 

 With this study, I hope to make a contribution to the debate over the use of 

popular music and musicking in U.S. secondary education by investigating long held 

assumptions on both sides of the argument. Most educational proponents of popular 

music tend to focus on its emotional and expressive appeal to adolescents, or its social 

relevance to adolescent life, or its more “democratic” and student-driven learning 

processes (the garage band dynamic).  What often gets ceded in the debate is the notion 

that the large ensemble paradigm affords students exposure to the highest quality music 

possible, because it is based on European classical music, whereas popular music, which 

is not, is of unquestionably lower quality. Occasionally, proponents of popular music 

appeal to an aesthetic relativism, arguing that aesthetic value is contextual and based on 

varying functions of music in different societies and subcultures within those societies. 

But there is little discussion of what the aesthetic value of popular music might be or how 

exactly it contrasts with that of European classical music. Even North American “praxial” 

philosophers of music education (See Alperson, 1991; Bowman, 2000; Elliott, 1995; 

Regelski, 1996), who have underscored the ‘doing of music’ in contrast to the ‘mere’ 

listening to it so valued by “aesthetic philosophies of music education,” tend to argue in 
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the philosophical abstract rather that espousing the relative merits of different kinds of 

music for the musical education endeavor. In the absence of an argument for the intrinsic 

and unique aesthetic value of popular music, challenges to the large ensemble paradigm 

can be shoved aside or even conceded because its central defense has always been the 

superior and unrivaled aesthetic quality of European classical music, which the paradigm 

purports to disseminate.  

 European classical music’s supposed superiority to all other musics has relied, in 

part, on a philosophy of music developed in Western Europe beginning in the late 18th 

century, which posited that the highest form of music was music divorced from its 

traditional uses to serve other ends, such as dancing and other social and/or religious 

rituals, or even the singing of texts. “Absolute” or “autonomous” music (Becker, 1986; 

Citron, 2000; Green, 1988) transcended the social and historical contingencies of its 

origins, served no other accompanying purpose, and was posited, therefore, to exist for 

itself and to be contemplated by individuals listening attentively, silently, and without the 

distracting movement of the body. But as recent musicologists like William Weber (1975, 

1977, 1984, 2008), Lydia Goehr (1992), Susan McClary (1990, 1994, 2000), and Tia 

DeNora (1995) have labored to demonstrate, this alleged absence of social functionality 

in music emerged in Europe when it did for particular reasons, that is, it had a social 

functionality of its own. I connect the insights of social historians of classical music, 

including those of the “New Musicology,” to historians of U.S. culture, like Lawrence 

Levine (1988), Paul DiMaggio (1982, 2010) and Julia Chybowski (2008), who have 

charted the strategic deployment of European classical music and its supporting 

institutions in the US—especially the professional symphony orchestras—beginning in 
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the late 19th century, partially in response to the destabilizing social forces of 

urbanization, industrialization, and mass immigration.  

At roughly the same, the public high school became one of the most important 

institutions in this network of responses to these challenges to the U.S. social order, 

beginning in the 1890s, but accelerating in the 1920s and 1930s, when during—and 

because of—the Great Depression a majority of U.S. adolescents started attending a least 

a year or two of high school (Cremen, 1961; Krug, 1964, 1972; Tyack, 1974). If the 

comprehensive high school can be said to emerged as the dominant form of public 

secondary education with the National Education Association’s (NEA) Cardinal 

Principles of Secondary Education document of 1918 (Angus & Mirel, 1999; Krug, 

1964; Wraga, 1994), then a similar chartering of the large ensemble paradigm in 

secondary education can be seen in NAfME’s—then, named the Music Supervisors’ 

National Conference (MSNC)—companion document, Music in Secondary Schools 

(Earhart & McConathy, 1918. See also Keene, 1982; McConathy, Gehrkens, & Birge, 

1921). Thus, the large ensemble paradigm in U.S. secondary music education is 

historically and strategically connected not only to the emergence of professional 

symphony orchestras and the deployment of high—that is, European elite—culture, but 

also to the rise of comprehensive public high schools. 

In sum, one of the contributions I see this study making is problematizing the 

virtually unquestioned notion of European classical music’s transcendent status and 

aesthetic superiority, and by extension, the hegemony of the large ensemble paradigm in 

U.S. secondary music education. Using sources across several different fields of 

historical inquiry, I link the music’s structural, formal, and aesthetic properties, which 
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coalesced in Europe during the early 19th century, to its disciplinary character as a 

hierarchical musical practice, and to its functionality as a social ordering apparatus 

deployed in the US at the end of the century first through the emerging professional 

symphony orchestras, and ultimately through deployment of the large ensemble paradigm 

in the comprehensive high schools of the 20th century. That is to say, I redirect the basis 

of the European classical music/large ensemble paradigm’s hegemony in U.S. high 

schools from its aesthetic supremacy to its strategic purpose in the broader context of 

U.S. social history.  

 De-absolutizing the large ensemble paradigm creates space to spotlight the 

distinctive aesthetic of popular music. I do this in order to expand the arguments used by 

students and sympathetic educators in favor of its wholesale implementation in the 

schools. In some ways, this is more difficult than historicizing the large ensemble 

paradigm, because popular music is an even more heterogeneous and amorphous 

category than European classical music, making it particularly difficult to define 

(Middleton, 1990). Part of this complication is that the various genres of popular music 

are often identified more by the social identities of performers and intended audiences 

than by their more strictly musical aspects (Green, 1988), and perhaps no dimension of 

social identity in the U.S. has been more constitutive of popular musical genres than race 

(Radano & Bohlman, 2000a; Wald, 2009). Or rather, given the constructed nature of race 

and the hybrid nature—with respect to influences from European- and African-descended 

Americans—of all U.S. popular music, it is more accurate to say that the construction of 

race and popular musical genres in the US have been co-constitutive, each contributing to 

the racial associations many popular music genres have, and together obscuring their 
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racial or ethnic hybridity (Gilroy, 1996; Radano, 2003). But even for those scholars 

recognizing the hybrid nature of U.S. popular culture, recognition of the major influence 

(and disproportionate to their numbers) that African Americans have had is a concomitant 

fact (Ashby, 2006; Cullen, 2002; Maltby, 1989). Perhaps nowhere is this more evident 

than in most genres of popular music (Malone, 1979; McClary, 1998, 2000; Wald, 2019). 

Therefore, even though African Americans have been deemed marginal to the dominant 

culture and relegated to an inferior sociopolitical status for most of U.S. history, an 

aesthetically coherent description of U.S. popular music must look to the musical values, 

dispositions, and practices that, if not created by African Americans, were certainly 

retained, adapted and/or synthesized by them. 

Further complicating the task of identifying popular music’s aesthetic, musical 

distinctions among popular music genres in the U.S. are not only distorted by their co-

constitution with the U.S. racial order, but in their comparative—and always 

subordinate—relationship to European classical music, which has supported a ‘crypto 

class’ order, simultaneously obscured and enabled by the racial order. I will have much 

more to say about this when I discuss the historical context of the large ensemble 

paradigm in the following chapters, but for now it can be said that European classical 

music—especially the 18th- and 19th-century, German-composed music at the center of 

the canon—has not only represented the epitome of absolute music, but it has signified 

simultaneously ‘white music’ and ‘elite music’ in U.S. history, creating norms that have 

pressured popular forms of music associated with poor people and people of color to 

conform to its values, dispositions, and practices (Peretti, 1997; Ramsey, 2003; Wald, 

2009). This has been true equally for popular musical genres associated with persons of 
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either European or African descent. As a result, the social pressure for popular music 

genres to develop in ways that emphasize musical characteristics most easily identified 

with European classical music has created a repeated pattern of evolution in 20th-century 

U.S. popular music to downplay elements associated with African Americans and others 

of non-elite status, and to emphasize aspects most comparable to European classical 

music. White-associated genres, like sweet and symphonic jazz in the 1920s and 1930s, 

or rock in the late 1960s are the most poignant examples of this evolution; but black-

identified genres like ragtime, and most forms of modern jazz, beginning with bebop in 

the 1940s, developed partly under this pressure to achieve greater status and legitimacy 

by emulating European classical music in various ways. 

One of the most critical distinctions between elite and popular music to emerge in 

Western Europe and then in the US in the 19th century was the music’s relationship to 

dancing (Citron, 2000; Levine, 1988; Scott, 2008). Absolute music or “highbrow” music 

was music to contemplate; popular, “light” or “lowbrow” music was often—especially 

when there was African American influence—music for dancing. If the ballroom dances 

of 19th century Europe were largely tolerated for their relatively ordered steps, confined 

to heterosexual and male-led couples dancing; the individual dancing with movements 

involving all parts of body in African American-originated dancing and thus, the music 

that supported that dancing was generally disparaged by cultural elites, including 

educators (Berlin, 1980; Bertrand, 2000; Gottschild, 1996; Leonard, 1962, 1985; Martin 

& Segrave, 1988; Ogren, 1989). Here issues of gender and sexuality are interwoven with 

issues of race and class, as the particular movements associated with African Americans 

were often seen as unfeminine, while dancing in any form—at least in white, middleclass 
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milieus—were increasingly construed as feminine or homosexual, and decidedly un-

masculine (Cook, 1998; Craig, 2014). Still, most of the popular music genres of the 20th 

century, from ragtime to hip hop originated as music integrated with African American-

originated dancing, and most of these genres derived their popularity in large part 

because of the dances they generated. But most evolved or developed subgenres that 

“toned-down” dancing (Cook, 1998; McClary & Walser, 1994) or like European classical 

music, divorced themselves from dancing completely (McClary, 2007; Wald, 2009).  

Secondary music education discourse and practice in the US, dominated by the 

European classical aesthetic, rarely includes dancing—and this is equally true of the 

discourse on popular music. Dancing in U.S. secondary education, on the other hand, has 

had a miniscule place in the secondary curriculum, except as physical education unit, and 

usually for women only (Bonbright, 1999; Risner, 2007; Wagner, 1997; Li, 2011). As 

many musicologists of popular music and/or dance have observed (Frith, 1996; 

Gottschild, 1996; McClary & Walser, 1994; Middleton, 1990; Scott, 2008), this divorce 

stems, partly, from Western culture’s longstanding preference for “mind” over “body,” 

and the concomitant notion that the mind’s operations of thought and feeling can be 

largely divorced from the body and optimized only when the body is relatively 

motionless: hence, the opposition of absolute music and dance-music. Through its 

association with the seemingly bodiless mind, absolute music was identified with 

European, bourgeois, and male values and norms; contrariwise, dance-music’s 

association with the seemingly mindless body condemned it to an inferior status, and 

through bodily associations, association with non-Europeans, the working class, and 

women (Citron, 2000; McClary, 1990, 2007; Tomko, 1999). Of course, even in European 
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classical musicking the body is always present: one trains the body as a performer to 

develop “muscle memory,” and listening to music—even motionless—is an embodied 

practice. But so great has been the noetic emphasis and the localization of classical 

music’s significance or meaning in its mental reception that the importance of 

corporeality in classical musicking has all but been suppressed.  

Concomitant with this noetic emphasis in modern Western societies has been an 

emphasis on classical music as a canon of audio ‘texts’ and a focus on educating 

audiences to properly ‘read’ those texts that are necessarily created and performed by a 

highly skilled minority. This has been especially true in Western educational institutions, 

which have historically emphasized cognitive development, discursive consciousness, 

and the proper reading of ‘text’, either written or oral (O’Loughlin, 2006; Shapiro, 1999). 

To reify music and treat it as a text, on the one hand; and then to separate it from the 

bodies that make and move to it as they listen, play, sing, or dance, therefore, is a 

particular and peculiar social construct of musicking, with a functionality in and of itself 

that is inextricably bound up with the structuration of modern Western societies. Scholars 

of dance and in these societies, in fact, have connected dance’s associations and its 

denigration to historical constructions of race, class, gender and sexuality (Burt, 1995, 

2004; Ehrenreich, 2007; Tomko, 1999).  

Nevertheless, given the importance of African American contributions to U.S. 

popular music, given the historical symbiosis of dance and music in most African 

American-identified musical genres (Caponi, 1999; Floyd, 1995; Wilson, 1985, 

1992/1999), and given the historical popularity of and involvement in African American-

originated musical genres precisely as dance music genres (Wald, 2009), to discuss 
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popular music without reference to dancing seems not only a glaring omission, but a 

severe handicap. Whether or not, and how a particular piece of music supports dancing—

and what type of dancing—is also and simultaneously central to its musical construction: 

its formal properties, its particular emphases among the various ways to organize sound, 

and its ability to respond to and promote ‘live’ dancing. Music designed for dancing, in 

short, has different formal, structural, and aesthetic properties than music designed for 

motionless listening (Keil, 1966/1994a), such as European classical music, or much 

popular music created under the hegemony of European classical music, for that matter.  

To offset this omission, I limit my discussion of U.S. popular music in this study 

to what I term African American-originated dance-music or -musicking.  This is certainly 

not a comprehensive definition of popular music, but it does describe arguably the most 

numerically popular trajectory in 20th century popular music, as Elijah Wald (2009) has 

argued, and historically one with the most national and international influence. It includes 

most blues and ragtime, jazz and swing, most music described as offshoots of rhythm & 

blues—jump swing, soul, funk, disco, etc.—and hip hop. It has also had a tremendous 

influence on most other genres of U.S. popular music—even those not associated with 

African Americans or dancing, such as hillbilly, country & western, bluegrass, and rock 

(Cantwell, 2003; Malone, 1979; Pecknold, 2013). For both the expanse of its influence 

and its popularity, Christopher Small (1987/1994) called it “music of the common 

tongue.” I term it “dance-music” or “dance-musicking” with a hyphen to accentuate the 

integration of dancers and musicians in this musicking as opposed to music designed for 

a motionless audience, and to re-valorize music designed for dancing, to any degree, 
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which the phrase without the hyphen, that is, “dance music,” in European understanding, 

has historically denigrated. 

 I use the term “African American-originated” in order to walk a fine line between, 

on the one hand, essentializing—either biologically or culturally—various aspects of 

popular U.S. dance-music with Africans and their African American descendants, thereby 

excluding contributions and participation past, present, and future from persons not of 

African descent—or not of U.S. or “American” provenance, for that matter; and on the 

other hand, denying the leading role many African Americans have had in creating, 

developing, and preserving this dance-musicking tradition, or denying the African 

traditions that ultimately made this synthesis possible (Floyd, 1995; Gottschild, 1996; 

Murray, 1976/1989). Philip Tagg (1989) has pointed out how difficult it is to distinguish 

unique musical elements of what is generally called African American music from, for 

example, pre-modern folk music of the British Isles. And Ronald Radano (2003) has 

demonstrated how little evidence exists prior to the 20th century attesting to the 

production of “hot rhythms” among African Americans—that quintessential attribute of 

African American music, from ragtime era to the present. Both these scholars have 

demonstrated critical concern to avoid essentializing any aspects of so-called African 

American music, acutely aware of the race and class-based divisions that have 

historically been built upon this essentializing. I certainly want to ally myself with these 

efforts, but I think more has to be said about the African “resonances” in much U.S. 

popular music—a term Radano offers, but does not develop, in preference to the stronger 

“musical retentions.” 



 

17 

 

 Following Gottschild (1996), I think the key to balancing proper African and 

African American attribution, on the one hand, and recognition of popular music’s 

“hybridity,” on the other hand, lies in the uniquely African dance movements that were 

retained across the Middle Passage (See also Malone, 1996; Stearns & Stearns, 1968). In 

the British colonies and the U.S. these dance movements seem to have been synthesized 

into formal (Stuckey, 1987) and informal (Hazzard-Gordon, 1990) practices, and, as the 

scholarship on 19th-century blackface minstrelsy has shown, drew immediate interest and 

emulation from European immigrants and their descendants (Lhamon, 1998; Lott, 1993; 

Toll, 1974). The popularity of minstrelsy through most of the 19th century, made it 

financially feasible for freedmen and freedwomen after the Civil War to re-appropriate 

the show, gradually transform its vicious racial and gender stereotypes, and transfer the 

dancing to newer forms of entertainment, like variety, vaudeville, and Broadway. Despite 

a legacy of ridicule and disparagement inherited and perpetrated by minstrelsy, African 

American-associated dancing was emulated and developed by the new European 

immigrants in the northern cities as well as by working class whites in the South 

(Erenberg, 1981; Gottschild, 1996; Sotiropoulos, 2006). And while much of this dancing 

fused with the male-led, couples dancing of the European ballroom tradition, much of it 

maintained a place for individual dancing where the African “strand” of U.S. popular 

dancing was most clearly maintained (Gottschild, 1996; Stearns & Stearns, 1968; Szwed 

& Banes, 1995/2005). 

This African-derived dancing, then, becomes a foundation—Radano’s 

“resonance”; Gottschild’s “strand”—from which the musical elements—particularly the 

rhythmic ones—developed into 20th-century popular dance-musics, from the blues and 
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ragtime to rock ‘n’ roll and hip hop. Again, this dance-music has always been a hybrid 

creation in the U.S., but because of the highly charged racial, class, gender, and sexual 

connotations of dancing and the rhythmic elements in the music supporting it, African-

American originated dance-music has tended either to be type-cast as essentially African 

American and inappropriate for white persons—especially middleclass, heterosexual 

males—or appropriated, modified, and denied its African lineage in nominally white, but 

inescapably hybrid genres (Gottschild, 1996; Radano, 2003). This negative history of 

denigration and opprobrium on the one hand, and co-optation and exploitation on the 

other hand (Lott, 1993; McClary, 2007; Peretti, 1997) complicates and undoubtedly 

contributes to the exclusion of African American-originated dance-music in the discourse 

on popular music in U.S. music education, but continued silence on the topic has only 

perpetuated the impasse surrounding the use of popular music in the schools and done 

popular music a disservice by disconnecting it from its dance dimensions. This is not to 

argue that the only valid, interesting, or authentic popular music in the U.S. is that which 

expresses its African American-originated dance-music origins; rather it is to re-valorize 

an important element in much of the music that has been shunned and ignored by the 

hegemonic forces in U.S. culture, and to identify an important locus of its aesthetic, 

which has been suppressed by those same forces.  

In sum, I offer a means of reinvigorating consideration of popular music by 

reconnecting it to the formal, structural and aesthetic properties of its African American-

originated dance-music core. I do this partly by investigating the social forces underlying 

its degradation, and partly by highlighting the participatory aesthetic that was adapted in 

the U.S. precisely in opposition to the emerging social order. I explore the 
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interconnections among (1) the triumph of the large ensemble/European classical music 

paradigm in U.S. secondary music education; (2) the denigration of African American-

originated dance-musicking and its relegation to extracurricular and “social” events; and 

(3) the de-centering, if not occlusion, of African American-originated popular dance from 

the debate about the use of popular music in music education, and by implication in arts 

education discourse in general. To do so, I focus on two research questions: 

1) What strategic social function has the large ensemble/European classical 

music paradigm served in U.S. secondary music and how has it interacted 

with the social ordering principles of race, class, and sexuality in its formation 

and perpetuation? 

2) How have norms, predispositions, and practices based on the large 

ensemble/European classical music paradigm and its interaction with race, 

class, and gender-sexuality inhibited the consideration of African American-

originated dance-musicking in contemporary U.S. secondary music education 

discourse? 

To answer these questions, I focus on the discourses of music and education as 

found in three general categories. In the literature review that follows this chapter, I 

examine the recent scholarly literature surrounding U.S. secondary music education and 

the use of popular music, as well as the smaller body of work discussing U.S. music 

education and race. Then, after delineating my theoretical framework and methodology, I 

survey historical studies from several related fields to establish the context in which the 

large ensemble paradigm emerged. These fields include the history of elite European 

musical culture that emerges in the 19th century in Europe and the US, the social history 
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of the US in the Progressive Era and interwar years, and the history and analysis of the 

comprehensive high school in the 20th century. Establishing the historical context 

surrounding the emergence of the large ensemble paradigm in secondary schools will set 

the stage for the third category: an analysis of the discourse of secondary music education 

as exemplified in representative texts from NAfME, originally founded as the Music 

Supervisors National Conference (MSNC) in 1907, and historically the largest 

organization serving public school music educators in the US. 

Significance 

 By contextualizing the European classical music/large ensemble paradigm, I 

question the inevitability of that paradigm for secondary music education in the US. I 

also question its utility for every high school in the country by illuminating the 

repercussions of its particular disciplinary operations, which are inextricably bound to its 

aesthetic dimensions and which, overall, have function to reproduce various social 

hierarchies. And by reinserting African American-originated dance-music architectonics 

and aesthetics back into consideration of U.S. popular music, I enhance the arguments for 

the use of popular music as a basis for secondary music education and the instigation of a 

fundamentally different discipline, which has encouraged participation and thereby 

resisted the reproduction of social hierarchy. Turning the focus of popular music 

discussions to dance-musicking effectively broadens the scope of popular music’s 

democratic and participatory processes by re-inserting dancers into the artistic whole that 

is dance-musicking. But it also broadens the aesthetic considerations to include social and 

corporeal dimensions in contradistinction to the individualistic and noetic emphases that 

have been the primary concerns of classical music-oriented music education discourse. 
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By connecting dancing with musicking in education, I thus hope to transcend the divide 

between body and mind in musical meaning and thereby bridge the divide between 

traditional arguments for music education based on the aesthetic qualities of music-as-

text and those who see music as a participatory process laden with possibilities for a more 

corporeal, and therefore more inclusive education in and for democracy in the tradition of 

John Dewey’s Democracy and Education (1916/1997. See Allsup, 2004; DeLorenzo, 

2012b; Woodford, 2005). 

 Music education research in the U.S. has largely been based on philosophical 

and/or psychological theories of education, as illustrated by the vigorous debate in the 

last quarter of the 20th century between proponents of an “aesthetic philosophy of music 

education” and proponents of a “praxial approach” to music education, perhaps, best 

exemplified in the work of Bennett Reimer (1970/2003) and David Elliott (1995), 

respectively. As J. Scott Goble (2010) has observed, despite the important differences 

between the aesthetic and praxial schools of music education philosophy, both have given 

short shrift to specific historical, social, and cultural dimensions of musicking. Goble’s 

own study, written within a philosophical framework based on the pragmatic philosophy 

of Charles Peirce, has much to say on music education in U.S. society and culture, 

particularly from a multicultural perspective. But it does not deal with the large 

ensemble/classical music paradigm as a strategic disciplinary construct that edified social 

hierarchy, nor does it try to come to terms with popular music as an educational and 

disciplinary alternative. This study then adds to the relatively new, but growing body of 

sociohistorical studies of music education—my interpretation of Jere T. Humphreys’ 

(2015) call for more “structural historiography” in U.S. music education history. 
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 This research also makes a contribution to the discussion within praxial 

philosophy of music education discourse. If praxial music education philosophers, as 

Goble has suggested, have not been focused on specific historical and cultural formations 

of musicking (they are, after all, philosophers, neither historians nor ethnomusicologists) 

they have been extremely focused on the philosophical problem posed by aesthetic 

philosophy’s historical grip on music education in the US and elsewhere (Alperson, 1991, 

2010; Bowman, 2000; Regelski, 1996, 2010; Westerlund, 2003). Much of this critique 

has centered on the implications of a Western tradition of aesthetics, based on the same 

idealistic philosophy that gave rise to absolute music, where “aesthetic refers to a directly 

contemplative, abstract, and intellectual experience” (Westerlund, 2003, p. 45). Much of 

their project, therefore, challenges the mind/body dualism inherent in much Western 

thought and its understanding of aesthetics. Praxial music education philosophy demands 

a recovery of the body’s rightful role in musical experience and musical meaning, and 

some even question the validity of a non-corporeal aesthetic experience and therefore the 

very term “aesthetics” (Bowman, 2000; Regelski, 2010). The work of praxial music 

education philosophers has informed my work here immensely, and like Turino (2008), I 

think a more robust praxial philosophy of music and music education would be served by 

engaging dance-musicking, arguably, the epitome of “body-mind” (Dewey, 1925/1958) 

musicking. In the final chapter, I outline ways in which I see the historical experience and 

“kinesthetics” of African American originated dance-musicking adds specificity to the 

insights of praxial music education philosophy. In the interim, I use the term “aesthetics” 

in a non-technical, non-culturally specific way, referring to discourse about the 

signification or meaning of artistic practice and/or objects. 
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 Above all, my hope is that this study will have significance for the music 

education practice of secondary education communities. Professors of music education 

who train future generations of secondary music teachers are typically ensconced not in 

schools or departments of education, but in schools, departments, and conservatories of 

music, where their students are trained very similarly to the music performance majors, 

all who must meet the rigorous demands of private lessons on a primary instrument, and 

commit massive amounts of time to ensemble playing, as well as studying classical 

European classical music theory, ear training, and conducting (Froehlich, 2007; Nettle, 

1995). In this, music educators’ pre-service training reproduces a musical experience 

similar to the one these future educators experienced as high school students in the U.S., 

and one they typically will transmit to their own high school students. This is codified by 

the National Association of Schools of Music (NASM), which defines and evaluates all 

accredited music programs at the tertiary level, including music education programs 

(NASM, 2014).  

Since the No Child Left Behind legislation defined music as a “core academic 

subject,” music educators must be certified according to their state’s certification 

requirements, which means they must have a bachelor’s degree in music education from 

NASM accredited program (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). This effectively 

means public school music educators must have years of training in the European 

classical music/large ensemble paradigm. Still, there are music education professors who 

are exposing future teachers to musicking within popular music genres, there are popular 

music instructional programs outside NASM’s purview across the country, and the 

informal, extracurricular experiences of many musicians—including those pursuing 
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accredited music education degrees—are diverse, and increasingly include informal 

exposure to popular and folk forms of musicking.  

What is needed now is public support in local educational communities and the 

educational leadership to envision popular music programs in secondary schools either to 

complement thriving large ensemble programs or replace struggling and defunct 

programs. I hope this study will realize its greatest significance by clarifying the issues in 

the current debate over popular music versus the traditional large ensembles, expanding 

possibilities, and increasing demand for expertise in popular dance-musicking, especially 

with respect to educational leaders—including principals, teachers, parents, and 

students—who are not trained in European classical music, and who might otherwise be 

reluctant to envision something different than band, orchestra, choir, or European 

classical music appreciation for their schools’ music programs. As this dissertation 

shows, the transformation of music education programs into vital components of U.S. 

secondary education will require “transformative” (Shields, 2011) educational leadership 

that is willing to foster structures and processes that validate expertise and vest decision-

making both in students and in other adult members of the broader community in order to 

move beyond the narrow training of traditionally-trained musician-educators. By 

“deconstructing social-cultural knowledge frameworks” (Shields, 2011, p. 5) this 

dissertation hopes to inspire the reconstruction of music education toward more inclusive, 

participatory, and democratic musicking in U.S. schools and communities. 

Theoretical Framework 

 To select the theoretical framework used for this study, I began by reading a 

number of histories across several disciplines, including music education history (Keene, 
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1982; Mark & Gary, 2007), socio-cultural histories of both the U.S. (Ashby, 2006; 

Butsch, 2000; Cullen, 2002) and modern Europe (Gillis, 1983; Maltby, 1989; Stearns & 

Chapman, 1992), histories of European classical (Horowitz, 2005; Raynor, 1976; Weber, 

2008) and popular music (Peretti, 1997; Scott, 2008; Wald, 2009) on both sides of the 

Atlantic, and histories of secondary education in the US (Angus & Mirel, 1999; Reese, 

1995; Tyack, 1974), as well as some organizational texts produced by NAfME on 

secondary music education (Choate, 1967; Earhart & McConathy, 1918; Morgan, 1947, 

1951). Rather than testing a theory through a subsequent analysis of “data,” as with 

deductive processes, or deriving the theory through a ‘pre-theoretical’ examination of 

said data as is sometimes described in inductive approaches, my process involved 

examining texts laden with theories about various dimensions surrounding my topic and 

comparing them with the things being said about secondary education in the NAfME 

texts and what I knew of my own experience in secondary music education. 

Simultaneously, I pursued various theories articulated in the historiography of related 

topics to see if the any of theories could be adapted or hybridized to apply to the 

problematic of U.S. secondary music education and popular music. This non-linear and 

iterative process of selection, combination, and refinement has been described in several 

methodological works as an “abductive approach to research” (Alvesson & Kärreman, 

2011; Brinkmann, 2014; Tavory & Timmermans, 2014).  Through this transdisciplinary 

process of abduction, I came to conclude that Michel Foucault’s thought offered the most 

useful and appropriate foundation for a theoretical framework for this study.  

Given Foucault’s pervasive influence across most of the social science and 

humanities disciplines from which I have drawn, it is not surprising that his framework 
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would become the basis of my own. In education, Foucauldian studies has become a sub-

specialty (Baker & Heyning, 2004; Ball, 1990; Peters & Besley, 2007; Popkewicz & 

Brennan, 1998), and researchers in cultural studies (Bratich, Packer, & McCarthy, 2003; 

Grossberg, 1986), musicology (McClary, 1990; Radano, 2003), and dance (Burt, 2004; 

Tomko, 1999) have found different concepts from Foucault’s oeuvre helpful in their 

fields. In music education, Mantie (2009, 2012a) and Gustafson (2005, 2009) have used 

different aspects of his theories to great effect, and have been an inspiration to me as I 

will indicate in the following chapter.  I also have found the interpretations—including 

critiques and clarifications—of Foucault in Ian Hunter (1988, 1994, 1996), Olsenn (1999) 

and Fendler (2010) in education, Prado (2000) in philosophy, Giddens (1979, 1982, 

1984), Smart (1983) and Holub (1992) in social theory, and Kendall and Wickham 

(1999) and Hook (2001, 2005) in research methodology particularly helpful. 

 I use Foucault as the basis for my theoretical framework in three major ways.  

Firstly, his description of the emergence of disciplinary societies in the modern West is 

highly apropos to describe the tremendous changes U.S. society experienced and the 

deployments in initiated in response during the late 19th and early 20th centuries. I use 

Foucault to provide the larger social and historical context for my analysis of the 

intersection of the high culture apparatus—specifically the rise of professional symphony 

orchestras and the doctrine of absolute music—the comprehensive high school, and the 

large ensemble paradigm, which emerges at the intersection of these first two complexes. 

Secondly, Foucault’s theory of the co-constitutive interaction of disciplinary power, 

knowledge, subjectivities, bodies, and discourse represents a fruitful schema by which 

one can analyze the values, beliefs, dispositions, and practices of a discipline like music 
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education. Conceptually, Foucault referred to this diverse grouping of elements as a 

dispositif—which I use in lieu of “apparatus,” its most common English translation. I 

have used Foucault’s notion of the dispositif as my central theoretical concept, and it 

shapes both my historical and discursive analyses in this study. Thirdly, the thrust of 

Foucault’s work generally pushed for some kind of social transformation, even though he 

meticulously avoided prescribing solutions to problems revealed in his histories. This 

reticence to take a stand often earned him the criticism of scholars whose work was 

concerned with social justice, and who otherwise found much value in Foucault’s 

thinking (Bordo, 1993; Said, 1983; West, 1989, 1994). Because my study is framed as a 

choice between two paradigms for music education; because there are inescapable 

implications embedded in these paradigms for the historical inequalities of race, class, 

and gender; and because my personal involvement with music education for most of my 

life disables me from being a detached observer; I affiliate myself with the many 

Foucauldian scholars who see no contradiction in using Foucault not only to analyze the 

status quo but to offer possibilities for the status ad quem, if only provisionally and 

always with transparent argumentation and analysis.  

 Other ambiguities in Foucault’s work more philosophical than that of the 

relationship of scholarship to social transformation have forced me to seek theorists who 

have critiqued and developed Foucault’s thought to clarify my own framework and 

methodology. One area of ambiguity in Foucault pertains to the ontic and epistemic status 

of matter—particularly the matter of human bodies. Foucault placed great emphasis on 

the disciplinary practices that helped constitute human bodies, subjectivities, the power 

emanating from social relations, discourse and knowledge. But it is not entirely clear how 
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these elements of reality’s construction interrelate and whether any of them have a reality 

unto themselves. Many feminist thinkers have built on Foucault, but clarified his thinking 

on this problematic, and I use Karen Barad (2007) and Lillie Chouliaraki (2002), in 

particular, to fine-tune my own conceptual framework in this regard, which has proven 

necessary because of the centrality of disciplining student bodies—especially student 

ears—in music education. 

 Another ambiguity concerning the material in Foucault has to do with his 

conception of power and its relation to material resources. Foucault conceived of power 

in strikingly original terms that have proven insightful for understanding many dynamics 

of modern Western societies. In this, he seems to have consciously departed from a 

simplistic notion of power as something ‘the haves’ possess over ‘the have nots’. And 

yet, for those concerned with equity and justice in the distribution of material resources, 

Foucault’s formulation seems to offer little in the way of tools for analysis for what for 

many is an obvious and important dimension of power. I draw from Anthony Giddens’ 

(1984) distinction between “authoritative resources” and “allocative resources” as a way 

to complement Foucault’s more authoritative conception of power with one that invests 

power in the control of material or allocative resources. 

 Finally, Foucault’s reticence to discuss the place of race, class, and gender in 

histories of modern Western societies, has forced me to seek social theorists focusing on 

one or more of these categories. Although these distinctions are largely constructed out of 

the social order, they all appeal to the material realm—including bodily practices—to 

substantiate themselves. Foucault’s under-development of these categories would appear 

to stem, in part, from his reticence to explicate the ontic and epistemic status of matter 
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and bodies within the social formation. Nevertheless, following Stoler (1995), Wiegman 

(1995), and Butchart (2004), I think Foucault’s general historical understanding of the 

“disciplinary societies” that emerged in the modern West must incorporate theories of the 

formation of race, class, and gender-sexuality. I rely largely on Omi and Winant (2015) 

and their understanding of “racial formation”; on Pakulski and Waters (1996) and Hogan 

(1982) on the elusive nature of class—particularly in U.S. history; and several feminist 

theorists (Butler, 1993/2011, 1996, 2004; Haraway, 1991; Hekman, 2010; McClaren, 

2002), who follow Foucault (1976/1990, pp. 151-159) in collapsing distinctions between 

“gender” and “sex,” or “sexual orientation” and “sexual practices,” and yet still find a 

place for the materiality of the body in their theoretical frameworks. To simplify 

terminology, I use sexuality to reference this host of issues emanating from the male-

female binary and gender to refer specifically to male or female identity, without defining 

exactly the boundaries of constructed versus non-constructed—material, biological, 

natural—reality. Although this is not a study in gender, race, or class theory, and much 

explicit reference to these categories has been rendered invisible by the divorce of 

dancing from musicological and music education discourse, there is simply no way to 

talk about popular music and music education in U.S. history without touching on the 

entwined constructions of race, class, and sexuality as referenced by dancing.  

Methodology 

 Although Foucault was not a methodologist in the formal, programmatic sense 

(Hook, 2005), his work has come to be associated with two related, but distinct 

methodologies. In The Archaeology of Knowledge (1969/2002), Foucault delineated his 

understanding of discourse and referenced his prior works to give examples of how he 
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had used this theory to analyze a large numbers of texts to describe the underlying 

parameters of particular discourses, as well as the rules of general discourse at particular 

points in history (Kendall & Wickham, 1999).  

 The second methodology associated with Foucault, which he began outlining 

shortly after the publication of The Archaeology of Knowledge, Foucault himself named 

“genealogy,” borrowing from Nietzsche. In his genealogical writings, Foucault 

(1970/1981, 1971/2003a; 1975/1995, 1976/1990, 1980) broadened his earlier emphasis 

on discourse by fleshing other critical elements of social formations, like the practices 

and social relations that constituted institutions and disciplines (Deleuze, 1997; Kendall 

& Wickham, 1999). At the center of his genealogical analyses, Foucault placed the 

concept of the dispositif, or “apparatus,” which he defined as a “thoroughly 

heterogeneous ensemble consisting of . . . the said as much as the unsaid” that functioned 

together strategically to respond to an “urgent need” (Foucault, 1980, pp. 194-195).  

 I understand Foucauldian genealogy to represent not merely a complementary 

methodology to archaeology, but rather the consummation of what can only be partially 

analyzed by archaeology’s focus on discourse, where discourse, in turn, is too narrowly 

conceived of as limited to the written and/or spoken (Hicks, 2001, 2005). Foucault never 

seems to have fallen into this linguistic over-determinism, but his turn to the concept of 

the dispositif, as Deleuze (1997) has argued, seems to have been made precisely to 

underscore the importance of both “the said and the unsaid” in social formations. 

Therefore, any Foucault-inspired study of texts, as this one is, has to account for what is 

often left unsaid in the text: the knowledge-base, values, assumptions, practices and 

institutions that drive the text, as well as the exclusions that all the aforementioned entail.  
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Inspired by both Jäger and Maier’s (2009) outline of a “Foucauldian critical 

discourse and dispositive analysis,” and Hook’s (2005) injunction that Foucauldian 

genealogy entails “a lack of distinction between primary and secondary data sources” (p. 

29), I perform my own form of dispositive or genealogical analysis in two discreet steps 

in order to provide sufficient contextual background before turning to organizational 

documents. After delineating the relationship of discourse to the other elements of a 

dispositif in Chapter Three, in Chapter Four I use established and salient historical studies 

of the Progressive Era, of the symphony orchestra, and the comprehensive high schools 

to establish the dispositival context of the large ensemble paradigm in secondary 

education, and to justify the claim that the large ensemble paradigm can itself be best 

understood as a Foucauldian dispositif, with a full complement of practices, institutions, 

knowledge base, values and assumptions. Then in Chapter Five, I analyze select 

organizational documents focused on secondary music education produced by NAfME at 

different points in the 20th century to delineate the knowledge base constituted by 

secondary music education discourse of the last nearly 100 years. To do this, I use a 

method proposed by Tim Dant (1991), who has combined insights from Foucault, as well 

as the sociology of knowledge, and systemic functional linguistics. Dant’s method 

analyzes text samples for “meaning exchanges” through equivalences and non-

equivalences, which are then reduced to verbal equations. Dant provides a theoretical 

basis for a type of text coding that focuses on positive (or negative) knowledge 

statements, and it offers a format for displaying that coding alongside the actual text. 

In the final chapter, I integrate the interpretation of the NAfME texts in light of 

the dispositive genealogy outlined in Chapter Four, as well as the music education 
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scholarship—which is, after all, part of music education discourse—reviewed in Chapter 

Two to answer the questions enumerated above concerning the disciplinary and 

exclusionary functions of the large ensemble paradigm. The ground is then prepared to 

understand how the radically different aesthetic of African American-originated dance-

musicking could be occluded from secondary music education discourse throughout the 

20th century, and I summarize some of the salient literature on this aesthetic to highlight 

the contrasts. Finally, I offer some implications of this contrasting aesthetic for both the 

advocacy and implementation of popular music’s use in secondary schools. 

Limitations 

Like any empirical study, this study is limited by the representativeness of the 

sources it uses. Secondary music education practice in the US is constrained, but not 

defined by its discourse, and certainly not by that reflected in MEJ, by its readership, or 

even by NAfME’s membership. Practices outside the norms outlined by institutions like 

NAfME and NAME, no doubt, have always occurred without recognition beyond the 

local community, particularly in communities where the normalization of European 

classical music and the large ensemble paradigm have been understood as middle-class 

and/or white norms of domination. More historical and contemporary case studies of 

these alternative or counter-practices, like the extracurricular “stage bands” or even 

“dance bands” that are occasionally referenced in the music education literature should be 

desiderata of music education research in the US, and the type of research to which I 

hope someday to contribute. However, there is still very little available in the way of 

critical, sociohistorical studies of U.S. music education that identify normative music 

education practices precisely as “normative,” and which concomitantly reveal those 
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alternative values, dispositions, and practices excluded precisely as “alternative”—or as I 

argue, “oppositional.” This study aspires, in part, to provide a theoretical and historical 

foundation that helps explain the dominance of the European classical music/large 

ensemble paradigm and its opposition to popular music by highlighting African 

American originated dance-music as the archetype of popular music, admitting that much 

U.S. popular music drifts to varying degrees and under varying influences away from the 

archetype. Again, I do this to put in relief the uniqueness and value of popular music’s 

alternative values, practices and aesthetics, which are best exemplified in African 

American-originated dance-musicking. 

I do not dwell in this study on the “mass culture” debate, issues of artistic 

“authenticity,” or commercialism’s deleterious effects on popular music, including the 

promotion of lewd lyrics and bodily gestures, which are historically interwoven with 

race, class, and sexuality issues, and represent some of most consistent sources of 

criticism from advocates of “art” and folk music (Clarke, 1990; Frith, 1988, 1996; 

Radano, 2003; Ross, 1989). By delimiting the study in this way I do not mean to imply 

that the production of much music has not been adversely influenced by the quest for 

profit, or that educators cannot deem the lyrics of many songs and certain dance motions 

as legitimately inappropriate for use in schools. But this is not a dynamic exclusive to 

popular music, though the entire class of popular music does seem to be typecast by its 

most egregious examples more so than other classes of music. Not all of popular music’s 

textual references to body motion—like “rocking and a rolling”—nor dance movements 

that emanate from the hips—like Elvis’—necessarily signify sex. Yet without an 

understanding of the distinct aesthetics of the dance-music, one cannot articulate the 
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values of critically-proposed “better” examples, nor make meaningful criticisms of how 

those “poorer” examples fall from the mark. One cannot even begin to surmise what an 

“aesthetically” meaningful expression might mean. And one cannot distinguish 

commercialism’s adverse effects from its neutral or even beneficial effects—like 

promoting the dissemination of certain popular musical practices that might otherwise 

have remained local. This is another reason I focus on African American-originated 

dance-musicking while recognizing that my interpretation of it represents something of 

an ideal type. In the real world the pervasive effects of commercialism, like the pervasive 

effects of European classical music—the two forces often working in conjunction—pull 

popular music in a variety of directions that make it hard to identify educational value. 

 I have chosen to focus on the African American and European American 

dynamics of U.S. popular music and music education because the system of classical 

music and its theoretical exposition adopted from Europe have historically dominated 

school music and its philosophy, whereas the elements of U.S. popular music identified 

as most contrary to that European system have been those elements of U.S. popular music 

most associated with African Americans and, therefore, the most denigrated because of 

that association. This is intentional, and done purposefully to lift up precisely those 

elements of popular music least regarded by educators and critics. But my casting of this 

historical opposition as a ‘white-black’ binary, though in itself very much a part of U.S. 

history, does ignore important complexities. I have chosen to delimit this study by not 

including a discussion of the dynamics of music and education as relates to peoples with 

ancestral origins from the rest of Americas, from Asia, and from the non-western parts of 

Europe and Africa to keep it manageable. In particular, the growing importance of 
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Latin@s in U.S. culture and in public schooling, and the historical importance of music 

and dance in many Latin cultures all suggest that a distinct—if often parallel and/or 

intersecting—study would certainly refine the ideas articulated here. 

