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ABSTRACT 

Drawing from an institutional work perspective, I focus on how institutions are maintained 

amidst disruption, by analyzing what aspects are held constant, and what aspects are allowed to 

change over time. I offer the institutional core as the main focus of maintenance work set 

alongside peripheral aspects that may be changed over time. Using a historical case study and 

archival analysis of the New York Philharmonic Orchestra, I find a continuum of change from 

relative constancy to significant change in three endogenous actors, i.e., the repertoire, soloists, 

and conductors, respectively. Three selected cases further our understanding of the nature of 

maintenance, including what is held constant and what is allowed to change, as well as how key 

endogenous and exogenous actors employ several key repairing and recreating mechanisms 

during and following periods of disruption. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Within the institutional work perspective, a key question that dominates current dialogue 

concerns the nature of maintenance, or how are institutions maintained over time? I address this 

question by focusing on two aspects of institutional life. First, during times of disruption, what 

aspects of institutions are maintained, and what aspects are allowed to change? Second, how do 

actors, both endogenous and exogenous to an institution, engage in repairing and recreating 

practices?  

To address what aspects of institutions are maintained, or allowed to change over time, I offer 

the institutional core as the main focus of maintenance work. In particular, I draw from 

Friedlandôs (2009) notion of institutional substance, or essence, Selznickôs (1957; 1960; 1992; 

2002; 2008) institutional and organizational character, and related concepts of authenticity and 

integrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000; 2008). In particular, Friedland (2009) positions institutional 

substance, or essence, as the main focus of maintenance activities, though capable of sustaining 

some degree of institutional change over time: ñbelief in the objectivity of the substance affords 

space in which practices can change; new practices can be added and subtracted, and yet still 

legitimately claim to index the same substanceò (Friedland, 2009, pp. 63-64). Therefore, 

Friedlandôs (2009) institutional substance is most closely related to my conceptualization of the 

institutional core, offering a provocative approach to maintenance amidst change.  

The institutional core is also closely related to character, of which Selznick (1957; 1960; 1992; 

2002; 2008) employs individual, organizational, and institutional contexts to conceptualize how 

it can be shaped by history, but also how it is an integral part of an institutionôs arsenal to cope 

with change over time. To this, I also incorporate authenticity and integrity, which have made a 

relatively small impression on extant business literature, and have not been directly employed in 

the institutional work literature, but are positioned to significantly contribute to our 

understanding of institutional maintenance. Finally, I also integrate Glynnôs (2000; 2008) 

conceptualization of institutional and organizational identity, which are closely related to aspects 

of character, authenticity, and integrity, as well as organizational reputation and image. Overall, 

each of these constructs reveal related and overlapping aspects that contribute to my 
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conceptualization of the institutional core and its involvement in maintaining institutions over 

time. 

To investigate how institutions are maintained over time, an ñimplicit historical themeò 

(Suddaby, Foster, & Mills, 2014, p. 100) must be addressed. Therefore, I adopt a mixed method 

approach, employing historical case study and archival analysis to address how institutions are 

maintained, i.e., by focusing on what is maintained, and what is allowed to change over time. I 

adopt an integrated approach, i.e., maintenance is observed during times of disruption, which 

allows a concurrent investigation of how key endogenous and exogenous actors engage in 

repairing and recreating practices. I employ the empirical context of the symphony orchestra, as 

a long-standing, and highly institutionalized form, which is aptly positioned to offer the breadth 

(and depth) necessary for investigating institutional maintenance. In particular, I focus on the 

specific context of the New York Philharmonic, the oldest extant orchestra in America, dating 

from 1842.  

Several sources allow triangulation of longitudinal data, including the institutionalized archives 

of the New York Philharmonic, known for its completeness and diversity of contents (Archives 

Collections, n.d.), several commissioned (Krehbiel, 1892; Huneker, 1917; Erskine, 1943) and 

non-commissioned biographies (Shanet, 1975; Canarina, 2010), which trace the New York 

Philharmonicôs activities from its inception, critical reviews of the New York Times, which 

follow the Philharmonicôs activities since 1851, and my personal experience as professional 

musician (trained as a concert pianist), and arts manager. Overall, while employing a single case 

does not afford comparative power, and archival records often have problematic ñholesò, the 

depth and completeness afforded by multiple sources, as well as the considerable longevity of 

the New York Philharmonic, position this context as a rich case for study. 