 Finally, this study is inevitably limited by the perspective I bring to its framing 

and analysis. I have been involved with some expression of European classical music 

ever since my mother enrolled me in a Suzuki violin program at age four in the US’ 

Pacific Northwest. Over the years I have played in school string ensembles, civic and 

“all-state” youth orchestras, my college’s symphony orchestra, and even a professional 

pit orchestra. But I have little direct experience with the school chorus, and with the 

concert band, arguably the heart of the large ensemble paradigm. And while I have taught 

string instruments privately and at community music school, I have not been a school 

music ensemble director, nor taken the full program of music education courses to certify 

me as a school music educator. My experiential knowledge of school music, therefore, is 

informed and limited by years as a school orchestra student, as pre-service student who 

did not finish the program, and as the parent of a jazz drum set student who went on and 

graduated from college as a “Jazz and Commercial Music” major, and, of course, as a 

concerned scholar of the field. 

 My experiential knowledge of African American dance-musicking is similarly 

idiosyncratic. Although I grew up as an aficionado of rock and an enthusiast for school 

dances, it was only after college that my immersion in African American dance-music 

genres, like rhythm & blues and funk began. Much of this exposure came as a member of 

a predominantly African American congregation and gospel choir in Washington, DC, 

which offered many dances as part of it normal community life. And it was there where I 
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was first exposed to African American line dancing. As a youth services worker in DC, I 

was led to the Washington area’s unique dance-music culture of “go-go,” which drew me 

to spend many weekend evenings enraptured by the dance-music celebration that is go-go 

in its fullest sense (Lornell & Stephenson, 2009). At the community music school where I 

taught violin, I was able to study blues and something approaching jazz, which got me in 

the door of many garage and den jams in the area. Through the jams, I became in 

interested in the electric bass, bought several linear feet of method books/CDs on a 

variety of popular music genres, and even took some formal lessons in electric bass and 

jazz vocals at the same community music school where I taught. When the electric bassist 

at one of the jams I regularly attended moved out of the area, I stepped into the bass 

position and began offering myself up to local jams as a bassist/vocalist. This eventually 

led to recruitment by some local bar bands, where I performed a range of popular music 

and, occasionally, helped to move the audience to dance. 

 My lifetime of involvement with music on both coasts of the U.S. is characterized 

by discontinuity in space, in time, and in types of music. Although some musicians and 

music educators experience and promote continuity or similarities in all types of music, I 

have experienced European classical music and African American dance-musicking as 

distinct and even adversarial art forms that require distinct sets of musical skills because 

they have different values, goals, and musical concepts driving them. My research for this 

study has tended to confirm my own life experience of an aesthetic pluralism, but I 

readily admit that a different set of life experiences might produce a different reading of 

the multitude of sources I have used to frame my questions, design the study, and 

interpret the data. Nevertheless, through the mutual confirmation of diverse sources, 
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cogent argumentation, and transparent method I hope not so much to “prove” my 

conclusions, but to entice the reader to appreciate these musics in new ways and to 

further the quest for a more pluralistic approach in U.S. secondary music education. 



 

38 

 

Chapter Two: Literature Review 

 In the preceding chapter, I described what music educators are discussing as a 

profound problem of practice in U.S. secondary music education. Locked into a system 

that defines secondary music education as participation in large ensembles, high schools 

reproduce music education through choirs, bands, and orchestras disseminating a 

facsimile of European classical music that has involved historically only a minority of 

public high school students. I also introduced popular music as one proposed solution to 

the problem of practice that U.S. secondary music education encounters. Popular music 

has been viewed as a solution to the motivational, practical, and economic challenges of 

providing music education to the majority of public high school students. But the failure 

of public secondary music education in the US as system to not merely de-center the 

classical music/large ensemble paradigm, but even to offer any viable alternative is a 

testament to the continued controversy in the United States surrounding the use of 

popular music in secondary music education. 

 In this chapter, I review how the scholarly literature in U.S. music education has 

approached these issues and framed the discussion over the use of popular music in 

secondary music education. As part of the overall discourse of music education in the 

U.S., the scholarly literature is both reflective of the general discourse on music 

education and, at times, a more technical form of the discourse, particularly with regard 

to the pedagogical aspects. This literature review, therefore, should be seen not only as 

evidence of the “research gap” that justifies the research offered in this study; but also as 

evidence of “the problem of practice,” where discourse and practice are viewed as co-

constitutive. More will be said on this in the following chapter on the theoretical 



 

39 

 

framework, but for now it must be noted that because I have identified U.S. popular 

music with an African American-originated dance-music ‘core’, I have framed my 

research questions in a way which puts me outside most trajectories of secondary music 

education research. That is to say that I have unable to find any research that links the 

hegemony of the large ensemble paradigm to opposition to what might be called the U.S. 

popular dance-music paradigm. Not only is discussion of dancing—in any form—

generally absent from U.S. secondary music education discourse, scholarly or practical, 

but there is a tendency to separate discussions about the appropriateness of popular music 

as an alternative to the large ensemble paradigm from discussions about the lack of 

inclusiveness, with respect to race—as well as class and sexuality—that secondary music 

education continues to foster. Accordingly, I have chosen to divide this literature review 

into two main sections: the first dealing with recent scholarly literature on the use of 

popular music in secondary education, and the second dealing with the scholarly 

literature that attempts to broach the topic of race and music education in the U.S. 

Music Education & Popular Music 

 In the first years of this century, Hebert and Shehan Campbell (2003) argued that 

if popular music—specifically rock—had become more or less accepted in U.S. society, 

it was still unclear how that music might be used in the music classroom. In a few short 

years, research emerged suggesting that popular music not only offered different 

repertoire in music education, but the more-or-less democratically run small ensembles 

characteristic of most genres of popular music pointed to a radically different pedagogy 

that could be adapted for the classroom. Research into informal or popular music 

pedagogy has occurred in tandem—and often in dialogue—with similar research in the 
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British Commonwealth and Scandinavian countries. Here I focus on the major U.S. 

research over the last decade or so and include arguably the most influential researcher in 

this sub-field of music education, the British music educator, Lucy Green. 

Bridging the Gap. One of the central texts in U.S. secondary music education 

discourse on the use of popular music in recent years remains Rodriguez’s edited 

collection of essays, Bridging the Gap: Popular Music and Music Education (2004a). 

Based on the 2002 Northwestern University Music Education Leadership Seminar and 

published by the National Association for Music Education (NAfME), the fourteen 

essays presented in this collection have come to represent a sort of summary of the 

contemporary issues and perspectives regarding the incorporation of popular music in 

secondary education. Frequently cited in subsequent publications on related topics, many 

of the authors have been and continue to be major voices in the ongoing conversation 

around the direction of secondary music education among professors of music education 

in colleges and universities. 

 If there is one central theme that emerges from these essays, it is that adopting 

popular music into the traditional U.S. secondary music—that is the large ensemble—

paradigm is far more complicated and problematic than simply selecting the best of 

popular music and inserting it into the large ensemble repertoire. The opening essays 

written by Rodriguez (2004b), Bowman (2004), and Gracyk (2004) condemned this 

facile appropriation of past efforts and attempted to highlight the major challenges for 

educators in the large ensemble role. Rodriguez emphasized fundamental differences in 

“musicality” between popular and classical musicians, where learning with popular 

musicians was neither sequential nor systematic, where the use of visual learning via 
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music notation was secondary to learning through aural recognition, and where principles 

of composing and performing popular music were highly idiosyncratic and far less 

tradition-bound than in classical music.  Bowman took a more philosophical perspective, 

arguing that the anarchic and tradition-resistant tendencies in popular music culture were 

often diametrically opposed to the learned, tradition-defined, and authority-bound notions 

implicit and explicit in the classical tradition. Gracyk’s theoretical essay (2004) examined 

the assumptions behind the Romantic Era notion of “deep structural listening” that 

remains normative in learned discussions of musical value and meaning. Gracyk argued 

that this position—which is inseparable from the notion of “autonomous music,” 

introduced in the last chapter—was an extreme position that denigrated the varied uses of 

music and the varied levels and “modes of listening [emphasis added]” (p. 60) that occur 

for people across varied contexts. But while Gracyk was the only writer in the collection 

to name dancing as a valid response to music, he offered no arguments for the aesthetic 

value of dancing to popular music. Thus, like Rodriguez and Bowman, Gracyk’s essay 

effectively problematized attempts to define popular music or find a common thread for 

pedagogical and curricular development. 

 Humphreys (2004) presented an historical perspective, arguing that though 

popular music in some form has always been utilized in US public schools, only with the 

Tanglewood Declaration of 1968 did the “American music education establishment … 

formally acknowledge popular music as worthy of being taught” (p. 92). Humphreys 

delineated seven historical reasons why music education had not embraced American 

popular music in the same way that foreign countries had, at least in the last quarter of the 

20th century: (a) a longstanding desire among music educators to “reform taste,” (b) a 
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deep-seated bias against indigenous musical creation, (c) a distaste for manifestation  of 

“youth culture,” (d) a bias towards “cognitive training” and against “subjects more 

related to the affective and psychomotor domains” (p. 98), (e) a conservatism stemming 

from local control of schools, (f) the lack of an “unequivocal demand” for popular music 

in the schools, (g) a middle-class bias in the schools that opposed the frequent working 

class origins of many genres of popular music, and (h) the structure of school music that 

privileged large numbers of students taught simultaneously. 

 Cutietta (2004) underscored Humphreys’ last point with the closing essay in the 

collection by arguing that musical quality is relative to the type of ensemble, particularly 

the instrumentation. Therefore, music educators should not be asking questions about 

popular music unless they were prepared to change ensemble structure and 

instrumentation. Any attempt to merge popular music content with traditional ensemble 

structure and instrumentation compromised musical quality and integrity. 

 Contributors from outside North America generally portrayed a less pessimistic 

perspective. Odam (2004), Wemyss (2004), and Green (2004) all reported challenges 

similar to those identified in the earlier essays. However, these others reported that the 

incorporation of popular music curriculum and pedagogy into secondary education in the 

UK and Australia had been progressing successfully for several decades. Of the three, 

only Odam offered a perspective on the comparative difficulties in the US. According to 

Odam, where the UK state schools, along with the Scandinavian and Lowland Countries 

generally followed a “naturalistic” or “process” curriculum philosophy, inspired by 

progressive educational theorists like Pestalozzi, Froehbel, Montessori, Dewey, Vygotsky 

and Bruner, the US seemed to hold to a more “humanistic or tradition-based” philosophy 
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(p. 130). Odam also acknowledged that in the UK state schools, all music education 

would be considered in the US “general music education,” implying that these schools 

were not burdened with the large ensemble tradition, which has made the transition to 

popular music relatively easy. 

Lee (2004), Emmons (2004), Woodson (2004), Boespflug (2004), and Allsup 

(2004) gave strong endorsements to incorporating popular music pedagogy and 

curriculum into the mainstream of US secondary education, although none of these 

authors at the time of writing had actually led a high school music program in the regular 

curriculum focused on popular music. Lee and Woodson argued that learning the 

historical contexts of popular music were critical to appreciating and disseminating its 

values. Emmons emphasized coming to terms with the informal, creative process that 

emerges in the small ensemble or “garage band” format. Boespflug offered several 

proposals for overcoming the technical challenges of teaching with electronic 

instruments. And Allsup argued that the informal music making of small, popular music 

ensembles offered greater opportunities for students to participate in democratic culture 

as compared to the hierarchical, adult-controlled ethos of the large ensembles. 

 Of particular relevance to this study, Bayles (2004b) essay distinguished itself 

from the rest of the essays by not centering on rock music as the paradigm for popular 

music in the US. Following the mid-twentieth century music critic Henry Pleasants, 

Bayles identified the African American musical tradition as the core of the American 

popular music tradition, which “include[s] not only such ‘black’ forms as blues, and 

gospel, but also a great portion of twentieth-century music, high and low” (p. 72). 

Apparently neither Pleasant nor Bayles have understood this tradition as being 
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aesthetically linked to the dancing it was created to support (See also Bayles, 1994a), but, 

at least, Bayles’ position has the merit of identifying African American origins as key to 

identifying the aesthetic core of the U.S. popular music tradition. Her “conservative” 

perspective contrasted with many of the other Bridging the Gap authors who argued that 

the incorporation of popular music would require radical departures in teaching and 

learning, and, above all, an openness to the ever-changing nature of popular music. 

 Although Bridging the Gap covers a wide variety of perspectives, its failure to 

present a fuller account of the historical context that gave rise to the large ensemble 

paradigm in secondary education tends to reinforce the perspective that the use of 

European classical music in education has been natural, or at least, inevitable, making the 

many challenges of instigating popular music content and its unique modes of learning 

seem almost insurmountable. Similarly, the general avoidance of discussing the 

distinctive contributions of African Americans to the overall character of US popular 

music disables the essayists in this collection from identifying the value of popular music, 

beyond its obvious and perennial popularity with students. Even Bayles’ essay on the 

African American tradition in popular music depicts it more as a variety of art song, 

failing to address its historical connection to African American-originated dance forms.  

   Lucy Green. Green’s study of popular musicians in 2002 made her a logical 

participant in the Bridging the Gap collection. In fact her two major works (2002, 2008) 

and many essays have made her a major voice in the English speaking world on the 

integration of popular music into school practice, specifically on how popular musicking 

necessitates a pedagogy and curriculum radically different from traditional school music.  
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 In How Popular Musicians Learn (2002), Green delineated the concept of 

“informal musical learning,” which she has identified at the heart of popular musicking. 

She interviewed 14 popular musicians in the London area, ages 50 to 15.  All were 

involved with “Anglo-American guitar-based pop and rock music” (p. 9), almost every 

musician interviewed had some experience working in a band that performed and had 

learned their artistry largely outside of formal educational institutions. From their 

responses Green was able to enumerate five major elements of informal learning: a) 

learners choose their own music; b) learning begins by analytical listening to and 

emulating recordings; c) learning is done communally, in “friendship groups” with 

minimal adult guidance; d) learning is through an unsystematic, highly idiosyncratic, and 

often haphazard process; e) learning involves the simultaneous activities of listening, 

playing, singing, improvising and composing (See also Green, 2006). Additionally, 

Green’s popular musicians typically admitted that they had been initially repelled by 

classical music instruction in schools and in private instruction, they later came to 

appreciate many of its musical elements, as well as its emphasis on technique and theory, 

after having developed facility through informal learning in popular music. 

 In Music, Informal Learning, & the School (2008b), Green demonstrated how 

many of those central elements of informal learning could be brought into British 

government schools and classrooms. Over four years, Green worked with and observed 

music educators and students in 21 secondary schools in the London and Hertfordshire 

areas. Green and her teachers worked with 13 and 14 year-olds in general music classes 

of, dividing them up into friendship groups, and assigning them to small rooms filled 

with a variety of instruments—including guitar and bass guitar, keyboards and drum sets. 
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The students were told the students to select a song of their choosing and attempt to 

replicate among themselves. This actually represented two of seven possible stages of the 

curriculum. Other stages included having the student groups learn a pre-selected funk riff, 

developing original compositions, and replicating pre-selected classical music piece with 

the pop band instrumentation. Each of the stages represented about six one-hour class 

sessions, and not all the schools participated in all seven stages. 

 Although this secondary school population was younger than what is typically 

found in U.S. high schools, there is no reason to suspect that changing the age level 

would affect the results. Because the diverse student groups were allowed to work in 

groups of their own choosing and select their own music—what Green called “friendship 

groups”—motivation was extremely high, and discipline issues—even among students 

identified beforehand as “disaffected”—were virtually non-existent. Students whose 

schools remained in the study through the later stages were even willing to work through 

the classical music, adapting the melodies to their own arrangements and interpretation 

for performance. And teachers, who were reported as being “nervous” about the new 

format and pedagogy, by the end of study often reported observing more student focus in 

class, and more musical feeling in the student performances than usually derived in the 

traditional general music class. And most enjoyed their new roles as facilitators equally, 

if not more so, than their traditional role as music instructors. 

Together, How Popular Musicians Learn and Music, Informal Learning & the 

School represent the most systematic attempt to conceptualize and execute popular music 

in public schools in English-language print of which I am aware. But Green’s focus on 

“Anglo-American” (that is, ‘white’) “rock,” and her near exclusion of any discussion of 
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popular music and dancing, points to conceptual limitations in her theorizing, which in 

many ways are representative of  the English-speaking discourse on popular music and 

music education as a whole, and, therefore, important to rehearse here.  

Throughout her music education works, but most clearly in her more theoretical 

writing (1988, 1997, 2003, 2005), Green has defended the use of popular music and 

informal pedagogy, in part, through a distinction in the “meaning” of music between 

purely musical or “inter-sonic meanings” and social, historical, and personal or 

“delineated meanings.” Meaning here is a fluctuating term, perhaps, better described in 

general by significations. For Green, all types of music signify through a combination of 

inter-sonic and delineated meaning; but different musics signify not only differently, but 

with different proportions of these two fundamental types of meaning. 

 For Green, the heart of the opposition between popular and classical music 

remains European classical music’s construction as “autonomous,” that is, devoid of any 

significant, delineated meanings, but pregnant with inter-sonic ones. Contrariwise, 

popular music has been understood as just the opposite: devoid of inter-sonic meanings, 

but full of delineated meanings, which for cultural elites, including music educators, are 

largely negative; but for popular music fans, including most students, are largely positive. 

Her study of popular music in the classroom is based on the relativizing assertion that 

every musical style has inter-sonic meanings and delineated meanings, but if one can get 

‘beyond’ the delineations to discern the inter-sonic meanings, one can discover musical 

value in any “style” of music. From this theory, Green’s curriculum experiment can be 

viewed as a successful deductive experiment whereby students engaged with popular 

music in all its positive (for them) delineations—including the informal learning 



 

48 

 

process—in order to a) learn to be more appreciative and critical of popular music’s inter-

sonic meanings, and b) learn to appreciate some of the inter-sonic meanings of classical 

music without so much of its negative (for the students) delineations. Simultaneously, 

Green’s curriculum freed music teachers rooted in the classical music tradition from their 

own confusion of inter-sonic and delineated meanings by a) demonstrating to them the 

value of popular music as a highly motivating platform for contemporary students to 

learn about music and musicianship and, perhaps even more importantly, b) 

demonstrating that the formal instructional processes that have been associated with 

classical music as part of its delineations—including the emphasis on musical notation—

may not be the best way to introduce students to music and musicianship—even when the 

content is classical music. 

 But this last point draws attention to an ambiguity in Green’s work—and 

therefore space to advance Green’s monumental contributions—about the precise 

relationship between inter-sonic and delineated meanings. In her efforts to articulate the 

theoretical distinction between the two, which then help her to debunk “music 

ideologies” and ground new musical pedagogies, Green, at times, has argued that the 

distinction is strictly theoretical, but at other times emphasized their independence of one 

from the other, even arguing for a “partial but necessary reinstatement of the much-

maligned notion of musical autonomy” (2005, p. 77). What Green has failed to 

acknowledge is that musics intended to move bodies are structured to sound differently 

than musics not intended to move bodies, and, therefore, as Charles Keil (1966/1994a, 

1987/1994b) has argued, they are heard differently. Music designed for concentrated and 

motionless listening is music that engages the mind, while disengaging the body 
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(relatively speaking); but music for dancing simultaneously and equally engages the mind 

and body, unless one posits a dancing human body devoid of its mind. Keil’s point is that 

because dance-music involves both mind and body, the body-mind whole must listen to 

the music differently than when it is not concerned with dancing. The problem with 

Green’s inter-sonic/delineated meanings distinction is that it mirrors the same mind/body 

distinction at the root of the autonomous/functional or classical/popular music distinction 

because delineated meaning revolve around the bodies associated with the music, while 

inter-sonic meanings inhabit an abstract realm devoid of bodies. Although the distinction 

might make sense for musics, which, like European classical, have been created mainly 

for motionless listening; with dance-music, where listening is co-constitutive with 

moving the body, the inter-sonic/delineated meaning distinction collapses: inter-sonic and 

delineated meanings are rooted in how particular bodies are moved by the music.  By 

preserving this distinction—even in theory—Green’s argumentation ultimately serves to 

privilege the soundings of European classical music, which have been created precisely 

to serve the mind/body split in music listening. And, as with so much of the scholarly 

work on the popular music in the schools, Green (2008, p. 116) has relegated the 

relationship between music and dance to student preferences in presentation, effectively 

absolving music educators of the responsibility to understand how much popular music 

and popular dance are integral to one another and to the combined inter-sonic/delineated 

meaning it signifies  

 Although Green’s work is now almost always cited de rigueur by U.S. music 

education researchers in the context of either popular music and/or informal musical 

learning practices, to my knowledge it has not received the critical engagement it 
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deserves by U.S. music educators, at least in print. Despite two published panel 

discussions of her work, not a single reviewer engaged her central theory of inter-sonic 

versus delineated meanings in music. And while several respondents have critiqued her 

narrowing of popular music to Anglo-American rock, none have used broader definitions 

of popular music to include consideration of the centrality of dancing to much popular 

music and the implications that such an importance might have for music education. 

Instead, most of the U.S. respondents to Green’s work have focused on the deflation of 

the music educator’s authority and on a perceived threat to the relevance of their training 

implied in Green’s proposals. 

 Such was the case with Allsup (2008), Clements (2008), and Greher (2008), 

whose responses were part of the 2008 American Educational Research Association 

panel Beyond Lucy Green: Operationalizing Theories of Informal Music Learning, 

subsequently published later that year as articles in the online journal Visions of Research 

in Music Education (Frierson-Campbell, 2008). Allsup (2008), who thought the 

implications of informal learning threatened “the disappearance of the teacher,” discussed 

ways that the educator might instill more democratic practice in the “band room” 

precisely by maintaining a presence in the learning environment. But he failed to address 

Green’s concerns that distancing the adult presence in her particular implementation of 

informal learning practices had the benefits of allowing the students to focus on music 

without the negative delineations of an ever-present adult authority, and of supporting the 

emergence of organic student leadership in the small groups, especially leadership from 

students who were most “disaffected” from the authoritarian presence of the traditional 

classroom music teacher (2008a, 2008b). Clements’ critique, seconded by Greher, that 
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Green’s definition of the teacher as “facilitator” might be better served by a model more 

closely resembling the “master-apprentice” model of many traditional world musics, did 

not engage Green’s careful reflections on the absence of “communities of expertise” and 

master-apprentice  relationships (2002, p. 16; 2008, p. 21) for many young people in 

post-industrial societies. Although these panelists cited Green’s (2008b) Music, Informal 

Learning, and the School, as Green herself pointed out (Green, 2008c), they seemed to 

only address How Popular Musicians Learn (Green, 2002), without knowledge of British 

music educators’ positive experience of Green’s less authoritative—and perhaps less 

authoritarian—role in music education in British government schools.  

 Action, Criticism, and Theory for Music Education gave Green’s work a more in-

depth evaluation the following year in a special issue of the online journal (Lines, 2009). 

But despite positive comparisons of early jazz education (Gatien, 2009) and music 

education in West Africa (Mans, 2009) to Green’s motion of informal music pedagogy, 

none of the respondents addressed the viability for U.S. schools of implementing Green’s 

curriculum. Rodriguez (2009), the editor of the Bridging the Gap collection, was the one 

U.S. essayist. He chose to emphasize two populations in the U.S. that from his experience 

were currently struggling with the idea of popular music and informal learning in 

schools: pre-service teachers and secondary students with formal (European classical) 

music training. With teachers in training, Rodriguez reported that many “fe[lt]l very 

threatened by the idea that their own education, which has shaped their high musical 

standards and made them who they are, has somehow been devalued” (p. 39). And 

concerning secondary students with formal music background, Rodriguez reported that 

much confusion over and resistance to learning two distinct musical styles and skill sets 
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was often the main result of introducing informal learning practices and popular music. 

This, in turn, tempted teachers in these settings to re-take control of the instruction rather 

than letting students solve issues. Again, instead of fully engaging with the potential 

benefits of Green’s curriculum to U.S. secondary music education, or discussing the 

implications of her theory of inter-sonic versus delineated meaning, the paramount 

concern from the U.S. perspective revolved around authority and power in the music 

classroom. Unfortunately, U.S. responses did share with Green an absence of a discussion 

of the central role of African Americans and the importance of dance to much of 20th-

century popular music. 

 Randall Allsup. Allsup, who contributed to the Bridging the Gap collection and 

was a respondent at the AERA panel on Lucy Green, has published his empirical research 

on informal music making in a U.S. secondary school with his dissertation (2002), which 

was subsequently condensed for a journal article the following year (2003). 

Subsequently, Allsup assumed a chair in music education at Teachers College, Columbia 

University, where he has developed courses introducing pre-service music educators to 

aspects of popular music (Allsup, 2011). He has remained a prominent critic of the large 

ensemble paradigm, and an advocate of more democratic processes in music education, 

but he has resisted endorsing a full-blown informal music pedagogy à la Green, or 

equating democratic music education with the use of popular music. 

Much of Allsup’s argumentation has been based on an ethnographic study (2002), 

which he conducted as a “participant-observer,” working with nine high school students, 

and collecting evidence during for ten two-hour, after-school sessions, a community 

performance, and concluding interviews with both the students and their band director. 
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Allsup’s intent was to observe and analyze the interactions of instrumental students in a 

more democratic and collaborative process than that of the formal music program at 

school. Both his observations during the sessions and the responses he received from the 

students in their exit interviews confirmed his hypothesis that the “garage band” format 

—that is, student led, small ensembles—would inspire not only more democratic and 

collaborative processes, but more creative and satisfying artistic experiences as compared 

to the large ensemble format. 

 The limits of this study pertain to the narrowness of Allsup’s student sample. 

Although working with an all-white, “working class” group of students probably could 

not be avoided given the demographics of the small town in which Allsup researched, the 

decision to solicit volunteers only from band students as opposed to the student body at 

large, or even from the chorale and orchestra students severally raises questions about the 

generalizability of many of his conclusions. Specifically, Allsup has put great stock in the 

student’s reflections that they would have liked even more involvement from him 

throughout the process, but he does not contextualize this with the fact that this collective 

student opinion comes from highly successful band students with positive musical 

experiences in an adult-led, large ensemble, whom the band director himself described as 

the top of the class. It is not clear how non-band students or more “disaffected” students 

would have viewed Allsup’s presence in the process, or the critical appraisals by the 

entire group of each group’s work in process. Finally, given that Allsup disallowed 

friendship groups to emerge, but instead,  created groups from a lottery, it is not clear that 

the desire for Allsup’s greater involvement was not a function of the students needing his 

mediation to resolve issues. This was evidenced by Allsup’s own reporting of tensions 
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surrounding the two young women in his study, who were isolated by the lottery process 

and became the sole female in each of his groups. 

 Similarly, Allsup displayed a concerted effort to disassociate the informal, 

democratic processes used by his students with popular music, and he underscored the 

decision of one of his student groups not to play “popular music” as evidence that young 

people should not be expected to necessarily gravitate towards the genres and 

instrumentation of popular music when given opportunities like this. In and of itself, this 

is a fair assumption. But it is not clear how much the demographics of his small student 

group determined his findings here. General students in the high school without as much 

knowledge of large ensemble repertoire, without as much consciousness of comparative 

instrumental abilities, and grouped by like-musical interests would in all likelihood 

gravitated towards the music popular to their “friendship group.” Furthermore, what 

Allsup and the students meant by the various genre designations “classical,” “swing,” 

“jazz” or “jam band” music—or “popular music,” for that matter—was never made clear, 

making it difficult to draw conclusions from this second’s groups decision to switch from 

“classical” to “swing” music—but not “jam band” and, therefore, not “popular”—music.   

 In some of his subsequent writings, Allsup has moved to a more pointed critique 

of the traditional band or “wind ensemble” model in U.S. educational institutions that 

train secondary music teachers. In an address to college and university band directors, 

Allsup (Allsup & Benedict, 2008) described the concert band as a “behaviorist” music 

education model, suggesting that it may have been influenced by the factory approach of 

“Fordism,” a comparison highly relevant to this study: 

We engineer programs that appeal to one kind of student; we offer one kind of 

music; we prescribe one method of teaching. . . . The students who do not fit our 
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model are not our problem—we are satisfied with ten percent of the school 

population we enroll without considering that one hundred percent of our students 

enjoy music. (p. 166) 

 

He concluded his address by urging these band directors to consider ways of exposing 

their students to a “garage band” model of music education.  

Allsup has been concerned above all with re-defining a role for—and preserving 

something of the authority of—the adult music educator within the context of more 

student-led, less hierarchical processes in secondary music education. Like Green, he has 

been concerned with building “two-way bridges” between classical and popular music, 

and he brackets questions of relative musical value among different types of music. The 

concern for both Green and Allsup has been not so much to analyze the causal 

connections or symbiotic relationship between popular music and democratic processes 

as to affirm the students’ abiding interest in the former and its correlation with the latter. 

Like Green, Allsup’s tendency to interpret popular music through criteria derived from 

classical music, and a corresponding lack of engagement with the importance of rhythm 

and dance or of the African American origins of much popular music, has left his 

advocacy void of an aesthetic of popular music, or even of argumentation connecting the 

structural and formal properties of popular music in a co-constitutive way with the very 

democratic processes of musicking and musical learning he has championed. 

Roger Mantie. Mantie’s work (2009, 2012a, 2012b, 2013) critiques the large 

ensemble model of secondary music education without directly advocating for either 

contemporary popular music or informal learning practices. Using Michel Foucault’s 

work as the basis for his conceptual framework, Mantie has frequently combined 

discourse analysis methodologies to create “corpus-assisted discourse studies” (2009, p. 
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48), which give quantitative substantiation to otherwise qualitative studies. As empirical 

studies, Mantie’s methodology has much to commend it and has been an inspiration to 

this study. However, in his data presentation sections, Mantie (2009, 2013) refrains from 

walking his readers through the critical shift from the tabling of lexical data to the 

analysis of context-embedded concepts, leaving the reader to infer from the tables in 

appendices how Mantie derived the topics of his content analysis. This tends to lessen the 

validating force of his quantitative data from his otherwise insightful Foucauldian, 

qualitative analysis. 

In his dissertation Styling Lives (2009), Mantie has provided a comprehensive 

overview of Foucault’s oeuvre and its applicability to music education research, and a 

discourse analysis of Canadian band journals that unearths the “power-knowledge” 

relations assumed in an instrumental music education discourse defined by a 

teacher/conductor-led band, and the teacher’s selection of “quality” music, rooted in the 

tradition of the European classical masters. This would suggest a move toward a 

fundamental critique of the large ensemble pedagogy, but Mantie also includes a 

Foucauldian-style history or genealogy of the school or “pedagogical” bands’ immediate 

ancestor, the community or civic bands that were very popular in Canada, according to 

Mantie, in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. For Mantie, the underlying purpose of 

the community bands was precisely to foster a sense of community among the adult 

participants and the audience. These bands were functional, in the two senses of 

supporting community events, and entertaining the audience. The repertoire, according to 

Mantie, was therefore tailored to meet the expectations of the audience and the 

participants. As the band ‘movement’ shifted from communities to schools, however, the 
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ethos of the orchestral world crept in, and the focus shifted to an emphasis on exposing 

students to “quality” music in order to provide them with an aesthetic experience that 

most would take with them into adulthood as music consumers, since the rise of school 

bands coincided with the decline of community bands.  

Although Mantie, following Foucault’s practice, claims to be more “descriptive” 

than “prescriptive” (2009, p. 121), he has offered a “radical proposal” (p. 393) of 

reconceiving school bands in the tradition of community bands. This would mean 

emphasizing the social aspects of the collective music process, rather than emphasizing 

the goals of aesthetic and moral uplift, which have been the chief rationales of 

pedagogical bands. However, he admits to uncovering a “paradox” in the history of 

Canadian community bands, in that participants described the benefits as both pertaining 

to the social and community-building benefits, on the one hand, and aesthetic and moral 

uplift on the other. Because Mantie has described the project of aesthetic/moral uplift as 

historically overriding concerns for more democratic and participatory processes in 

pedagogical bands, he has positioned the two sets of objectives as oppositional, hence the 

paradox in community band participants’ self-understanding. But Mantie has also 

suggested that the answer to the paradox may lie in the band tradition’s roots in the 

military, and I suspect that had he taken his genealogy back farther to the military and 

factory origins of bands in Europe and the US, he would have been in better position to 

describe Canada’s 19th century community bands as ‘contested terrain,’ where popular 

implementation mitigated the hierarchical and disciplinary elements embedded in band 

origins. This, then, raises the question of whether large bands, as an inescapably 

hierarchical model of music-making could be sufficiently modified to encourage the 
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same type of participation and enthusiasm from secondary students that music education 

researchers have discovered with popular music—even if enough community bands could 

be somehow resurrected to give students models and aspirations after graduation. 

  With his 2013 study, “A Comparison of ‘Popular Music Pedagogy’ Discourses,” 

Mantie has turned from community band to popular music research. In this discourse 

analysis, he has also used quantitative techniques to bolster qualitative analysis of 81 

articles “related to popular music and music education” in the English language realm. 

Mantie’s analysis demonstrates that U.S. music education discourse concerning popular 

music is much more focused on the “legitimacy” of popular music and therefore 

suspicious of the “quality” of music teachers who might experiment with popular music. 

In other locales that use English as a scholarly language of musical education research, 

such as the UK, Australia, and the Scandinavian countries, Mantie has shown that the 

emphasis in popular music pedagogy has been on the pedagogical relationship created 

and the “quality” of students’ educational experience. As a result, researchers from these 

countries, according to Mantie, have displayed more receptivity to the implementation of 

popular music content and pedagogy than their U.S. counterparts. Mantie has surmised 

that this difference in discourse may not be entirely reflective of U.S. practice, but 

“because popular music is not a recognized or recognizable form of mainstream music 

education in the United States—that is, it is not recognized appreciably by important 

accountability and centering institutions that regulate normative standards” (p. 346)—

there may be a national reticence to endorse popular music content and learning practices 

in important organs of music education discourse. However, I have been unable to find 

current research on popular music in U.S. schools that confirms Mantie’s hypothesis that 
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the use of popular music in secondary schools is any greater than the discourse of U.S. 

research on the topic might suggest. 

Mantie is not alone in his observations that there are striking differences between 

popular music’s reception in music education in the U.S. and other countries 

(Humphreys, 2004; Odam 2004). And his observations that U.S. music education 

discourse is uniquely concerned with the potential loss of quality of musical experience 

that the use of popular music might embrace complements U.S. responses to Green’s 

work and the concerns expressed there about de-centering the adult authority in music 

education: the fear that left to their own devices young people will choose popular, that 

is, lesser quality music. But in Mantie as elsewhere there simply is no unpacking of what 

constitutes quality music, or what makes European classical music inherently better than 

popular music. And this is undoubtedly related to the paucity of discussions of African 

American contributions to popular music, often under the guise that popular music equals 

“Anglo-American rock.” This narrow definition of popular music cuts off full 

consideration of the centrality of dance in much of popular music and, therefore, it 

discounts a major dimension of what drives the structure and aesthetics of much popular 

music, begging the question of how one could adequately judge the quality of popular 

music, except as a lesser form of European classical music, which is how it has 

historically been judged.  

 Having outlined a sort of wall that comes up repeatedly in the scholarly discourse 

on the use of popular music in music education, I now turn to the work done on the other 

side of that wall on music education in the US and race. 
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Music Education & Race 

 Omi and Winant (2015) have argued that the Civil Rights Era fundamentally 

altered discourse about race in the US from an explicit discussion comfortable with 

biological determinants of race, to an implicit one that talked about formerly defined 

racial groups as if they were “ethnicities”—a concept based on the European immigrants 

of the early 20th century. In this framework, people of color were members of groups that 

possessed not distinct biologies, but distinct cultures that would find eventually some 

equilibrium between fully dissolving into and remaining completely distinct from the 

larger, multicultural society. In this new discourse, race became undesirable as a 

discursive formulation because it perpetuated the false reality of biologically-based race 

and racism. On the other hand, this “colorblind” discourse, according to Omi and Winant, 

has prevented much discussion about the continuing structural effects of racism for 

people of color and the about histories of the formation of those structural inequalities, 

locating all cultures or ethnicities on a seemingly equal footing, and perpetuating the very 

inequalities the shift from biology to culture was meant to eradicate. 

 In a similar vein, James A. Banks (2004), one of the most prolific theorists of 

multicultural education in the US, has argued that multicultural education theory has 

always tried to advance several goals, including teaching about culturally-biased 

“knowledge construction,” “prejudice reduction,” “equity pedagogy,” and the creation of 

an “empowering school culture.” But according to Banks, multicultural education in 

practice has focused on curricular “content integration,” often ignoring the other critical 

and justice-oriented dimensions. 
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 The reluctance to address the ongoing effects of race observed by scholars of 

racism and critical multiculturalism in academic discourse in general and in educational 

discourse in particular is similarly found in music education research. Studies concerning 

race in US music education are minimal, and virtually non-existent if the focus is the 

popular music debate or instrumental ensembles. What has been written has come 

frequently from the perspective of either vocal or general music education. It is also 

largely concentrated on criticism of multicultural music education as practiced in North 

America. To understand the current critiques of multicultural music education, something 

must be said first about this general multicultural context. 

 Multicultural music education developed in the last third of the 20th century, as 

the institutional response to the criticisms of music education as inappropriately mono-

cultural and Eurocentric in a culturally diverse North America (Mark, 1996). Seen as a 

supporting part of broader multicultural educational efforts, multicultural music 

education emphasized exposing students to a range of authentic ethnic and popular 

musicals found locally—“folk musics”—as well as abroad—“world musics.” For 

example, Anderson and Shehan Campbell’s three-volume collection, Multicultural 

Perspectives In Music Education (2010) has included essays and lessons concerning on 

the traditional musics of Sub-Saharan Africa, Asia, Europe, Oceania and the Pacific, and 

Latin America and the Caribbean.  It also has included essays on “African American 

Music,” “Euro-American Music,” “Music of Native Peoples of North America,” “Jazz 

and Rock Music,” and “World Beat.” Although the editors have referenced Banks’ 

multicultural education theory in the introduction, they make no attempt to explain or 

defend their taxonomy of musics, nor have they or any of the essayists acknowledged any 
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sociopolitical issues surrounding the musics, other than the need to move beyond the 

hegemony of European “art” music—that is, classical music—to meet the needs of a 

culturally diverse student body.  

 Like the broader multicultural education movement, multicultural music 

education has been fraught with complications in the move from theory to practice, the 

first being the longstanding accusation that it sacrifices depth of musical knowledge in 

any one music to achieve a breadth of exposures to different musics. Multicultural music 

education, where it is found, is found primarily in general music education—primary and 

middle school levels—and vocal music instruction, that is, in chorus singing. 

Multicultural music education has had less influence on band and orchestra instruction, in 

part, because of the close relationship between instrumentation and music. Concert bands 

and orchestras remain fundamentally committed to the European classical music 

tradition—a tradition that prizes the highest level of technical proficiency. In contrast, 

multicultural music education can only offer an introduction to the different instruments 

of its different musics. There is simply not enough time to teach instrumental musical 

skills on the breadth of instruments and in the breadth of instrumental techniques 

represented by multiple musics. Multicultural music education, despite its direct 

challenge to the hegemony of European classical music, remains a rudimentary form of 

music education, and does not offer a real alternative in terms of immersion to the large 

ensemble paradigm in U.S. secondary music education. 

The lack of depth also raises the question of “authenticity,” inherited in part from 

folk music discourse (Frith, 1996; Radano, 2003): if differences in performative practice 

are integral to a music’s identity, can singing songs in choir, or playing the instruments of 
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world musics at an introductory level—or arranging them for band—truly capture the 

most important elements of a culture as expressed in its music? Instrumentation, social 

context and function, philosophical and religious underpinnings are all critical elements 

of any music’s meaning. Related to questions of authenticity are questions of 

essentialism: does not an emphasis on distinct musical cultures in what are—and always 

have been—fundamentally multicultural and hybrid societies risk atrophying these 

musics and relegating their ongoing creation and development exclusively to persons of 

the putatively originating ethnicity? The authentic/essential problematic links questions 

of the status of the music with the status of the music makers. And this raises questions of 

ethics: if musics of the world are merely introduced to students in a school culture where 

the European classical tradition is taught in relative depth through the large ensemble 

paradigm, does that not marginalize these other musics and perpetuate the primacy of 

European classical music? Furthermore, music and racial identification have been 

intertwined in the modern era, and music has often been a major expression of the quest 

for social justice by those oppressed by racial constructions (Radano & Bohlman, 2000a). 

If these musics are taught and performed superficially, without their history and social 

context understood—especially given the persistence and continuing relevance of racial 

discrimination—is this not a form of cultural appropriation and exploitation? These are 

difficult questions and by asking them here I do not mean to denigrate the important 

contributions made by multicultural music education advocates to diversifying music 

programs in U.S. schools. I only mean to highlight how multicultural music education has 

raised critical issues or curriculum and pedagogy, and framed discussions of race—often 

by talking around it—in contemporary U.S. music education discourse. And part of that 
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framing has included a general discomfort with talking about popular music, because 

multicultural music has revived issues of “authenticity,” which problematize popular 

music in two ways: as commercial music, and, therefore somehow less than art; or, with 

certain genres, as African American folk music, and, therefore somehow inappropriate 

for use with white students. And dance, as elsewhere, has little place in this musical 

discourse, even though it purports to strive for more inclusive definitions of music.  

 Multicultural music education critics.  Multicultural music education’s 

prominence warranted a dissection by the editor of Action, Criticism & Theory for Music 

Education as the e-journal’s debut article. In it, Regelski (2000) analyzed the 

contemporary practice of multicultural music education from the perspective of 

“Frankfort School” critical theory—particularly Jürgen Habermas. Regelski argued that 

multicultural music education positively decentered the dominance of “Eurocentric … 

‘high’ musical culture” (p. 8), but erred in promoting a cultural essentialism that 

misrepresented the various music-creating-cultures as homogeneous and perfectly 

transmitted from one generation to the next. The reality in modern societies was much 

more complex and heterogeneous, requiring educators to take an active role in critically 

evaluating competing values. According to Regelski, music educators needed to take a 

“praxial”—not “aesthetic”—view of music, helping students to ask not “What is good 

music? … [But] What has music been found to be good for, and why?” (p. 17). 

Acknowledging that musical meaning would inevitably change when taken out of its 

originating conditions, Regelski argued that because musics historically have been 

frequently resituated, recontextualized, and “reconstructed” to address new purposes, a 

balance could be struck in music educational settings: 
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The contextuality of music … is not necessarily absolute or determinate, but 

familiarity with its originating conditions is essential. Thus we must seek the 

musical meaning reasonable to the praxis. Appropriating music to strictly musical 

ends [i.e., aesthetic listening] falsifies it and denies its true human significance. 

(p. 25) 

 

Although Regelski warned, following Frankfort School tradition, that educators needed to 

be cautious of the commercial distortion of music “as a type of socioeconomic 

domination or control” (p. 19), he did commend the praxial study of popular music as an 

important comparative exercise. Regelski, however, offered here no suggestions for how 

this praxial study of diverse musics could be balanced with achieving a satisfying level of 

performance competence in one type music; nor did he address issues of justice related to 

the historical deprecation of certain musics based on their cultural/racial associations. 

Writing seven years later in the same journal, Lise Vaugeois (2007) took a more 

social justice-oriented analysis of multicultural music education. Analyzing three major 

North American philosophies of music education written in the last twenty years—

Reimer (1970/2003), Elliott (1995), and Woodford (2005), Vaugeois argued that despite 

their different emphases, all three maintained liberal Western assumptions about 

rationality and the autonomous individual that maintained a European-centeredness in 

their discussions of other peoples and their musics in the contexts of Canadian and U.S. 

national identity. For Vaugeois, this philosophical Eurocentrism has disabled 

multiculturalism and multicultural music education from addressing historical and 

systemic issues of social justice: “Multiculturalism as an ideal fails to address the 

political or material effects of categories of difference; thus it fails to open up space to 

explore such issues” (p. 183). But despite her emphasis on the “material effects of 

categories of difference,” Vaugeois relegated these differences strictly to musical 
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practices, and argued that these differentiating categories “do not reflect intrinsic 

characteristics of music any more than they reflect intrinsic characteristics of people” (p. 

189). Vaugeois seems to have used a theoretical construct analogous to Green’s 

distinction between “inter-sonic” and “delineated” meanings Thus, Vaugeois’ division 

between musics’ “social practices” and “intrinsic characteristics” leaves no room for the 

analysis of the particularities of a music’s structure and aesthetics that constitute the 

particular practices—like dancing—associated with a particular type of music.  

Deborah Bradley has most consistently and explicitly discussed race in matters of 

North American music education over the last decade. Like Vaugeois, Bradley (2006, 

2007) has argued that multicultural music education perpetuates “racialist” assumptions 

in music education by offering limited exposure to diverse musics without discussing 

race and other social justice concerns surrounding these musics. In Bradley’s estimation 

(2012), multicultural music education, starting in music teacher education programs, has 

fostered a belief that sampling world music content in performance settings is sufficient, 

while discussion of the political contexts of the music being performed is deemed 

inappropriate. This shunning of musics’ social dimensions, along with the ongoing 

curricular hegemony of European classical music as reflected in the repertoire and state 

music teacher certification guidelines (Bradley, 2011) maintains an educational system 

that privileges “white” music and “white” musical practice as normative. Meanwhile, the 

brief, superficial study of other musics renders them “exotic,” perpetuating “power 

relations and stereotypical notions of the other” (2008, p. 112).  

Bradley’s response has been to rename her own pedagogical approach as “anti-

racism music education,” which involves considerable attention to teaching and 
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discussing the social context—especially the social justice issues—of the music she and 

her students study. For Bradley, the goal of this pedagogy has been to foster a 

“multicultural human subjectivity,” a sort of “cosmopolitan” awareness of the 

intercultural environment in which we live, whereby “whiteness” is de-centered and 

consciousness of those marginalized by race is enhanced. 

As a music education professor and youth choir director, Bradley’s theoretical and 

empirical research (2008) is situated in group vocal music instruction and repertoire. 

Many of her general insights about the privileging of European music and the 

marginalization of other musics certainly could be applied to instrumental ensembles and 

the large ensemble paradigm in U.S. secondary music education. However, as a choral 

specialist, Bradley’s analysis, like many critical music educators who come from a vocal 

music background, does not extend to the full range of culturally-defined performative 

and learning practices in music, even to the level found among the instrumental music 

educators discussing the use of popular music and informal learning in music education. 

Most popular music, including folk music, mixes vocal and instrumental musicking, and 

much of it is integrated with dancing. But the large chorus ensemble in which Bradley 

operates seems to have precluded consideration of these aspects in her anti-racism music 

education. 

Music & the Racial Imagination. In 2005, the editors of Action, Criticism & 

Theory for Music Education solicited a series of critical responses to Radano and 

Bohlman’s monumental Music and the Racial Imagination (2000b). A collection of 21 

essays written by 20 different musicologists, this collection was united by an 

understanding that the development of musics and musical identity in the modern West 



 

68 

 

were inextricably bound to the formation of racial identities. According to the editors, as 

an ideological construct, the “racial imagination” in musical understanding operated to 

“reify” aspects of different musics and fix them to particular racial identifications. And 

the collection found unity in the understanding that once unpacked, the various 

constructions of race and music would reveal an underlying and highly unstable 

“hybridity” that belied any easy identification of music or musical elements with racial 

groups, defined either biologically or culturally. Thus, the collection boldly announced 

the centrality of race for musicology of musics in the modern era, and its various studies 

elaborated various ways that music and race had become co-constituent. 

 Radano and Bohlman’s introductory essay (2000a) described the various studies 

in Music and the Racial Imagination as a critique of the musicological establishment, 

which historically had either refused to acknowledge any other music but European 

classical, or, in the case of ethnomusicology, had essentialized various musics as the 

product of a particular ethnos or culture. But Bowman (2005), editor of the special review 

issue of Music & the Racial Imagination in Action, Criticism, & Theory for Music 

Education, observed that music education was also deeply committed, if unwittingly, to 

the “racial imagination”: 

The notion of musical/cultural authenticity has deep roots in beliefs that there are 

natural (perhaps even biologically determined) musical practices, to which our 

educational practices evince varying degrees of veracity—veracity by which the 

educational validity of our instructional efforts can be gauged. . . . Culturalist and 

multiculturalist discourses have the effect of making essentialist assumptions 

appear benign and divorced from racial stereotypes and categories: but it is a 

matter of appearances. (p. 4-5) 
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Bowman placed the blame on “modernist aesthetic theory,” which divorced music from 

its sociopolitical contexts and impoverished its “pedagogical significance,” but left it to 

his respondents to delve into more specific issues of educational practice. 

Unfortunately, none of the five respondents addressed issues of race and 

contemporary music education practice in the United States. Akrofi (2005) addressed 

music education in Africa, Bradley (2005) offered reminisces from the 1960s of the 

institutional discomfort of singing Civil Rights songs in a Canadian high school choir, 

Gould (2005) challenged the singular focus on race by raising feminist and lesbian 

concerns, and André (2005) placed the collection in the broader context of musicological 

studies, comparing it to the emergent feminist musicology that emerged two decades 

earlier. Only Walcott (2005), whose main purpose was to assess musicology’s aversion to 

hip hop, had observations relating to race, popular music, and music education in North 

America: 

One of the small but significant stories of rap music’s arrival on the cultural scene 

was the evisceration of music programs in urban schools. This first world 

structural adjustment policy led to the direct relationship between access to 

instruments for making music and the remaking and reconstruction of the 

turntable and vinyl as instruments. (p. 7) 

 

In short, Bowman’s challenge to examine U.S. music education on the nuanced treatment 

of such salient issues as African American contributions to popular music in the general 

context of cultural hybridity, and the interrelationships of music, race, and bodies in the 

“racial imagination” was simply not taken. 

 Ruth Iana Gustafson. The most sustained critique of the U.S. music education’s 

“racialist” history, instead, has come from the research of Ruth Iana Gustafson (2005, 

2008, 2009; Popkewitz & Gustafson, 2002). Gustafson has identified race as a major 
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rubric throughout U.S. music education discourse, focusing on the vocal music 

instruction that was instituted in the Boston public schools in the 1830s and 1840s, and 

the music appreciation movement that was prominent in secondary music education in 

the first decades of the 20th century. Even though she brings a contemporary concern to 

her historical research in observing the particular exclusions of African Americans in 

U.S. music education, she has avoided the African essentialist issue by skirting questions 

of African origins or retentions, and by describing certain musical elements, behaviors, 

and dispositions as discursive constructions that have blended race and class 

connotations. Thus she suggests that even as African Americans were stereotyped, 

denigrated, and then excluded from music education for these musical behaviors, 

working class European Americans were frequently ‘weened’ from exhibiting these same 

characteristics. 

 Gustafson has used a variety of theoretical sources, including Foucault, and 

although she has not centered on him to the same extent as Mantie, for example, her twin 

foci on the knowledge constructs and the concern for the disciplining of student bodies 

puts her in the Foucauldian studies ambit.  Gustafson also has consistently framed her 

historical research within the problem of “the near 100 percent attrition rate of African 

American students from public school music programs across the country” (2009, p. xi). 

Her “historical exploration[s] of racialism in school music” fit squarely within Foucault’s 

concepts of “problematization,” “history of the present,” and history as “genealogy” 

(Gustafson, 2005, p. 7), which I will discuss further in my own theoretical framework. 

 Through an examination of a broad collection of sources from the U.S. and 

Europe, Gustafson has demonstrated that an ongoing construction of the ideal U.S. 
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“citizen” as “white,” Anglo-Saxon or “Teutonic,” bourgeois, and Protestant, with an 

accompanying set of values, behaviors, and dispositions was at the center of much of the 

music education discourse through the 19th and first half of the 20th century. Formation 

through music education focused on exposing students to the right type of music and, 

with school songs the right type of lyrics. It also included eliciting the right type of 

behaviors in singing technique and in listening practices. Most importantly, it 

discouraged or placed under strict control most forms of bodily motion accompanying the 

performance of and/or the listening to music. 

 Significantly, Gustafson has offered a detailed, historical analysis of music 

education discourse that shows how it often obviated the need to talk explicitly about 

race, class, and/or gender by identifying particular music, performance techniques, and 

listening behaviors as proper musical content and behavior, frequently contrasting them 

with the African American-originated dance-music popular with young people. Together, 

this discourse and bodily “entrainment” functioned to enculturate populations of dubious 

“whiteness,” like the Irish in the 1840s and Southern and Eastern European immigrants at 

the turn of the century, into the U.S. white society. This discourse also excluded, 

implicitly and explicitly, African Americans and the music and musical behaviors 

associated with African Americans, particularly the centrality of bodily movement to 

music. Although Gustafson (2005) has focused on music education in the U.S. prior to 

World War II, in her concluding chapter she has convincingly argued that the race, class, 

and gender biases built into U.S. music education’s practice and discourse during its first 

century have persisted into the present era. 
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 As a vocal music specialist, Gustafson has not dealt directly with large 

instrumental ensembles in schools except to note that contemporary African American 

students, many who identify with hip-hop—a genre excluded from contemporary music 

education—end up in chorus or general music. It is apparent, however, that the 

development of school orchestras and concert bands, always aspiring to convey 

something of the European symphonic tradition, fit neatly within the historical 

framework Gustafson has outlined. Similarly, Gustafson has not dealt with popular music 

except to position it as the abomination from which music educators had to protect their 

students. Whether referencing minstrelsy in the 19th century, ragtime and jazz in the 

early 20th century, or hip-hop in the contemporary era, Gustafson has helped to establish 

that these dance-music genres, because of their association with African Americans 

and/or with musical practices and dispositions associated with African Americans, and 

secondarily with women and poor people, were construed as inappropriate for music 

education and polite society in general. 

 

 Except for Bradley’s insistence on discussing with students the sociopolitical 

context of music associated with peoples of color, most of the participants in the small 

body of research on race and music education in North America—and I must use “North 

America” here because the majority of authors discussed in the previous section have 

stronger connections to Canada than the US—have been theoretically and historically 

descriptive, rather than prescriptive, and none have challenged the large ensemble 

paradigm. Mostly concerned with articulating the need to re-assert race back into music 

education discourse without reifying music or essentializing a musical-racial formation, 
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these researchers have been concerned with amplifying the critical aspects of 

multicultural education theory, if not in music education practice, then in music education 

research. Their domain has been primarily general music and choral instruction, without 

much discussion of instrumental music, the division of instrumental and choral music, 

popular music and the informal learning associated with it. 

 As I have shown, the popular music/informal learning research in music 

education, particularly in the US, has moved in the opposite direction. Driven by 

instrumental music instructors, the research tends to be more pedagogical than critical, 

concerned with questions of instrumentation and technique, teaching preparation, teacher 

authority, and with justifying the use of popular music through its pragmatic and 

pedagogical benefits, rather than its musical worth per say. Race or even multiculturalism 

is not part of this research agenda, and discussions of popular music are, in the main, 

reduced to rock, considered as an “Anglo-American” genre of popular music that is 

historically related to African American musical experience, but is distanced enough 

from it in its present form to discourage aesthetic, pedagogical, or ethical considerations 

of its African American origins.  

 Finally, only with Gustafson’s work is there a concern with body movement and 

the corporeal and its implications for music education pedagogy, formal or informal. 

Given the importance of technique, posture and muscle memory to music performance, 

both vocal and instrumental, this may appear as a striking omission. However, the 

fundamental conceptual separation between music and dance not only in the musicking 

and discourse of European classical music, but even in the musicking and discourse of 

much contemporary popular music has rendered the distinctive, corporeal aesthetics of 
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African American-originated dancing nearly invisible. And that means that the distinctive 

structure, practices, and aesthetics of the music constitutive of that dancing have been 

rendered inaudible. 
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Chapter Three: Theoretical Framework & Methodology 

 In this chapter I present the theoretical framework that has guided this study and 

the methodology with which the theory has been co-constituted. That is to say, that 

despite the linear nature of writing, and the traditional ordering of these chapters, my 

work has been circular, moving among types of “empirical material” (Alvesson & 

Kärreman, 2011) that in a different conception of research might be more rigidly divided 

into categories of prior studies, theoretical works, methodological guides, 

historiographical writing, and organizational documents. In fact, all these categories of 

empirical material have informed my understanding of the ‘problem’ of secondary music 

education simultaneously, each effecting my decisions on what to explore next, and each 

to varying degrees candidates for the designation of “data” in my research.  

 Those methodologists coming from a pragmatic philosophical background, who 

describe the research process as abductive, as opposed to the deductive process 

paradigmatic of quantitative analysis, or the inductive process paradigmatic of much 

qualitative work (Alvesson & Kärreman, 2011; Brinkmann, 2014; Tavory & 

Timmermans, 2014) have described best my process of theory selection in this study. 

Brinkmann (2014) has distilled the abductive process to the following: 

(a) We observe X, (b) X is unexpected and breaks with our normal understanding, 

(c) but if Y is the case, then X makes sense, (d) therefore, we are allowed to claim 

Y, at least provisionally. . . . Inquiry is thus the process of trying to understand the 

situation by sense-making. The result of sense-making (which may be a concept 

or a theory) is then tested to see whether the situation is resolved. . . . There is, 

according to this model, no hard and fast line between life, research, theory, and 

methods. (p. 722) 

 

“X” in this case is the observation that despite a half century of the National Association 

for Music Education’s (NAfME) encouragement of the use of popular music in the 
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schools, secondary music education still remained largely resistant to it and committed to 

the European classical/large ensemble paradigm. Having experienced this problematic in 

my own music education, I knew this problem was longstanding and historical, and I 

knew from my immersion as a trained and/or practiced amateur in both the classical and 

popular music worlds, that historical distinctions based on race, sexuality, and some 

concept of class were highly relevant. And because musical training is not merely noetic, 

but also embodied in the distinct practices one engages to become either a classical or a 

popular musician, a theory of secondary music education’s resistance to popular music 

had to take account of the body, which further underscored the importance of race, 

sexuality, and class, understood as both markers and practices of the body. Finally, these 

were issues that extended beyond the domain of U.S. music education, and I knew that 

my research, therefore, had to be transdisciplinary. Simultaneous to my readings in the 

philosophy and history of music education in the US, I read histories of secondary 

education, of social and cultural history and theory—including histories of popular and 

classical music—always looking for theoretical insight that would connect the various 

dimensions of the problem together. Through this transdisciplinary approach, I was led—

initially by direct citation, later by what I came to see as reoccurring patterns in historical 

studies—to Michel Foucault’s thought, whose historical/philosophical work became the 

basis of my theory, that is, the “Y” in Brinkmann’s schema. 

Theoretical Framework 

 One of the reasons for Foucault’s vast influence across many disciplines, 

including education, since the last quarter of the 20th century has to do with his 

compelling understanding of how modern Western “civilization” (Scheurich, 1997) 
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constituted itself, linking its social arrangements, practices, institutions, discourses, and 

sciences to the individual constitution of its members. That is, he constructed a broad-

reaching theory connecting the macro level of society with the micro level of individuals 

by delineating how they become formed within the social construction to which their 

identities were integral.  

I begin this section by unpacking some of the key concepts developed by Foucault 

that I use for my theory of the large ensemble paradigm’s vital place in U.S. secondary 

music education history. But because Foucault had relatively little to say about the meso 

level, the level of groups and group constitution within Western societies, in the second 

part of this theoretical framework section, I introduce some “refinements” to Foucault’s 

thought based on a variety of thinkers who have refined Foucault’s thought to clarify how 

an uneven distribution of power across groups based on race, class, and gender 

strengthens the connection between the macro and micro levels of social formations—in 

Simmons (2010) felicitous terminology, to balance analysis of “arterial power” with 

Foucault’s analysis of “capillary power.” Feminist thinkers, in particular, have developed 

Foucault’s thought to better incorporate processes of gender formation and to clarify the 

somewhat ambiguous place of the material—particularly the material body—in 

Foucault’s thought, which is where groupings based on sexuality, and also race and class 

to varying degrees have been based. Therefore, in the second part of this theoretical 

framework section, I introduce some “refinements” to Foucault’s thought based on these 

feminist thinkers to strengthen its relevance to understanding the dominant place of the 

large ensemble paradigm and the historical resistance to popular music as epitomized by 

African American-originated dance-musicking. 
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Foucauldian concepts. 

 

Historicity. As a self-described historian of thought, Foucault’s own theoretical 

framework steered between a constructivist and structuralist position. Olsenn (1999) and 

Dant (1991) have linked Foucault in the “sociology of knowledge” tradition, but I would 

go farther and draw parallels with Foucault and the “social construction of reality” 

project of Berger and Luckmann (1967), following Keller (2005, 2011), who has likewise 

seen points of contact, despite the different traditions and concerns represented by the 

two bodies of work. The point here is that for Foucault, reality for humans is constructed 

in time and space through language and practices; but the present always bears both the 

benefit and the burden of the past. Past constructions are restraining, but they are also 

unstable, which affords the possibility of change. Foucault never seemed interested in 

specifying whether or where the constructed level of reality met an unconstructed level of 

reality, though Olsenn (1999), McClaren (2002) and Hekman (2010) have argued that 

there is enough evidence in Foucault’s work suggesting a pre-discursive, physical, reality 

to warrant calling him a “materialist.” Prado (2000), in a complementary was, has 

described Foucault as a “tacit realist,” arguing that Foucault operated as if there was a 

material dimension to the world—though fluid and formed through discourse and 

practice—that grounded our ability to know it. I think Foucault can probably best be 

described as a thinker who tried to transcend the idealist/materialist division, and his 

attempts to balance the importance of discourse with embodied practices in social 

formations is, perhaps the best evidence of this effort. Regardless, Foucault was most 

interested in relativizing fundamental concepts such as “truth,” “knowledge,” “thought,” 

“subject,” and even the human “body” in an attempt to undermine any “natural” or 
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“inevitable” understanding we might have about the knowledge, practices, and 

institutions that constitute our very selves. 

Because of this Foucault’s project was radically historicist, in the sense that he 

consistently tried to show how virtually everything in modern Western thought—

including our own self-understanding—“emerged” from contingencies of time and space 

(Veyne, 1997). In “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History,” (1971/2003a) and elsewhere, 

Foucault distinguished his historical method from traditional history in that he refused to 

posit any trans-historical constants—like the Kantian rational subject or Marxian class 

conflict—to drive his history: 

Nothing in man—not even his body—is sufficiently stable to serve as the basis 

for self-recognition or for understanding other men. The traditional devices for 

constructing a comprehensive view of history and for retracing the past as a 

patient and continuous development must be systematically dismantled. (p. 360) 

 

Rather than tying the historical account to a causal or conceptual constant, Foucault’s 

historical method attempted to describe the “emergence” and “descent” of mutually 

contingent factors that gave rise to the thought, practices and self-understandings under 

examination (Smart, 1983), which until his very last years focused exclusively on modern 

Western societies. 

 Foucault often emphasized the “discontinuities” in his historical accounts of the 

evolution of the modern West, and this along with his rejection of constants, led him once 

to be described as “the historian of discontinuity” (Foucault, 1976/2003d, p. 302). But 

equally important for Foucault were the continuities or legacies of modern Western 

thought and practice that may have persisted in the present. Foucault aspired to clarify the 

historical contingencies of the past precisely to “problematize” their legacies in the 

present, meaning simultaneously that he attempted to problematize present formations 
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taken as natural or inevitable, and that his topics of historical study were framed as 

strategies that emerged to address problems in the past (Fendler, 2010, p. 8; Foucault, 

1984/2003b, p. 20). It is this dual sense of “problematization” that prompted Foucault to 

write at the end of the introductory chapter to Discipline and Punish that he was not 

“writing a history of the past in terms of the present,” but rather he was “writing a history 

of the present” (1975/1995, p. 31). Similarly, I have come to see the present problem of 

secondary music education discourse and practice rooted in the concerns of U.S. society 

in the first half of the twentieth century, which developed not only the large ensemble 

paradigm, but also the comprehensive high school, and notions of “high” and “low” 

culture that opposed European classical music to popular music in the U.S., and were so 

charged with distinctions based on race, class, and sexuality. 

 Power-knowledge, subjectivation & discourse. Foucault developed his 

understanding of the integral connection between the macro construction of society and 

the micro construction of individuals through his central concepts of power-knowledge, 

subjectivation, and discourse. For Foucault, power described “the multiplicity of force 

relations immanent” to a sphere of operation, as well as the overall “process” within 

which these relations contended with and/or support one another, and the institutional 

“crystallizations” that emerge from the overall strategic direction of these forces 

(1976/1990, p. 93). Power for Foucault was based on unequal, local, social relations that 

had “hegemonic effects” (1976/1990, p. 94) but which also always engendered resistance, 

and therefore created a highly unstable network. Foucault used metaphors for power like 

“network” and “capillary” (1980, p. 96) to suggest that power extended everywhere and 

was not simply the possession of powerful persons or groups. With power everywhere, 
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according to Foucault, no one was all-powerful or powerless, and powers’ effect were 

based on the cumulative actions of all in the field of power. Because power represented 

the summation of all individual actors, Foucault described power, somewhat 

paradoxically as both “intentional” and “strategic” but also “nonsubjective” and 

“anonymous” (1976/1990,  pp. 93-94). Power designated the overall effects of the sum 

total of individual actions, past and present, that eluded the individual actor: “People 

know what they do; frequently they know why they do what they do; but what they don't 

know is what what they do does” (as cited in Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983, p. 187). 

 One of Foucault’s major insights about power was that’s effects were not merely 

constraining, but productive. Even though power’s effects always bred resistance, the 

overall hegemonic effects it created produced knowledge. For Foucault power, through 

its direction and even constitution of human bodies via disciplinary practices, produced 

not only knowledge about externals, such as other humans and discourse, but it also 

produced an internal knowledge, or knowledge of oneself as a subject, through a process 

Foucault called subjectivation (Foucault, 1981, p. 64, 1984/2003c, p. 59; O’Farrell, pp. 

110-113). This term suggests both the productive aspects of power to produce a subject, 

and also its constraining aspects as power subjects the emergent subject to specific modes 

of thought and action.  

But power’s causation for Foucault—as in so many instances of his analysis—

was not linear but circular. That is, knowledge of the human subjects, constituted as 

various aggregates, groups or populations, also fostered subjectivation and generated 

power, and so was co-constitutive of the social construct, which is why he used the 

hyphenated term power-knowledge:  
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power produces knowledge . . . power and knowledge directly imply one another 

. . . there is no power relation without the correlative constitution of a field of 

knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at the 

same time power relations. . . . the subject who knows, the objects to be known 

and the modalities of knowledge must be regarded as so many effects of these 

fundamental implications of power-knowledge and their historical 

transformations. (1975/1995, pp. 27-28) 

 

Here Foucault has described his theory of the reciprocal relationship between knowledge, 

power and subjectivation. Implied in this co-constitutive relationship are related 

reciprocal relationships between thought and practice, and between mind and body. 

Foucault’s concepts of power-knowledge and subjectivation then are particularly 

pertinent for music education where bodily disciplines—including performative practices 

and “ear training”—constitute and are constituted by the specific musical knowledge, and 

the specific musical subjects found in any given historical context. 

 Foucault identified discourse as a primary conduit between power and knowledge 

(1976/1990, p. 100), also implicating it in the subjectivation process. Foucault used 

discourse in three related ways: (a) to refer to ‘talk’—written and spoken—in general; (b) 

to refer to talk within and about a specific domain, for example, music education 

discourse; and most critically, (c) to refer to the unspoken rules of the talk of that specific 

domain, stipulating what can and cannot be said, and who can say what and when 

(Foucault, 1969/2002, pp. 120-121; S. Mills, 1997, p. 7). Discourse, especially in this last 

sense, for Foucault was both an important element of and a window into the structure of a 

social construction and its constraints. And its repeated enunciation was an important 

solidification of that construction, which could lead to further formalization into full-

blown knowledge systems or sciences (Foucault, 1969/2002, p. 187). Contrariwise, 

because discourse, for Foucault, was never simple and absolute—it always contained 
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multiple discourses—it remained unstable, carrying the potential for transformation. I 

follow Foucault in his understanding of projects of historical analysis precisely as efforts 

to destabilize and, perhaps, even transform discourse in the present by revealing its 

historically contingent emergence in the past. 

 Foucault’s subtle description of the reciprocal relationships among power, 

knowledge, subjectivation, and discourse, as well as his insistence on the anonymity and 

productivity of these complexes enabled him to speak of hegemonic formations in history 

without setting up sharp distinctions between winners and losers or dominators and 

dominated. I see this as one of the primary advantages of using a Foucauldian framework 

to the study of music education discourse and practice. The emergence of the large 

ensemble paradigm was not simply the product of a group of music supervisors’ 

consensual design. Rather local needs in secondary education communities as expressed 

by principals, superintendents, music teachers, parents, and students have combined 

with—or contested—less local strategies as expressed by music supervisors, 

superintendents, music and education faculty in colleges and universities, and national 

policy-making bodies. Likewise, the privileging of classical music and its specific 

modalities of production and consumption in music education was an anonymous or 

transubjective project that produced musical knowledge and subjects, simultaneously 

limiting knowledge and subjects to this particular type of music and musicking.  

 Foucault also described the formations generated through power, knowledge, 

subjectivation, and discourse as hegemonic, but also unstable, and always generating 

resistance and opposition (Foucault, 1976/1990, pp. 95, 100; 1980, p. 142). This allows 

the theoretical space to describe African American-originated dance-musicking as a mode 
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of resistance to the dominant musical paradigm in U.S. society and in secondary 

education in the 20th century. It helps explain its perennial popularity among young 

people despite its historical disparagement by hegemonic cultural institutions in the 

United States, including educational ones (Small, 1987/1994). It helps explain the 

complex interplay of denunciations, accommodations, and transformations that school 

music has endured as a result of this oppositional dynamic. And finally it helps explains 

the difficulty contemporary U.S. music educators face in attempting embrace modalities 

of musicality embodied in African American-originated dance-musicking, a set of 

musical practices divergent and even antithetical to that which has constituted them in 

their formation as musical subjects and music educators (Gustafson, 2009). 

 Disciplinary societies & their dispositifs.  Power-knowledge elements 

strategically linked and operating to reinforce one another to address a problem, Foucault 

referred to as a dispositif, which some theorists have argued is his central concept in his 

theory of modern Western disciplinary power (Agamben, 2009; Deleuze, 1992, 1997). 

He once described dispositifs as “a thoroughly heterogeneous ensemble[s] consisting of 

discourses, institutions, architectural forms, regulatory decisions, laws, administrative 

measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral and philanthropic propositions—in 

short, the said as much as the unsaid” (1980, p. 194). For Foucault, the elements of 

dispositifs seem to have had flexible boundaries, and their ‘membership’ in one or more 

dispositifs depended on the scope of analysis, rather than on some absolute criteria. 

Furthermore, various identified dispositifs in any given society are almost always 

“entangled” with other dispositifs and their elements (Jäger & Maier, 2009). Foucault 

understood his own genealogical work at this time as trying to describe the connection 
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among these diverse elements of varying dispositifs, and the overall strategic function 

they collectively held to respond to a specific and “urgent need” in historical context 

(1980, p. 195). 

Foucault famously characterized modern Western societies as disciplinary 

societies. For Foucault, what distinguished Western societies as disciplinary societies was 

the emergence of multiple dispositifs for enhancing the knowledge and formation of 

human bodies, and he captured both sides of the power-knowledge dynamic in the term 

the disciplines, that is, disciplines as bodies of knowledge and as practices regulating 

human bodies (Foucault, 1980, p. 106).  For Foucault, dispositifs in disciplinary societies 

could be identified through discrete institutions such as the clinic, the asylum, or the 

prison—to which I am adding the symphony orchestra, the comprehensive high school, 

and the large ensembles in secondary music instruction. Foucault also identified networks 

of practices and discourses in modern Western societies, like “sexuality” as a dispositif—

to which I add European classical music, African American dance-musicking, and 

secondary music education. Whether discrete institutions or more loose networks of 

practices and discourses, dispositifs, according to Foucault, have produced the subjects 

and bodies that function as the nodes of disciplinary power in modern Western societies. 

 Throughout his writings, Foucault detailed many common tactics deployed across 

the many types of dispositifs to discipline the practices of bodies—to render those bodies 

“docile” (Foucault, 1976/1990, p. 145)—and to instigate and regulate control of the 

population on the membership as a whole. These tactics organized bodies in space and 

time into hierarchical orderings in places as diverse as prisons, hospitals, clinics, asylums, 

factories and schools (Foucault, 1975/1999, p. 231)—to which I would add large 
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performing ensembles and their audiences (See Butsch, 2000; Levine, 1988). Of all these 

tactics, Foucault (1975/1999, pp. 184, 216) named normalization and surveillance as the 

two great overarching processes of disciplinary societies whereby external control 

became internalized by individuals. Normalization is particularly relevant to the music 

educational endeavor because it combines knowledge and disciplinary practice. 

For Foucault, normalization simultaneously created homogeneity as individuals aspired 

to the Norm, and established gradations or hierarchies as individuals actually attained 

different levels of realization of the Norm. Foucault saw normalization as a tactic that 

helped mediate the contradictions of hierarchical, non-egalitarian power relations in 

Western societies, which by the 19th century had developed, at least in the political 

sphere, “system[s] of formal equality” (1975/1995, p. 184). That is to say, the Norm 

legitimated hierarchy by promulgating equality of opportunity and a hierarchy of merit.  

Like the power-knowledge they generated and circulated, dispositifs for Foucault 

were simultaneously productive and restrictive. Foucault’s historical relativism 

prohibited him from making absolute judgements about the overall justice or equity of 

various dispositifs and their specific tactics; he was more interested in revealing how 

dispositifs maintained various inequalities through the hierarchies they perpetuated, even 

as they promulgated discourses about the growing equality and democracy exhibited in 

modern Western societies. Disciplinary knowledges, disciplinary practices and the 

dispositifs that coordinated them were not good or bad from an absolute perspective; but 

in the history of modern Western societies, their emergence often served to enhance the 

validity of society’s many contradictions. Foucault’s historical studies—his 

problematizations—were written precisely to uncover these contradictions. 
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As this study shows, the deployment of the large ensemble paradigm in U.S. 

secondary music education at the beginning of the 20th century availed itself of all these 

features of modern Western dispositifs, including the institutionalization/justification of 

certain contradictions, including limited student participation, the expressed cultivation of 

student listening audiences instead of student musicians, and the privileging of a white, 

male and bourgeois definition of educationally appropriate music. As part of the 

comprehensive high school—perhaps, the most important dispositif in the United States’ 

efforts to erect a social discipline in the 20th century—the large ensemble paradigm and 

its idealization of European classical music were not problematic because they were 

disciplinary—they were problematic because of the nature of the particularly 

exclusionary and hierarchical discipline they attempted to instill. 

Foucauldian refinements. Foucault’s work goes a long way to providing this 

study with its theoretical framework. As part of the larger project to instill social order on 

U.S. society destabilized in the late 19th century by the forces of mass immigration, 

migration, urbanization, and industrialization, the large ensemble paradigm can be seen 

as dispositif entwined with the dispositifs of the comprehensive high school and what I 

am calling the high—that is, elite European—culture dispositif, within which the 

professional symphony orchestra emerged. At the micro level, Foucault’s identification 

of the power-knowledge-subjectivation triad, generated by discourse and disciplinary 

practice, fittingly describes the music education project, particularly the large ensemble 

paradigm, where disciplined performance of and listening to European masterworks or 

their facsimiles define the center of the pedagogy. Finally, Foucault’s fundamental 

assumption—that problems of the present are often defined and constrained by their 
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historical formation and development—offers a useful research trajectory for 

understanding the problematic—even counter-productive—allegiance U.S. secondary 

music education maintains to the large ensemble paradigm. 

But despite the importance of the body in Foucault’s thought, there are 

ambiguities around it, specifically the precise status of its materiality. I think these 

ambiguities are related, in part, to Foucault’s reticence to talk about groups in modern 

societies. Groups based on race, class, and sexuality to varying degrees point to various 

aspects of human bodies for their definition. Feminist theorists, in particular, have 

wrestled with the status of the body and its implications for group definition. How the 

material body relates to the rest of the material world, to discourse, and to the social 

constructions of race, class, and sexuality are not developed in Foucault, but pertinent to 

this study of music education discourse. I have turned to other theorists, many inspired by 

Foucault’s work, to enhance my theoretical framework.  

Bodies as matter. Throughout his work, Foucault proposed a model of the social 

construction where power, knowledge and subjectivation formed a triad, each 

conditioned by and conditioning the other two through discourse and disciplinary 

practices (Deleuze, 1992; Kendall & Wickham, 1999). A rough schema of his theoretical 

framework would look something like this:  

 
Figure 1 
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But for all Foucault’s concern for the importance of the body, as the above diagram 

shows, he was never clear where the body fit into his framework. It is certainly the focus 

of power relations and disciplinary practices as Foucault emphasized in his writings on 

power (1975/1995, 1980). It is also somehow linked to subjectivation as Foucault’s 

famous description of the soul as “prison of the body” (1975/1995, p. 30) suggested. 

Finally it is defined by knowledge for Foucault through the many human sciences which 

emerge in the modern West. But all these relationships put the body in a rather passive or 

“docile” relationship, begging the question of whether the material body, distinct from 

the effects of power, discourse, knowledge, and subjectivation, makes its own 

contribution to the social construction, or at least has its own recourse toward 

destabilizing it (Hoy, 1999).  

 In her Meeting the Universe Halfway: Quantum Physics and the Entanglement of 

Matter and Meaning, Karen Barad (2007) has theorized on the active relationship of 

matter in the emergence of social formations. Incorporating insights from feminist 

philosopher Judith Butler and the nuclear physicist Niels Bohr, Barad has critiqued 

Foucault’s ambiguity about the status of matter, including but not limited to human 

bodies, even as she has built on many of Foucault’s insights. For Barad, the fundamental 

problem here lies in the limits of a Newtonian worldview that posits an ontic and 

epistemic division between subjects and objects. Following Bohr’s philosophical 

reflections on quantum physics, for which the experimental “apparatus” was as central as 

the dispositif to Foucault, Barad theorizes a 89nternalizat, even co-constitutional dynamic 

always at play. Observers and the observed are not outside one another interacting. 

Rather, using Barad’s terminology, they “intra-act” with one another in discursive 
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practice. For Barad and Bohr, it is not the case that “we” observe “objects,” but rather all 

are “phenomena” that “materialize” through “apparatuses,” which themselves are 

constituted strategically via “discursive practice” to bring phenomena simultaneously to 

their subjective, material and semantic formations. Barad refers to this perspective as 

“agential realism,” where agency is distributed across all the elements of the apparatus—

including the non-human elements that help facilitate the observation and the ones that 

emerge as the objects of observation. For Barad, matter, though highly plastic, is not 

completely determined by the other dimensions of the social formation. That is, matter 

negotiates its boundaries with all the other elements of the apparatus in the social 

formation process, scientific or otherwise.  

Lilie Chouliaraki (2002) has combined Barad’s theorizations on matter with 

insights from Foucault to map out the four key “moments” of social formations. These 

moments or dimensions are co-constitutive, with, and in “social practices,” they are also 

in relations of “90nternalization” with one another to form and reform the world as we 

know it. “Discourse (the moment of signification),” “matter (physical matter, say, 

bodies),” “subjectivity (the moment of the psyche),” and “sociality (the moment of social 

relations)” (p. 98), all inhere within one another. But for Chouliaraki, each of these 

moments retains its own “logic,” each has unique and varying degrees of 

openness/closure, as well as different “modalities of materiality,” even if the uniqueness 

of each of these moments is strictly theoretical and never readily isolatable from one 

another and from the “social practices” of which they are co-constitutive.  For 

Chouliaraki, placing the four “moments” within a field of “social practices” underscores 

the iterative and co-constitutive aspects of the way they are continually formed and 
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reformed as they form and reform the world. It is not meant to suggest that the “sociality” 

moment is more fundamental then the other moments.  

I have found Choularaki’s schema of Barad and Foucault (and others) most useful 

to conceptualizing the nature of dispositifs for this study. And I offer the following 

illustration of Chouliaraki’s conceptualization of social formations, acknowledging that it 

does not adequately depict the internalization of the other moments simultaneous to each 

moment’s specific articulation in practice: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 

 

I use Chouliaraki’s schema as an interpretation of Foucault’s various “heterogeneous” 

elements of the dispositif—a theorization of its ‘cross-section’, which combine to give it 

its solidity, and which in turn can be combined or intertwined with other dispositifs and 

their elements to constitute the social construction of a given time and place. In 

dispositifs, therefore, matter is entwined with discourse, power, and subjectivation: matter 

can edify the construction, and/or destabilize it. It has historicity, as Foucault theorized 

about bodies; but it is also its own source of destabilization and resistance. Therefore, it 
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also makes a distinctive contribution that is not entirely determined by the other three 

moments. 

This clarification of the material in Foucault’s dispositival framework has a 

number of important ramifications. Firstly, there is no theoretical or practical primacy 

among signification, sociality, the subject, or matter—including the matter of human 

bodies: all practice simultaneously materializes, imbues the force relations with power, 

subjectivates, and signifies. This means that philosophical dichotomies that place a 

primacy on one of the terms such as mind/body, superstructure/base, culture/nature, or 

even self/others are themselves putative constructions of reality that are probably more 

productively understood as poles along various continuums without theoretical primacy 

along the continuum. Absolute music’s contention, for example, that musical meaning is 

or should be primarily a noetic and only secondarily a bodily process is highly suspect, 

especially in light of recent findings in cognitive science, which suggests that all 

meaning—including musical meaning—is ultimately rooted in the experience of the body 

in motion (Johnson, 2007). Importantly, each of the dimensions of dispositifs has a 

positive or productive dimension and simultaneously a negative or non-productive aspect: 

formations from any one modality can foster or deter the emergence of alternative 

formations in other modalities.  

Secondly, materialization’s particular material modality, which is based on our 

collective ‘belief’—Chouliaraki (2002) calls it a “leap of faith”—in a real, material 

dimension has a privileged but not exclusive relationship to matter’s objectification. 

Matter matters to objects, including bodies, making materialization a critical moment in 

social formations and constructions that has proven uniquely adept at giving them their 
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stability as well as hiding their discursive, power-laden, and subjectivating moments. The 

historical difficulty of disentangling socially constructed “gender differences” from what 

remains, for many, fundamental, material differences “between” the “two sexes” 

illustrates this point. And the reality of sex and gender differences as compared to those 

of race and class are proportionate to their connection to the materiality of the human 

bodies that these group categories attempt to distinguish. 

Alternatively, matter can ‘object’ to its own objectification despite the constraints 

placed on it by the other moments. Materialization gives much stability to social 

formations than otherwise available in discourse and power, but that stability is still not 

absolute. Matter can resist and destabilize its materialization by the combined processes 

of the other moments, as when light resists definition as either simply a wave or a 

particle, disrupting many of the foundations of a Newtonian worldview (Barad, 2007). 

One could also point to the shifting biological definitions of race over time, which finally 

collapsed into cultural or ethnic differences (Omi & Winant, 2015), as caused in part as 

matter’s refusal to sustain the material distinctions of human bodies that had formerly 

grounded the reality of race. 

Thirdly, as a sort of species of the last point, because they are material, and not 

merely the locus of discourse, social relations and subjectivation, the bodies of sentient 

beings have a distinct relationship with other objects of the material world. Regardless of 

how we are formed inside power relations and discourse, our bodies generally require 

certain material objects that can disrupt this formation. Food, water, clothing, shelter, 

medicine, and other materializations matter to the materialization of human bodies as 

much if not more so than Foucault argued that disciplinary practices, discourse, and 
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power relations do. Anthony Gidden’s (1984) distinction between “authoritative 

resources, which derive from the co-ordination of the activity of human agents, and 

allocative resources, which stem from control of material products or of aspects of the 

material world” (p. xxxi) is helpful here. For Giddens, power cannot be defined solely in 

terms of one or the other. Instead, power emanates from the mobilization of the 

combination of both allocative and authoritative resources (pp. 33, 258). Using 

Chouliaraki’s schema, one might say that the material modality that characterizes the 

sociality, discourse, and even subjectivation moments of a social construction, can in 

certain instances be trumped by the material modality of materialization. Mass starvation, 

for example, can generate a social revolution. The materializations of allocative resources 

sometimes speak to materialization of human bodies more forcefully than the 

materialization of authoritative resources, which is one reason class can materialize (and 

matter) even though class has relatively little material grounding in the human body. 