In general, I first contribute to the growing literature on institutional maintenance, one of the 

more under-developed branches of the institutional work literature, and I also take up the call for 

a more historical view within the institutional literature (Suddaby et al., 2014). Second, I offer 

the institutional core as the main focus of maintenance activities, amidst change in peripheral 

aspects of institutional life. My conceptualization draws together several perspectives, including 

Friedlandôs (2009) institutional substance, or essence, Selznickôs (1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008) 
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institutional and organizational character, as well as related concepts of authenticity and 

integrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000; 2008). Finally, following Hinings and Tolbertôs (2008) call 

to ñset organizational institutionalism in [a] wider historical and social contextò (p. 480), I focus 

on a unique and under-developed empirical context within the business literature, the symphony 

orchestra. This institutional settingôs ñartistic ageò offers substantial breadth and depth to 

investigate how institutions are maintained amidst disruption. 

In more specific terms, by adopting the notion of an institutional core, I extend our 

understanding of institutions and institutional work. The institutional core addresses ñwhereò 

agency is possible, rather than ñifò it is possible, therefore furthering our understanding of how 

institutions and agency co-exist (Lawrence, Suddaby, & Leca, 2011). As a pervasive substance, 

or essence, rather than a boundary-driven, core/periphery conceptualization, the institutional core 

informs our understanding of institutional work by integrating not only Friedlandôs (2009) 

theorization of institutional substance, or essence, but also Selznickôs (1957) notion of unity, a 

characteristic that ñcolors and directs a wide variety of attitudes, decision, and forms of 

organizationò (p. 139). These two perspectives have had a limited impact in institutional theory 

and the institutional work perspective to date, and, therefore, constitute a notable gap, and missed 

opportunity, within the literature. Further, my conceptualization of the institutional core extends 

our knowledge of several key relationships between institutions and character, authenticity and 

integrity, and identity. Overall, I position institutions as uniquely endowed with the ability to 

balance stability and instability, rather than entities that are inherently stable over time. Further, I 

position the institutional core as energizing and directing action or work. Finally, I also 

emphasize that the institutional core does require maintenance work and defence amidst 

disruption. 

In addition to contributions to our understanding of institutions and institutional work, I also 

extend our understanding of maintenance during times of disruption. By adopting such an 

integrated view, I position maintenance as inextricably related to disruption, rather than a simple 

ñconsequence of changeò (Lawrence and Suddaby, 2006). This follows and extends Selznickôs 

(1949/1953) own conceptualization of ñinherent dilemmasò (p. 69) within organizational and 

institutional environments. Further, I also build upon and extend earlier work of Selznick 
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(1949/1953) who positions such ñdilemmasò in a much more positive light: ñtension does not 

mean defeat, nor does dilemma enforce paralysisò (p. 69). This stance is supported by Glynn 

(2002) who also finds that ñconflict can function not only to create cultural institutions but also 

to sustain themò (p. 84). Though not always explicitly articulated in the literature, I also 

emphasize that disruption, like maintenance, requires considerable work. Finally, I also analyze 

an inanimate actor, i.e., the repertoire, which not only extends previous empirical work focusing 

on a greater range of actors (Carroll, 2002; Phillips, Lawrence, & Hardy, 2004), but also 

confirms the significance and power of such actors in times of disruption.  

By adopting the empirical context of the symphony orchestra, and specifically, the organizational 

example of the New York Philharmonic, I address several questions concerning what is 

maintained and what is allowed to change over time, and how key actors engage in repairing and 

recreating practices. Overall, four propositions concerning maintenance amidst disruption are 

supported. First, disruptions that target the institutional core initiate institutional maintenance 

work to repair the disruption, while disruptions that target peripheral or non-core elements of an 

institution do not initiate institutional maintenance work and allow change over time. Second, 

maintenance work includes supporting mechanisms (that further the institutional core), repairing 

mechanisms (that repair disruptions), and recreating mechanisms (that allow for change at the 

periphery). However, my analysis also shows that initial repairing mechanisms can be translated 