Similarly, music as material sound waves relates to the human body in a distinct 

modality of materialization that is highly susceptible through practices to the signifying, 

social, and subjectivating moments, but never completely constrained by them. Of 

course, the materiality of music does not intra-act with the body with the same force that 

other material objects that the body needs do, but there is still a material modality or logic 

at play here that gives music its unique power, and has been a concern for social elites for 

millennia (Ehrenreich, 2007; McClary, 2007). This includes not only the emotions and 

thoughts music might incite within society’s members, but perhaps more importantly the 

movements of the bodies of those members that music may incite, as encouraged or 

constrained by the social formation in question. In other words, dancing, marching, or 
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sitting still to music is critical because it ‘matters’, that is, it plays a role in the 

materialization of bodies. Here the centrality of the body to social formations including 

gender, sexuality, race, and class is highlighted both as the locus of practices and in its 

material ‘intra-action’ with music. In this very real sense, musicking materializes us, and 

it materializes the society of which we are its constituent parts. And from this, music’s 

materiality and the practices of musicking become important means to create and 

distinguish—even divide, and/or rank—groups of people who support a particular type of 

musicking and its attendant music among different societies or within a single society or 

civilization. And this leads to the third ramification of bodies as matter: their critical 

connection to formations of race, class, and sexuality. 

Bodies & class/race/sexuality. Despite the fact that Foucault has been generally 

faulted for under-theorizing the importance of race, gender, and class in his genealogies 

of modern Western societies, his idea that even the body has historicity has inspired 

theorists to investigate how categories of human groupings, which have been linked to 

human bodies in various ways to claim objective and trans-historical status, have been 

historically produced out of disciplinary practices and discourses. Even gender, which, 

arguably, has among these groupings the strongest claim to an objectivity rooted in nature 

because of its link to sex differences, has been fundamentally challenged—along with the 

very distinction between gender and sex—by feminist theorists, who see the materiality 

of human bodies as much more plastic than historically recognized, and highly contingent 

on context (Barad, 2007; Butler, 2004; Hekman, 2010; McClaren, 2002). Race, with its 

weaker biological link (to visible skin pigmentation; or to invisible “bloodlines”), as Omi 

and Winant (2015) and others (See also Taylor, 2003/2013; Winant, 2001, 2004) have 
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argued, is now largely understood as history of changing “racial formations” constituted 

by changing practices and discourses. And class, which emerged, in part, to sever 

groupings based on economic-productive location from the body, specifically, heredity or 

bloodlines (Pakulski & Waters, 1996; Williams, 1983), has been extremely dependent on 

the discourse and practice—predominantly, but not exclusively economic—across 

different times and places (Aronowitz, 2003; Pakulski & Waters, 1996; Thompson, 

1968). Perhaps for this reason, Foucault described the overall strategy that guided 

disciplinary power in the 19th century as a class-related, specifically “bourgeois strategy” 

(1980, p. 203); and he would refer to the 19th discourse practices of sexuality as a 

“bourgeois sexuality” that “induced class effects” (1976/1990, p. 127). But he generally 

avoided using the term “class.”    

It is these varying and putative links to human bodies among gender, race, and 

class that have necessitated their interrelationship. The distinct hierarchies that they have 

promoted to order Western societies have strategically divided people and their relative 

access to allocative and authoritative resources creating a competition among society’s 

members, which has generated the practices, discourses, materializations, subjectivations, 

and social arrangements that give gender, race, and class their objectivity—even their 

naturalness. The multiple identities of gender, race, and class that all society’s members 

hold has complicated the subjectivation process for the majority, who hold varying 

positions across the different hierarchies (Collins, 1993); and further, it has helped the 

minority located at the top of all three hierarchies consolidate its power. And even though 

the precise content and the relative importance of gender, race, and class have changed 

over time and place, together they have provided the relative stability to keep this 



 

97 

 

minority of white, bourgeois men disproportionately in control of the allocative and 

authoritative resources in modern Western societies. This stability warrants that race, 

gender, and class should be regarded and analyzed as co-constitutive, that is to say, race, 

class, gender, and sexuality have been “entwined” through most of their history in 

modern Western societies, all three simultaneously contributing to the norms, practices, 

discourses, and control of resources that privilege white, bourgeois men (Weber, 2010). 

Therefore, disciplinary power in modern Western societies should be more accurately 

understood as emerging as a simultaneously male, white, and bourgeois strategy 

(Federici, 2004/2014). 

Together then, gender, race, and class have been critical to the organization of 

modern Western societies and over the centuries have more often than not proven to its 

members to be quite real. Because gender, race, and class have varying degrees of 

materiality that are generated out of discourses, practices, social relations, identities 

(subjectivations), and other materializations, and because they have been so strategic to 

the ordering of modern Western societies, I understand them as dispositifs according to 

the conception based on Chouliaraki’s reading of Barad and Foucault outlined in the 

previous section. With regard to the US, Omi and Winant (2015) have referred to race, 

gender, and sexuality each as a “master category”: “a fundamental concept that has 

profoundly shaped, and continues to shape the history, polity, economic structure, and 

culture” (p. 106). Race, class, gender, and sexual orientation have persevered in U.S. 

history because, like the other dispositifs of disciplinary power in modern Western 

societies, these master categories have served strategically to stabilize a post-medieval, 

hierarchically structured society within political structures and practices that promoted 
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increasing democracy and egalitarianism. Therefore, I consider them master dispositifs 

that have not only been constituted as dispositifs in their own right, but have ‘entwined’ 

in varying degrees according to time and space with all other dispositifs in modern 

Western societies as well as with each other.  

‘Dispositival entwinement’ is my operative description of the historical 

relationship between race, class, and gender, on the one hand, as well as with symphony 

orchestras, high schools, and the large ensemble paradigm, on the other. I use the imagery 

of entwined threads forming cords, themselves entwined to form the ropes that represent 

social formations, because this imagery of the various strands that form the rope binding 

society together evokes a complex interwoven formation that nonetheless can be 

analyzed for its constituent parts. The metaphor also nicely images race, class, and 

sexuality as simultaneously representing dispositifs in their own right, but just as often 

strengthening other dispositifs, which utilize race, sexuality, and class to further their 

strategic purpose and to edify the formation.  However, the metaphor misses the mark by 

suggesting interrelationships that are too discrete and too static. Dispositifs often blend 

various elements, and their entwinement also can alter, weaken, even eliminate various 

elements over time. If the rope were straightened to represent a timeline, one might see 

gaps and discontinuities in the various threads of various dispositifs and even in the cords 

representing dispositifs across history. As Barad might say, dispositifs “intra-act” to co-

constitute and re-constitute each other in varying and sometimes contradictory ways 

across space and time. What makes race, class, and sexuality master dispositifs, however, 

is that their intra-actions with each other and with other dispositifs in modern Western 

societies has been some of the most productive dispositifs in the sense of stabilizing 
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social formations across profound periods of social change in the modern history of 

Western societies. This is apropos to 18th century Europe, for example, as populations 

exploded, as industrialization moved eastward from England, and as the American and 

French Revolutions created multi-faceted reverberations across the continent (Gillis, 

1983; Stearns & Chapman, 1992; Williams, 1958). And this is also true a century later in 

the US, in the wake of emancipation, industrialization, mass immigration and migrations, 

and urbanization, when professional symphony orchestras, comprehensive high schools, 

and the large ensemble paradigm in secondary music education, not coincidently, 

emerged.  

 Summary. Having introduced a number of theorists whose ideas have refined 

Foucault’s social and historical framework, I am now in a position to summarize the 

theoretical framework that has guided this study. At the macro level, I theorize that the 

persistence of the large ensemble paradigm in secondary music education has been 

profoundly related to the historical context that guided its emergence and development 

within the struggle for social order in the U.S. that characterized what historians have 

called the Progressive Era. Understanding the Progressive Era’s sense of urgency, as well 

as the general logic of its various strategies and tactics, makes sense within Foucault’s 

historical framework of the emergence of modern Western disciplinary societies. This 

long, circuitous march to a relatively stable social construction in the US preceded the 

Progressive Era, but certainly the combined forces of immigration, urbanization, and 

industrialization created the collective sense among many by the late 19th century, that 

U.S. society was in the midst of a crisis requiring the creation of new institutions and 

practices, and the reformation of many older ones. Many of the deployments during this 
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time can be thought of as dispositifs: a strategic collection of discourses and knowledges, 

practices and materializations with a flexible definition that allows for different types of 

analysis. I understand the large ensemble paradigm to be a dispositif that emerged in the 

early 20th century most directly out of the comprehensive high school dispositif, and the 

musical branch of the high culture dispositif, both of which have earlier origins in the 

U.S. in the 19th century.  

 Like all dispositifs, the large ensemble paradigm achieved its relative 

permanence—making it difficult to critique and supplant—not only by its fit within the 

overall strategy of forming U.S. society into a disciplinary society, but also at the micro 

level through the repetition of disciplinary practices that simultaneously produced and 

were produced by materializations of all sorts, including disciplined human bodies and 

ordered musical sounds, hierarchical social relations, musical discourse and disciplinary 

knowledge, and musical subject identities. Central to this construction was the 

valorization of a type of music that disallowed student creation, and that harnessed a 

minority of performing students to discipline the rest of the student body into a non-

motive listening audience. This particular music education discipline entailed a non-

motive bodily discipline of listening for the majority, rendering dance-music and its own 

bodily discipline, including a rhythmic emphasis and kinesthetic listening, subversive. 

This micro-level depiction relies on Foucault’s insights as a social theorist, with 

clarifications and enhancements from Barad and Chouliaraki on the relationship of 

materialization and reiterative practice within Foucault’s power-knowledge-

subjectivation-discourse framework. As with all Foucauldian dispositifs, the tactic of 

normalization established standards within the large ensemble paradigm that ranked 
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practices and materializations, which contributed to the production of discourse, 

subjectivities and social relations that made these rankings seem scientific and superior to 

other musical systems that did not share its norms. 

 But it is at the meso level—the level of group formation—that fuses the micro and 

macro levels together, strengthening social formations into more robust constructions. 

And to the extent that group formation is connected to human bodies, it makes 

constructions not merely scientific and superior, but natural and inevitable. Because class 

has the least connection to physical attributes, Foucault’s insight that class effects in 

modern Western societies have emerged to greater or lesser extent out of bourgeois 

norms of practice that direct, stratify, and legitimate the control of authoritative and 

allocative resources is critical to an understanding of the sustaining power of the large 

ensemble paradigm, with its bourgeois norms and practices. But to fully account for the 

dynamics of class effects in the US, we must look beyond Foucault to the intra-action of 

the dispositifs of class, gender, and race. With their relatively stronger connections to 

physical attributes, race and gender have been generated through dispositifs more 

resistant to de-stabilization than that of class. Combined, gender and race strengthened 

the otherwise weak dispositif (and weak materialization) of class by a strategy of varying 

degrees of exclusion that produced certain racial and/or gender groups from norm-based 

stratification, and that created different and conflicting levels of investiture in the social 

construction through the multiple and simultaneous subjectivations that gender, race, and 

class produce. Most people are simultaneously advantaged and disadvantaged relative to 

others because of the intra-action of race, class, and sexuality, and most dispositifs in 

modern Western societies have relied on this intra-action—this co-constituting 
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entwinement—for their robustness, despite their inherent instability and despite constant 

challenges to their solidity. Making the related cases that this is true for the dispositif that 

is the large ensemble paradigm, and that African American-originated dance-musicking 

has represented a disruption of that dispositif and a counter-dispositif in its own right is 

the task of the remainder of this dissertation. 

Methodology 

 

 Because Foucault’s own philosophical framework eroded many longstanding 

conceptual boundaries, such as that between subject and object, discourse and practice, 

power and knowledge, using a research methodology that relies on strict divisions 

between researcher and data, text and interpretation, and method and theory becomes 

philosophically inconsistent. Many methodologists researching out of a Foucauldian 

framework, notably educational researchers who, like me, read Foucault partly through 

Butler and Barad, have critiqued lingering positivistic notions in educational research like 

objective “data” that can be incorporated in a method separate from the researcher and/or 

the theoretical framework, which then insures some sort of “validity” with notions of 

universality and repeatability implied, if not explicitly stated (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012; 

Lather, 1993; St. Pierre & Jackson, 2014). And researchers in the critical discourse 

analysis (CDA) tradition, most who acknowledge some degree of influence from 

Foucault’s writing on discourse, generally have refrained from prescribing a universal 

method or series of procedures, underscoring the highly project-specific contingencies of 

all “research choices (either at the level of data selection or analysis)” (Chouliaraki & 

Fairclough, 2010, p. 1217. See also Wodak & Meyer, 2009).  
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For researchers applying some sort of discursive analysis to texts, a critical and 

idiosyncratic series of decisions involves how to select and present information about the 

context of the texts chosen for analysis (Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 2010; Jørgensen & 

Phillips, 2002; Keller, 2013). This is, perhaps, especially true in a Foucauldian 

framework not only because context informs the boundaries—defining what is not said—

of the discourse contained in the texts at hand, but also because other dimensions of the 

context can often speak more directly to the other elements of the dispositif—the 

practices, materializations, social relations, and subjectivations—sometimes obscured in 

the text at hand (Hook, 2001, 2005). 

 Foucault, for his part, seems to have been as reluctant to prescribe a method of 

research as he was to prescribe solutions to the problems he analyzed, referring to his 

work as offering (merely) “tools” for the “tool-box” of others, who would choose and 

adapt them as they saw fit for their own research (as cited in O’Farrell, 2005, p. 50). 

Several feminists educational scholars who have written on methodology, and who have 

been deeply influenced by Foucault, accordingly have identified “strategic” reading 

across many disciplines and theoretical frameworks, the fundamental—and, perhaps, 

only—absolute requisite for “post qualitative” research (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012; St. 

Pierre, 2001, 2011). 

 I have tried to read broadly and deeply across theoretical, historiographical, and 

methodological literature to find the best fit in empirical materials and methods for this 

project. Beginning with the Bridging the Gap authors reviewed in Chapter Two, I read 

the other writings of the authors—often including their dissertations—pursuing additional 

sources from the endnotes and bibliographies. From there, I began reading Foucault, as 
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well as social theorists Anthony Giddens and Pierre Bourdieu. The latter two had also 

written extensively on class theory, but I extended my reading to include other writers on 

class, as well as those who theorized race, class, and gender in interaction (Collins, 1993; 

Levine, 1998; Weber, 2010). 

 Woody’s article (2007b) in Music Educators Journal strengthened the case that 

the opposition of the large ensemble paradigm to popular music had a lengthy history, 

and I became increasingly convinced that Foucault’s historical approach to 

problematization as well as his theory of the emergence of disciplinary power had 

explanatory force for my problematic. I began reading the standard histories of music 

education in the U.S. (Birge, 1928/1973; Keene, 1982; Mark & Gary, 2007), as well as 

programmatic statements on secondary music education produced by NAfME over much 

of the 20th century (Earhart & McConathy, 1918; Morgan, 1947; Music Educators 

National Conference, 1959).  I took inspiration from the programmatic essays of music 

education historian Jere T. Humphreys (1998, 2015) to seek bridges across other 

historical and theoretical conversations to broaden the scope of what had been a relatively 

insular body of historical writing within U.S. music education. I read histories of general 

education in the U.S., particularly those focused on the rise of public secondary education 

(Angus & Mirel, 1999; Cremen, 1961; Krug, 1964, 1972; Tyack, 1974), general cultural 

histories (Ashby, 2006; Cullen, 2002; Maltby, 1989), social histories of both popular 

(Scott, 2008; Wald, 2009) and European classical music (Horowitz, 2005; Weber, 1977, 

2008), and histories of the Progressive Era in the US (Flanagan, 2007; McGerr, 2003; 

Southern, 2005)—the era in which these various elements seemed to come together. 

Gradually, the framework described above that incorporates gender, class, and race into a 
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Foucauldian theoretical schema emerged. What remained was to codify this abductive 

methodology into methods of evidence presentation.  

Inspired by Jäger and Maier’s (2009) concept of “dispositive analysis” and 

Mantie’s (2009) methodological decision to spend a chapter discussing, primarily 

through historiographical literature, the social and historical context of the band 

movement in Canada before moving to a discursive analysis of Canadian band education 

journals, I decided that a central part of my evidence presentation in this study required a 

chapter on the historical background of  the large ensemble paradigm and its opposition 

to African American originated dance-music genres. I will say more about my method 

shortly, but, briefly, what I have offered in Chapter Four is something analogous to a 

Foucauldian genealogy in that it tries to describe the overall disciplinary context as well 

as the elements of the various dispositifs that gave rise to the large ensemble paradigm in 

secondary music education—what I call its dispositival context—through an analysis of 

the historiographical literature across the fields of music history, education, and general 

social history. This involves setting the stage with a description of the Progressive Era as 

a period ripe for and rife with the deployment of dispositifs, and detailed discussions of 

how both the symphony orchestra and the comprehensive high school came to their 

deployment as dispositifs in this period of U.S. history. 

The thrust of my argument in Chapter Four is that the historiographical literature 

from these several fields—most of which does not appear cognizant of Foucault’s 

work—have described a dispositival genealogy in all but the specific terminology of 

disciplinary power, dispositifs, and their constitutive elements. My reading of this 

literature reveals that the large ensemble paradigm emerged as the dominant form of 



 

106 

 

secondary music education because it merged the dispositival elements and disciplinary 

purpose of the symphony orchestra with that of the comprehensive high school. A social 

order based on hierarchies of race, class, and gender was strengthened in this merger 

through the rehearsals and performances of large ensembles composed of a limited 

number of students, the training of the music directors that led them, and the involvement 

of the broader educational communities that heard and supported the ensembles as the 

embodiment of music education in the public high schools.  

Like all dispositifs, the large ensemble paradigm solidified its status as the 

standard of U.S. secondary music education through its practices, social relationships, 

materializations, and subjectivations. But it preserved these elements far beyond the 

historical context from which it emerged, and in the face of the undiminishing popularity 

of U.S. popular music to a large part because of the discourse surrounding music 

education, and the specific musical knowledge of European classical music that this 

discourse constituted. In Chapter Five, I turn from consideration of dispositifs as an 

assemblage to a Foucauldian archaeological focus on the discursive strand of the large 

ensemble dispositif. Here I have analyzed how the National Association for Music 

Education (NAfME) preserved and promulgated musical knowledge in its official 

discourse on secondary music education for half a century to stabilize the rest of the 

elements of the large ensemble dispositif for the rest of the century and into the present. 

Because each of these chapters utilizes different types of empirical materials, I use two 

different types of methods. 

Two methods. The following chapter, entitled “Dispositival Context” has 

distilled over five years of historiographical reading (while working full-time) across the 
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disciplines of U.S. social and cultural history, U.S. educational history, and the social 

history of European classical music from the late 18th to the early 20th century. My 

method of text selection was often serendipitous, typically starting with introductory 

histories and following citations and bibliographies in these books to other histories. 

Because I had access to the collections of the Washington Research Library Consortium 

and the Library of Congress, I had access to a relatively comprehensive set of 

monographs and serials. Through my abductive process, I gradually came to focus my 

search on books that focused on class, race, and gender formation across my categories, 

as well the construction of the U.S. social order, whether or not these materials 

referenced Foucault and disciplinary power. In this chapter, perhaps more than the others, 

I have tried to cite as many sources as possible to give a sense of the breadth of sources 

consulted, though the references together represent only about half of the materials I 

evaluated to write this chapter. 

In this chapter I have tried also to balance the breadth of my citations with a focus 

on four central texts, which have emerged as “classics” of sorts, as I read through 

citations from other historiographical literature in the field, as well retrospective reviews 

and historiographical literature surveys. To frame the dispositival-generating context of 

the Progressive Era, I examine Robert H. Wiebe’s The Search for Order (1967), and 

connect the many deployments of gender, race, and class that have been tracked by 

historians of the Progressive Era following in Wiebe’s wake. To understand the 

disciplinary role of the comprehensive high school, I look at David B. Tyack’s The One 

Best System (1974) and compare it with several contemporaneous and later studies of the 

development of secondary education in the 20th century, to show how Tyack’s 
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description of the emergence high schools in the U.S. reads like the genealogy of a 

dispositif. Similarly, Lydia Goehr’s The Imaginary Museum of Musical Works (1992) 

describes a number of changes in both the discourse and practices of European elite 

music that reconfigured musical performances around the year 1800. This change in 

discourse and practice looks much like the genealogy of a dispositif, and, in fact, Goehr is 

the one primary historiographical source I use that cites Foucault, though it is from his 

pre-genealogical work, and only in passing. To bring this genealogy to the US, I use 

Lawrence W. Levine’s Highbrow/Lowbrow (1988), which describes the emergence of 

“cultural hierarchy” in the late 19th-century US across all the arts, but spends a 

considerable amount of ink discussing the professional symphony orchestra. Levine’s 

analysis of the deployment of symphony orchestras also puts in relief why African 

American-originated dance-music has been so rigorously opposed by cultural elites in the 

US. Although I have not been able to identify a central text, I synthesize several studies 

of opposition to individual African American-originated music genres (Bertrand, 2000; 

Leonard, 1965, 1982; Ogren, 1989) as well as Elijah Wald’s How the Beatles Destroyed 

Rock ‘n’ Roll (2009) and Maxine Lead’s Craig’s Sorry I Don’t Dance (2014), which 

cover the 20th century as a whole, to explain the historical opposition to African 

American-originated dance-musicking out of the logic of disciplinary power and social 

order.  

My method of presentation in Chapter Four has been to offer a conventional 

historical narrative, where the subjects of the narrative are the various dispositifs that give 

rise to the large ensemble paradigm and form its adversarial relationship to African 

American-originated dance-musicking. Beginning with the presentation of the 
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Progressive Era as an especially fecund era in U.S. history for dispositival production and 

deployment, I describe the rise of the symphony orchestra with its symphonic canon, and 

the comprehensive high school as dispositifs deployed in the US during the late 19th and 

early 20th centuries as part of the overall strategy established in the Progressive Era to 

establish a disciplinary order in face of fundamental changes and forces destabilizing the 

older social order. To round out this narrative, I complement my four central texts with 

many other historiographical works, particularly those striving to depict the entwinement 

of race, class, and sexuality as integral to the disciplinary order emerging at this time. 

Thus, Chapter Four represents my theory-driven analysis of the historiographic material, 

and describes the context of the large ensemble paradigm and its antagonism to African 

American-originated dance-musicking as a genealogy of dispositifs. 

In Chapter Five, I turn from historiographic material and the larger dispositival 

context to NAfME’s official documents and a focus on the secondary music education 

knowledge materialized in those documents. From the Library of Congress’ collection I 

was able to search a list of over 300 titles generated by NAfME and its precursors from 

the early 20th century to the present. From this list, I have identified three major 

documents on secondary music education, which I have think best reflect NAfME’s 

normative understanding of secondary music education across the 20th century. Music in 

Secondary Schools (Earhart & McConathy, 1918) represents, to my knowledge, 

NAfME’s first systematic outline of the rationale for and execution of secondary music 

education. It is, therefore, and important document in the history of U.S. music education 

as well as a statement of philosophy at the culmination of Progressive Era reforms and 

the birth of the comprehensive high school.  
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Music in the Senior High School (Music Educators National Conference, 1959), 

published some forty years later, represents the culmination of twenty years of NAfME 

committee work systematizing secondary music education, as well as a defense of the 

large ensemble paradigm in secondary education during the Cold War when the very 

nature of the comprehensive high school was being questioned because of its alleged lack 

of academic rigor, particularly with regard to mathematics and sciences. Thus, Music in 

the Senior High School evidences NAfME’s discourse on the large ensemble paradigm 

after decades of experimentation, refinement, and consolidation, and at the zenith of the 

comprehensive high school’s standing in American life.  

In contrast, Music in American Society (Choate, 1967), reflects NAfME’s 

institutional effort to grapple with social turmoil in the US and music education’s identity 

in the late 1960s. This collection of presentations, discussions, and reports from the 

Tanglewood Symposium during the summer of 1967, though not a unified policy 

statement like the other documents, nonetheless, reflects NAfME’s organizational effort 

to face the challenges and criticisms of music education, particularly for adolescents. The 

documentary record ends with a declaration that marks the first and last official published 

endorsement by NAfME of the use popular music in the schools. It has subsequently 

earned notoriety for advocates of popular music in secondary education. For all these 

reasons, it is an appropriate conclusion to the organizational document analysis of 

Chapter Five.  

 Where Chapter Four emphasizes the intra-relationship of dispositival elements 

and co-constituting dispositifs to reveal the genealogy of the large ensemble paradigm, 

Chapter Five performs an archaeology of the discourse of music education to uncover 
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how it has produced the music education knowledge that has justified and sustained the 

large ensemble paradigm over the course of the 20th century. Here I utilize Tim Dant’s 

(1991) method and methodology. Dant has read Foucault in conjunction with the 

sociology of knowledge tradition, to develop a method of analyzing texts that focuses on 

their dissemination of disciplinary knowledge. 

Dant defines knowledge as  

the construal of relations between abstract entities that are taken to represent the 

world of human experience, that can be shared by humans through 

communication and that can be used by them both to understand their experience 

of the world and to guide their actions. (p. 5) 

 

With this definition, Dant has theorized that knowledge is constituted by a series of 

discursive exchanges of “meaningful elements (the sign, the statement) . . . in which one 

replaces another, establishing a pattern of connection through equivalence or similarity” 

(p. 208). Contrariwise, the exchange of meaningful elements may also propose a 

disconnection through non-equivalence or dissimilarity. What Dant has suggested and 

demonstrated is that a text can be analyzed for the knowledge it transmits by reducing 

meaningful statements to verbal equations in the form of x=y or x≠y, which show in relief 

the particular exchange of meaning occurring in the statement. For example, the 

statement “music education should be about giving students a chance to participate in 

something greater than themselves” can be simplified to the equation:  

music education = students participat[ing] in something greater than themselves 

Here music education is put in relief as the equivalent of a collective process (as opposed 

to the individual acquisition of skills, or the appreciation for certain types of music). By 

remaining close to the actual text, but by reducing the verbiage and isolating the meaning 

exchanges in the form of equations, Dant’s method highlights the knowledge that is 
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enunciated in the exchanges among participants, here meaning the creators of the text and 

their readership. Analyzed as a group, these statement-equations can reveal the 

possibilities and limits to what is constituted as knowledge by the community of 

discourse, which can lead to generalizations about the rest of the social construction that 

this knowledge helps to constitute. 

I have analyzed the selected NAfME texts by searching for equivalence and non-

equivalence statements about critical substantives in the text that directly inform music 

education and music disciplinary knowledge, like “music education,” “music educators,” 

“music students,” and “quality music.” I have looked at texts that answer the what, why, 

and how of music education, and of music and musicking that is identified as appropriate 

to music education. Therefore, my method therefore resembles something like a form of 

theory-driven coding that distills statements about music and music education into 

meaning equivalences and non-equivalences, ignoring sections of the text with meaning 

exchanges unrelated or tangential to disciplinary knowledge formulation. In many places, 

I have also allowed the texts themselves to suggest the substantives I distill into meaning 

exchanges, my underlying criteria for selection remaining whether or not the statements 

are germane to the transmission of music and music education knowledge at a general 

level. I introduce the immediate context and significance of each text before presenting 

the most significant quotations in the text, which are immediately followed by the 

distillations into equivalences and non-equivalences. I interpret the immediate 

significance of these meaning exchanges throughout the chapter, but I save the broader 

implications and their connections to the other empirical material used in this dissertation 

for the concluding chapter. 
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Post-Foundational Persuasion. Qualitative studies such as this one make no 

claim to be objective in a positivistic understanding of objectivity (Alvesson & 

Kärreman, 2011; Scheurich, 1997). This research program proposed here is highly 

interpretative, from the use of a Foucauldian-based theoretical framework, to the 

selection of the empirical materials, to the selection of methods of analysis and 

presentation. I cannot position myself outside of the problematic, having lived within it 

most of my life in as a school musician, as a string instrument teacher, as a musician 

performing popular music, and as the parent of student musician who has gone on to 

become a professional musician in “jazz and commercial music.” This experience, in 

fact, drives my research and shapes my perspective as a partisan hoping that the research 

here will be judged ultimately for how well it has created “an ‘unjamming’ effect in 

relation to the closed truths of the past, thereby freeing up the present for new forms of 

thought and practice” (Bennett, 1990, p. 277. See also Lather, 1993). As Weick (1989) 

argued that “the contribution of social science does not lie in validated knowledge, but 

rather in the suggestion of relationships and connections that had previously not been 

suspected, relationships that change actions and perspectives” (p. 524). But if discrete 

objects, an objective researcher, clear lines between theory and data, and procedures 

guaranteeing validated knowledge are no longer available in a post-foundational world, 

this still raises questions about how this research can be appraised in light of its own 

“unjamming” aspiration. If I have not striven for traditional measures of “validity,” I still 

have produced this research with evaluative criteria in mind.   

In their understanding of qualitative research, Alvesson and Kärreman (2011) 

avoid talking of validity and, instead refer to successful research projects which 



 

114 

 

“persuade the skeptical reader” by “build[ing] a convincing case involving illuminating 

empirical material, using a well-mastered interpretive repertoire, and demonstrating 

elements of reflexivity in the process, as well as adopting a careful and sophisticated 

understanding of the relevant literature” (p. 120). As I have indicated above, I have 

attempted to strengthen my case by a broad and deep reading of three types of empirical 

material: the music education research reviewed in Chapter Two, the historiographical 

literature reviewed in Chapter Four, and the NAfME organizational documents analyzed 

in Chapter Five. I have tried to develop a robust theory with my “refined Foucauldian” 

framework, and I have tried to give the reader a sense of my own history and position in 

the problematic, as well as an indication of my biases as I understand them.  

In a complementary fashion, Tavory and Timmermans (2014) have described this 

post-foundational replacement of validity with the following three criteria: “fit (Are the 

theoretical claims supported by the empirical materials?), plausibility (Are the theoretical 

claims stronger than competing theories?), and relevance (Do the theorizations matter in 

the broader intellectual community?)” (pp. 131-132). The fit of which I hope to persuade 

my readers involves presenting the three different types of empirical materials to describe 

the problematic, its genealogy, and the obstacles to its resolution through a triangulation 

of sorts that is best understood through the refined Foucauldian theoretical framework of 

entwined dispositifs. The plausibility criterion involves persuading my readers that the 

dispositival analysis of the large ensemble paradigm in comparison with that of African 

American-originated dance-musicking has more explanatory power, at least for 

secondary music in the US, than Lucy Green’s theory of intra-sonic and delineated 

meanings—the only rival theory of which am aware that adequately blends social and 
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musicological theory. And the relevance of which I hope to persuade my readers 

concerns the extent to which this study undermines the unquestioned and unrivaled value 

of the use of European classical music and large ensembles in secondary music education 

and valorizes the use of popular music and informal learning through an understanding of 

its vital connection to dance-musicking.  

After presenting my historical narrative of the dispositival context of the large 

ensemble paradigm, and my analysis of music education knowledge transmitted in the 

organizational documents, I summarize the results of this research in the concluding 

chapter and offer my defense of how I have met these criteria of fit, plausibility, and 

relevance. 
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Chapter Four: Dispositival Context 

 The purpose of this chapter is to strengthen the argument that Foucault’s historical 

theory of the emergence of disciplinary power and the dispositifs that constituted it 

throughout modern Western societies fittingly describes the emergence of the large 

ensemble paradigm in U.S. secondary education. In my refined Foucauldian framework, 

dispositifs combine through social practices various materializations, social networks, 

subjectivations, and discourses that generate, among other things, institutions, 

hierarchical social arrangements, identities, and disciplines in the twin sense of 

systematized practices and knowledges. Furthermore, the theories of disciplinary power 

and dispositifs in this refined framework foreground the central role of constructions of 

race, sexuality, and class, which are understood as “master” dispositifs entwined among 

the other dispositifs even as they remain dispositifs to a greater or lesser extent in their 

own right. 

 To make this argument, I rely on the historiographic literature across several 

disciplines. I have identified the symphony orchestra and the comprehensive high school 

as the major dispositival progenitors of the large ensemble paradigm, and the dynamics of 

the Progressive Era as the historical backdrop to all these dispositifs in the US, which 

were deployed precisely out of a general sense of crisis and a widespread need to re-

establish social order. Because the symphony orchestra is an U.S. import originating out 

of important developments in late 18th/early 19th century elite music in Western Europe, 

I have extended my discussion of the symphony orchestra to include some European 

music history in order to fully explain the force of the symphony orchestra as a dispositif. 

Therefore, my strategy in this chapter is to synthesize a large amount of historiographical 
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work across in U.S. social and cultural history, European music history, and U.S. 

educational history. In short, this chapter represents my transdisciplinary review of 

historiographical writings through a dispositival lens. As I indicated in the last chapter, I 

have tried to focus this discussion of the Progressive Era and the various dispositifs 

deployed during it around a single “classic” work in each of the disciplines, which I have 

discovered to be widely cited in the field and generally well-regarded by a significant 

number of specialists in each of these fields. These classics anchor my review; I will also 

supplement them with additional works to help fill out my refined Foucauldian 

perspective and to help show that they are not aberrations in their respective fields.  

The Progressive Era 

Outlining the dispositival character of the Progressive Era is the crucial first step 

in establishing the relevant context for secondary music education discourse not only 

because the era includes the reformulation of secondary education into the 

comprehensive high school model (Angus & Mirel, 1999; Krug, 1964, 1972), but also 

because many 20th-century historians see it as the epoch that frames much of the 

organization of U.S. society for most of the 20th century (Brinkley, 1997; Hawley, 1992). 

Based on a reading of many histories which argue for fluid time frames and pluralistic 

notions of the important players, concerns, and activities that have informed and 

constituted the epoch (Flanagan, 2007; Hays, 1957/1995; Hofstadter, 1955), I use the 

concept of the Progressive Era more broadly than just the first decades of the 20th 

century. Rather, I see it as that fifty-year period between the end of Reconstruction and 

the beginning of the Great Depression where much energy throughout U.S. society was 

frequently directed toward reforming the social structure itself, as a result of the 
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tremendous upheaval caused primarily by industrialization, urbanization, migration and 

the massive immigration from Eastern and Southern Europe. These social forces—among 

others—generated what John W. Chambers (2000) has described as “the emergence of an 

interventionist mood on a national scale” (p. 276). And although unstable, contested, and 

continually evolving, U.S. society’s responses during this half-century “age of reform” 

(Hofstadter, 1955) committed it to certain trajectories and a general social-institutional 

orientation that persist to this day (Chambers, 2000; Hawley, 1992; Kennedy, 

1980/2004). 

Robert H. Wiebe’s highly influential The Search for Order, 1877-1920 (1967) 

serves as the historiographical center for my understanding of the context of secondary 

music education discourse and practice as part and parcel of  the tremendous dispositival 

output that was the Progressive Era legacy. Thirty years after the publication of The 

Search for Order, Progressive Era historian Richard L. McCormick still described it as 

the “the most convincing synthesis of the history of industrializing America” (1997, p. 

108). More recently, Robert D. Johnston (2011) has argued that after a brief period of 

“pluralist” interpretations of the Progressive Era in the last years of the 20th century, 

newer studies of the period have returned to the importance of Wiebe’s “organizational 

synthesis” (Galambos, 1970) even as they temper it with insights from the pluralist 

approach (See Diner, 1998; McGerr, 2003). 

Wiebe described the period after Reconstruction through World War I as the 

United States’ “initial experiment in bureaucratic order” (p. xiv), and his narrative 

outlines the broad range of concerns that this order encompassed. Not content merely to 

describe the institutions that proliferated in this era, like professional and trade 
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associations and, above all, corporations with their burgeoning, white-collar, office staffs, 

Wiebe took great pains to describe the ethos of the era, which was both exemplified in 

the voluntaristic character of many of the non-governmental institutions established at 

this time and which, therefore, relied on a set of values and assumptions embedded in 

discourses and practices that influenced the character and limits of the many interventions 

of the era.  

For Wiebe, “a new middle class” remained the driving force behind the reforms 

and a re-constitution of U.S. society. Dominated by descendants of the Protestant, Anglo-

Saxon “gentry” of the 19th century, this group worked to make changes in U.S. society, 

culture, and even government to counter the many social disruptions, including the 

stratification of the U.S. populace into rigid classes along a European model. Evidence of 

this “emerging class society” was seen, on the one hand, in an exceedingly wealthy group 

of industrialists, financiers, and transportation moguls, and a great mass of poverty-

stricken laborers, on the other hand, emerging most visibly in U.S. cities. Efforts to 

forestall this development involved not only legal and institutional reforms, but the 

dissemination of a unifying ethos of beliefs, dispositions, and practices based on 

longstanding Protestant values of competitive individualism, industry, thrift, restraint, 

and sobriety.   

According to Wiebe, as well as many historians of the US in the late 19th and 

early 20th centuries (Huston, 1998; Kennedy, 1980/2004; Lichtenstein, 2002), an older, 

laissez faire type of classical liberalism based on a relatively homogeneous population of 

small towns and villages was merged with a bureaucratic ethos that increasingly 

condoned a fundamentally pyramidal and hierarchal structure that fit life in this changing 
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society, particularly in the expanding cities with their increasingly diverse populations. 

Ever finer strata of socioeconomic positions across an increasingly complex economy 

made it possible to posit a relatively fluid system where meritorious effort would 

determine one’s socioeconomic position and one’s advance. Social progress was defined, 

above all, as social efficiency, a central term in the era’s discourse, and most often 

construed as the process of directing society’s members toward their most appropriate 

place in the social hierarchy. This concern for social efficiency made training, education, 

and a focus on children unifying themes of the Progressive Era, and it generated the need 

to continually examine, measure, and classify the population through the developing 

empirical, social sciences (Wiebe, 1967, pp. 157, 169). Wiebe’s description of the 

proliferation of “techniques of constant watchfulness and mechanisms of continuous 

management” (p. 145), in fact, sounds very similar to Foucault’s underscoring the 

increased importance of surveillance and normalization in modern Western societies. 

Reading Wiebe through the enhanced Foucauldian perspective described in the 

last chapter, in fact, allows one to see the many similarities between Wiebe’s 

“bureaucratic orientation” and Foucault’s “disciplinary power.” Certainly the broad array 

of institutions, practices, and discourses that emerge at this time, as described by Wiebe 

and others, reads like a list of the heterogeneous elements in a Foucauldian dispositif. In 

the Progressive Era one finds legislation and institutions designed to “Americanize” 

immigrants and new urban populations, as well as curbing the excesses of local 

governments, big business and finance, and the more radical aspirations of labor 

organizations, without changing the dynamics of an economy built around the values, 

principles and organization of corporate capitalism. To inculcate this social order into the 
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practices, identities, and interrelationships of the social body, a proliferation of 

educational endeavors erupted through institutions such as the settlement houses, public 

schools, libraries, museums, theaters and concert halls; as well as attempts to influence or 

even curtail non-normative behavior in saloons, playgrounds, parks and dance halls. All 

these activities emanated out of a belief that given the opportunity and proper discipline, 

every member of society would have the freedom to gravitate to his or her most 

appropriate position in society. This would constitute society inevitably and naturally into 

a pyramid-shaped structure with the most talented and meritorious in the most powerful 

and influential positions at the top of the social order for the benefit of all. Mobility was 

envisioned for some, but decreasing levels of mobility were rationalized for those lower 

in the social order, and this was solidified by social scientific discourses that validated 

social inequality as natural, scientific, and appropriate even to a democratic society. In 

short, Wiebe’s account presents a strategic deployment of practices, materialization, 

discourses, and subjectivations with an unmistakable resemblance to the Foucault’s 

concepts of disciplinary power and dispositifs. 

Wiebe, like Foucault, is strongest when describing the overall hegemonic order, 

without exploring how gender and racial hierarchies were co-constituted to produce that 

order. Wiebe does devote some time discussing the paradoxical nature of class in the US 

at this time. The growing tripartite division into the fabulously wealthy upper class, the 

broad managerial and professional middle class(es), and the wage earning lower or 

working class(es) dominated the discourse about socioeconomic divisions, but an abiding 

belief in U.S. exceptionalism with respect to the equality of opportunity and the 

impermanence of socioeconomic class status persisted, obviating serious consideration of 
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the need for fundamental restructuring of society toward the redistribution of wealth and 

power (See also Hays, 1957/1995; McGerr, 2003). Historians following Wiebe, have 

done a better job of fleshing out how the attenuation of class formation and identity, 

despite increasing socio-economic stratification actually occurred. Some of the factors 

cited include a proliferation of managerial and office positions that complicated objective 

class location; a mirror stratification of labor unions into myriad skilled “craft” and 

unskilled “industrial unions”—usually with greater allowances and concessions made by 

management to the former at the expense of the latter; a profound, society-wide hostility 

to and suppression of the more radical elements of the labor movement that agitated for 

workplace power-sharing and challenged the absolute prerogatives of property and 

ownership (Fink, 2015; Lichtenstein, 2002; Montgomery, 1987); and a gradual and 

general increase in prosperity and working conditions that allowed for more attention to 

be given to leisure and consumption and less to class solidarity in the workplace 

(Hawley, 1992; Peiss, 1986; Rosenzweig, 1983).  

Historians of the Progressive Era after Wiebe have noted also how racial 

discourses, practices, and institutions emerged or intensified in this period of the 

emerging bureaucratic order in the US both in the South (Hale, 1998; Hunter, 1997; Van 

Woodward, 1955/2002) and the North (Diner, 1998; McGerr, 2003; Southern, 2005). As 

African Americans in the post-Reconstruction era left rural areas in the South for 

opportunities in urban areas, first in the South and later in the North and West, they came 

in greater contact with people of European continental origins, and in ways, at least 

initially, less prescribed than in the rural South. In response, a host of tactics emerged 

both de jure and de facto to insure that African Americans in urban settings remained 
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largely separated and segregated and from European-descended peoples, and excluded 

from the full rights and expectations of U.S. citizenship.  

The literature on the history of racial segregation in the US in the era of Jim Crow 

is immense and even a cursory review is not possible here. What remains salient, 

however, is to point out how similar to a Foucauldian dispositif the variety of tactics 

supporting the racialization of U.S. society appears. Not only has this been based on legal 

strictures like Jim Crow and anti-miscegenation laws, but also on spatial deployments 

like segregated residential areas, segregated public facilities, and segregated occupations 

(Mumford, 1997; Roediger, 2010; Southern, 2005). This was interwoven with an 

increasing separation of social relationships, materialized into segregated religious 

organizations, professional associations, unions, and schools. Reinforced by racially 

derogatory imagery by mass media in everything from food product packaging and 

advertising, to arts and entertainment depictions (Hale, 1998; Roediger, 2005; Southern, 

2005), the justification for treating African Americans as a group at the bottom of the 

racial hierarchy was confirmed by a discourse and knowledge-base which proffered 

various forms of empirical evidence, culminating in the intelligence quotient tests 

deployed during World War I and later adopted by public schools (Gould, 1996; 

Kennedy, 1980/2004; Southern, 2005). Combined, all this seemingly confirmed the 

naturalness and scientific veracity of the racial hierarchy set in place by this broad 

assemblage of elements that together constituted the United States’ racial dispositif. 

  Many contemporary historians of class identity and the institutions—above all, 

labor unions—that historically have helped forge class identities and mitigate class 

effects in places outside the US, have made the direct causal link between the relatively 
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weak formation of class and the finely-tuned formations of race that categorize most of 

U.S. history, but especially during this period of mass migration from Southern and 

Eastern Europe (Aronowitz, 2003; Pakulski & Waters, 1996; Roediger, 2010).  For these 

scholars, the paradox of class effects without strong class formation in the United States 

is simply not comprehensible without reference to the centrality of race as a highly 

developed dispositif running through the core of the many entwined dispositifs deployed 

the Progressive Era.  

Whiteness studies scholars, in particular, have uncovered patterns of racial 

identity debilitating class formation and undermining labor movements set during the 

Irish immigration of the 1840s (Ignatiev, 1995; Roediger, 1991; Saxton, 2003) that were 

to repeat in the later 19th century with the new waves of immigration after the Civil War 

(Nelson, 2001; Roediger, 2005). Access to occupations, to unions, and to professional 

associations were frequently gauged to hierarchical ranking of races from the Anglo-

Saxon and Teutonic races at the top to the African and Native American at the bottom. 

European-descended peoples from Southern and Eastern Europe struggled and competed 

for positions and status somewhere in the middle of the hierarchy, while those from Asia 

and Latin America struggled to lift themselves from the lowest echelons. Contrariwise, 

owners and managers used a variety of “race management” techniques—including using 

African American workers as “scabs”—to destabilize labor movements nationally and 

locally, and to keep labor costs low, and workers compliant (Roediger, 2010). Parallel to 

emergence of blackface minstrelsy in the wake of the Antebellum immigration (Lhamon, 

1998; Lott, 1993; Toll, 1974), new post bellum immigrants from Eastern and Southern 

Europe began learning from commercial products and entertainment venues to contest 
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their ‘less-than-whiteness’ by asserting their ‘non-blackness’ through the parodying and 

ridicule they learned through these media even before significant numbers of African 

Americans had migrated to the North (Nasaw, 1993; Roediger, 2005). Beginning roughly 

in the 1920s, with an immigration quota system in place, with increasing levels of 

Anglicization among descendants of immigrants, and with a growing presence of African 

American migrants from the South in northern cities, the older racial knowledge of a 

hierarchy of multiple races gradually folded those various races identified with the 

European continent into one white race, even as the notion of the US as one great (white) 

middleclass society began to emerge (Jacobson, 1998; Roediger, 2005).  

Of course, the scientific character of the Progressive Era’s racial discourse was 

never sustained by a strictly biological claim, rather it was bolstered by a peculiar 

combination of attributes that included not only heredity and phenotypes, but also beliefs, 

dispositions, and behaviors that typically coded bourgeois—along with Anglo-Saxon and 

Protestant—norms as white norms. This linkage of bourgeois identity with white identity 

within the hierarchical/pyramidal structure of 20th century U.S. society has been intra-

related with host of social phenomena. For starters, it has made the continuing 

identification of non-white attributes—including practices and behaviors—which contrast 

with those of whiteness and clarify racial boundaries fundamental to the social order 

(Omi & Winant, 2015). It has made the pursuit of a vague, sprawling notion of 

whiteness—with all its attendant social and economic benefits—and not the labor or class 

struggle, per say, paramount for persons with a plausible claim to white identity 

(Jacobson, 1998; Roediger, 2005, 2010; Winant, 2001). Contrariwise, it has fostered 

among middleclass African Americans in the 20th century various strategies to encourage 
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the behavior of the masses of African Americans toward more “respectable” displays—

that is, somehow more Protestant and/or middleclass; somehow less African, less poor—

in an attempt to sever the link between bourgeois norms and whiteness and attenuate the 

ostracism of African Americans based on morays and behaviors (Higginbotham, 1993; 

Hunter, 1997; McGerr, 2003). It has constructed attributes allegedly inhering within 

African Americans—whether their biology or culture—and not the external structures of 

the socioeconomic and racial order—as responsible for the continued and 

disproportionate poverty of African Americans as a group in the US (O’Connor, 2001; 

Ogbu, 1978, 1988; Wilson, 2012). And it has made the conceptual definition of and 

distinction between black and white bodies—which, as Charles W. Mills (1997) argued, 

are co-constitutive with their separation in public and residential spaces—a major 

preoccupation of U.S. society for most of the 20th century. And driving much of what 

Mills has called the “racing of space and bodies/spacing of race and bodies” has been a 

concerted effort to prevent or at least contain the proliferation of persons with both non-

white and white ancestry (Mumford, 1997; Wiegman, 1995; Winant, 2001, 2004). Given 

this, it should be increasing clear why social dancing, hybridized as it was with individual 

African movements and European heterosexual coupling, was such a highly charged 

practice, not only in the Progressive Era, but through most of the 20th century. 

In sum, what contemporary historians of the broader Progressive Era have 

effectively observed is that the multitude of discourses, practices, materializations, social 

arrangements, and subjectivations deployed as a result of Wiebe’s society-wide “search 

for order” was entwined with a racial dispositif that permeated all social formations and 

overwhelming and debilitating the type of class dispositif characteristic of certain other 
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Western European societies. The Progressive Era saw class effects without class to a 

great extent because it was all-consumed by the deployment of the race dispositif that ran 

through the core of the evolving disciplinary society. 

  Sexuality, particularly the construction and maintenance of discreet and 

hierarchical gender identities and the regulation of heterosexual practices were also 

critical to this strengthening of race/dilution of class formation. The Progressive Era 

endured a variety of challenges to traditional gender roles as women of all stripes came to 

the cities where they found expanding opportunities for employment and leisure outside 

the purview of family and community (Flanagan, 2007; Peiss, 1986; Strom, 1992). The 

dramatic social and economic changes of the era included dramatic changes in gendered 

practices, which precipitated a broad-based concern to protect and preserve the 

“femininity” of white females and the “masculinity” of white males, with particular 

concern for young persons, who were perceived to be at risk in developing gender 

identities in abnormal directions (Bederman, 1995; Tyack & Hansot, 1990; Rury, 1991). 

At the center of this concern were the myriad occasions for social encounters in public 

spaces across gender, race and class lines created by urbanization, which eroded the 19th-

century, bourgeois relegation of men to public work spaces and of women to the 

domestic sphere that had protected the fragile boundaries of the bourgeoisie (Foucault, 

1976/1990). And no social encounter was considered more abhorrent and transgressive in 

the early 20th-century U.S. than heterosexual relations between a white and a black 

person. Preventing this “miscegenation” drove much of the segregation de jure and de 

facto as well as a range of deterrence strategies, from harassment to violence, against 

offenders, actual or imagined (Hale, 1998; Mumford, 1997; Wiegman, 1995). And this 
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racial boundary policing helped to undermine both class and gender solidarity in the labor 

movements and in the struggle for gender equality. 

As historians of the women’s movement during the Progressive Era have 

documented, race and class frequently worked to attenuate efforts to change the 

fundamental constraints Victorian society had placed on women (Flanagan, 2007; 

Higginbotham, 1993; Tax, 2001). European American women often found great 

solidarity across class lines working together to improve the living and working 

conditions of women and children in the cities, through the largely middleclass-led 

women’s associations and settlement houses. But these efforts largely ignored the plight 

of African American women and children, even after significant numbers began 

populating northern cities in the 1920s (Chambers, 2000; Fessenden, 1999; Lasch-Quinn, 

1993). Even prostitution, as Kevin J. Mumford (1997) has demonstrated, ceased to be a 

significant concern for reformers in the 1920s as mounting African American populations 

in northern cities generated black residential space that sequestered the cities’ red-light 

districts and kept them out of view of “respectable society” (See also Flanagan, 2007, p. 

270). Meanwhile, middleclass African American women in efforts to uplift the more 

unfortunate members of their race had to navigate between male-dominated organizations, 

religious and secular, in the African American community, and white-dominated 

organizations in the progressive woman’s movement. Whether independent or auxiliary 

to these other organizations, middleclass African American women’s organizations 

frequently had to engage in a “politics of respectability” that commended to the broader 

African American population many white and bourgeois norms, while disparaging the 

artistic, community-affirming, and counter-hegemonic practices originating among 
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African American peoples, and furthering class effects among African Americans 

(Higginbotham, 1993. See also Hunter, 1997). 

In the labor movement—which, for the most part, excluded or segregated persons 

of color until the 1930s (Lichtenstein, 2002; Nelson, 2001; Roediger, 2010)—women 

unsuccessfully struggled for an equal place with men at bargaining tables, as they were 

almost universally rejected by men in the more mainstream craft unions, and undermined 

by the internal divisiveness of the same class hierarchies within the male labor movement 

(Flanagan, 2007; Tax, 2001). Whether in industrial work like textile factories, or in the 

burgeoning offices, women made little headway against the male hierarchies that 

dominated labor and management everywhere, although they often did find common 

cause when reforms involved limiting women’s work hours per week and per day to 

make more time for the domestic duties that were still seen as the proper sphere of 

women’s activity (Flanagan, 2007; Peiss, 1986). Even the woman suffrage movement, 

which crossed class, race, and even gender lines, was segregated according to race of the 

participants, and tarnished by the race- and class-based argumentation of certain 

prominent bourgeois white women (Flanagan, 2007; Tax, 2001). And when the limited 

gains of woman suffrage were won, and many hoped to push for greater gender equality 

beyond voting rights, women divided over the Equal Rights Amendment and the role of a 

type of gender essentialism that had been the discursive foundation of Progressive Era 

gains, but which the Amendment seemed to undermine (Flanagan, 2007; Hawley, 1992; 

Tax, 2001).  

For many white, middleclass women in particular, class and race differences 

made modest changes to traditional bourgeois, female identity palatable. For these 
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women, the “New Woman” ideal blended the traditional domestic identity of womanhood 

with the new bureaucratic order: she was an expert, “scientific manager” of the “modern 

home,” where “housework would be transformed and rendered less burdensome through 

rationalization and mechanization” (Hawley, 1992, pp. 137-138). Easing this acceptance 

of the domestic manager identity for increasing numbers of white—and even some 

middleclass African American—women, no doubt, was not only mechanization of 

housework through new technology, but also the possibility of hiring working class 

African American women as servants, which became increasingly possible for white 

families as African American women migrated north in significant numbers during 

World War I (Higginbotham, 1993; Hunter, 1997). 

  Unlike the relationship between class and race, the relationship among gender, 

sexuality, class, and race is difficult to characterize because the relative importance of 

each seems to have varied depending on the specific context. When these entwined 

dispositifs were not working together to support the order, they usually worked against 

one another to counter fundamental and systemic challenges. But there seems to be 

general agreement among historians working with these categories of individual and 

group identity that the social order and the challenges to it generated in this era were 

inextricably bound up with hierarchies of race, gender, and class. That is, the 

heterogeneous sets of elements that made up the race, gender, and class dispositifs were 

deployed in and through the many various dispositifs that gave the Progressive Era its 

disciplinary character. That it, these master dispositifs were not merely grafted onto the 

emerging bureaucratic order, but woven into its core, maintaining its institutions, 
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practices, discourses, social relationships, and subject identities for most of the 20th 

century, if not into the present era.  

Before leaving this overview of disciplinary power and the central role of class, 

race, and gender dispositifs in the Progressive Era and in the formation of contemporary 

U.S. society, it is important to underscore how important bodily comportment—that is, 

bodily practice—was in this epoch of history. Industrialization had created an increasing 

demand for wage labor, and competitive forces generated an intense interest among 

owners and managers in maximizing the productivity of that labor by divorcing it from 

most of the decision making and intellectual work now reserved for management, and by 

refining the bodily motions involved in the increasingly simple and repetitive tasks 

required of industrial workers (Braverman, 1998; Huston, 1998; Montgomery, 1987). 

Frederick Taylor’s “time-motion” studies and Henry Ford’s “continuous assembly line” 

became the two more famous components of an industrial economy and culture absorbed 

with the training and efficient direction of worker bodies that has come to be known as 

“scientific management,” and which permeated U.S. society at workplaces (Chambers, 

2000; Wiebe, 1967), homes (Hawley, 1992), and educational institutions (Callahan, 1962; 

Violas, 1978; Strom, 1992). A significant part of this discourse included concern for the 

relationship of workers and the rhythms that could regulate them (Golston, 1996). 

Furthermore, where, how, and how much one exerted one’s body (versus “the mind”) in 

work became co-constitutive of the class, race, and gender identities and hierarchies that 

guaranteed the social order, with pure mental work in the public sphere representing the 

white, male, bourgeois apex of productive activity in society.  Social efficiency 

effectively meant, then, the assignment and acclimation of society’s diverse bodies to 
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their appropriate activity along a corporeal-intellectual spectrum, as dictated by race, 

gender, and ability, which together, constituted and obscured class identity. 

 Concern for the corporeal disciplining of society inevitably led to concern for the 

activity of those bodies and the energy they expended away from work when at play 

(Hunter, 1997; Rosenzweig, 1983; Violas, 1978). Like the regulation of worker bodies on 

the job, attempts at the regulation of workers at play—and resistance to those attempts— 

had roots going back into the 19th century (Butsch, 2000; Rosenzweig, 1983). But 

concerns for public leisure spaces intensified in the early 20th century, as middleclass and 

working class young people in many U.S. cities flocked to the new commercial sites of 

nickelodeons, amusement parks, and the spectrum of dance venues: halls, palaces, 

ballrooms, and, for the more affluent, cabarets (Erenberg, 1981; Nasaw, 1993; Peiss, 

1986). And nothing alarmed the society-wide concern for play than play that could be 

construed as sexual, especially when it also fostered the crossing of gender, class and 

racial boundaries of comportment and/or interaction, as was the case with dancing in 

public venues (Craig, 2014; Mumford, 1997; Tomko, 1999). 

 The repeated cycles of broad interest in African American-originated dancing and 

the music, followed by various forms of opposition in discourse, in regulation, in 

sanctions, and through modified practices that occurred several times in the 20th century 

are best understood in light of the emerging disciplinary order and its reliance on 

distinctions based on race, gender, and the interplay of merit and class (Craig, 2014). In a 

society trying to strengthen this order in part by differences in practice—including bodily 

comportment at work and at play—the fact that so many persons in the US, regardless of 

race, class, and gender have found appealing the dance and music of those associated 
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with those placed at the bottom of the social ladder can probably be attributed to the 

nature of the movements themselves, which afforded working class persons the 

opportunity to express themselves kinesthetically in creative and individualized ways far 

different from the motions their bodies endured throughout the rest of their lives. As 

historians of social dancing in the US have pointed out (Erenberg, 1981; Hunter, 2000; 

Peiss, 1986) this was particularly true for women whose other social dance 

opportunities—such as ballroom and European folk dancing—afforded much more 

restrictive and less individualized motions, often under the control of a male lead. 

Contrariwise, the disconnect of dancing from white/middleclass/heterosexual/male 

identity that Craig (2014) has tracked through the 20th century should be seen as a 

product of the particular disciplinary order deployed in the US beginning in the late 19th 

century that associated bodily motion with those at the lower end of the gender, race, and 

class hierarchies. The pervasive of these hierarchies throughout U.S. society ensured that 

African American-originated dance-musicking could not be embraced as representative 

of a shared, national culture; nor could it be generally disseminated in school settings 

(Tomko, 1999). 

 But to fully understand why the popular dance-musicking in the U.S. has been so 

thoroughly rejected by public schools in favor of the European classical music/large 

ensemble paradigm in public school music education requires further delineation of the 

disciplinary aspects of the symphony orchestra and the comprehensive high school. 

The Symphony Orchestra 

 Constitutive of the hierarchical social order emerging in late 19th-century US, the 

distinction and ranking of artistic creations, which started in the second quarter of the 
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19th century, intensified in the last quarter, and continued in earnest at least until the 

Great Depression in the 1930s. Lawrence Levine’s Highbrow/Lowbrow (1988), has 

become a standard reference for this stratification of culture, as evidenced by its citation 

in many subsequent cultural histories of the US (Ashby, 2006; Cullen, 2002; Horowitz, 

2005). Levine argued, as encapsulated in his book’s subtitle, The Emergence of Cultural 

Hierarchy In America, that sometime after the Civil War, the previously heterogeneous 

and undifferentiated collection of cultural products and practices that had characterized 

colonial and antebellum society began to polarize into distinctions between “culture” or 

“art” on the one hand, and entertainment on the other. In literature, theater, music, and 

art, U.S. society increasingly began to distinguish between modes of artistic production 

and consumption that were “high”—that is of divine inspiration, of European origin, and 

of moral and aesthetic value—and the “low”—that is, of vulgar, indigenous origin and of 

little or no moral and aesthetic value (p. 140).  

For Levine, at the heart of this discourse was the desire on the part of elites to 

discipline the population into consuming superior cultural products, thereby limiting the 

proliferation of inferior ones. Accordingly, an increasing lionization of trained 

“professionals” and a diminution of “amateur” artistry occurred at this time (p. 139). At 

the same time, audiences were taught that real art “must be approached with a 

disciplined, knowledgeable seriousness of purpose, and—most important of all—with a 

feeling of reverence” (p. 146). In libraries, lecture halls, museums, opera houses, 

symphony halls, and parks, there was a concerted effort to “render audiences docile, 

willing to accept what the experts deemed appropriate rather than play a role themselves 

in determining either the repertory or the manner of presentation” (p. 189). Levine has 
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described a broad, if unsystematic effort in the US to deploy certain kinds of artistic 

production and consumption, increasingly referred to as “art” or “culture,” in an overall 

strategy to unify society in the face of social instability. Not coincidently, this dynamic 

followed much of what Matthew Arnold prescribed about the same time in his Culture 

and Anarchy (1875/2009), where he defined culture as “the study of perfection” and 

commended it as an antidote to class divisions in England. As Levine (1988) points out, 

Arnold’s manifesto became increasingly popular with U.S. cultural elites in the years 

following Arnold’s U.S. tour in the 1880s (See also Kammen, 1999; Raleigh, 1957; 

Rubin, 1992). For these elites, deploying the disciplinary power of high art affirmed the 

democratic character of U.S. society, here defined as universal access to the best cultural 

products available; simultaneously it affirmed the natural hierarchical order of U.S. 

society as the masses continually displayed preferences for lower or popular forms of art. 

There is an unmistakable similarity in the dynamics of defining and normalizing 

high culture as described in Levine, the search for mechanisms of a social order based to 

a large extent on voluntarism as outlined by Wiebe, and the emergence of disciplinary 

power in 19th century Western societies, as named by Foucault. All three historians have 

described a diffuse and varied process to regulate society through a combination of 

normalization and stratification that involves tactics of both proselytism and exclusion, 

and that relies on entwined hierarchies of class, race, and gender. In the realm of culture, 

this dynamic was steeped in an explicit class bias on the part of the bourgeoisie on both 

sides of the Atlantic to reform the practices of both the vulgar masses and the nouveaux 

riches (Levine, 1988, pp. 227-228. See also Williams, 1958). And it was a decidedly 

racialist project in its privileging of artistic productions of Western European elites, while 
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disparaging the cultural productions of those outside Western Europe. In fact, the terms 

“highbrow” and “lowbrow” that give Levine’s study its title were taken from the 

hierarchy of races created out of craniometry, and it was no coincidence that the ranking 

of cultural artifacts matched that of the ranking of the races of the producers of those 

artifacts (Levine, 1988, pp. 221-222. See also Gould, 1996; Scott, 2008). Finally, the 

disembodied intellectualism, the emphasis on the artist as an “autonomous individual,” 

and the literary and scholarly bias in most aspects of artistic production and consumption 

yielded not only a profoundly white and bourgeois cast to the valuation of artistic 

creations deemed “High,” but one that tended to privilege the masculine norms and 

socialization of modern Western societies (Citron, 2000; Green, 1997; McClary, 1990). 

The rise of professional symphony orchestras in the US, with their predominantly 

male- and German-composed canon of works performed (Citron, 2000; Horowitz, 2005; 

Mueller, 1951), and their highly-structured concert hall venues (Small, 1998) figures 

prominently in Levine’s study, as it came to dominate the norms of highbrow music in 

the early 20th-century US. Here, Levine relies, in part, on the research of Paul DiMaggio 

(1982. See also 2010), who identified the emergence of the private, non-profit 

corporation as the institution through which cultural elites, first in Boston in 1881, came 

to manage the “sacralization” of symphonies, orchestras and their performances in 

contradistinction to the “profane” music disseminated through commercial means. By the 

beginning of the 1920s almost all major cities in the U.S. had established a private or 

semi-private corporation to manage a professional symphony orchestra, creating a critical 

apparatus in the print media to acclaim its virtues and decry the more popular forms of 
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music and musicking that, in its assessment, not only disseminated debased forms of art, 

but in doing so threatened the very social order itself (Levine, 1988, pp. 206-207).  

If, as DiMaggio has argued, U.S. society was uniquely responsible for developing 

the private, non-profit corporations that deployed its symphony orchestras, it did so by 

availing itself of the discourse, practices, identities, and social arrangements surrounding 

the symphony orchestra and the symphonic composition that had been developed over the 

previous century in Europe. To understand the allure of classical music for U.S. cultural 

elites at the turn of the last century, one has to understand these various elements of the 

symphony orchestra dispositif that combined earlier in 19th-century Europe. In fact, 

musicologists and historians of European elite music have tracked dramatic changes in 

European musical culture that gave rise to the symphony orchestra, beginning in the 18th 

century, correlating them to the population surges and dramatic economic and political 

changes that facilitated the rise and hegemony of the bourgeoisie in Europe. Levine’s and 

DiMaggio’s story—and, therefore, the story of the large ensemble paradigm—has a 

genealogy and an abiding status and power in present U.S. society (Chybowski, 2008) 

partly rooted in these earlier developments in Western Europe.  

For the last several decades, a decidedly more sociological cast has characterized 

the work of many scholars tracking the shifts in the practice of elite European musicking 

starting in the late 18th century. William Weber (1975, 1992, 2008), in particular, has 

devoted over 30 years to studying and writing on these changes. But it is Lydia Goehr’s 

work, The Imaginary Museum of Musical Works (1992) that has most thoroughly 

integrated these changes in practice to a co-constitutive change in musical discourse and 

knowledge. As her title indicates, her study tracks a fundamental change in the 
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conception of music as a varied and highly adaptive process (musicking) to a relatively 

stable object (music), analogous to the products of the visual arts, which Goehr connects 

to the concept “the musical work.” For Goehr, the musical work, which she sees 

stabilizing in Europe around the year 1800, functioned as a “regulative concept” and was 

co-constituted with the changes in practices, institutions and other materializations, 

subject identities and social arrangements that marked the transformation of elite musical 

culture in the 19th century. Here is Goehr’s link to Foucault, genealogy and dispositifs. In 

fact, Goehr described her study as an “ontology of cultural practice” (p. 7); and though 

she does not reference Foucault’s genealogical work, it is a small step to call her study a 

Foucauldian genealogy—even a dispositival analysis. Therefore, the many changes she 

and other social historians of music have observed at this time amount to nothing less 

than the deployment of disciplinary power through the European classical music 

dispositif. What follows in an overview of the heterogeneous elements that make up that 

dispositif. 

Certainly one of the most important constructs linked to the concept of the 

musical work is the notion of a canon of composers and their compositions. Prior to the 

19th century, musical compositions were occasional, borrowing freely from prior 

compositions and performances, and generally not preserved as a work to be used after 

the (single) occasion of its use (Goehr, 1992. See also Weber, 1992). This began to 

change in the late 18th century, and certainly by the middle of the 19th century a canon of 

composers and their works had formed that was dominated by 18th- and early 19th-

century German, male—and almost always deceased—masters, with Beethoven atop the 

pantheon (Goehr, 1992. See also De Nora, 1995; Mueller, 1951; Weber, 1975, 1986, 
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2008). And the canon, in turn, has helped generate the particular hierarchical social 

relationships of European classical musicking, with the creators (composers) at the top, 

followed by the interpreters (conductors, critics, musicologists), followed by the 

executors (the musicians), and lastly by the consumers (the audience). Thus the type of 

social relationships and social discipline Arnold (1875/2009) would later see in the 

promotion of masterworks (primarily) of literature and art, could extend to music because 

elite musical culture had recently restructured itself around an analogous notion of 

masterworks. 

As the middle class expanded in 19th-century Europe, so did demand for access to 

this restructured musical culture of the upper class, which enhanced the disciplinary 

power of the canon. Commercial interests quickly adapted to marketing the master 

composers with not only the publication of sheet music arrangements for piano, but also 

“medallions, lithographs, busts, and a multitude of literary expositions” (Weber, 1977, p. 

6).  Larger symphony concert halls were built to accommodate larger audiences, larger 

orchestras, and grander compositions (Goehr, 1992; Weber, 1975, 1977, 2008). With 

grander events came greater regulation, normalization, and a hierarchical disciplining of 

bodily movement in performances. Uniform bodily comportment was expected of 

musicians on stage. Synchronized bowings among the string sections were instituted in 

the 19th century, and excessive swaying or other individual bodily motions were 

discouraged (Goehr, 1992; Weber, 2008). Soloists who found occasion to display 

technical virtuosity that drew attention away from the masterworks were criticized for 

pandering to audiences (Weber, 1975, 1984, 2008), and by the end of the century 

concerto cadenzas, which had historically provided space for soloists’ original creations, 
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were increasingly written by the composer or, in the case of older works, provided for by 

famous soloists who wrote down—that is, composed—their cadenzas for others to 

perform (Badura-Skoda & Drabkin, 2016; Rink, 2016). In contrast, the conductor, who 

had been merely a timekeeper, often playing in the orchestra, was now viewed as the 

interpreter of the composition in performance. And his bodily movements were 

understood as conveyances of his interpretation of the masterwork, both to musicians and 

audiences. Accordingly, the conductor’s movements became more dramatic, as well as 

the subject of technical treatises (Goehr, 1992; Raynor, 1976; Weber, 1977). 

But perhaps European classical music’s greatest changes in the 19th century, and 

the most vivid example of how it emerged as a dispositif deployed to generate 

disciplinary power, came with respect to audience comportment. Whereas concert 

performance among the nobility in the 17th and 18th centuries were often conducted as 

support for a host of other activities, religious and secular, explicit and implicit, by the 

middle of the nineteenth century, listening to the music with the body motionless became 

the central activity of most concert performance. Audience bodies were disciplined by the 

fixed seating—hierarchically stratified and segregated by boxes and tiers—and the 

correspondingly stratified pricing that came to characterize concert halls across Europe 

and North America (Levine, 1988; Weber, 1975, 1977, 1986. See also Butsch, 2000). 

Common practice dictated that late-comers would not interrupt the performance once the 

music had started, and disruptions from the audience were strictly forbidden. Even 

applause at the end of a work’s performance was a debated practice for some time 

(Goehr, 1992; Levine, 1988; Weber, 1984). Thus, the corporeality of virtually everyone 

involved in this musical culture (with the exception of conductors) was rendered 
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superfluous or even antagonistic to the primary aim this music’s dissemination: that of 

noetic, virtually disembodied reception. 

Of course, at the heart of these changes in musical practice—especially the 

valorization of motionless listening—was the soundings of the musical works 

themselves, and the discourse that enabled one to create, interpret and/or appreciate them. 

As the music became progressively divorced from bodily movement and text, it became 

increasingly possible to theorize the musical masterworks, their purpose, and their 

meaning as transcending the everyday world of sensory perception. Thus, the notion of 

absolute music, which was fully articulated only in the 19th century, is intrinsically 

related to the concept of the musical work that emerged at the end of the 18th (Becker, 

1986; Citron, 2000; Goehr, 1992). Accordingly, this discourse of pure, autonomous 

sound focused on the most abstract qualities of European classical music: its formal 

structure, and its harmonic relationships. The disciplinary effects of this music—its 

power as a musical Norm and as an inherently stratifying dispositif—is thoroughly 

entwined with its emphasis on these highly abstract musical dimensions, which require a 

particular type of study and training to fully understand. These dimensions need to be 

fleshed out to appreciate classical music’s productive power of subjectivation for those 

who study it. 

From a musicologists’ standpoint, what is commonly referred to as classical 

music, is more properly and technically termed “functional harmony,” “tonal harmony,” 

“major-minor tonality” or simply “tonality” (Burkholder, Grout, & Palisca, 2010; 

DeVoto, 1986a, 1986b; McClary, 2000). In the simplest sense, tonality merely refers to 

the organization of the notes in melodies and harmonies, scales and chords, around a 
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hierarchy of notes, with a ruling chord (the tonic) at the top (Whittal, 2016). But because 

of the level of systematization and theorizing that accompanied its development in 

Europe, tonal harmony and the formal structures it generates have come to be 

synonymous with the European music tradition itself. Coming out of the European 

Enlightenment, one strain of interpretation grounded tonality’s principles in the physics 

of sound (the harmonic series) and the prestige of the physical sciences and mathematics 

developing at the same time. Hence, tonal harmony earned the status of “scientific 

music,” by which it was often referred through the 19th century (Baur, 2012). But by the 

late 19th century, biological metaphors came to dominate musicological analysis, seeing 

the musical work as an “organism” (a body) with integrated, functional parts (Kerman, 

1980), even as listeners were rendered virtually bodiless, like pious souls listening to 

sacred texts in church (Erauw, 1998). 

Susan McClary (2002) has argued that another Enlightenment construct—that of 

the “autonomous individual”—became increasingly important to connoisseurs of this 

music in the second half of the 18th century as distinctions from what had become 

common tonal practice helped reinforce and/or create distinctions in society as reflected 

in musical tastes. Particularly, in German-speaking lands, where the status of the 

bourgeoisie—including increasingly independent composers—was less secure compared 

to England or France, narrative ideas borrowed from German Romanticism were 

appropriated to explain the music’s harmonic progression away from and then back to the 

tonal center in a fashion analogous to the hero’s departure and return home. Like a good 

novelist or playwright, the composer of a great composition told through a series of 

events, simultaneously sonic and “dramatic” (McClary, 2000, p. 66-67), an edifying story 
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to those with the discipline to sit down and listen attentively. In this construction of 

musical purpose, instrumental music, particularly the symphony, came to be seen as the 

purest conveyer of this listening journey, limited neither by the verbal formulations of 

lyrics, librettos, and programs, nor the visual distractions of drama, ritual, and dance (See 

also DeNora, 1995; Goehr, 1992; Kerman, 1980; Weber, 1986, 2008). 

As the core of the European classical music tradition, tonal harmony/absolute 

music cannot be fully appreciated for its disciplinary power—as well as its uniqueness in 

the history of world musics—without reference to the staff notation system of musical 

writing with which it was co-constituted (Erauw, 1997). The representation through the 

vertical distance on lines and spaces of the intervallic distance among notes initiated in 

the 11th century would become the building blocks of a visual display of harmonies. 

Similarly the left-right/top-down reading of notes along the staff lines, when organized 

into measures and sections would come to facilitate a visual display of the formal 

organization of an entire work (Burkholder, Grout, & Palisca, 2010; Rastall, 1982).  

But, as Trevor Wishart (1977) has pointed out, all these productive aspects of the 

notation system involved exclusions, and, therefore, came at a price. A system that came 

to identify only twelve discrete pitches—and their octaves—was marvelous for harmonic 

development and modulation, but it excluded the spectrum of pitch between the Western 

pitches, which have been such an important dimension of other world musics—including 

many European folk musics (Tagg, 1989)—rendering any soundings between the twelve 

“out of tune.” Analogously, the conventions of displaying note duration in Western music 

based on duples (whole notes, half notes, quarter notes, etc.) provided sufficient rhythmic 

variety for harmonic progressions, but offered inadequate means to capture the complex, 
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layered rhythms, and the subtle timing of an individual notes synchronized to body 

movement, so critical to dance-musics in many parts of the world (Keil, 1966/1994a). 

And Western music notation has struggled to communicate information about 

articulation, timbre, “dynamic levels,” “acoustics” and “dynamic balance,” (Wishart, 

1977, pp. 132-133)—even with conventions introduced in the 19th century (Goehr, 

1992)—that contribute so much to the richness of a performance. The result of this was 

that the notation itself fostered a hierarchy of the various dimensions of music, even 

generating a sort of “grand-historical filter” of what qualifies as music, according to the 

notation’s ability to represent that quality (Wishart, 1977, pp. 134-135). 

Most importantly, the Western music notation system had a profound effect on 

the social relationships involved in the production and consumption of Western music. 

For starters, musicking in this world became extremely difficult without knowledge of its 

notation. And, of course, the very fact that the sounds of music could be severed from 

aural transmission and analyzed visually outside of performance time enabled the 

emergence of composers, musical works, and their interpreters. The notation also enabled 

the possibility of transmitting across space and time the composer’s intentions of how the 

composition should sound, expanding the reach of the composer’s authority over 

executions of the composition, and relegating the actual musicians involved in the 

performance to mere executors, not creators in their own right (Erauw, 1997; Goehr, 

1992; Wishart, 1977). Notation enabled conductors to determine and direct the 

performance of the work, and it empowered critics and scholars to help audiences 

understand how the music should be heard. And since performances and their contexts 

inevitably departed in some ways from the composer’s intentions, the reading of the 
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score, abstracted from an inevitably flawed performance was valorized. In notation, the 

music was frozen outside of performance time and available for study of the harmonic 

and formal relationships not readily available to the listener forced to appreciate the 

music in its temporal succession of sounds. In Wishart’s (1977) words “the advent of 

musical notation” created a “fundamental reorientation of musical conception and 

perception in the West . . . subjecting it to increasing interference from the 

verballigentsia” (p. 131. See also Scott, 2008; Raynor, 1976; Weber, 1975, 1977, 2008). 

Masterworks, absolute music, tonal harmony, and musical notation, then, all became 

important threads entwined at the center of a classical music dispositif generating 

disciplinary power. 

By the middle of the 19th century, the symphony orchestra concert had claimed 

the highest status of any musical event in Europe (Weber, 1975, 2008). As Becker (1986) 

has argued, the critical establishment endowed this event with the a potent blend of 

natural science (through the harmonic series), formal complexity (supported by the 

notation and the structures of the works themselves), and morality (through the sublime 

emotions allegedly transmitted through the music) that together constituted its unique 

identity as absolute music, that is, as a revelation of “the infinite, the ineffable” (p. 355). 

By providing access to the infinite, the event of motionless contemplation of absolute 

music obscured its disciplinary function precisely in its bodiless, ineffable aesthetics, and 

it rendered inferior other musical events that fostered bodily motion, especially dance 

music.  Even waltzes, which had served the upper bourgeoisie so well as an entry into 

noble circles at the beginning of the 19th century, remained problematic for many in elite 

circles because of the social improprieties they fostered—the fundamental impropriety 
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being genteel women dancing with men in public—and created increasingly alarm 

through the century as the waltz’s popularity expanded across Europe’s social strata 

(Draughon, 2003; Yaraman, 2002; Zbikowski, 2012). When not condemned, waltzes 

were relegated to “easy” or “light”—not serious—music (Scott, 2008), or incorporated 

into an inner movement of a symphony, where their virtues as absolute music could be 

contemplated without the distraction and improprieties of dancing (McKee, 2012). 

Thus, by the time U.S. elites began founding private, orchestra foundations in the 

last decades of the 19th century, the symphony orchestra concert had been established in 

Europe as a dispositif of disciplinary power, with a complete complement of discursive, 

material, social, and subjectivating elements to serve the needs of a society attempting to 

deploy high culture as a means of social order. With the male, elite and Germanic 

pedigree of the symphonic canon, the class and gender hierarchies inherent in this 

musical system were interlaced with racial denotations critical to the U.S. order. To this 

end the U.S. music establishment disseminated a theory of the hierarchy musical 

production by race: the harmonic emphasis of the Teutonic people ranked highest; the 

melodic emphasis of peripheral European peoples—Italian opera, for example—ranked 

second; and the rhythmic emphasis of the musics of people of the Southern 

Hemisphere—including African Americans—sat at the bottom as the most undeveloped, 

primitive forms of music (Levine, 1988; Radano, 2003).  

 The African American dance-musics that came to have such tremendous influence 

on U.S. popular music in the 20th century, despite their hybridity, contrasted in most 

respects with the symphonic canon and concert that had come to represent the epitome of 

European musical expression in the late nineteenth century. Building on an overarching 
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ethos that maximized participation and individual expression, these dance-musics were 

not designed for motionless audiences; rather they were built for a highly improvisational 

conversations among the musicians and dancers, which fostered moments of individual 

expression on both the dancing and musical sides of the conversation, often conflating the 

two (Hazzard-Gordon, 1990; Malone, 1996; Murray, 1976/1989).  Dance movements, 

pitch enunciation, rhythmic patterns and articulation varied with each execution of the 

performance, defying conventions of set notation or choreography (Wilson, 1985, 

1992/1999). To support highly individualized expressions in a group context, a constant 

beat and tempo, with short, repetitive formal structures, and relatively simple harmonic 

progressions became the foundation of a complex, rhythmic and proprioceptive art, the 

discipline and aesthetics of which eluded most observers trained in European classical 

music, even when they could see and hear beyond the race, class, and gender prejudices 

endemic to the U.S. social order (Asante, 1985; Gottschild, 1996).  

Three general and overlapping strategies of containment seem to have been 

deployed in the 20th century to mitigate the appeal of African American dance-musicking. 

Outright condemnation was the least subtle and arguably the least effective long term 

because it could not overcome the intrinsic interest in the music and in the dancing, 

particularly among women (Craig, 2014; Peiss, 1986), and it was such a gross class- and 

race-based denunciation of popular practice that it probably encouraged as much as 

deterred interest. Modification of the dancing and the supporting music toward European 

norms, values, and practices that supported it was a more effective strategy of preserving 

the social order because it helped to stratify by race and class musical genres and dances, 

which helped channel social dancing towards separate and segregated practice, so that 
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how you danced was as important as when, where, and with whom. Strategies of 

condemnation and modification have been well documented by U.S. cultural historians in 

every African American-originated dance-music genre from ragtime (Berlin, 1980; 

Erenberg, 1981; Leonard, 1985; Sotiropoulos, 2006) and the blues (Hale, 2011; Muir, 

2010) through early jazz (Leonhard, 1962; Ogren, 1989) and swing (Erenberg, 1998; 

Tucker, 2014) to rock ‘n’ roll (Bertrand, 2000; Martin & Segrave, 1988).  

But what is less observed in the cultural histories, except by the more diachronic 

and cross-genre music and dance historians (Floyd, 1995; Craig, 2014; Wald, 2009) is 

what has been arguably the most effective long-term strategy for containing the spread of 

African American-originated dance-musics: the conceptual and practical severance of the 

music from the dancing. In part, this was rooted in the merger of African individual and 

European heterosexual couples dancing, which embroiled issues of sexuality, gender, 

race and class, and made dancing a problematic activity especially for white, heterosexual, 

middleclass males, when it was not used as an opportunity to rub against female bodies 

(Craig, 2014; Gottschild, 1996; Stearns & Stearns, 1968). But the complete divorce of 

music and dance was adjudicated and normalized to a great extent by the pervasive 

influence of 19th-century, European classical musical culture, its prestige in and financial 

support from bourgeois society, and its paradigmatic mode of transmission in the concert 

hall. This encouraged white male musicians, critics, and aficionados, in particular, to 

lionize the strictly musical dimensions of the dance-music, while distancing themselves 

from the dance dimensions, frequently construed as feminine, homosexual, low-class, 

and/or non-white (Craig, 2014). This is not to deny other factors including the intrinsic 

appeal of listening to popular music’s lyrics or improvisations; the possibilities for the 
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privatization of the musical experience through recorded sound media; and social 

dancing’s generational bias toward adolescents and young adults in U.S. cultural history. 

Still, the exalted position of the symphony orchestra and its repertoire in the cultural 

hierarchy that helped constitute the emergent disciplinary order in the Progressive Era, 

and the contrasting threat to that disciplinary order that the dissemination of African 

American dance-musics, entwined with connotations of race, gender, sexuality, and class, 

have to be understood as major contributing factors to the containment of social dance as 

an ongoing and major part of U.S. culture beyond certain minority communities, and 

despite the repeated experience with widespread “dance crazes” among the young 

throughout the 20th century. 

At any rate, by the 1920s, as African Americans were making their presence felt 

in Northern and Western U.S. cities, public schools were emerging as the most important 

institution of education and socialization in the U.S. The educational establishment 

shaping the curriculum and the extra-curriculum of the schools never seriously 

considered the African American-identified jazz music and dancing that was becoming so 

popular in the very same cities that gave rise to the comprehensive high school. As 

exercise for girls—in lieu of competitive sports popular with the boys—Northern 

European folk dancing, or any of several philosophies of corporeal movement coming out 

of Europe were entertained, but, as Tomko (1999) has shown, the popular African-

American and Latin American dances circulating in the culture were routinely avoided in 

educational contexts.  And as for the music, the norms of European classical music 

simply made it unthinkable and unactionable for much of the 20th century to deploy 

popular dance-music, in the music curriculum proper. Furthermore, as a disciplinary 
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dispositif, the symphony orchestra offered a homologous framework that matched the 

particular disciplinary project and purpose of the U.S. comprehensive high school itself. 

The Comprehensive High School 

 Because of the importance of education not only as the critical instrument in 

disciplining a diverse population in a dynamic economy and society (Spring, 1972; 

Violas, 1978; Wiebe, 1967), but also as the central means by which that society justified 

hierarchical structures within the political democracy—that is, educational attainment as 

primary evidence for the meritocracy (McDonald, 2004; Oakes & Wells, 2004; Wraga, 

1994)—it was perhaps inevitable that institutional education would become the center of 

concern in the early 20th century, and that the public schools would expand secondary 

education to an increasingly larger portion of the population to meet the crises of 

industrialization, urbanization, and immigration. As Lawrence E. Cremen (1961) pointed 

out: 

 [A] cacophony of voices was demanding educational reforms of every sort and 

variety. Businessmen and labor unions were insisting that the school assume the 

classical functions of apprenticeship. Settlement workers and municipal reformers 

were vigorously urging instruction in hygiene, domestic science, manual arts, and 

child care. Patriots of every stripe were calling for Americanization programs. 

And agrarian publicists were pressing for a new sort of training for country life 

that would give youngsters a sense of the joys and possibilities of farming . . . (pp. 