into recreating mechanisms if the disruption targets a peripheral rather than core aspect of the 

symphony orchestra. Third, new avenues of understanding concerning the nature of maintenance 

are gleaned from observing maintenance during and following times of disruption, i.e., 

institutional work benefits from an integrated, dynamic approach. However, my analysis also 

supports the investigation of periods prior to disruptive events, employing the power of history 

and hindsight. Fourth, and finally, institutional repair occurs both endogenously and 

exogenously. In both instances, my analysis shows that institutional repair is facilitated by 

actorsô ñawareness, skill and reflexivityò (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, p. 219). That said, my 

analysis of the New York Philharmonic also showed that while these attributes are significant 

factors, they are not always sufficient. 
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In addressing what is maintained and what is allowed to change over time, I focus on three key 

endogenous actors within the symphony orchestra, who display a continuum of change over 

time. Specifically, the repertoire is a relative constant, and therefore is positioned proximate to 

the institutional core of the symphony orchestra, soloists show a balance of consistency and 

change, and conductors are highly changeable over time. Overall, soloists and conductors 

provide a significant source of change that balances the relative constancy of the repertoire. 

Further, I also analyze repairing and recreating mechanisms in three case studies that focus on a 

single disruption in each of the actor categories, i.e. the repertoire, soloists, and conductors. 

Specifically, I f ind that these actors reflect their institutional core but refract those aspects that 

are peripheral. Five repairing mechanisms are observed in all three cases, i.e., 1) maintaining 

ecological relationships within the institution of the symphony orchestra; 2) claims to history 

and tradition; 3) corrective power of both endogenous and exogenous actors of the ecology of 

the orchestra; 4) creativity-based efforts; and finally, 5) emotionally-charged appeals. These 

mechanisms are also used as recreating mechanisms if disruptions target peripheral aspects of the 

symphony orchestra. To these, I observe two further mechanisms, i.e., appeals to 

professionalism and an emphasis on communication, which are used as a repairing and recreating 

mechanism respectively. In some cases, these repairing and recreating mechanisms are the main 

focus, and in others, they are observed alongside attributions to the institutional core, including 

aspects of a Friedlandian substance, character, authenticity and integrity, and identity. 

Extending the work of Lawrence and Suddaby (2006), my analysis of the three cases of 

disruption at the New York Philharmonic shows that actors are not only aware of maintenance 

efforts, i.e., rules, but also particularly aware of purposes and outcomes, i.e., norms and beliefs. 

Further, my analysis also addresses a long-held call to ñbrin[g] the individual back into 

institutional theoryò (Lawrence et al., 2011, p. 52), as many individual actors are deeply involved 

in enacting key repairing and recreating mechanisms in the various cases of disruption. Beyond 

these key findings, my analysis offers several insights concerning the nature of maintenance 

amidst disruption. Finally, taking into account the symphony orchestraôs highly institutionalized 

nature, my analysis shows that this institution has a ñbuilt-inò propensity for disruption, via 
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soloists, conductors, and even the repertoire; however, the repertoire, which is positioned 

proximate to the institutional core, governs the overall interplay of consistency and change. 

In addition to these questions and findings, I also address one final question: what is the 

institutional core of the symphony orchestra? In general, the repertoire is protected and held as a 

relative constant in the case of the New York Philharmonic, against a backdrop of variation and 

change created by soloists and conductors who respond to varying historical contexts. Therefore, 

is the repertoire the institutional core? The repertoire, while susceptible to disruption, is powerful 

enough to withstand the effects of highly disruptive environments. That said, an institutional 

work perspective is founded upon action or work, as well as on a recursive relationship between 

institutions and individuals. Therefore, I express the institutional core of the symphony orchestra 

in terms of action within key, inextricable relationships, such as those between composer and the 

repertoire, conductor and orchestra, orchestra and audience, amongst others. Overall, I position 

the institutional core of the symphony orchestra thus: communicating orchestral repertoire to an 

audience. 