116-117) 

 

In the first decades of the 20th century, therefore, public high schools evolved from an 

institution serving primarily the children of the upper middle class with a standard, liberal 

arts curriculum, as outlined by the National Education Association’s (NEA) Committee 

of Ten in 1892, to a multi-curricular institution that housed students from diverse 

backgrounds with equally diverse vocational aspirations and needs (Angus & Mirel, 

1999; Reese, 1995; Tyack & Hansot, 1990). Influenced by the NEA’s Commission on the 
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Reorganization of Secondary Education, and its reports, which came in the wake of the 

Smith-Hughes National Vocational Educational Act of 1917, the comprehensive high 

school emerged as not only the dominant model of public secondary education, but by the 

1930s as one of the most important institutions of socialization for the majority of 

adolescents in the US (Oakes, 1985; Violas, 1978; Wraga, 1994). 

 Because of its importance, the comprehensive high school often became a mirror 

of the hegemonic order of the nation as a whole, embodying its hierarchies of class, race, 

and gender, even as it represented the possibility of upward mobility and/or an incubator 

of democracy for some. In Henry J. Perkinson’s (1977/1991) phrase for U.S. public 

education as a whole, the comprehensive high school was made an “imperfect panacea” 

at best, and though it was perennially called upon to address many of the needs of U.S. 

society, it could not bear the burden of easing social tension, let alone correcting society’s 

ills. Beginning in the 1950s, when many of those ills were put into stark relief by the 

combination of the Cold War and the Civil Rights Movement, much of the criticism that 

ensued was directed at the public high schools (Angus & Mirel, 1999; Cremen, 1961; 

Wraga, 1994). Now, over a half century later, writings on the emergence of the public 

high schools and the struggles to define and refine them over the 20th century represent a 

significant portion of the historiography of education, in large part because the future of 

the comprehensive high school remains contested and uncertain, especially in U.S. cities 

where they were first established (Franklin & McColloch, 2007; Hammack, 2004a). 

 David B. Tyack’s The One Best System (1974) remains the most cited account of 

the rise of urban, public secondary education in the late 19th century, to a great extent, 

because he was able to incorporate the insights of major trajectories in educational 
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history without being readily identifiable with any of them (Kantor, 2001). Neither 

identifiable with the older accounts of the comprehensive high school as an incubator of 

U.S. democracy, nor with the “conservative” critique which saw the high schools as 

betraying their primary mission of academic rigor in trying to be all things to all people, 

nor with the “revisionist” historians who saw the high schools and the educators who 

shaped them largely as servants of the industrial economy and corporate interests, 

Tyack’s approach was critical of, yet empathetic to the tremendous pressures and 

problems educators faced at the turn of the last century. Although Tyack was able to 

build on earlier studies, like that of Cremen (1961), and others (Callahan, 1962; Krug, 

1964, 1972; Swift, 1971), which linked the character of the public high schools to the 

needs of U.S. society in the Progressive Era, Tyack more than his predecessors 

emphasized that the organizational revolution that changed the schools was part of the 

emergence of a broader bureaucratic/hierarchical order and mindset that came to 

permeate U.S. institutions and society in the late 19th century. Herein lies his connection 

to Wiebe, Levine, and Foucault. 

 As the title implies, The One Best System is, primarily a history of how the needs 

of burgeoning cities came to propel educational leaders to standardize the public school 

systems throughout the US in the first decades of the 20th century. Tyack placed the 

efforts of a group of educational reformers who wrested control of the schools across the 

country from more community-based leadership at the center of his account. Termed “the 

administrative progressives,” these educators differed from those involved in 

“educational progressivism”—those influenced by the curricular and pedagogical insights 

of John Dewey and the like—who, were at the center of Cremen’s account, but who, 
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according to Tyack, “had little practical impact on urban schools” (p. 192). The 

administrative progressives, in contrast, dramatically altered the governance of schools in 

the Progressive Era from large school boards and neighborhood wards with dozens of 

community members to small school boards without wards, dominated by prominent 

businessmen, and which delegated the executive power of school districts to an appointed 

superintendent. This, simultaneously, altered the nature of the schools themselves. 

 But rather than impugning the motives of these administrative progressives as a 

function of social control by an elite class over others, Tyack cast these developments in 

terms of the pressures placed on educational personnel in the face of burgeoning urban 

populations (p. 30), and the broad-based belief that a hierarchical, bureaucratic order 

would be to the benefit of all: 

school bureaucracy . . . advocates believed that a strong and rational system of 

education could eliminate corporal punishment, offer new opportunities for 

women, equalize educational expenditures between rich and poor sections of a 

city, and provide a system of instruction which was impartially efficient for all 

classes of the population. (p. 42) 

 

And elsewhere: 

In a disorderly society, schoolmen argued, the school must itself be a model of 

order, regularity, obedience—a prototype of a conservative republic. To such 

leaders, public education was the most humane form of social control and the 

safest method of social renewal. (p. 74) 

 

In their attempts to meet these grave challenges with standardization and bureaucracy, 

“schoolmen,” for Tyack, were understandably applying the lessons and successes they 

had internalized by living in the midst of the many other emergent discourses and 

institutions, such as “the factory, the army, the newly created police departments, and 

even the railroad” (p. 30), but, above all, “the public corporation” (p. 128).  This list is 
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strikingly similar to one of Foucault’s lists of the emergent, disciplinary power-producing 

institutions characteristic of modern Western societies (e.g., Foucault, 1975/1995, p. 149). 

For Tyack, the administrative progressives referenced “accountability” (p. 167) 

when instigating reforms of school governance and administration with regard to school 

boards, administrators, and teachers. But when it came to the students themselves, 

“schoolmen” utilized the broader society’s maxim of “social efficiency” (p. 180. See also 

Wiebe, 1967) as the operative term. For Tyack, educators identified their contribution to 

social efficiency as one of “channeling”—primarily at the secondary level—the majority 

of U.S. adolescents to their most appropriate adult role in society. Armed with new 

techniques of intelligence testing and vocational guidance counseling, and deploying an 

expanding range of differentiated curricula (pp. 190-191), the burgeoning number of 

junior and senior high schools were structured as classifying and tracking institutions. 

And because so many students in the cities were foreign born and/or from rural 

backgrounds, educators were also tasked through a variety of curricular and extra-

curricular strategies to “Americanize” the students. According to Tyack, this frequently 

went beyond providing students with basic skills needed in an English-speaking, urban 

environment: too often the goal was to “assault all forms of cultural difference” in order 

to socialize students to “middle-class” and “Anglo” norms (p. 236). 

Like Foucault, Tyack has described in The One Best System an institution that 

despite multiple contestations from a variety of directions was able to stabilize a general 

educational order through a variety of discourses and “scientific,” educational disciplines; 

“professional” educational identities and hierarchical social arrangements; and concrete 

institutions and practices—that is, a dispositif—which served the broader U.S. social 
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order. And given the depth and breadth of this construction, Tyack, also like Foucault, 

was loathe to condemn the primary agents of this educational system as actors in a 

conscious power grab, even as he readily admitted that the system largely excluded 

African Americans, marginalized children of lower class and “ethnic” parents, and 

consistently placed women educators in a decidedly subordinate position to the men that 

dominated educational administration, theory, and training. For Tyack, educators, like 

other Progressive reformers, were part of a larger social construction that framed not only 

their thinking and identities, but also that of others who altered educational reforms 

through protestation, but never undermined fundamental assumptions about stratification 

and merit, about race and gender hierarchies, and about the corporate and bureaucratic 

ideals that dominated the thinking and practice of the times.  

Other studies coming after or at the same time as The One Best System have given 

more theoretical and analytical precision to the class, race, and gender inequalities 

generated by the high schools that Tyack documented. Both Hogan (1985) and Oakes 

(1985) concluded that the stratification of curricula and the tracking of students 

contributed to class stratification, even as this was obscured by a belief in the naturalness 

of social hierarchies, by confidence in the scientific validity of student assessment 

techniques, and by a faith in the fundamental fairness of the educational system. In their 

similar disavowals of any “elite conspiracy” (Oakes, 1985, p. 171), “class domination” or 

“social control” (Hogan, 1985, p. 235), Oakes and Hogan have drawn conclusions about 

the secondary education system very similar to Foucault’s observations of Western 

disciplinary societies’ tendency to generate class effects without strong class formation.   
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 For Joel H. Spring (1972) and Paul C. Violas (1978)—two of the leading 

“revisionist” educational historians—secondary education in the U.S. as it emerged in the 

20th century was by design institutions for the acclimation of the working class to 

participation in the lower echelons of the corporate industrial economy. For both of them, 

this socialization project was enacted not simply in the differentiated curricula, but in the 

common culture of the school, which took place in common spaces, in schoolwide 

assemblies, and in extracurricular activities. Thus, they were critiquing one of the 

hallmark aspects of secondary education that defenders of the comprehensive high 

schools (Hammack, 2004b; Rury, 2002, 2004; Wraga, 1994) had used as evidence of the 

democratizing tendencies of public education, which offset the admittedly stratified 

curricula. Although, Spring and Viola’s characterizations frequently approached a class 

antagonistic formulation that Tyack, Hogan, and Oakes assiduously avoided, their 

insistence on a broad school culture that socialized students through their own voluntary 

practice is quite reconcilable with a Foucauldian notion of disciplinary power. 

 For Spring and Violas, activities like student government, sports teams, music 

organizations, and assemblies all encouraged participation without giving students any 

real power, which was always maintained by the adults: 

It was generally assumed that because these activities would influence children to 

derive satisfaction from group and system loyalty they would enable the children 

to adapt more easily to the assembly lines and production teams in the modern 

factory. Extracurricular activities had the added advantage of giving school 

authorities access to the student’s out-of-class life, thus increasing the school’s 

probable effect on him. (Violas, 1978, p. 15)  

 

Student music performances at school assemblies figure prominently in both accounts of 

the socializing/disciplining effects of student activities. Evident in secondary education 

discourse, administrators recognized the socializing power of a student music ensemble 
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performing before their (seated) peers in a school assembly, and linked the disciplining 

power of high culture with the purpose of the comprehensive high school. According to 

Oscar Handlin (1959/1971) educators at the time promoted the benefits of musical 

instruction in “good music” that led to student performances because it “brought added 

culture and refinement,” “regulated the emotions,” “develop[ed] the mind and will of the 

child,” and “taught patriotism, morality, temperance, and obedience to the law” (pp. 30-

31) to all those in attendance at the assemblies. 

 The disciplinary power laden in the schoolwide culture fostered by these various 

activities is even more apparent when one recalls that most of these activities included a 

variety of roles or positions, as well as various avenues for competition for positions and 

accolades. Rather than socializing a broad and flat “working class” as Spring and Violas 

tended to suggest, they actually fostered a spectrum of relationships to and levels of 

participation in the schoolwide culture that corresponded very loosely to society’s 

spectrum of working class and middle class roles (Eckert, 1989). This construction of 

students into school leaders, followers, and outsiders across a variety of different 

activities through voluntary and allegedly meritocratic processes acclimated student 

bodies to the hierarchical nature of U.S. society, and reproduced class effects within the 

student body as much as any aspect of the comprehensive high school. Like school music 

programs, most of these extracurricular activities, despite their alleged availability to the 

entire student body, tended to fail to draw a large number students due to the implicit 

privileging of middleclass norms, especially the ease with which one submitted to 

middleclass, adult authority and the bourgeois bodily disciplines of the classroom, 

auditorium and playing fields (Eckert, 1989). A stratification of engagement in and with 
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school culture, therefore, has been the hallmark of the particular discipline of the 

comprehensive high school dispositif. 

 Tyack and Hansot (1990) identify this broader school culture, shared by students 

and adults, and defined by the broader U.S. society, as the main source of gender 

formation within secondary education.  Debates over the appropriateness of secondary 

coeducation were fueled, in part, by fear for the safety of middleclass, white girls—as the 

diversity of students entering public high schools increased, and, in part by the concern 

that coeducation at the secondary level would fail to prepare both girls and boys 

adequately for what was perceived as fundamentally different roles in society (Tyack & 

Hansot, 1990). This contributed to the creation of “vocational education” for the boys—

symbolically, if not substantively linked to male, blue collar work—and “domestic 

education” for the girls, which seems to have covered a spectrum of roles from household 

managers to domestic servants, depending on student demographics of race and 

socioeconomic status (Rury, 1991; Strom, 1992; Tyack & Hansot, 1990). Meanwhile, 

“commercial education” courses and their clear connection to job opportunities in the 

burgeoning office sector drew the most enthusiasm from upwardly mobile students and 

their families. This was especially true for girls, whose admission to non-management 

office work required prior training, in contrast to boys, who often could expect on-the-job 

training (Tyack & Hansot, 1990).Though access to these courses depended on navigating 

race and class-based biases of testing and vocational counseling, by the late 1920s white, 

and ‘becoming white’ girls came to dominate commercial education courses and tracks 

(Rury, 1991; Strom, 1992; Tyack & Hansot, 1990). 
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 With a majority of female teachers and female students in the high schools in the 

first decades of the 20th century, concern for drawing and retaining boys in high school 

became a prominent concern for educators, who labored in the early decades of the 20th 

century to create boy-friendly space and attractions within the overall coeducational 

setting, as evidenced by the gendered nature of vocational education. Hence, educators 

were only too happy to make competitive, team sports, which started as informal student 

organizations, the focus of adult-led extracurricular programs, and the core of curricular 

physical education for the boys—at least, initially—leaving physical education activities 

like gymnastics and folk dancing for the girls (Spring, 1980; Tomko, 1999; Tyack & 

Hansot, 1990). And a not-so-subtle gender differentiation and/or privileging of male-

defined activities and roles within coeducational activities came to characterize most of 

the culture of secondary schools, whether the activity in question was athletics or student 

government (Tyack & Hansot, 1990), often leaving adult leaders of coeducational 

courses and activities with strong female interest, as with music, challenged to keep boys’ 

participation in parity (Chybowski, 2008; Humphreys, 1989). Thus, gender 

differentiation as defined by the broader social order, and entwined with race and class, 

permeated the comprehensive high school dispositif from the beginning.  

Sadly, the comprehensive public high schools seem to rarely have become sites 

that countered or even mitigated the racialization of the U.S. population. From the 

beginning, they have been implicated in the U.S. racial project, first and foremost by the 

limited access they afforded to African Americans in the first half of the 20th century, 

either through legally-imposed segregation as in the South, or elsewhere through various 

strategies of de facto segregation, such as geographically-defined school domains in areas 
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residentially segregated, or by curriculum tracking within ostensibly integrated schools to 

the lowest status courses (McGerr, 2003; Strom, 1992; Tyack, 1974; Tyack & Hansot, 

1990). Violas (1978, p. 173) argued that much of the vocational and general tracking was 

racially oriented, relegating African American students to preparation for jobs even less 

desirable than the ones designated for poor white students. Mirel (2010, p. 230) observed 

that as the children of European immigrants were inducted into U.S. society through 

“Americanization” programs, they were typically exposed to derogatory images of 

African Americans in textbooks, distinguishing them from the Anglo-American 

personages and norms the immigrants were encouraged to adopt. And Strom (1992) has 

noted that already by the 1920s, as significant numbers of African Americans had moved 

north and gained some access to non-segregated schools, the high schools were found to 

have manifest a climate of “animosity toward black students—perpetuated by school 

personnel, parents, and student peers” (p. 270). One of the results of educational social 

efficiency in U.S. secondary education of the first half of the 20th century, then, seems to 

have involved, more often than not, disciplining students into white and black racial 

divisions in order to maintain a form of racial hierarchy and exclusion that would both 

ameliorate and obscure other reproductive processes—the gender hierarchy and class 

effects—deployed among the white and ‘emerging’ white students.  

 

This historical narrative based on my selection of influential historiographies on 

the emergence of a bureaucratic order in the Progressive Era, and the development of the 

symphony orchestra and the comprehensive high school has attempted to make the case 

for the applicability of a refined Foucauldian theory of the dispositif and the rise of a type 
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of social order based on the disciplinary power as formed by intertwining dispositifs in 

modern Western societies. The descriptions that these historians of the Progressive Era, 

of U.S. cultural history, of the rise of the symphony orchestra, and of the comprehensive 

high school that these historians have offered all attempt to give ‘thick descriptions’ of 

their subjects by describing the practices, materializations, discourses, subject identities, 

and social networks that co-constituted one another to produce and reproduce institutions, 

disciplines, and personnel that would endure. In this they have described the 

heterogeneous elements of a dispositif and the anatomy of disciplinary power in all but 

Foucault’s terminology. That the particular combination of dispositifs deployed in the US 

at the beginning of the 20th century, were supported by the entwined dispositifs of race, 

gender, and class is also apparent especially from the more recent historical scholarship 

on U.S. society, attuned to relationship of these intra-acting formations within the social 

order. 

Given the evidence of the historiographical literature across several disciplines, 

the European classical music/large ensemble paradigm in U.S. secondary education 

should be understood as one more dispositival deployment towards the establishment of 

disciplinary order. Large ensembles performing for the broader community not only 

fulfilled a “public relations function,” as the historians of music education in the U.S. 

(Keene, 1982; Mark & Gary, 2007) have suggested; large ensembles performing “good 

music” also served a disciplinary function within the high schools, as educational 

historians have made clear (Handlin 1959/1971; Krug 1964, 1972; Spring, 1972; Violas, 

1978). With their hierarchical structures, corporeal discipline, and a male, European, and 

bourgeois, canon of music and musical values, the large ensembles instilled an order 
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similar to the one being promulgated throughout the broader U.S. society. It was not 

important that “school music” was often not the European masterworks as composed, nor 

that the “concert” or “symphonic” band came to serve in place of a string orchestra to 

perform these works in many contexts. And it did not matter that the majority of students 

were not participating in school music, even as young people came to define 

disproportionately what U.S. society termed “popular music.” These peculiarities did not 

threaten the disciplinary order; in fact, they further served to edify the hierarchical nature 

of the social order they were producing. 

Critically, the classical music/large ensemble paradigm offered an alternative to 

the African American-associated dance-musics that dominated the popular music scene at 

the same time the public high schools were increasing in numbers. Although this hybrid 

music has gone by many different genre names, it bears commonalities across the genres 

that betrays its African American origins, and which contrast in many ways with 

European classical music, despite the profound influence that latter has had on the former. 

Chief among these, as many musicologists of African American musics has observed, is 

the linkage between the rhythmic foundations of the music and the improvisational 

playing and dancing that this rhythmic foundation supports (Floyd, 1995; Wilson, 1974, 

1985). This music’s function of supporting participants’ movements to the music, that is, 

dancing in ways simultaneously individualized and group-oriented, threatened to 

undermine the disciplinary order with its hierarchies of race, gender, and class that the 

European classical music system preeminently embodied, paradoxically, through its 

disembodiment of its listeners, rendered as a largely passive audience. African American 

originated dance-musicking could then be associated with its corporeality, which in this 
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construct of mind-body dualism signified mindlessness, and, accordingly was associated 

with feminine, homosexual, lower class, and non-white persons and practices (Craig, 

2014).  For someone trained or steeped in European classical music values, practices, and 

soundings, African American-originated dance-musics, then, became nearly impossible 

to recognize as legitimate music, and to use as the basis of a music curriculum in 

secondary schools. 

Because the hierarchies of race, gender, and class have been built into so many of 

the various dispositifs that make up the disciplinary order, they persist in U.S. discourse, 

institutions, practices, social networks, and identities even though explicit affirmation of 

racial, gender, sexuality, and class hierarchies is no longer tolerated generally in U.S. 

society (Omi & Winant, 2015). This is, after all, what social constructions do: in their 

very adjustability they stabilize and conserve elements of the social order. Recent studies 

of comprehensive high schools, for example, have revealed how they still perpetuate 

these hierarchies. Oakes and Wells (2004) researched efforts to “de-track” the curriculum 

in California high schools and found that a stratification of new types of academic 

curricula functioned still to assign children of color and those from the lowest 

socioeconomic strata to the lowest status curricula. Eckert’s ethnographic study (1989) of 

a predominantly white, suburban high school revealed that involvement versus 

disaffection with school culture, especially with extracurricular activities, still tended to 

replicate distinctions between the middle and working classes in the broader society. 

Fordham’s similar study (1996) of an all-black high school in Washington, DC observed 

a conflict between students and administrators over what still constituted appropriate 

school-sponsored activities, specifically African American dance-musicking. And 
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Chybowski (2008), who studied the music appreciation movement in schools and in the 

broader U.S. culture during the first decades of the 20th century, concludes by observing 

manifestations in the late 20th century of the Levine’s and DiMaggio’s “sacralization of 

culture” in the continued exaltation of European classical music over all others. 

Therefore, given the genealogy and dispositival context of the classical 

music/large ensemble paradigm in U.S. secondary music education, it is understandable, 

if lamentable, that the paradigm has survived for so long in the face of its obvious 

deficiencies. Contrariwise, it is understandable why the schools have failed to embrace 

fully popular music, despite calls to do just that for nearly half a century. Conservation of 

the paradigm and resistance to popular music has been built into the very ways of doing 

and hearing music in U.S. music education for a long time, even if this dynamic is no 

longer as predominant throughout U.S. society as it was a century ago. Educational 

institutions are nothing if not conservators of the values, practices, and social order of 

which they are a part, which is to say that they are preeminently dispositifs, maintaining 

their solidity over time through disciplinary practices, materializations, social relations, 

subjectivations, and discourses. It is to this last element, specifically the historical 

transmission of secondary music education knowledge that I now turn. 
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Chapter Five: Music Education Knowledge 

 In this chapter I turn from a broad description of the dispositival context of 

secondary music education in the U.S. to an analysis of the discourse of secondary music 

education as represented by three key historical texts connected in various ways to the 

largest and most prominent organization of U.S. public school music educators, the 

National Association for Music Education (NAfME). In the refined Foucauldian 

framework outlined in the third chapter, discourse represents but one dimension of the 

social construction, and it is always entwined with practices, materializations, social 

relationships, and subject identities. But its materialization in text allows for a general 

analysis across space and time that is usually not possible from these other elements of 

the dispositif. And because discourse also limits and excludes ‘talk’, any analysis of 

discourse from the text at hand must be queried for what it leaves out as well as what it 

posits. The previous chapter’s review of the dispositival context now serves as a 

reference to both what is said and not said in these organizational texts. 

 I begin with Music in Secondary Schools (Earhart & McConathy, 1918), a report 

submitted to the Commissioner of Education by the National Education Association’s ad 

hoc Committee on Music as part of the Commission on the Reorganization of Secondary 

Education—the commission that gave birth to the comprehensive high school (Angus & 

Mirel, 1999; Krug, 1964, 1972). The 1918 music report was an expansion of preliminary 

statements presented first to the Music Supervisors National Conference (MSNC)—

NAfME’s first name—in 1912 and then to the U.S. Commissioner of Education in 1913 

(Earhart, 1913). As such it represents—as far as my research has been able to uncover—

the first major outline of a music program for public secondary education in the U.S. by 
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members of the MSNC. And, positioned as it was with the other reports that comprised 

the “reorganization of secondary education,” Music in Secondary Schools became the 

blueprint for the large ensemble paradigm in U.S. the comprehensive high school. 

 The second document I analyze, Music in the Senior High School (MENC, 1959) 

again outlines and rationalizes the large ensemble paradigm some 41 years later, when 

the comprehensive high school had established itself as the major institution of 

socialization and education of adolescents in the US (Angus & Mirel, 1999). Responding 

to the ever-growing and increasingly diverse school populations that attended U.S. public 

high schools since the publication of Music in Secondary Schools, music educators were 

forced to re-calibrate the large ensemble paradigm. The most dramatic of these 

recalibrations was the promotion of the concert band from an extra-curricular brass band 

to a large wind and percussion ensemble. This transformed band from peripheral 

ensemble intended to draw boys in and populate school orchestras, to the linchpins of the 

secondary music education curriculum (Humphreys, 1989; Keene, 1982; Maddy, 1957; 

Mark & Gary, 2007). Another change involved high school music appreciation courses, 

which had experienced some vitality in the 1920s during the heyday of local and national 

“Music Memory Contests”—a sort of classical music “Name That Tune” competition. 

But the contests were phased out during the Depression, and with them, the music 

appreciation courses went into decline (Bennett, 2012; Chybowski, 2008; Keene, 1982). 

Finally, national orchestra, band, and choir contests, which had culminated either in 

naming a winning high school ensemble from a competition or selecting a limited 

number of students to perform in one national ensemble, fell into disfavor during the 

Depression, and were ultimately deemed to have been poor educational instruments 
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(Keene, 1982). These contests were gradually replaced by regional and state festivals, 

where—in a remarkably Foucauldian blend of surveillance and normalization—judges 

rated participating ensembles according to commonly accepted standards of repertoire 

and performance (Hash, 2009; Kegerreis, 1971; Moore, 1972).   

    On the eve of World War II, NAfME—at this time, the Music Educators National 

Conference (MENC)—initiated a flurry of national and regional committee work to 

codify and standardize these changes of the previous two decades (MENC, 1959, p. 4). 

This committee work produced several report compilations (Morgan, 1947, 1951, 1955) 

and two documents specifically for high school principals (Lawler, 1952a, 1952b). Music 

in the Senior High School is the last published of these summary documents 

chronologically, and the last document I have found produced by NAfME dedicated to 

outlining a program and providing a rationale for secondary music education. Issued in 

the wake of Sputnik and mounting criticisms of the “soft curriculum” of the 

comprehensive high school (Angus & Mirel, 1999; Cremen, 1961; Perkinson, 

1977/1991), this document represents the large ensemble paradigm at its zenith with U.S. 

music educators confident of its abiding role in the high schools.  

In contrast, Music in American Society (Choate, 1968), represents U.S. music 

education in crisis and in doubt. Subtitled A Documentary Report of the Tanglewood 

Symposium, this document presents the presentations, committee reports, and 

“Declaration” of an MENC-sponsored symposium in the summer of 1967. Castigated 

several years earlier by a gathering of university musicologists and professional 

musicians at the “Yale Seminar” for the “appalling” quality of school music (McKenna & 

Schmid, 1978; Palisca, 1964), secondary music educators were also grappling with the 
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relevance of the classical music/large ensemble paradigm in the face of the social 

turbulence that swept the U.S. in the late 1960s. As reflected in the topics of the reports, 

urban riots, anti-war activism, new technologies, and greater awareness of cultural 

diversity across the country generated questions about the narrowness of school music 

(Murphy & Sullivan, 1968). And NAfME itself the need for its own self-evaluation 

articulated in its conference call:     

these are the purposes of the entire Tanglewood Symposium Project: to re-

appraise and evaluate our basic assumptions and beliefs about music education; to 

become more concerned about music activities in our entire culture; and to 

explore possible ways and means by which we may be more effective, seek new 

dimensions for our progression. (Choate, 1967, pp. 146-147) 

 

Accordingly, the conference attempted to take popular music seriously, and ended with 

NAfME’s first—and last—official endorsement of it in school music programs. As the 

introductory chapter to this study pointed out, music educators having been struggling 

over whether and how to implement this endorsement ever since. It is critical, therefore, 

to analyze the discursive context from which this endorsement came; it is also a fitting 

place to end my analysis of NAfME’s organizational discourse concerning secondary 

music education. 

In this chapter, I focus on discourse’s function in knowledge formation, that is, 

less on the practices, materializations, social relationships and identities  of music 

education; more on its formulations of truth statements—what might be described as ‘the 

who, what, why, and how of music education and the music appropriate to it’. As 

explained in Chapter Three, I follow Dant’s (1991) method,  identifying key substantives 

in the texts like “music education,” “music,” “music educator,” and similarly central 

terms to distill the actual text to the meaning exchanges as represented by verbal 
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equations or non-equations, which I have provided below immediately after direct 

quotations from the four selected texts. Thus, I have presented only a small percentage of 

the total text, but it is precisely in these relatively concentrated formulations where the 

starkest assertions and omissions about music education knowledge are transmitted and 

not transmitted, enabling with examples to capture a snapshot of the knowledge 

expressed or not expressed in each text as well as its development over time. In the 

following chapter, this textual analysis of U.S. music education discourse and knowledge 

will then be integrated with the general dispositival context described in the last chapter 

and some of the observations gleaned from the literature reviewed in the second chapter 

in order to address the research questions posed at the beginning of this study and to draw 

some general conclusions. 

1918: Music in Secondary Schools 

 Recognizing their historic task of articulating a secondary music program to the 

national educational community, the authors of Music in Secondary Schools identified in 

its Preface their aims of outlining a “platform sufficiently broad for all proper phases of 

musical activity” and providing “practical help for administrative problems . . . by 

presenting . . . plans to fit a variety of conditions” (Earhart & McConathy, 1918, p. 7). 

They also announced their intention to present a “platform of educational belief with 

regard to music” (p. 7) that would clarify music education’s central place in the 

secondary educational project. Throughout the report, arguments are made that music 

education was too important to limit to extracurricular or elective ensemble courses; 

rather, music had to be part of the required curriculum for all secondary students. It is this 
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argument in Music in Secondary Schools that make it a rich source for mining the 

elements of secondary music education discourse that effect music education knowledge. 

 Listening to “good music.” The report consistently argues that the ability to 

listen appreciatively to “good music,” that is, listening with understanding is the central 

task of secondary music education. In the Preface, the report states: 

Appreciation, not proficiency in technical accomplishment of any kind, is the 

large aim of instruction in music in high schools.  . . . Sensitiveness to aesthetic 

values for the sake of the enrichment and elevation of the quality of human life 

which such response brings is the large result to be attained. (p. 7) 

 

This yields the following meaning exchanges: 

   secondary music education  = music appreciation  

                technical proficiency 

                = sensitiveness to aesthetic values  

From the very first pages of this charter document on secondary music, then, the text 

begins to relegate music education knowledge of how to musick to a secondary position. 

Instead, the central identity of musical knowledge involves appreciating music and 

developing sensitivity towards the values that hearing music somehow can generate. 

In a section entitled “The values of music as a high-school subject,” the report 

expounds on what the cultivation of aesthetic values offers the listener of good music:  

The qualities of thought and feeling out of which good music springs are 

altogether desirable. They reflect a desire for beauty; they reveal the spirit of man 

in profound and universal relations and impulses. In common with other arts and 

literature, music tends to develop finer subjective life in the individual. (p. 11) 

 

                   listening to good music = desirable qualities of thought and feeling 

              = desire for beauty 

                    = universal relations and impulses 
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                = development of finer subjective life 

And shortly after the above passage, the report adds: “Music characteristically deals with 

broad fundamental moods rather than with specific experience, gives voice to subjective 

revelation rather than objective delineation” (p. 12). 

  [listening to good] music = broad fundamental moods 

                     = subjective revelation 

                    specific experience 

                   objective delineation 

In these passages a norm is introduced in the distinction between “good” and 

(presumably) bad music. The sensitivity to aesthetic values associated with listening to 

music identified earlier is associated exclusively with listening to “good music.” These 

values are given only slightly more specificity (e.g., “desire for beauty,” “finer subjective 

life,” “broad fundamental moods,” etc.), but these are listed as self-evident truths rather 

than assertions to be proven. And neither an explication of exactly how the hearing of 

certain types of (good) music might do this, nor a definition of good music is ever 

provided, which serves to heighten good music’s epistemic power: it is a self-evident 

norm, self-evidently causing beneficial effects in the listener and beyond question. 

The report also argued that musical performances offered a “socializing force” to 

both performers and listeners. It asserted that “[f]ew other experiences so quickly bring 

about ‘group feeling’ as ensemble singing or playing,” (p. 13), which can be simplified 

to: 

   musical ensemble work = group feeling 
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But this affirmation of the unique and communal value of ensemble participation, was 

immediately qualified by the following:  

Musical performances undoubtedly bring as many people together as any single 

agency, and music in this way may be a valuable asset in the civic life of the 

community. There are many individualists in every community, and … music has 

the power to imbue these persons with social consciousness and thus make them 

over into a more useful type of citizen . . . (p. 13) 

 

performances of good music = social consciousness imbued into individualists  

The social value of secondary music education lies in its ability to get persons listening to 

good music in numbers well beyond those who can be expected to participate in 

ensembles, or who might be inclined to attend a concert of good music outside of school. 

The paradox of inculcating social values through a highly individualized form of 

musicking, that is, motionless listening, is not addressed, but the linkage of “social 

consciousness” with musical performances, suggests that a disciplined listening audience 

is largely what is meant by the social value of music education. 

Furthermore, this deployment of musical performances as a socializing force 

primarily through the cultivation of listening audiences was seen by the authors of the 

report to extend beyond the student population to the broader community: 

Music in the high school articulates with the advanced musical interests and 

activities in the community outside the school. . . . The [high school’s auditorium 

is] dignified and in keeping with any educational or cultural effort which the 

people of a community may wish to undertake. The high-school orchestra turns 

the thought of many citizens toward music . . . The high-school chorus develops 

an interest in chorus singing in the community. Courses in harmony and musical 

appreciation do their full part in raising musical standards and developing musical 

knowledge. (p. 36) 

 

This yields a litany of meaning exchanges, which reveals that exposure to “good music” 

is the heart of the music education project: 

high school music = advancement of broader community’s musical interests & activities   
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high school auditorium = dignified environment for musical listening 

high school orchestra = affords citizens access to good music 

high school chorus = development of community’s interest in singing 

music appreciation & harmony courses = raising of community’s musical standards & 

knowledge  

Although the participatory dimension of musical education is never entirely disavowed, 

as with the above equation of the high school chorus with cultivation of community 

choirs, the preponderance of identifications to music education in the above passage and 

throughout the document link it primarily to the cultivation of musical listeners. 

 By underscoring the value of music in the high school as providing opportunities 

for both students and the broader community to hear good music, the report aligned itself 

with the first plank of European classical music tradition’s doctrine of absolute music: 

music in its highest expression serves no purpose but contemplative listening. Without 

offering a substantive definition of “good music,” the document’s privileging of 

orchestral music in the European classical tradition (made clear below), which itself was 

synonymous with absolute music, left little doubt that learning to listen appreciatively to 

good music meant ultimately learning to listen to musical works (Goehr, 1992) of the 

European symphonic tradition. The benefits to the individual and the broader listening 

community identified in the report were, therefore, benefits most effectively derived from 

learning to listen to this music. In this discourse, music education in the comprehensive 

high schools, then, means creating out of the diverse student and community populations 

a disciplined, listening community attuned to the value of the European classical music. 
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 The stratification of student interests & abilities. Grounding the particular 

music program outlined in Music in Secondary Schools, the authors of the report offered 

a classification of high school students “in relation to their attitude toward music” (p. 14). 

In a section entitled “Three Types of Pupils,” the report mapped out the broad 

demographic challenge to music education in the public secondary schools: 

1. The little interested and the nonmusical pupils.—Probably the largest number, 

especially under present conditions, consist of pupils who are little interested in 

music. Under this group might be included also those pupils who take no interest 

in music, in whose families music has had no part, who consider themselves as 

lacking both in musical talent and in ability to enjoy music. (p. 14) 

2. The interested but not particularly talented pupils.— . . . although not possessed of 

much musical talent and without a desire to perfect themselves as performers . . . 

Such students like to listen to music and wish to heighten their powers of enjoyment 

through the study of it. 

3. The talented pupils.—The group of pupils to whom music is an important part of 

life includes those who are preparing to follow music as a vocation and those who 

intend to become skilled amateurs. (p. 15) 

 

This classification can be distilled to the following meaning exchanges: 

        largest number of students  = nonmusical, with little musical interest, talent or 

ability to enjoy music 

        smaller number of students = interested, but not talented: those who like to listen to 

music  

       smallest number of students = talented pupils with vocational interest or desire to 

become skilled amateurs 

 The most striking aspect of this section of the report is the ease in which it can 

generalize about musical ability and interest across the national adolescent population. 

However, as Music in Secondary Schools was produced in an era when the fact of 

biologically-determined social hierarchies—differences in ability always entwined with 

differences in gender and race—were scientifically grounded, and, as such, widely 
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accepted in educational circles (Kliebard, 2004; Oakes, 1985) and in the broader society 

(Flanagan, 2007; Southern, 2005), this stratification of student musical ability and interest 

would have appeared as common sense and required little justification.  

 But the other striking aspect of this student stratification of musical ability and 

interest is how it discounts what could have been considered contradictory evidence. 

Written at the height of Tin Pan Alley’s popularity and on the eve of the jazz explosion, 

when ballads, marches, and the various types of songs and dances associated with 

ragtime and the blues were major foci of popular entertainment (Ashby, 2006; Cullen, 

2002), and when public dance venues remained a common feature of many U.S. cities 

(Erenberg, 1981; Leonard, 1962; Ogren, 1989), this rarefication of student musical ability 

and even musical “interest” can only be explained through the narrow lens of European 

classical music and musicking. Discourse around what constitutes music and musicking, 

therefore, limits what constitutes knowledge of students’ educational possibilities in 

music, framing knowledge of music education’s purpose. The primary aim and challenge 

of secondary music education in this founding document becomes how to get the students 

and their broader communities exposed to and disciplined towards listening to a type of 

music, where interest and ability was perceived to belong (naturally) to only a minority. 

 The chorus, the orchestra, & music appreciation. This fundamental dilemma 

of creating interest in uninterested students led the report to describe the high school 

chorus as the sine qua non of secondary music education, ideally required for all students, 

even if this amounted to only 15 minutes each week in “assembly singing” (p. 15). But it 

was ultimately the development of appreciative listeners, not necessarily of life-long 

singers that drove the necessity of having a school chorus: 
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Although called chorus singing, its real purpose should be to awaken a keener 

interest in music and a truer appreciation of it. This should be effected not only 

through participation in singing, but also by presenting as much music as 

practicable for the pupils to hear. This would include performances by the 

talented pupils of the school before the assembly, performances by outside 

musicians, and selections upon mechanical musical instruments (talking 

machines, player pianos, etc.). (p. 15) 

 

chorus singing course = development of keener musical interest & appreciation 

     = occasion to hear performances of others 

Here chorus singing is identified as a practical way to give students the experience of 

making music, which was meant to increase their appreciation of good music. It was not 

meant to teach them the joy of singing, because the good music that education was 

intended to teach them to appreciate in most cases would come from another source. 

 Although chorus singing was represented as a practical way to introduce the 

greatest number of students to music, one of its other flaws—in addition to poor 

execution by students—was its words, that is, it was not absolute music: 

It is possible for a pupil to sing during his entire high-school term . . . and come 

forth at the end of the course as remote from understanding and enjoyment of a 

Beethoven symphony or sonata as if he had no such practice. Not only does the 

comparative emphasis usually given the subject and text of songs divert attention 

from purely musical values, but the physical exhilaration of singing may readily 

be mistaken for enjoyment of music. (p. 21) 

 

study of chorus texts & subjects  understanding & enjoyment of music 

physical exhilaration of singing  enjoyment of music  

although music [for chorus singing] may ally itself with sentiments of religion, 

patriotism, love of home, and so forth, and although it should never ally itself 

with less worthy associations, it is not to be valued because of such alliance. 

Music is essentially tone and tonal discourse and is beautiful as music in 

proportion to the beauty of tone, the beauty of the tonal procedure, and the beauty 

and nobility of mood out of which it sprang. Music, in short, need express musical 

thought only.  (p. 21) 

 

           musical beauty  religious, patriotic, or familial sentiment 
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       = beautiful tone and beautiful tonal procedure 

    = nobility of [originating] mood 

       = expression of musical thought only 

Here and elsewhere, the document makes clear that not only making music, but deriving 

pleasure and meaning from the texts associated with singing musical texts are, at best, 

derivative benefits of musical knowledge and music education. Therefore, despite the 

economy and practicality of the school chorus, the report had to make it clear that chorus 

singing was flawed mechanism for music education’s ultimate aim of developing musical 

appreciation of absolute music, which is equated with “musical thought only,” and 

identified with strictly instrumental music, specifically “a Beethoven symphony or 

sonata.” 

The text asserts that music’s “thought” or meaning is expressed neither in its texts 

nor even in its association with sentiments that can be named, but primarily in “beauty of 

tone” and “tonal procedure.” Given classical music’s transcendence of even language, 

how one would then shift from “tonal discourse” to linguistic discourse to arbitrate 

whether the music/tone was beautiful or not remains a paradox that is never addressed 

here or elsewhere. Nor does the text address the paradox of first ruling out “sentiment” in 

a definition of musical beauty, but then inserting “nobility of mood out of which it 

[music] sprang” back into the definition. Apparently musical experts can use language to 

name certain sounds as “beautiful” and even link them to certain “moods”; but because 

musical truth is beyond language, explaining exactly why those tones and their related 

moods are beautiful remains beyond language. The norm of beautiful tone, like many of 

the regulative devices in absolute music’s discourse, remains largely outside the 
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discourse, and therefore at the heart of absolute music’s authority, which is 

unquestionable, because in its absoluteness, it is also supra-linguistic.  

 Like the chorus, the high school orchestra also represented an imperfect 

mechanism for music education’s aims, but in ways opposite to that of the chorus. The 

orchestra repertoire was described as the purest expression of absolute music, and, 

according to the report, superior to even the great choral works of the masters (p. 22). 

The problem for the high schools was finding the full complement of orchestral players 

and instruments with enough skill to do justice to what was considered the pinnacle of 

music (e.g., a Beethoven symphony). The report recognized that it was unlikely that most 

high school orchestras would have the personnel with sufficient skill to adequately 

represent the great orchestra literature. Therefore, it “urge[d] the importance of the 

orchestra” (p. 19) as a necessary component to the high school music program, but it 

presented these cautionary notes: 

The difficulty [of the school orchestra] lies in finding music of the right character, 

because simple music generally is popular rather than educationally valuable. . . .  

most of the music should be of a nature that will develop a higher appreciation of 

good music.” 23 

 

   high school orchestra music  = development of higher appreciation of good music 

                           simple music  = popular music 

  educationally valuable music 

And: “The orchestra should be considered an orchestral class or orchestral study club 

primarily, and a factor for the diversion of the school only incidentally” (p. 22). 

 school orchestra =venue for the study of orchestral music 

      schoolwide entertainment ensemble 
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These texts reiterate that listening to good music and learning to appreciate it as such are 

the primary aims of music education—even for orchestral students. Like the chorus, the 

school orchestra offered a hands-on approach to the development of appreciation of good 

music; but it was not expected in most cases to be capable of actually producing that 

good music. The report, therefore, cautioned against valorizing any music performed by 

school orchestras, and in its indirect reference to “popular music” equated it with 

simplistic music that lacked educational value without further elaboration.  

 All the other courses and ensembles described in the report were recommended 

with less force than the chorus and the orchestra, but the rationales for these other courses 

also display a concern to promote the ultimate aim of developing appreciative listeners of 

classical music whenever possible through hands-on experience in ensembles that would 

include incidental, but intentional music appreciation lessons. This is, perhaps, why 

explicit courses in music appreciation, described as “intelligent listening” to “a vast 

amount of classical music” (pp.24-25), were not the mainstay of a program that had the 

explicit aim of educating music listeners throughout the school and the community 

toward classical music. The student ensembles, flawed as they were, generated more 

interest and exposure. Accordingly, high school “brass or military bands” were 

mentioned as desirable primarily as a way to create interest among boys (p. 23), but they 

were to be “considered as coordinate with orchestras” (p. 34) without further delineation. 

Presumably this meant both introducing orchestral music arranged for bands into the 

repertoire, and, when possible, filling out the brass sections of orchestras with the better 

band players. Music students with talent were valued in the school music program 

primarily for the service they provided as performers before the school and community. 
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Meanwhile their individual development as musicians was to take place primarily outside 

the school in private instruction (pp. 30-32). 

 It is in light of this particular understanding of music education that the definition 

of the high school music educator as democratizer, offered near the end of the report, can 

be understood:  

The high-school teacher of music is, by the terms of his position, a conductor of 

choruses and orchestras; and his interests are all in the direction of the 

democratization of music: for always his thought and daily effort are centered on 

the group. (p. 37) 

 

 high school music teacher = conductor of choruses & orchestras 

           = democratizer of [exposure to quality] music 

As conductor of choruses and orchestras, the secondary music educator’s purpose is to 

“democratize” musical appreciation, that is, expose and thereby discipline the entire 

school community towards intelligent and informed classical music listening. In this way, 

Music in Secondary Schools defined the music educator’s role primarily as an ensemble 

leader of a cadre of students, which performed facsimiles of European classical music for 

the benefit of the rest of the student body and the broader school community.  

This is, in essence, the large ensemble paradigm that has dominated U.S. 

secondary music education ever since. It is inextricably bound up with notions of 

absolute music and of musicking as primarily listening to music. Entwined with this 

knowledge are hierarchical notions of music, of musical ability, of musical participation, 

and of musical outcomes, since with such a large population of students (naturally) 

disinterested in good music and incapable of good musicking, only a small number of 

high school students will learn to appreciate good music, let alone perform it. But the 

strictly musical outcomes are not nearly as important as the disciplinary ones, and this 



 

181 

 

model strengthens the overall hierarchical structure of society with its gender, race, and 

class hierarchies never articulated but embedded in its constricted definitions of good 

music as European classical music, and of music education as teaching those students 

who are willing to sit still and hear the aesthetic qualities in this music (Gustafson, 2009). 

It is this natural minority of students that derive the benefits of music education, but 

because the invitation is made to all students, secondary music education can maintain its 

democratic identity, because democracy is here defined as exposure to good music for all. 

Not that the causal link from the soundings of European classical music, to their 

individual and social benefits, to their auditors is ever fleshed out. In this text all this is 

delivered as self-evident truth or knowledge; the text merely argues that the high school 

is an appropriate site to enact this process, and it outlines a program for its execution. 

This is the power inherent in the discourse, its authors, the educational organizations they 

represent, in the classical music and high school dispositifs it supports, and in the broader 

disciplinary order they together constitute: it has and will continue to render superfluous 

full explications of what it identifies (and excludes) as valid music and music education. 

At the same time, it renders challenges to the paradigm—like popular musicking, which 

is barely referenced in this text—invisible and inaudible.  

1959: Music in the Senior High School 

Despite the changes in high school demographics and the re-calibrations of high 

school music programs made over the decades, the basic program structure and its 

rationale, as outlined in Music in Secondary Schools (MENC, 1959), remained largely the 

same. Large student ensembles remain at the center of programs, though now the concert 

band, in terms of expressed concern, has become equal to, if not more important, than the 
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orchestra and the choir. Cultivating appreciation for European classical music remains the 

ultimate aim of secondary music education, which thus remains tied to the knowledge of 

absolute music and of the benefits the individual can derive from merely listening to it. 

Thus, forty years after its first articulation, secondary music education remained 

inextricably bound with the disciplinary order deployed through the symphony orchestra 

performance and the comprehensive high school, all three laboring to ease the tension of 

hierarchical social structures in an ostensibly democratic society.  

 Disciplined listening through student performance. One of the differences 

between the 1918 and 1959 documents is the relationship between the music education’s 

ascribed aim of developing the school community into disciplined listeners of 

aesthetically valuable music and student performances. As was shown above, in 1918, 

student performances were seen as a potentially valuable, but often problematic means to 

the development of disciplined listeners, given the varying abilities of student ensembles 

to reproduce quality music. In the 1959 document, perhaps because of decades of 

cultivating competitive student ensembles and their increasing visibility in U.S. society, 

student performances have become the means sine qua non of developing appreciation 

for quality music. In the introductory pages of the approximately 100-page Music in the 

Senior High School, seven guiding questions and answers that framed the report were 

offered. All but two were directly related to the “performance program” in high schools, 

with the first essentially justifying the centrality of student performances as the basis of 

secondary music education: 

Outline the ways that a superior high school music program reaches all the 

students and the community. . . . Performance is the end product, the summation 

or completion, the proof of all learning. . . . Satisfying performance of music 

develops more discriminating listeners. . . . Performance is the reassurance of 
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what young people can do. . . . Performance sets the standards for the entire music 

program. . . . Performance motivates interest in the music program. . . . 

Performance teaches concert manners to both school and community. . . . 

Performance demonstrates to the school, parents and community the degree of 

excellence of the music program. . . . Performance sets a standard for the entire 

community and creates a musical environment for the community. . . . 

Performance is a discipline in listening for both the performers and the audience. 

(p. 7) 

 

  student performance = end product, summation, proof of all learning 

   = development of more discriminating listeners 

   = reassurance of what young people can do 

   = the standard for the entire music program 

= motivation of interest in the music program 

= occasions for school & community to learn concert manners 

   = demonstration of excellence of the music program 

   = musical standard & environment for the community 

   = disciplined listening for performers & audience 

Over the decades, as more and more U.S. adolescents now spent at least a year in high 

school, school bands and choirs had become institutions in U.S. high school 

communities. And they had been led and reproduced by at least two generations of music 

educators whose formative musical experience included participation in these ensembles, 

and who were committed to education through ensemble participation (Keene, 1982; 

Mark & Gary, 2007) more so than the music educators that produced Music in Secondary 

Schools. As with the 1918 document, however, training disciplined listeners of music in 

1958 remains the ultimate aim of secondary music education as evidenced above in the 

way the purposes of student performances are defined. And these purposes remain 
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concomitant with the hierarchical norms (“standards”) of music and musicking of the 

large ensemble paradigm and its minimal levels of student participation. 

 Large ensembles & discrimination of the good and the bad. The authors of 

Music in the Senior High School offered the following as a “statement of basic 

philosophy”: 

If music education accomplishes its purpose, the general level of cultural taste in 

society should steadily rise. We should have an increasing number of musically 

literate, competent amateurs, a large, discriminating, listening audience, and we 

should substantially narrow the distances between layman, music educator, and 

professional musician. (p. 6) 

 

    music education’s purpose  = raise society’s general level of cultural taste 

    = increase number of musically literate amateurs 

    = create large, discriminating listening audience 

= narrow distance between laymen, educators, & 

professionals 

Here the same hierarchically structured conception of musical ability to participate that 

was delineated in Music in Secondary Schools for the student body is assigned to the 

population at large, where the majority remains “a listening audience.”  

Throughout the document, uplifting this majority’s general taste in music and 

directing it away from what was either referred to as “popular,” “commercial,” or “mass 

media” music was depicted as the critical project and justification of music education, 

and indeed all arts education:  

The standards of the music offered should always be kept on a high level. 

Excellence of performance will ensure good listening. Current fads in popular 

music should be ignored, for television and the movies give adequate presentation 

of this music. (p. 90) 

 

    excellence of performance  = assurance of good listening  
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    = performance of music with high standards 

    ≠ performance of currently faddish popular music 

The discrimination between good and bad should be a primary aim of education. 

We shall never be able to exert any influence or control over mass media unless 

education raises the level of public taste. (p. 8) 

 

      primary aim of education = teaching discrimination between good & bad 

    = raising the level of public taste 

The discourse here about raising “the level of public taste” would have resonated with 

cultural elites in the 1950s, when mass culture and middlebrow culture were under attack 

from public intellectuals (Kammen, 1999; Ross, 1989), and the high schools were being 

accused of pandering to them (Cremen, 1961; Parkinson, 1977/1991). And “currently 

faddish popular music,” was, not doubt, a reference to rock ‘n’ roll, which had motivated 

white middleclass and working class adolescents to dance like and in proximity to 

African Americans at the dawn of the Civil Rights Era (Bertrand, 2000; Lipsitz, 1990, 

1994; Martin & Seagrave, 1988). Thus, Music in the Senior High School was quietly 

asserting music education’s importance to maintenance of the social order through the 

classical music/large ensemble paradigm in an era when the allure of popular music—so 

distressing to cultural elites—could no longer be ignored. 

Given the preeminence of student ensembles and the importance of teaching 

discrimination between good and bad music, Music in the Senior High School 

understandably devoted considerable ink in discussing the importance of quality musical 

selection for what had become the ‘triumvirate’ of the large ensemble paradigm: the 

chorus, the band, and the orchestra. Notably, the chorus no longer served primarily as the 

principal entry-point for students with little musical background, as it had in 1918. In the 
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1959 document, “many” high school choruses were depicted as “emphasi[zing] . . . the 

development of skills and techniques that will enable skillful performance, the 

development of external factors that contribute to showmanship in presentation and to 

details that enhance the singing group as a virtuoso” (p. 36). Music in the Senior High 

School tried to offset this more elite, performance orientation of the high school chorus, 

with the more traditional U.S. music education view of singing for all students (p. 35), 

and it appealed to choral directors to keep choirs open to all (p. 36). But in balance, 

Music in the Senior High School came down on the audience cultivation function of the 

chorus:  

Through carefully planned programs that are presented to the public, many 

benefits accrue to the general student body of a school and to a community 

audience. Very often the level of audience appreciation is coupled with the 

growth and development of the choral music program within the local school. As 

the choral groups increase their proficiency in expressive power and present a 

greater variety of worthy choral literature, so does the audience grow in its 

appreciation. (p. 41) 

 

performances of worthy choral literature = growth of student and community audience 

appreciation of worthy choral literature 

Contrariwise, Music in the Senior High School cautioned against what it saw as a 

disturbing trend among smaller vocal ensembles, which historically were seen as 

providing opportunities for the “most advanced students” (p. 41). Unfortunately, many 

were emulating contemporary commercial vocal ensembles in their selection and 

presentation of more popular, U.S. music: 

The music literature used by the usual vocal “swing” ensemble requires a highly 

trained and skillful performance, yet contributes very little that is worthy in 

musical significance . . . [with] goals that are unworthy and superficial. (p. 42) 

 

  swing vocal ensembles ≠ performance of worthy music 
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Although this criticism of swing ensembles is directed explicitly at the quality of music it 

presents, as Gustafson (2009) has shown, the erosion of a particular disciplinary 

practice—that of a large, motionless ensemble of singers and its motionless audience—is 

an implicit part of the criticism of these small, ‘swinging’ vocal ensembles. 

 Not surprisingly, the orchestra was proclaimed “to be the most perfect vehicle 

conceived by man for the audio production of all the elements inherent in a musical 

composition” (the work) and its literature was said to hold “the vast majority of the great 

music of all time” (p. 57). But Music in the Senior High School noted that the high school 

orchestra’s “neglect” in “recent years” “for wind and percussion instruction” (p. 57) 

reflected a problem, if not an outright contradiction in the theory and practice of U.S. 

secondary music education. The chief source of the problem, according to the document 

was that neither voice nor instrumental music educators had sufficient training across the 

breadth of the instruments used in an orchestra to guide students to successful execution 

of the orchestral repertoire. So rather than reevaluating the viability of creating a high 

school symphony orchestra in the 1950s United States, the authors called on colleges and 

universities to better train personnel for high school orchestra instruction (p. 58). As the 

ensemble producing the epitome of quality listening music, discontinuing high school 

orchestras was simply unthinkable:  

It seems obvious that if music is to influence the school and community 

favorably, the best music should be used. Since composers in recent centuries 

have frequently used the orchestra as the medium for expressing their greatest 

thoughts, the schools have some responsibility to provide experience in orchestral 

playing and to enrich the community thereby. (p. 63) 

 

music education with favorable influence on school & community = use of best music 

  best music for music education = orchestral music 



 

188 

 

 high school orchestras = obligatory component of high school music program 

If one begins with the major premise that secondary music education means cultivating 

listeners of European classical music, and following it with the minor premise that 

student ensembles best encourage student and community listening, then having a school 

orchestra—to whatever degree—completes the syllogism. Despite the mounting obstacles 

to sustaining an orchestra in many U.S. high schools, the logic of music education 

discourse obliged the MENC to defend it at all costs. 

 The concert band, the most visible component of secondary music education in 

1959, posed a unique problem for the MENC and its music education philosophy. Its 

popularity relied to a great extent on its instrumental similarities to the marching bands at 

sporting events, to dance bands playing popular music, and to jazz bands and small 

combos. But the concert band’s purpose was to redirect students and community from the 

music typically played at these affairs to a facsimile of the orchestral repertoire. Music in 

the Senior High School, therefore, set out to remind the secondary music education 

community the proper “function of the band in the senior high school” through a series of 

rhetorical questions: 

Is [the band’s] function that of lending itself readily to the kinds of entertainment 

commonly attributed to it? Is its purpose that of providing noise and movement? 

Is its purpose that of providing a showpiece for majorettes? Is its only function 

that of providing a public relations device for the school? . . . If, on the other 

hand, the function is to develop musical standards and impart a basis for value 

judgments, the result will be the encouragement of sensitive musicianship with 

breadth, depth and permanence as worthy goals. A school band program based 

upon less than respect for music as an art which imparts aesthetic, moral and 

spiritual values will fail to realize its real mission—that of enriching life. (p. 47) 

 

The rhetorical nature of these questions transmitted the following meaning exchanges: 

function of the school band ≠ entertainment purposes for which it is commonly deployed 
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 ≠ source of noise and movement 

 ≠ musical accompaniment for majorettes 

 ≠ (only) a public relations device for the school 

 = development of musical standards & value judgements 

            = transmission of aesthetic, moral & spiritual values 

Here Music in the Senior High School explicitly pits absolute music and its values against 

functional music—especially the type inciting bodily motion, which is inexplicably 

linked to “noise.” Also the reference to “majorettes” pithily disparages a gendered form 

of musicking associated with young women. Apparently, it was enough to cite the 

concert band’s purposes as “develop[ing] musical standards,”  “impart[ing] “aesthetic, 

moral and spiritual values,” and “enriching life” to lionize absolute music, while 

degrading all forms of functional music. The alleged virtues of ‘mind-only’ music and the 

implicit vices of “noise and movement” music required no elaboration or justification. 

 It is in this context of absolute music versus functional music that Music in the 

Senior High School delivered the first of two warnings against jazz. The first came in a 

discussion of proper “band literature”: 

Over-emphasis of music based upon the jazz idiom does a disservice to the cause 

of the band and to music education. The argument that today’s students have a 

right to perform music of their time, and the justification of the jazz idiom as the 

only kind of music which interests high school students are based on specious 

reasoning. . . . There are too many high school bands playing and enjoying truly 

significant literature of all kinds to give any credence to such arguments. . . . A 

prime need, then, for the development of intelligent and sensitive musicianship is 

challenging contact with music of enduring value. (p. 49) 

 

use of too much jazz in bands = disservice to music education 

           jazz  ≠ truly significant literature 

    ≠ development of intelligent & sensitive musicianship 
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    ≠ music of enduring value 

And the second came in a section on the use of improvisation, which came in a chapter 

on courses in composition for the occasional and exceptional student. Here, the document 

effectively discouraged the teaching of improvisation, which it associated with “jazz, 

gypsy music and oriental music” (p. 73). It did so by citing a Harvard Dictionary of 

Music distinction between the “natural expression” improvisation of primitive and folk 

music, defined “as an immediate reproduction of simultaneous mental processes . . . 

without the aid of manuscript, sketches, or memory”; and the improvisation of 

“competent composers like Bach, Mozart and Beethoven” that introduced “improvised 

details into written composition” and that reflected “a great art presenting a union of 

musical knowledge, performance skill and inspiration” (p. 73). Following this distinction 

Music in the Senior High School reasoned: 

We need to remind ourselves that the encouragement of improvisation as an 

educational method or an end in itself requires the utmost care, as irresponsibility 

can lead to license and disrespect for knowledge and competence, both on the part 

of the student and the uninformed teacher. The acceptance of improvisation as a 

substitute for knowing, or even the suggestion that it is better than the exercise of 

forethought, is a disservice to the individual. By such means civilization could be 

returned to primitivism, and willfulness encouraged to destructive limits. 

However, when accompanied by technical facility and thorough understanding, 

improvisation can be an apex of creative skill and inspiration. (p. 74) 

 

 The meaning exchanges in the above passages concerning jazz are particularly 

dense, as they reference a longstanding tradition among classically trained musicians to 

regard the improvisational virtuosity of most musicians outside the European tradition—

and particularly those performing within African American-originated genres—as natural 

or spontaneous, unlearned and unpracticed, and, therefore, thoughtless or even mindless 

(Leonard, 1962; Nettle, 1995; Small, 1980, 1987/1994, 1998). At the same time, the 
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decline of improvisation in the European classical tradition that occurred in the 19th 

century, even as prior master composers were remembered simultaneously as master 

improvisers served to enhance the apotheosis of the composer-performers within the 

classical tradition; but it required a distinction that segregated their improvisatory skills 

from that of folk and jazz musicians. Hence the dichotomy in the last passage:  

      (former) classical music improvisation  = details added to written compositions 

      = apex of creative skill & inspiration 

      = sign of civilization 

   (contemporary) folk & jazz improvisation  = immediate reproduction of simultaneous 

mental processes 

      ≠ knowledge & forethought 

      = sign of primitivism 

 Even in a period when jazz had effectively severed its ties with dancing (Peretti, 

1997; Wald, 2009) its historical associations with (“primitive”) people of color 

disqualified it as a candidate for quality music, and music appropriate for music 

education. Thus, even its widely-acknowledged accomplishment of maintaining and 

developing improvisation as the core of its musical identity had to be degraded, and 

divorced from any notion of musical knowledge. This is done through the logic of 

equating true musical knowledge to only that type of improvisation that is rooted in 

enduring musical works and their corresponding scores. This might have seemed rather 

contrived to those not disciplined by the European classical music dispositif; and it would 

have not proven convincing to those contemporary advocates of jazz in secondary and 

tertiary educational programs. But for the majority of music educators who had been 
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formed within the classical music worldview, the notion that jazz was offering something 

unique and superior to European classical music would have proven disturbing, if 

unthinkable, and the Harvard distinction between past and superior improvisation within 

the classical music tradition and the current and inferior type within jazz would have 

resolved the tension, and closed the door firmly to consideration of other forms of 

popular music. And in this text, the opposition of “primitivism” versus “civilization” does 

further work of degrading jazz and jazz musicians, while preserving the supremacy of 

European classical music. During the Cold War 1950s, music education discourse not 

only aligned itself with classical music to champion the cause of school orchestras, to 

stem the degradation of choral and band repertoire, or even to counter the loss of music 

education and classical music appreciation in the high schools. Here in its stand against 

jazz, music education discourse equated music education’s purpose with the 

dissemination of classical music appreciation in order to preserve the very order of 

modern Western civilization itself.  

 General music & the “democratization” of great music. Throughout Music in 

the Senior High School, the MENC labored to overcome dilemma of convincing the 

broader educational community that dissemination of classical music was vital to all 

students and not just the elite minority participating in the ensembles. Music educators in 

the high schools were reminded to “consider the chorus, the band and orchestra as service 

groups whose purpose, in part, is to give the entire student body frequent examples of 

fine literature” (p. 91). And they were warned that, in particular, “orchestra members 

must have the recognition of their fellow students and the community” in order to “have 

an influence on the musical awareness of [the broader school community]” (p. 59). But 
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additionally, Music in the Senior High School offered “General Music in the senior high 

school” (pp. 25-32), which was also described as “a consumer’s course in music” (p. 25). 

General Music, in short, had become secondary music education’s means, in theory, if 

not often in practice, of preserving the music appreciation tradition in the curriculum. 

Here, General Music is defined as a way to engage high school students who: 

(a) Wish to extend their knowledge, understanding and appreciation of music; (b) 

have not at their present stage of musical development been able to qualify for 

one of the selective instrumental or choral groups; (c) have had few if any musical 

experiences prior to entering high school; (d) need the enrichment and satisfaction 

which can come from qualitative musical experiences. (p. 27) 

 

Although couched in broad terms, with a recommended curriculum that included the 

“history of jazz” and “music and the dance [ballet?]” (p. 30), the emphasis of the 

recommended curriculum for General Music was mostly on the appreciation of classical 

music through “study, thinking and doing” (p. 27), the last through singing and playing 

on basic instruments like the autoharp and recorder, which were neither popular nor 

classical music instruments. Therefore, the meaning exchanges from the above passage 

should be understood as:  

General Music students = those wishing to extend their appreciation of (classical) music 

 = those not qualified for selective music ensembles 

 = those with little (classical) music experience 

 =those who need the enrichment & satisfaction of qualitative   

(classical) music experience 

So automatic is the equation of music with quality music and, therefore, European 

classical music, one has to insert in the text the term “classical” to make clear the text’s 

logic of the needs of ‘non-musical’ students and the purpose of the General Music class. 
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These students’ interest and ability with other types of music are only important to the 

extent that can be used as bridges to the exposure to and, hopefully, appreciation of true, 

quality music. Defined as those students who desire more exposure than what their fellow 

students can provide in school performances, but who do not have the ability to actually 

participate in those ensembles, these students were offered a course of directed music 

listening. 

Along with the student performances, then, the General Music course filled out a 

secondary music program aimed at exposing students to “music with elements of 

greatness” (p. 19). Music in the Senior High School suggested many similar benefits, 

intellectual, psychological, spiritual, and social, derived from disciplined listening to 

great music that were cited in Music in the Secondary School. And as with the earlier 

document, these benefits in 1959 were taken as the accepted ‘givens’ of listening to 

European classical music, and no attempt to delineate the mechanics of how these 

benefits actually accrue, nor why they accrue only from listening and/or playing classical 

music can be found in either document.  

Perhaps due to the tendency during the Second World War to describe swing 

music as “democratic” (Erenberg, 1998; Tucker, 2014), perhaps because of Cold War 

context, or perhaps because champions of the comprehensive school were currently 

defending it as “democracy’s high school” (Rury, 2002; Wraga, 1994), Music in the 

Senior High School did expand the notion of “democratic music” briefly introduced at the 

end of the 1918 Music in Secondary Schools: 

Music is democratic. It is unnecessary to democratize music. It is essentially 

democratic in that it speaks impartially, recognizing no social barriers, affording 

each individual equal and unlimited opportunity for comprehension and 

enjoyment. No one kind of music is more democratic than another, nor is there 
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any kind which can be considered the exclusive domain of the enlightened 

musician or scholar, since all men may aspire to the same enlightenment. This is 

the all-important fact in education, for once we see that it is the nature of music to 

be democratic, then we no longer need to confine our program to certain kinds of 

music to be used in certain ways. Such freedom still requires an understanding 

that the indulgence of personal whim and willfulness can destroy or temporarily 

obliterate for the individual those things which are most precious and necessary 

(p. 17-18) 

 

Again, given the document’s overall agenda of promoting exposure to European classical 

music and its disparagement of popular music and jazz, the meaning exchanges reflected 

in this rather loftily phrased selection can be understood as: 

           all types of music = address all listeners, i.e., are democratic 

     (European classical music) ≠ exclusive music of enlightened musician or scholar  

     = potential enlightenment for all 

                    music education  ≠ confining (European classical) music to elite few 

≠ indulging in individual preferences for less than great 

(i.e., popular or jazz) music 

Music education in the public secondary schools is democratic not in the sense of 

enabling (indulging) students and the communities from which they come to choose or 

judge what music is studied, performed, or heard; but in the sense that, when executed 

correctly, music education exposes all students and their communities to European 

classical music through a variety of media, and levels of engagement.  

This definition of democratic music education as exposure to European classical 

music, thinly veiling the regulatory and disciplinary function of secondary music 

education as articulated in both Music in Secondary Schools and Music in the Senior 

High School, would remain central to secondary school music education discourse even 

as the disparity between those in high school and those participating in high school music 
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programs persisted throughout the century. And when secondary music education came 

under fire in the late 1960s, the MENC would change certain discursive tactics and 

recommend somewhat different practices only to preserve this basic definition at the core 

of its discourse and its music education knowledge. 

1967: Music in American Society 

 Even though only fifty conferees comprised the Tanglewood Symposium of 1967 

(Choate, 1967), the diversity of attendees that the MENC invited earned it significance 

beyond its size (McKenna & Schmid, 1978; Murphy & Sullivan, 1968). Described as “an 

event unique in the annals of music in the United States,” those in attendance included 

“musicians, sociologists, scientists, labor leaders, educators, representative of 

corporations, foundations, communications, and government, and others” (Choate, 1968). 

It is therefore a testament to the power of the symphony orchestra dispositif and European 

classical music knowledge that this breadth of participants ultimately failed to 

fundamentally change the nature of music education discourse at Tanglewood, at least in 

the texts of Music in American Society.  

 Refining & reaffirming music education as aesthetic education. Despite the 

variety of topics related to changing U.S. society in the 1960s, a significant amount of 

time and ink were spent at Tanglewood on a very traditional topic for U.S. music 

education discourse: that of its philosophical rationale as aesthetic education, specifically, 

the teaching of proper listening to quality music. Two philosophers, F. S. C. Northup and 

Harry S. Broudy, whose published works on aesthetics were more grounded in literature 

and visual arts than in music (See Broudy, 1972; Northrup, 1947), opened the symposium 

with major addresseson aesthetics (Choate, 1967, pp. 4-13). Northrup outlined a breach in 
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Western civilization between the empirical, intuitive, supra-linguistic experience, 

properly called “aesthetic,” and the more abstract, scientific reflections on that experience 

he called the “theoretic.” Following Northrup’s call to heal that breach in aesthetic 

education, Broudy argued that music education’s proper role was to focus on teaching 

recognition of these more objective, interpersonal elements of “paradigm art”:  

If one cannot tell another what to feel, one can teach him to see and hear what is 

to be seen and heard. Indeed, it is far easier to verify the presence of a fugue form 

in a piece of music than the presence of the air vibrations that make it audible. (p. 

11) 

 

music education ≠ teaching what can be felt 

       = teaching what can be seen and heard 

These presenters were pointing to broader concerns in philosophical discourse that 

traditional assumptions concerning (high) art’s ability to inculcate beneficial feelings 

with psychological, social, and moral import simply did not stand the rigors of analysis—

part of the critique that praxial philosophers would later levy at aesthetic philosophies of 

music education (See Alperson, 1991; Elliot, 1995; Reimer, 1970/2003). But unlike 

praxial philosophers, who would stress the importance of making music, these 

philosophers directed those in attendance toward the formal properties of music—those 

which could be visualized in a musical score—thereby salvaging a place in music 

education for the non-performing student of music. 

Taking its cue from these aesthetic philosophers’ presentations, the major report 

of the Tanglewood Symposium, entitled “A Philosophy of the Arts for an Emerging 

Society,” delineated “A new aesthetic for music,” with the following “purposes” in mind: 

It directs the attention of the student to the factual, or public, character of the 

object before him. . . . It directs the attention of the student and the teacher to the 

development of the capacity to hear detail in a “musical” work  . . . It places the 
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work of the general music student (the development of descriptive-evaluative 

skills) on the same level as the skills of the performing musician. . . . With the 

development of descriptive-evaluative skills by the general or special music 

student, a knowledgeable audience may be more assured for the future of music.   

. . . The shift from interest in the appreciation of a work to the knowing of a work 

is designed to place music again in that role in the academic program of a liberal 

education . . . (p. 113) 

 

purpose of new aesthetic = directs attention to the factual character of the musical object 

 = develops capacity to hear detail in musical works 

 = places descriptive-evaluative skills on par with that of 

performance skills 

 = highlights the academic value of music as an object of study 

in a liberal arts program 

In the meaning exchanges above, secondary music education’s commitment to the 

cultivation of appreciative listeners of musical works—effectively privileging European 

classical music—remains, but earlier formulations that emphasized this music’s ability to 

discipline the emotions and even produce desirable impulses through its supra-linguistic 

“tonal discourse” were downplayed. Perhaps by this time, the claims of other musics like 

avant garde, jazz, and non-Western musics undermined Euroepan classical’s unrivaled 

supremacy in this regard (pp. 130, 136, 139); or perhaps, the MENC realized that many 

college-bound high school students not preparing for music education careers, were not 

participating in high school music (p. 118). Probably, both combined to change the 

discourse of the conference to emphasize the “descriptive-evaluative skills” in music 

education, which spotlighted the formal and structural properties of a musical work that 

could be both heard and studied in a score with the appropriate training. Thus, 

Tanglewood’s declaration of a “new aesthetic” not only preserved European classical 
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music’s supreme value (because of its structural, formal and notational emphases), but 

also it salvaged the value of teaching music listening skills in contradistinction to music-

making skills to the student majority not in school music programs, but who were now 

regarded as college-bound.  

Of course, the scholarly dimensions of European classical musical works as 

expressed in the study of its formal, harmonic, and notational emphases, had been an 

integral part of the bourgeoisie’s embrace of European elite music since the 18th century 

(Goehr, 1994; Weber, 1992). In fact, the scholarly or intellectual dimensions and the 

affective or aesthetic dimensions had tended to bolster one other in the promotion of 

European classical music’s supremacy. And they had both been a part of the rationale for 

use of classical music in the U.S. secondary music curriculum from the beginning, 

especially in the context of music appreciation and general music courses (Earhart & 

McConathy, 1918; MENC, 1959). But in secondary education music discourse, the 

scholarly study of music had taken a decidedly subordinate position to the affective 

benefits that were allegedly derived from classical music listening. The increasingly 

working class character of the public high schools had, perhaps, made promoting the 

emotional effects of classical music listening more persuasive to U.S. educational leaders 

than its merits as an object of study. Shifting from these aesthetic to theoretic dimensions 

of music education, therefore, should be seen not so much as the turn to a “new 

aesthetic,” but as a tactical reprioritization of the dimensions European classical music 

emphasized to maintain its primacy in the secondary music education curriculum at a 

time when school music was under attack for its questionable quality, and the secondary 

music education curriculum was criticized for its lack of academic rigor.  
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 Still, throughout the Tanglewood Symposium documents, the normativity of 

European classical music in the musical education enterprise was not directly asserted. 

Instead, it was implied through identifying music education’s aim as teaching students to 

hear music with both feeling and intellect, that is, with the faculties of the mind, but not 

with the body. Study and feeling, or intellect and emotion—activities understood as 

activities that necessitated that the individual keep the body still—became the bifocal lens 

that defined aesthetics and therefore the parameters of music education as aesthetic 

education. By defining music education as educating the motionless listener, Tanglewood 

preserved the centrality of music as a composed work of absolute music, that is, of 

European classical music, in secondary music education:  

Both [the “aesthetic” and the “theoretic”] components are necessary to a complete 

aesthetic experience. In like manner, responses to aesthetic experiences are more 

complete when they involve both feeling and intellect. . . . In like manner, the 

duality of aesthetic components and of human response has direct implication for 

the content of a program of aesthetic education, and the content [of] activities that 

should characterize it. (p. 119) 

 

 aesthetic experience = both feeling (aesthetic) and intellect (theoretic) 

              aesthetic education  =both emotional (via listening and/or performance) and 

intellectual/academic activities (via study) 

The ultimate source of musical knowledge is in music itself. The literature of 

music, as heard through live or recorded performances, validates what is read 

about it and what is learned of its theory. A sensible program of music education 

must recognize the practical nature of its academic aspects and the disciplinary 

nature of its musical aspects. (p. 120) 

 

sensible music education = academic (i.e., scholastically ‘ transferable’) & disciplinary 

(i.e., cultivated listening) aspects of music  

The job of the music educator is to put the student in contact with the objects, the 

skills, and the capacity for response that might be called appreciation but, when 
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real understanding is present, ought to be more accurately described as wonder 

and love. (p. 113) 

 

music education = leading student via understanding to appreciation, wonder, & 

love of music 

These meaning equations show that the discourse of Tanglewood Symposium was still 

defining musical knowledge and practice as rooted in studying and listening attentively 

(that is, never with bodily motion) to normative musical works of European classical 

music. It merely revived an academic emphasis within its larger disciplinary purpose. 

 Expanding audiences by expanding the repertoire. Throughout the symposium 

documents, the concern for finding ways to increase student participation in secondary 

music programs was apparent. Two of the four issues in the “Critical Issues” report 

targeted adolescents: “Music study for all students in the senior high schools” and “Music 

for teen-agers.” The former issue was introduced by the admission that “less than twenty 

percent of high school student in the United States [were] engaged in the systematic study 

of music as an art” (pp. 132-133). The contrast with U.S. adolescents’ limited 

involvement in school music and their broad—and often lamented—interest in youth 

music, no doubt, insured that the symposium participants would consider and, ultimately, 

endorse the school use of popular music, which was almost always most equated with 

(white) “rock” in the documents.  

 But in fact, Tanglewood’s endorsement of popular music in its reports was framed 

within a larger discourse critical of the quality of “new” music, popular or otherwise: 

There is a continual concern as to the “quality” of taste that the present and the 

future “masses” will display amongst the increasing array of private, commercial, 

and publicly-sponsored alternatives. (p. 117) 

 

increasing array of present & future musical choices = questionable taste of the masses 
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The emerging world of new social tools, institutions and sources of power is 

paralleled in emerging musical forms; and indeed, some of the “new music” is as 

much a manifestation of intergenerational breakdown of communications as it is 

of radical sounds per se. . . . Altogether, music educators must take clear positions 

about temporary music, characterized by this double-headed fact of life among 

youth. (p. 110) 

 

 new music = manifestation of intergenerational breakdown of communications 

 = temporary music 

The mortality rate of much popular music may be attributed to its lack of essential 

substance, to a change in fads, or again to the promotion factor. (p. 122) 

 

  much popular music = lack of essential substance & faddish 

With these repeated—if sometimes qualified—equations of popular and new music with 

such derogatory and ephemeral phenomenon as fads, mass culture, commercialism and 

intergenerational conflict, Music in American Society was discursively limiting the 

consideration of and engagement with new musics that educators might have otherwise 

thought was desirable. Like the previous two texts, Music in American Society 

maintained the longstanding secondary music education tactic of viewing whatever music 

is popular—whether that meant marching band music, swing jazz, or rock—as an entrée 

for students and, through them, for the broader U.S. community, to quality music: 

 It is incumbent upon music educators to bring higher quality into new and 

familiar contents of quantity, by developing audiences as well as performers—

audiences that extend far beyond the school, that touch all age groups and all 

segments of the community. (p. 110) 

 

music educators = those who bring the higher quality (of the established but unfamiliar) 

to those familiar only with the new (& of lesser quality) 

 = developers of performers in school to cultivate and audiences in & 

beyond school (for high quality music) 
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Since the long-term purpose of the music educator is to help create an informed 

and interested music community, we urge that his work program be restructured 

to include a major role in consultation and leadership in the musical life of his 

municipality. … Untried and imaginative ways of stimulating interest in music 

will help to achieve a wider audience. We recommend a search for new ideas in 

combinations of the arts, and appeals, with high quality material, to popular taste 

to attract audiences to music. (p. 122) 

 

purpose of music educator = creation of informed & interested music community 

combination of popular taste & high quality material = creation of wider audience for 

quality music 

The above equations reveal Tanglewood’s role in the “bait and switch” tactics in 

secondary music education that Cutietta (1991) would later lament about school music’s 

use of popular music after Tanglewood. In fact, it was the Tanglewood Symposim itself 

that perpetuated the understanding of popular music and musicking as pedagogical means 

to classical music listening, which had been part of secondary music discourse all along.  

Introducing the poor and otherwise disadvantaged to quality music, particularly 

the African American poor of the “inner city,” loomed high on the agenda of the 

Tanglewood Symposium. “Music and the inner city” (p. 132) was the first issue 

addressed in the “Critical Issues” report, but other reports expressed this concern, too: 

To the degree that the poor, and especially the Negro poor, are motivated toward 

the arts by ongoing or special efforts, this minority will find greater access to the 

values outlined earlier—values at the core of musical experience. (p. 117) 

 

 special efforts to the Negro poor = their greater access to MENC musical values  

The real significance of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary School Act is 

that we are closing the gap between aspirations and possibilities. . . . It has 

enabled a beginning from which the public to a serious art can be developed from 

all classes and economic segments of America. (p. 118) 

 

significance of ESEA, Title I = development of serious art public across all economic 

classes & segments 
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We recommend that the boundaries of music education be enlarged to include a 

greatly increased recognition and use of many styles of music, including popular 

music, world music, and contemporary music. Such breadth of musical fare may 

be especially appropriate in the Inner City, where ethnic enclaves are likely to be 

found. (p.127) 

 

         recognition & use of many styles of music = appropriate strategy for the Inner City 

And from the oft-quoted section of the Tanglewood Declaration itself: 

The musical repertory should be expanded to involve music of our time in its rich 

variety, including currently popular teenage music and avant-garde music, 

American folk music, and the music of other cultures. . . . The music education 

profession must contribute its skills, proficiencies, and insights toward assisting in 

the solution of urgent social problems as in the “inner city” or other areas with 

culturally deprived individuals. (p. 139) 

 

    music education = use of wide variety of repertory 

 = assistance in solving problems of inner city & other areas with 

culturally deprived individuals 

As these meaning exchanges reveal, the continuing assumption that popular music-loving 

teenagers, as well as the poverty-stricken and “ethnic enclaves” of U.S. cities remained 

culturally deprived, re-iterated in Music in American Society, is the key to understanding 

the rationale for the use of different types of musics in school music recommended at 

Tanglewood. Again, recognition of the need to incorporate these other musics into the 

educational enterprise was not meant to suggest that they had unique value as forms of 

music and musicking distinct from the European classical tradition.  Rather they were 

means to the end of drawing a larger number of students into the traditional program of 

cultivating listeners of European classical music. This was not lost on at least one 

participant at the symposium. 

Tanglewood’s “minority” opinion. Towards the end of the symposium, noted 

ethnomusicologist David P. McAllester was scheduled to deliver a speech on “Music of 
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World Cultures” during a panel on “Music of Our Time” (p. 154). Instead, he delivered a 

speech entitled “The substance of things hope for,” where he made the following 

statement about popular music: 

The popular music of our own youth embodies high art and a content, both 

cultural and aesthetic, that must inevitably receive serious attention from the 

entire musical community. (p. 97) 

 

 popular youth music = high art with cultural and aesthetic content 

This is an equation that directly challenges the easy association of popular-music loving 

teens and inner-city dwellers with cultural deprivation. In fact, earlier in the conference, 

McAllester had also suggested that music educators might have to throw out “the 

standard definition of quality” (p. 50), but neither of these contrarian viewpoints made it 

into the official symposium reports. Perhaps, for this reason McAllester, issued the sole 

“minority report” of the symposium (p. 138), which was printed immediately preceding 

the Tanglewood Declaration, the final document of the Music in American Society 

collection. In it, McAllester stated: 

We affirm that it is our duty to seek true musical communication with the great 

masses of our population. While we continue to develop and make available, to 

all who are interested, the great musics of the middle class and aristocracy, we 

must also learn the language of the great musical arts which we have labeled 

“base” because they are popular. . . . The resulting enrichment of our music will, 

we hope, give it a new vitality at all levels, and provide a united voice that can 

speak, without sham, of our democratic ideals. (p. 138) 

 

music educator’s duty = true musical communication with great mases of population  

   popular music = great musical art 

true democratic aim of music education = inclusion of musics of all classes 

Unfortunately, the symposium documents did not offer McAllester the opportunity to 

flesh out these striking meaning exchanges, so contrary to those of the rest found in 
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Music in American Society. His audience—then and now—can only guess where he was 

locating the high artistic content, even the “greatness” of popular music. 

 

 McAllester’s critique of the Tanglewood Symposium underscores the continuity 

of secondary music education discourse across the 20th century as represented in the 

three texts analyzed here. From Music in Secondary Schools to Music in American 

Society, this remarkably stable discourse has defined music education as the teaching of, 

or at least the exposure to quality music through various forms of listening. Even student 

ensembles are defined by the extent they serve this end, which is why repertoire selection 

and use outside of performances for concentrated listening have been perennially 

construed as problematic. To define music education as teaching proper listening is to 

define music as a (lasting) object distinct from the processes and the people that make it, 

and the context in which it is made. Thus, the concept of the musical work that Goehr 

(1994) identified as so central to organizing musical knowledge and practice first in 

Western Europe beginning around 1800, and throughout Western societies to the present, 

is here also central to this musical discourse, defining knowledge, practices, subject 

identities, and social relations in U.S. secondary music education. 

 The concept of the musical work not only subordinates the value of the music 

making process and the people involved in it to the musical object to be heard, but it also 

valorizes the nature of European classical music, which has been uniquely constituted 

within the discourse of the musical work and of absolute, autonomous music, with which 

it is closely associated. The elements of European classical music that make it the most 

appropriate for listening, and therefore most appropriate for music education are never 
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elaborated in the discourse, because it is self-evident that classical music is supremely 

suited for disciplined listeners, regardless of whether the affective or intellectual benefits 

of listening to music are emphasized. In fact, in music education discourse European 

classical music is generally not named as such. With music education discourse defining 

music education as promotion of the listening to “quality” or “good” music, European 

classical music is already signified; and other musics are already excluded. 

 Because music discourse has centered on the concept of the autonomous, absolute 

work, which dwells in the noetic realm of ethereal sound and listening minds, it obviates 

the need to consider European classical music as a historical construct that has privileged 

certain bodies and certain bodily practices in the world of musicking. And like the music 

that is divorced from the social historical context that produced it, the music education 

discourse that has promoted it is largely divorced from the hierarchies of race, gender, 

and, class through which the music and musicking of European classical music was 

constituted, and which have been key aspects to the U.S. social order constructed in the 

20th century. This is why there is so little reference to differences of gender, class, or 

race in discourse: it describes a world of bodiless minds—therefore, ungendered, 

unsexed, unraced, and unclassed—that music education serves by exposing them to 

quality (absolute, European classical) music. The disciplinary order based on hierarchies 

of gender, race, and class are invisible among the listeners because they are not 

recognized in the music, which is not essentially defined by musicking bodies. 

In contrast, popular music must be continually anathematized in the discourse 

because it is inseparable from bodies, or as Green (1988) has argued, from its delineated 

(social) meanings, which I argue, are correlated. Therefore, its associations with the 
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bodies and musicking assigned to the lower end of the gender, sexuality, race, and class 

hierarchies that constitute the social order, and its designation as low quality music 

amount to the same thing in the discourse. So it never has to be made explicit, and a 

meaning exchange in the discourse like the following is not necessary: 

low quality music = music derived from the musicking prevalent among children, lower 

class, non-white, homosexual, and/or female persons  

Instead, this kind of meaning exchange is made obliquely through the value differences 

assigned to absolute and functional music, and when needed, references to “civilization” 

(social order) versus “primitivism” (social devolution) strengthen the dichotomy. 

 Finally, this divorce of music and musicking from the bodies that make it is so 

complete and so acute that it has disabled both detractors and defenders of popular music 

in music education from fully appreciating popular music for its definition of musical 

quality as processual, and involving the integration of body and minds. This is because 

musical quality has been construed primarily as an attribute of the transcendent musical 

work, not of the specific musicking processes and the human beings, bodies, and minds 

that constitute that process in unique places and times. Partly because European classical 

music discourse is tout court a discourse about quality in musical works, and partly 

because music educators have typically identified popular music with subgenres, like 

rock, that have been over time constructed through critical discourse and popular practice 

as (recorded) works (Frith, 1996; Wald, 2009), popular music as dance-musicking, that 

is, as processual and with processual criteria of quality is virtually absent from music 

education discourse, as is popular music’s connection with the African American 
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communities that played such a central role in its development as a processual and 

popular music, or rather, as popular dance-musicking. 
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Chapter Six: Summary & Conclusions 

Summary of Findings 

 In the first chapter, I offered the following as the research questions that have 

guided this study: 

1) What strategic social function has the large ensemble/European classical 

music paradigm served in U.S. secondary music and how has it interacted 

with the social ordering principles of race, class, and sexuality in its formation 

and perpetuation? 

2) How have norms, predispositions, and practices based on the large 

ensemble/European classical music paradigm and its interaction with race, 

class, and gender-sexuality inhibited the consideration of African American-

originated dance-musicking in contemporary U.S. secondary music education 

discourse? 

Chapter Four’s outline of the “dispositival context” addressed much of the answer 

to the first question by identifying the large ensemble/European classical music paradigm 

precisely as a Foucauldian dispositif, that is, a network of practices, materializations, 

discourses, social positions, and subjectivations strategically deployed to support a 

recalibration of the social order as coordinated by the many dispositifs deployed during 

the Progressive Era. The ease with which this chapter’s dispositival analysis was able to 

frame and summarize historiographic materials across many distinct fields in U.S. social 

and cultural history adds support to Foucault’s thesis about modern Western societies and 

the emergence of disciplinary power in the 19th century. The broad deployment of 

practices, discourses, materializations, social relations and subjectivations during the 
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Progressive Era amounts to the operation of a network or entwinement of dispositifs. Two 

in particular, the professional symphony orchestra and the comprehensive high school, 

were shown to have had a direct effect on defining the assemblage of elements that made 

up the large ensemble dispositif of U.S. secondary music education. The high school with 

its stratified curricula, its typically large classes, and school assemblies entwined 

particularly well with secondary music education paradigm built on the choir, orchestra, 

and concert band—all large ensembles, adult led, hierarchically structured, restricting and 

restricting and conforming body movement, and centered on the rehearsal and 

performance of music normalized by the classical European canon of 18th and 19th 

century masterworks. All this was deployed to produce disciplined, listening bodies, 

individual and collective, in the public high schools, and through them, ideally, the 

broader American society. 

Importantly, the large ensemble dispositif also entwined with U.S. society’s 

master dispositifs of race, class, and sexuality. With its canon of masterworks composed 

by deceased, European, bourgeois men, the dispositif curtailed discourse and practice that 

otherwise might have put student creation of original music at the center of secondary 

music education. The discipline of rehearsing and performing in the ensembles, 

constrained most bodily movement and conformed the remaining bodily motion to a 

discipline more closely resembling line work at a factory than the many types of 

movements and sounds—often improvisational—performed by many U.S. popular 

musicians. And the motionless, contemplative discipline required of audiences conserved 

physical energy and more closely resembled pious worshippers in their pews, than the 

carnivalesque behavior and movement of audiences at 20th century popular music 
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venues. In fact, much of U.S. popular musicking—in particular, the dancing—has tended 

to subvert the bourgeois, white, patriarchal, and heterosexist norms and discipline integral 

to the broader social order, especially at the visible level of bodily practice and discipline. 

Thus, the large ensemble/European classical music dispositif was deployed strategically 

in part to oppose popular dance-musicking, and much of its opposition was deployed 

precisely to restore the white, male, heterosexual, and bourgeois values, norms, practices, 

and hierarchies materialized in European classical musicking. In light of this dispositival 

context, it would have been more surprising had the large ensemble/classical music 

model of secondary music education not become paradigmatic. 

But if the large ensemble/classical music dispositif in the comprehensive high 

schools was opposed to popular music’s subversive practices, materializations, 

subjectivations, social relations, and discourses, it was equally productive of a set of 

practices, materializations, subjectivations, social relations, and knowledge that, 

depending on the context, either justified its oppositional framework or obscured it 

altogether. Critical to the productive side of this dispositif was the knowledge of how to 

hear certain organizations of sounds as beautiful music. In Chapter Four, I used the work 

of social historians of classical music to outline the various elements of the symphony 

orchestra dispositif, including its discourse of the absolute, autonomous musical work, 

which integrated, in particular, the harmonic, notational, and formal properties of 

European classical music to construct a particular musical knowledge. This knowledge 

included an aesthetics positing that the non-motive hearing of the masterworks of this 

type of music could generate a host of desirable emotional and intellectual responses, 

which were often described in moral and quasi-religious terms. In fact, so great were the 
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alleged benefits derivable from the proper hearing of the proper music that any 

distraction, such as text (song), drama (opera), or bodily movement (dance) was thought 

to render the musical experience less sublime, and the musics serving these various 

functions (and often the people who indulged in them) less worthy. 

In Chapter Five, I demonstrated that this absolute music discourse and the musical 

knowledge it enunciated was at the heart of the National Association for Music 

Education’s (NAfME) continuing rationales for the large ensemble paradigm as 

evidenced in three critical organizational statements about secondary music education 

across the middle of the 20th century. What my analysis in Chapter Five brought to the 

fore was that the aim of U.S. secondary music education, despite changing emphases, 

remained fairly consistent across these fifty years. I think this aim can be described 

without much exaggeration to the following statements: 

1) The aim of secondary music education is to expose students to the hearing of 

beautiful music from which various beneficial thoughts and sentiments arise. 

2) Beautiful music is most clearly transmitted through the masterworks of the 

European classical music tradition. 

3) (Therefore) through a variety of tactics, including different levels of 

engagement (group listening, singing, playing, study of social and historical 

context, formal analysis) and strategic uses of less beautiful works of music, 

secondary music education aims to discipline students (and the broader 

community) into the lifelong practice of appreciatively (focused, non-motive) 

listening to the masterworks of the European classical tradition. 
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 As with all discursive formations that reach such a high level of veracity, the 

abiding truth of secondary music education as music listening knowledge has maintained 

its epistemic status through its entwinement with the practices, materializations, social 

relationships, and subjectivations that make up the large ensemble/classical music 

dispositif, as well as with their reinforcement through various elements of other 

dispositifs, such as race, class, gender, the various expressions of high culture, and the 

comprehensive high school. And it is partly this multi-faceted social construction that has 

given the large ensemble/classical music paradigm such resilience over the years in the 

face of changes in discourses of race, sexuality and class, changes in educational 

discourse, and changes in the discourse of “high” and “low” cultures. But the critical 

thread running at the center of this dispositif, which has held it together into the 21st 

century, is the knowledge formulation, systematized in the discourse and discipline of 

absolute music, that musical meaning (aesthetics) is contained or “embodied” (Keil, 

1966/1994a. See also Frith, 1996, pp. 123-144) in the musical work-as-object, entirely 

divorced from the humans, who are involved in various ways in the making and hearing 

of it. And what has come to be called the aesthetic philosophy of music education in U.S. 

discourse centers on educating the individual listening subject to receive and respond 

properly to the meaning of the musical object. 

As Goehr (1992) has demonstrated, the dominance of this musical works-based 

conception of musicking has had a profound impact on Western musical discourse. It 

runs through much musical history, criticism, and analysis of Westerns musics, classical, 

folk, and popular. And it runs through most U.S. music education discourse, not only 

NAfME’s organizational documents, but in the writings of many music education 
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scholars, even those critical of the large ensemble/classical music paradigm. The critique 

of the praxial philosophers of music education seems to have made little headway. Thus, 

advocacy of popular music is built not on a critique of Western aesthetics or an 

alternative aesthetic, but one deriving from some variant of progressive pedagogy or 

social justice concerns. Like the discourses within popular musicking itself, these critical 

educational discourses are based on different values and different notions of validity than 

those grounding the dominant discourse of music education. Meanwhile, alternative 

music education discourses generally leave undisturbed the construct of the musical work 

and the value of listening to the work in individual and motionless solitude. Thus, the 

meaning exchange “quality music = meaningful musical works” is left to lead inevitably 

to the meaning exchange “the highest quality music = European classical music,” since 

European classical music was constituted precisely within the discourse of the musical 

work as the locus of meaning and evidence of quality. And as a consequence, alternative 

music education discourses, like those advocating for the use of popular music, have 

made little headway into either the discourse or practice of U.S. music education. 

The three basic statements of U.S. secondary music education discourse 

enumerated above flow directly out this tautological discourse. “Quality music = 

meaningful musical works = European classic music” has rendered the large ensemble 

paradigm impervious to its obvious problems of involving such a small portion of 

students—and only certain groups of students at that—because the point is not to have 

large numbers of students performing music; the point is to have them learn to listen to 

masterworks. It helps justify the expensive and often difficult task of staffing and 

equipping student orchestras and concert bands, because only these ensembles, even 
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more so than the choir, give students the chance at reproducing educationally valuable 

music.  

And, as was shown in Chapter Two, it has even shaped scholarship critical of 

secondary music education practice, dividing scholars into two camps: one which argues 

for popular music as a pedagogically superior framework for giving students the 

opportunity to make musical works; and one which argues for a more critical use of 

musical (mostly choral) works to create more socially-conscious ensembles with greater 

awareness of the historical struggles for racial justice signified by certain non-classical 

works. Because neither interrogates the fundamentally Western concept of the musical 

work and the conception of musical knowledge at the heart of North American music 

education that this entails, neither can cross the divide to link popular musicking and 

social justice with the fundamentally different concept of musical knowledge and practice 

as represented by African American originated dance-musicking through its deployment 

of a relatively non-hierarchical and participatory musical process. And neither can stray 

very far from the music educator’s traditional identity as the disciplinary authority in the 

musical classroom, whose task it is to lead students to correctly perform and interpret 

musical works. 

This particular musical knowledge formation, then, becomes the dispositival 

element most directly involved in answering the second guiding research question. Where 

absolute music posits meaning and value in the abstract body of the musical work, 

African American-originated dance-musicking posits meaning and value primarily in the 

concrete body-minds of the musicians and dancers in performance. Historically entwined 

with binaries derived from race, class, and gender hierarchies (white/black, middle 
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class/working class, male/female), this opposition of absolute music to popular musicking 

also derives its validity and its disciplinary force from the longstanding and relatively 

stable mind/body opposition in Western discourse, co-constituted precisely with these 

more fluid, and shifting group hierarchies. So as these hierarchies of gender, sexuality, 

race, and class begin to reconfigure and even withdraw from explicit reference in many 

20th-century discourses in the US (Aronowitz, 2003; Omi & Winant, 2015; Wiegman, 

1995), the mind/body hierarchy, preserved in music education’s absolute music 

discourse, has maintained implicit hierarchies of race, class, gender, and sexuality 

through a particular conception of music and musicking that fosters a musical discipline 

grounded in the privileging of white, male, and bourgeois creators of music and modes of 

musicking. And the possibility of a different musical knowledge and practice emerging in 

music education discourse that is not rooted in minds divorced from bodies and not 

dismissive of the body-mind’s role in meaning and aesthetics is prevented.  

This disassociation of European classical music from its historically white, male, 

and middle class identifications through an absolute music discourse has even defined the 

“democratic music” part of the discourse in NAfME’s organizational documents, where 

musical democracy has been construed to mean broad-based exposure to European 

classical music regardless of gender, class, and/or race. But it has never meant 

consideration of the musicking, the aesthetics, and the fundamentally different conception 

of musical meaning “engendered” (Keil, 1966/1994a) within the human body-in-motion, 

preeminently expressed in dance-musicking, and historically associated in Western 

discourse and practice with people of color, homosexuals, poor people, and women. 

These notions of the musical work, absolute music, and disembodied listening remains 
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the primary epistemic obstacles to a robust encounter with the African American-

originated dance-music core of U.S. popular music, even as articulation of this core has 

proliferated in the last half of the 20th century. It is now time to describe more fully this 

alternative musical dispositif.   

Towards a Dance-Music Kinesthetic 

 Somewhat analogous to my use of four central historiographical texts identified in 

Chapter Four, I use here Gena Dagel Caponi’s anthology Signifyin(g), Sanctifyin’, and 

Slam Dunking (1999), not only because of the authors and selections that Caponi has 

brought together in this anthology—many whose full-length works have already been 

quoted in this study—but also because of Caponi’s extended and heavily footnoted 

introduction “The Case for an African American Aesthetics,” which brings even more 

authors into her summary, and provides some history of formulating a description on the 

chief features of African American culture across its many expressions. Caponi’s 

anthology contains essays on athletics and performative speech practices, but it is the 

section entitled “Music and Dance,” which represents the majority of the anthology, and 

the most important area historically for tracing the basic outlines of African American 

culture as a “system”—a term Caponi borrows from Baraka (Jones, 1963/1999)—derived 

from West and Central African practices. It is at this abstracted and idealized level that 

reveals African American music and dance, across its many genres as a coordinated and 

strategic set of practices that was synthesized by African Americans, within a framework 

ultimately traceable to Africa, despite its undeniable hybridity of specific elements and of 

contributors descended from many continents. And it is its strategic coordination of 
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practices, discourses, materializations, social relationships, and subjectivations that I 

think warrant calling it a dispositif. 

 Caponi (1999) has offered the following as what she sees as the distinctive 

features of the African legacy in African American performative arts underscored in 

many of the authors she anthologizes and quotes: 

(1) rhythmic and metric complexity; (2) individual improvisation and stylization; 

(3) dialogic interaction or call-and-response; (4) active engagement of the whole 

person and the whole community; (5) social commentary or competition through 

indirection and satire; and (6) development of a group consciousness or 

sensibility—the invisible conductor. (p. 10) 

 

Caponi’s list is quite similar to that of many other scholars of African American music 

and dance (Floyd, 1995; Gottschild, 1996; Murray, 1976/1989; Wilson, 1992/1999), and 

what they reveal together is an overarching purpose in both sacred and secular African 

American dance-musicking to give individuals an opportunity to express themselves 

creatively within a communal context (Gilroy, 1993; Stuckey, 1987), with a decided 

emphasis on individual expression: an artistic ‘plures et unum’, instead of a e pluribus 

unum. This means that African American dance-musicking is primarily conceived of as a 

process, not a thing; a ‘working’, not a work; musicking not music (Hall, 1996; Small, 

1980, 1987/1994, 1998); and even though dance moves, songs—even instrumental solo 

riffs—come from an evolving tradition of dance and music, every dance-music event is 

largely unique in its overall execution in order to affirm the individuality-in-community 

of those present. 

 This overarching plures et unum goal also means that the dance-music event is 

primarily “participatory” not “presentational,” where “presentational” refers, as Turino 

(2008) has defined it, “to situations where one group of people, the artists, prepare and 
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provide music for another group, the audience, who do not participate in making the 

music or dancing” (p. 27). This is, above all, reflected in the fact that the events involve 

musicians and dancers simultaneously, and sometimes, interchangeably; and in the nature 

of both the musicking proper and the dancing, which invite relatively easy entry into 

some aspects of the practice, but which require much discipline and training to master all 

the complexities and subtleties of these highly improvisational forms of expression 

(Hazzard-Gordon, 1990; Small, 1987/1994). And though the African American-

originated dancing was adapted frequently to the heterosexual couple/male-lead format of 

European ballroom dancing, and the musicians occasionally adopted the uniform, section 

playing of the orchestra, significant moments of individual dancing and individual 

playing seem to have been preserved at all times and across the African American-

originated dance-music genres. 

The participatory emphasis of these dance-music events are also reflected in the 

antiphonal, or “call and response” elements of African American dance-music, so central 

to Floyd’s (1995) musicological analysis of “signifyin(g),” and which “frequently exist 

simultaneously on a number of different architectonic levels” (Wilson, 1992/1999, p. 

159). Call and response, which is often mistakenly limited to antiphonal singing, is as 

prominently represented in the rhythmic dialogue between the musicians and dancers, 

where dancers and musicians together use visual and audible means to make rhythmic 

contributions and enhance the performance (Floyd, 1995; Stearns & Stearns, 1968; 

Thompson, 1966/1999). It is also represented in the call-response structure of musicians 

“filling” in the space between sung phrases, in the trading of solos across repetitions of 

the (necessarily short) forms or ‘unit-length’ of the music, across subdivisions of many of 
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the forms (the call-call-response structure of the 12-bar blues), and across repeated 

sections (ostinati), sometimes lasting only a few bars or beats (Floyd, 1995; Small, 

1987/1994).  

 What is most striking about the dance-musicking in this tradition as compared to 

the European classical music presentation is the distribution of opportunities for 

individual, original creation to all present at the event. Not only is this evidenced in the 

collapse of the rigid distinction between artistic presenters and audience, but in many 

other aspects constituted through participatory practice. The high value placed on 

improvisation in both the movements and the soundings insures that even common dance 

movements, well-known melodies, and established rhythms and harmonies will often 

display a high level of individual embellishment, even when they are not showcased as 

solos (Gottschild, 1996; Small, 1987/1994). This dynamic is enhanced by what Wilson 

(1992/1999) has called the “heterogeneous sound ideal” in African American music, 

where purity of tone and uniform articulation are not valued as much as individual 

timbre, articulation, and expression in sound quality. This has a correspondence in the 

highly complex rhythmic structure of the African-derived music, where patterns of 

syncopation or “cross rhythms” are exhibited simultaneously by different participants in a 

variety of ways (See also Keil, 1987/1998b). Musicians sounding single-voice 

instruments may complement each other in distinct, but complementary rhythms, or, in 

the case of multi-voiced instruments like the piano or drum set, a single musician can 

create cross rhythms in the soundings of different limbs. This has a correspondence in the 

hips-centered, multi-limbed dancing that makes visual the cross rhythms sounded by the 

musicians or otherwise felt by dancer (Asante, 1985; Gottschild, 1996; Thompson, 1973). 
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These features can only be implemented when integrated with short musical forms, with 

repetitive rhythmic and harmonic structures precisely to give individuals turns at soloing. 

What keeps it together is an allegiance to these short, repeated, and, therefore, 

easily learned formal structures of the dancing and the music; adherence to a common 

pulse that is not necessarily sounded by any musicians or made visual by the dancers; and 

a commitment to the shared success of the dance-music event—together comprising the 

“invisible conductor” in Caponi’s list above (See also Hunter, 2000; Lomax, 1992/2002; 

Murray, 1976/1989). Thus what makes the particular order—the unum—generated by this 

dispositif so distinctive and, ultimately so contrastive with that of the European 

symphony orchestra concert is how non-hierarchical it is (Small, 1987/1994, 1998). 

Dancers and musicians share the stage, as it were, and the presence of a non-participating 

audience is superfluous. Generally absent as well is the oligarchy of creativity vested in 

the authority of composers and choreographers, and in the role of conductors who direct 

interpretation of the artistic works. This is not to say that there are no authoritative 

persons or leaders involved in the execution of the specific event, or no hierarchy of 

abilities that emerges in the course of the event. But it is to say that leadership authority is 

largely derived from how well an event is led to enable the individual, creative authority 

of all participants; while uniformity of practice and strict conformity to norms—including 

a fixed canon of masterworks—are kept to a minimum (Murray, 1976/1989). 

 In light of the dispositival context that was outlined in Chapter Four, it should be 

readily apparent why the many expressions of this dance-music dispositif over the years 

often have been viewed by elites in the U.S. not only as a threat to the social order, but as 

a travesty of art. It has empowered groups—such as people of color, working class 
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people, and women—who in the emerging social order should have had no role in 

original artistic creation, not only because of the groups to which they were relegated, but 

also because their expertise—when it was recognized as such—was cultivated largely 

outside formal training institutions. It cultivated a series of counter-disciplines of the 

body-mind that ran roughshod of the fundamental ordering principles of hierarchy and 

normalization based on white, male, bourgeois values, and a mind/body split. And it 

continually enticed practitioners from the middle and upper positions of the social order 

to emulate those at the bottom. And without a concept of the work-as-object at the center 

of its practice, African American-originated dance-music often defied most aesthetic 

principles of music formulated in the white, male, bourgeois discourse of European elite 

music that has defined musical knowledge for the most part in Western educational 

institutions. 

 Contrariwise, it should be apparent why this liturgy of individual creative 

expression in a communal setting should have become a vital network of practices, 

materializations, social relations, subjectivations, and discourses to those, in particular, at 

the bottom of modern Western societies’ entwined social hierarchies, where opportunities 

to express one’s creativity were often so restricted. This is, of course, true in the first 

instance for enslaved, and then, working class African Americans, who were the leaders 

in this dispositival design, and have often found individual and group identity in and 

through the practice of dance-musicking across their history in North America (Hazzard-

Gordon, 1985, 1990; Jones, 1963/1999; Murray, 1976/1989; Stuckey, 1987). But it is also 

true for African-descended peoples throughout Europe and Americas—the Black Atlantic 

diaspora, as Gilroy (1993) has termed it. And because of this diaspora, many peoples 
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from all social locations in the U.S. and across the globe have found beauty in its 

practice—particularly, but never exclusively, women from all classes and races (Hunter, 

2000; Peiss, 1986; Tomko, 1999) and those on the lower end of the economic spectrum, 

precisely because it was readily accessible to those with little allocative and authoritative 

resources, and it gave artistic agency to those generally denied it in the hierarchical order 

of the industrial era (Ehrenreich, 2007; Erenberg, 1998; Small, 1987/1994). This is 

democratic musicking with a far more robust meaning than “exposure to quality music.” 

But it can only fully express itself as such, along with its aesthetic principles when 

integrated with dancing. 

 One of the most widely quoted selections in the Caponi anthology, Robert Farris 

Thompson’s “An Aesthetic of the Cool: West African Dance” (1966/1999), has located a 

key to the aesthetics of African and African diaspora art and philosophy in the body of 

the dancer whose various limbs and torso frequently reflect opposing movements, while 

the visage often holds a “frozen facial expression” reflecting “patience and collectedness 

of mind” (p. 73). For Thompson here and elsewhere (1973, 1984), the aesthetic of the 

cool, which is contrasted by the ‘hot’ movements of the rest of the dancing body, reflects 

a deeper principle which he sees manifest in many cultural expressions of African and 

African-descended peoples including, of course, the polyrhythmic music balanced by a 

common pulse underneath, and the collective endeavor of a music-dance event that 

balances the soundings and movements of a diverse collection of persons. Thompson 

does not name this principle, per say, but other scholars of African dance (Asante, 1985; 

Gottschild, 1996; Malone, 1996) building on his comparative art approach point to the 

correspondence between the individual dancer’s balance of cool demeanor and hot 
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motions to the balance of group and individual identities that is conducted during the 

African-originated dance-musicking. Here, we are back again to the balance of unity and 

diversity, this time focused on the individual dancing body, which is simultaneously 

represented visually and audibly in the collective effort of the participants in the dance-

musicking event. This balancing act seems to have been a fundamental project of many 

African peoples for a long time, which Davidson (1970) has cited as part of “the African 

genius.” Longstanding acquaintance with this problematic of balancing unity and 

diversity certainly proved a primary cultural resource for Africans forcibly brought to 

new worlds in diverse groups and diverse languages, with little but their bodies to forge 

new identities, individual and collective, in a “pre-discursive” mode of communication 

(Gilroy, 1993. See also Hall, 1992/1996; Stuckey, 1987). 

 For this study in music education, what is most striking about this dance-music 

dispositif is not only its underlying aesthetic principle of unity balanced with diversity, 

but its heuristics. Rather than locating musical meaning in the abstractions of the musical 

work, its formal properties, and its harmony-producing intervallic relationships, meaning 

is simultaneously vested at the micro level of the individual body-mind in motion, and at 

the meso level of the body-minds in collective motion during the dance-music event. 

Both these signifiers convey a form of musical (body-mind) knowledge to the individual 

participants, and to all those observing the event in its multi-sensory communication, 

whether they are participants or not. Access to this meaning-in-movement does not 

require prior knowledge or training; but that does not mean that ever-increasing 

knowledge and training will not yield ever-increasing levels of participation, meaning, 

and satisfaction. In fact, this easy-entry/lifetime-to-master dynamic is another reason 



 

226 

 

African American-originated dance-musicking has proven so ‘seductive’ the world over. 

And it also does not mean that the mind is not engaged, even at entry levels of 

participation (McClary & Walser, 1994). Dancing and/or playing and/or singing around 

and across the pulse without losing it requires concentration and mental effort until it 

becomes part of the practical consciousness of the body-mind. The reason young African 

Americans often appear to do this “naturally” (that is, “mindlessly”) is because, as Kyra 

D. Gaunt (2006) has shown, the importance of rhythmic dance-musicking has permeated 

so much of African American culture that both work and play offer myriad training 

opportunities—especially for girls—from the earliest years. Rather than positing a split 

and hierarchy of the mind over the body (justifying, in part, a hierarchy of social groups), 

separating musical meaning and aesthetics from the corporeal realm, and positing it the 

nexus between an abstract musical work and an individual, psychological response; this 

music-dance dispositif engages the individual body-mind simultaneous with the body-

minds of the group. 

If this dance-music meaning, signifying a balance of unity and diversity in both 

the individual body-mind and the group as a whole, is not an “aesthetic,” it certainly 

offers a pragmatic description of musical experience similar to what praxial music 

education philosophers have called for.  In her summary of John Dewey’s pragmatic 

philosophy of art, Westerland (2003) identified the following points as central to 

Dewey’s understanding of aesthetic experience: 

it is (1) as much a social construction as an individual experience; (2) part of 

everyday life and not transcendental; (3) integral to artistic actions and not just a 

matter of artistic object and the appreciating subject; (4) a matter of quality of 

interaction in context and not a universal property of an object; and (5) embodied 

in nature and not abstract. (p. 46) 
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Here, Westerland presents characteristics of an approach to musical experience shared by 

both praxial music education philosophers and African American dance-musicking. 

Despite my sympathy for Dewey’s and Westerland’s (See also Alperson, 2010) 

aspirations to fundamentally redefine the concept of aesthetic experience, given the 

hegemony of Western aesthetics, particularly in music, over the last several hundred 

years, I am inclined to agree with those praxial philosophers (Bowman, 2000; Elliott, 

1995; Regelski, 2010), who want to dispense with the term aesthetics altogether. 

Shusterman (2005) has argued that aesthetics emerging out of this body-mind unity 

should be distinguished from Western aesthetics based on the mind/body split, and 

proffered the term “somaesthetics.” I follow (among others) scholars of African 

American dance (DeFrantz, 2004; Gottschild, 1996; Hunter, 2000) who use the term 

“kinesthetics” to emphasize body-minds in motion at the heart of the dance-musicking 

experience. 

 Criticism and/or analysis of dance-musicking, therefore, must look at and listen to 

the dance-music event and not the musical or choreographic work abstracted from the 

kinesthetic process in order to appraise it adequately and appropriately. The first area of 

evaluation must always concern the musicians and lead dancers primarily responsible for 

the basic structure and flow of the dance-musicking. Can they generate and maintain a 

rhythm that inspires persons to dance or otherwise move to the music? Can they inspire 

cross-rhythmic dancing, singing, and/or musical solos? Can they offer a diversity of 

rhythmic complexes across the event to inspire different types of cross-rhythmic dancing 

and solos, and perhaps different dancers and soloists? Only then should other questions 

concerning the dance-musicking follow—including questions rooted in a conception of 
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the music-as-work or choreography-as-work, such as the melodic contour of solos, note 

selection in relationship to the harmonic progression, the text-music complementarity of 

the songs, or the execution of particular dance moves. Any of these may be appropriate to 

the specific dance-musicking event in question. But the overarching consideration has to 

be how everyone involved contributed during the event to the basic rhythmic and 

kinesthetic vitality of the dance-musicking to sound and visualize the unum et plures 

principle. This, ultimately, is what questions and statements about the swing, or the 

groove always have concerned, and Duke Ellington’s maxim “It don’t mean a thing if it 

ain’t got that swing,” as Albert Murray (1976/1989) has suggested, has always been more 

than a title to a song: it remains the functional (praxial) and kinesthetic sine qua non of 

the African American-originated dance-music tradition. Surely this kinesthetic and the 

discipline (practice and knowledge) surrounding it, which has been central to the 

popularity of U.S.-born musical genres at home and abroad, deserves at least as much 

consideration by U.S. music (and dance) educators now as the aesthetics of European 

classical music have had in the past. 

Fit, Plausibility, & Relevance 

 At the end of the third chapter I promised to revisit the criteria of “fit,” 

“plausibility,” and “relevance” proposed by Tavory and Timmermans (2014) for 

abductive studies. I have argued throughout this study that the refined Foucauldian 

framework based on the concept of the dispositif fits the problematizations represented in 

the various empirical materials used in this study. The ultimately regulative character of 

the large ensemble paradigm in U.S. secondary music education is quite evident in the 

organizational texts analyzed in Chapter Five. The texts display a thorough commitment 
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to a particular type of musical knowledge—and its concomitant musical values, norms 

and practices—that vests meaning almost entirely in the musical work. Across the half 

century of their dissemination, then, the fundamental objective of secondary music 

education remained to create listening audiences that could discern high from low quality 

music, which inevitably epitomized European classical music. Contrariwise, other types 

of music and musicking—especially popular music—were reduced to “functional” 

musics that could only have derivative value if they were used tactically to cultivate 

listening audiences of quality musical works.  

The historiographical materials analyzed in Chapter Four together describe a 

concerted effort across several sectors of U.S. society to construct a social order through 

practices, materializations, discourses, subjectivations, and social arrangements that 

effectively delineate a network of dispositifs in all but name. The various ways these 

historians have described discourses of fairness and merit that have rationalized the 

perpetuation of race, class, and sexuality hierarchies without such Foucauldian concepts 

as discourse, power-knowledge, disciplinary power, or subjectivation suggest that though 

the terminology differs, the same processes of structuration that Foucault described have 

been evident to many social historians of the U.S. in the late 19th and early 20th 

centuries. The genealogies of the 19th-century symphony orchestra and the 20th-century 

comprehensive high school, in particular, reveal how thoroughly committed U.S. society 

was at this time to the strategic deployment of various dispositifs that would discipline 

the population into a relatively stable hierarchical social order with intra-action (Barad, 

2007) from the master dispositifs of race, class, and sexuality, and just enough flexibility 
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to give it resilience over time. Like its ‘progenitors’, the large ensemble paradigm was 

constructed to reproduce itself and withstand challenges from its alternatives. 

Much of its resiliency has come from circumscribing and limiting criticism. The 

split in contemporary critical music education studies discussed in Chapter Two between 

popular music advocates who consistently avoid discussions of race, and generally say 

little about class and sexuality, and social justice advocates who have much to say about 

race, class, and sexuality, but offer no critique of the large ensemble/classical music 

paradigm of secondary music is partly a function of the vitality of a work-based aesthetic 

at the heart of most music education discourse. The fact that there is so little discussion 

about the relationship of dance and popular music, or of dance and communities of color, 

working class people, women, and non-normative sexualities in music education 

discourse is particularly telling. With the concepts of music, musicking, and music 

listening so overdetermined by the large ensemble/classical music dispositif, even critics 

of various aspects of the paradigm find it difficult to think, speak, and musick 

(particularly dance) outside the powerful construct that is European classical music. The 

more we are disciplined within the construct, the harder it is to recognize fundamentally 

different alternatives as musically legitimate: in this case, to move from a work-based 

aesthetic to a dance-music kinesthetic. Here, I am speaking both critically and 

autobiographically. 

 With regard to the plausibility of my argument relative to other explanations, I 

think the transdisciplinary approach used here has enabled me to present one of the most 

comprehensive explanations of the historical and theoretical opposition of U.S. secondary 

music education to popular music currently available. Most music education scholars 
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who have offered various explanations like Humphreys (2004), Odam (2004), or Mantie 

(2013) have not attempted to ground their observations in broad theoretical constructs or 

historical explanations beyond the music education realm. Goble’s study (2010) does, 

and offers many interesting insights about music in U.S. society and cultural. But it 

underplays the disciplinary dimensions of European classical music and its deployment, 

including its entwinement with race and class hierarchies, describing it as something like 

a ‘default’ position in the schools as a result of cultural diversity, market forces, and a 

laissez faire state. Green’s theory (1988, 1997) that the opposition is based on classical 

music’s historical identification with meanings “inherent” to the music versus popular 

music’s historical identification with “delineated” or social meanings is theoretically 

powerful and very helpful toward distinguishing two different loci of musical meaning 

that historically have been used in musical discourse to valorize the former and denigrate 

the latter. But Green’s distinction is ultimately based on a reification of music which only 

applies if the inherent meanings are understood to inhere strictly in the musical work. 

When the meaning inheres in the body-minds-in-motion at the dance-musicking event, 

inherent and delineated meaning distinctions collapse. I suspect this is why Green can 

call for a rehabilitated (more global) concept of “autonomous music” (2005), on the one 

hand; and can treat student dancing as incidental to her otherwise marvelous popular 

music curriculum and pedagogy (2008), on the other hand. Only Gustafson (2005, 2008, 

2009), to my knowledge, has approached U.S. music education in a theoretically-

grounded, historical framework that is attuned to bodily disciplines and, therefore, 

comparable to the one offered here. Because she has not been concerned in her writing 
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with instrumental ensembles or the use of popular dance-musicking in the schools, I see 

my own analysis as both complement and compliment to her ground-breaking studies. 

 Finally, since I began this research, I have hoped this study would prove highly 

relevant to educational communities throughout the US looking for ways to break out of 

the large ensemble/classical music paradigm’s grip on secondary music education. 

Despite the audible beauty of much of the large ensemble repertoire in the European 

classical music tradition, it is historically and structurally entwined with a hierarchical 

discipline that has always excluded the majority from participation, while privileging the 

few. From the beginning of the 19th century, it has promoted a system that is based on 

the split between mind and body, which was disseminated partly to promote the 

predispositions, norms, and values of primarily bourgeois European men at a time when 

these societies were searching to reassert the primacy of this group over all others in 

order to preserve something of the hierarchical order of older, feudal societies. That this 

dispositif became the paradigm of U.S. secondary music education at the beginning of the 

20th century is historically understandable. That it has remained dominant for so long is 

tragic. There is something profoundly disturbing—even ugly—about the use of this 

European, presentational, hierarchical, and exclusionary musical system in a culturally 

diverse, democratic society—particularly one celebrated around the globe for its hybrid, 

participatory, and popular music. That the costs to run the large ensemble paradigm have 

often proven prohibitive, deterring much of any music education in some secondary 

settings only heightens the tragedy. 

 This is not to say there is nothing valuable or salvageable in the classical 

European music tradition—though I suspect it can be realized best in smaller, student-led 
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ensembles (chamber music) where something of the older improvisational practice in 

European music is revived. And I in no way want to villainize those heroic secondary 

music educators who have devoted their lives to exposing young people to music through 

the large ensemble paradigm. But what I have tried to do in this study first and foremost 

is to show that the large ensemble/classical music paradigm has occluded a 

fundamentally different conception of musical meaning and musicking in U.S. culture 

that commends a fundamentally different form of music education, which may be of 

more value to many secondary educational communities in the US right now than the 

“crowd control” (Haugland, 2007) dynamics of large ensembles. This African American 

dance-musicking tradition, which is at the core of much of the U.S. popular music 

tradition, offers a music education paradigm that is, at least, as valuable and feasible as 

the large ensemble paradigm at both the middle and high school levels. 

 Although varying contexts across the high school terrain in the US preclude a 

“one best system” of secondary music education, I think the following three “policy 

recommendations,” at a minimum, commend themselves as a result of this study’s 

findings: 

1) Secondary educational communities should implement some form of a “popular 

music/informal learning” program, based on small ensembles of “friendship 

groups,” either to complement the music program in place, or to initiate a form of 

music education where little to none presently exists. 

2) Students should be encouraged and supported wherever possible to perform in 

their ensembles with and for student dancers/participants. If possible, connections 

with some form of student dancing instruction and/or practice should be 
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developed with dance or physical education programs or, minimally, in 

extracurricular programs. 

3) Formal instruction on the African American origin and hybrid development of 

most U.S. popular music genres; on the centrality of dance to most popular music 

genres; and on the ‘unity-and-diversity’ kinesthetics of African American-

originated dance-musicking should be provided as a supplement to the informal 

pedagogy of the small ensembles. 

Much of the informal curriculum and pedagogy designed by Green (2008b. See 

also Musical Futures, 2015) could be harnessed to implement programs in the US if 

greater attention to singing and dancing was also made part of these programs. The 

dancing would probably be based on some form of individual—not couples-based—

dancing, whether that be African-influenced modern, hip hop, or line dancing in any of 

its regional or musical genre variants. Local context would determine the specific 

dancing used, as well as the specific instruments provided for the small singing, playing, 

and dancing ensembles. The beauty of this type of program as Green discovered is that 

the music educator is not required to be the expert of all aspects of the dance-musicking 

event that is the educational outcome of this type of program. The students in many cases 

will bring expertise, and the broader communities will likely be full of adults who also 

can offer complementary expertise. Meanwhile, the music educator provides an 

invaluable service primarily by facilitating and administrating this highly democratic 

system of music education, as well as setting boundaries about appropriate musical 

selections and dance movements that best serve the diversity-in-unity kinesthetic of the 

local community. 
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 This student-led, small ensemble-based popular music program would not 

preclude European classical music, jazz, ethnic musics, or any other musics, whether they 

are primarily participatory or presentational, if there is student interest and sufficient 

ability. But it does preclude that the choir, orchestra, and concert band remain the litmus 

test of the music education program, where others forms of musicking are rendered 

supplementary or extra-curricular. And this will probably mean that the architecture of 

the classic high school band room and choir room (Best, 1949) may have to be remodeled 

to accommodate the simultaneous rehearsing of several smaller groups at once. It also 

might mean a re-design of existing marching bands, if the concert band with its 

overlapping instrumentation is no longer part of the music program. Hopefully, it will 

eventually mean a thorough re-conceptualization of music education certification 

programs across the country that would place more emphasis on kinesthetics, the 

rhythmically-based structure and techniques of African American-originated dance-

music, basic competencies in rhythm section instruments (Cutietta, 2004), and, above all, 

practice at facilitating an informal dance-musicking education program. But this will only 

come after the demand is there, and that means leadership has to come from local 

educational communities, with or without a certified music educator. 

Here, an opportunity presents itself. This dissertation has shown how the 

European classical music/large ensemble paradigm has historically entwined itself with a 

constrained notion of democracy in U.S. secondary education, and that the training of 

music educators in the US reproduces a discipline that makes it very difficult for music 

educators to break out of that paradigm and embrace the participatory kinesthetics of 

African American dance-musicking—even those music educators searching for more 
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democratic practice in music education (See DeLorenzo, 2016). It is incumbent upon 

other educational leaders, student and adult, not limited by European classical music 

education training, to exert leadership and to establish collaborative practices with 

certified music educators to create and develop programs that serve the specific needs of 

individual educational communities. This collaboration among students and adults about 

the discipline of dance-musicking becomes the basis of more robust practice “about, in, 

and for democracy” (Shields, 2009)—precisely the democratic practice progressive 

educators have envisioned but only occasionally witnessed in the history of U.S. 

secondary education (See also Apple & Beane, 2007; Dewey 1916/1997). 

Given the abiding importance of popular music to young people, the deployment 

of some model of informal learning directed toward the discipline of dance-musicking in 

secondary schools would seem more than just a desideratum; it could become the key to 

revitalizing many secondary schools that have been ill-served by the traditional music 

education paradigm. In this vision of secondary dance-music education, music and dance 

educators transform from leaders of student performances to facilitators of a secular, 

school liturgy that celebrates simultaneously the diversity and unity of the school 

community. School dances with student musicians, cultivated under this kinesthetic 

vision, become more than an extracurricular activity tolerated or endured by the adults; 

rather, they become the liturgical center of the school’s democratic culture. And by using 

the “friendship group” model outlined by Green (2008b), dance-music education in the 

secondary schools no longer imposes a single norm upon diverse student experiences, but 

rather offers a maximally inclusive venue that either validates those differences, or allows 

for new hybrid expressions to emerge in the dance-musicking project, depending on the 
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decisions of the students themselves, made in the music and dance classes each school 

term. Secondary dance-musicking programs through their inclusiveness, their communal 

kinesthetics, and their embodied praxis and heuristic have the potential to transform 

school culture and learning into places of “deep” democratic learning and living (Shields, 

2009). 

 Again, it is not my intention here to provide all the details or even an outline of a 

popular dance-musicking program template for U.S. secondary education, nor to 

anticipate all the local challenges that will inevitably arise as these new types of programs 

are implemented and continuously honed. I merely want to invoke some possibilities that 

will inspire others concerned and involved with secondary music education to imagine 

and initiate in their own learning communities. Beyond that, I would like to see the 

magnificent, hybrid cultural achievement that is African American-originated dance-

musicking promulgated more widely through the public schools, regardless of 

demographics, where it can be nurtured and protected from the sometimes deleterious 

influence of both the culture industry and European classical music hegemony. If and 

when people become empowered to push for and enact this type of music program, 

perhaps, partly as a result of reading this study, then I will have made my strongest case 

for relevance. 
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