The following chapters outline my theoretical framing, research context and methodology, the 

nature of the symphony orchestra and its key endogenous and exogenous actors, three empirical 

chapters, and a final chapter dedicated to discussion and conclusions. In Chapter 2, I outline my 

theoretical framing, including an overview of the institutional work literature. Here, I focus on an 

integrated approach to maintenance amidst disruption via four main propositions. I also 

introduce the institutional core, drawing from Friedlandôs (2009) institutional substance, or 

essence, Selznickôs (1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008) institutional and organizational character, 

and related concepts of institutional authenticity and integrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000; 2008). 

In Chapter 3, I introduce my empirical context, i.e., the institution of the symphony orchestra, 

using the specific example of the New York Philharmonic Orchestra. To examine its 

maintenance over time, I employ a qualitative design, including historical case study and 

archival analysis. Via archival analysis, I also employ quantitative means to analyze key 

elements of the repertoire, soloists, and conductors in terms of aspects that have been maintained 

or changed over time. 
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In Chapter 4, I focus on the nature of the symphony orchestra, in terms of its institutionalization 

over time, as well as key endogenous and exogenous actors. In particular, I present three 

endogenous actors, i.e., the repertoire, soloists, and conductors, in terms of how much change 

they have experienced over time, from very little, to a balance of consistency and change, to 

considerable amounts of change, respectively. I also include a description of key traits of three 

exogenous actors that are significant to the institution of the symphony orchestra. This overview 

is followed by Chapters 5, 6, and 7, where I present three empirical cases, based on the three key 

endogenous actors, i.e., the repertoire, soloists, and conductors, along with main findings 

concerning the nature of consistency and change for each actor, as well as a narrative of a 

selected disruption. I conclude with Chapter 8, which presents a final discussion and key 

conclusions.  
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Framing 

In recent years, the institutional work perspective has become a lively avenue for inquiry, based 

on the foundational work of Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) and Lawrence, Suddaby, and Leca 

(2009) who draw together compatible strands of work to formulate a theoretical foundation and 

research agenda for an alternate view of institutions and the individuals that inhabit them. I join 

this conversation, contributing to the area of institutional maintenance, and employing the 

empirical context of the symphony orchestra. Specifically, I focus on the following question: 

how are institutions maintained over time? I addresses this question by focusing on two aspects 

of maintenance. First, during times of disruption, what aspects of institutions are maintained, 

and what aspects are allowed to change? Second, how do actors, both endogenous and 

exogenous to an institution engage in repairing and recreating practices? To answer these 

questions, I offer the institutional core, which incorporates Friedlandôs (2009) institutional 

substance, or essence, Selznickôs organizational and institutional character (1957; 1960; 1992; 

2002; 2008), and related concepts of authenticity and integrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000; 2008). 

In so doing, I address a related question: what is the institutional core of the symphony 

orchestra? Also, by employing a historical case study of the New York Philharmonic, I directly 

address neo-institutionalismôs oft noted ahistorical nature (Suddaby et al., 2014) via a much 

under-represented empirical context, i.e., the ñartsò. 

Foundations: The institutional work perspective 

Since the early 1970s, neo-institutionalism has developed into one of the dominant approaches in 

understanding organizations. A focus of this work in the 1980s concerned the question of why 

organizations within the same organizational field looked so similar (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; 

DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Tolbert & Zucker, 1983). Particular to this line of thought, was the 

ñtotalizingò nature of institutions (Goffman, 1961), where the possibility of human agency was 

difficult, if not impossible. However, this ñoversocialized viewò soon came under criticism 

(Lawrence et al., 2009, p. 4) leading to foundational work within the area of institutional 

entrepreneurship (Eisenstadt, 1980; DiMaggio, 1988), where institutional entrepreneurs were 

afforded significant power to ñleverage resources to create new institutions or to transform 
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existing onesò (Maguire, Hardy & Lawrence, 2004, p. 657). However, this approach also came 

under criticism for its pendulum swing in the location of the true seat of institutional power 

(Lawrence et al., 2009; Suddaby, 2010). According to Lawrence et al. (2009), institutional 

entrepreneurship ñtend[ed] to overemphasize the rational and óheroicô dimension of institutional 

entrepreneurship, while ignoring the fact that all actors, even entrepreneurs, are embedded in an 

institutionally defined contextò (p. 5). Overall, Lawrence et al. (2009) present an alternate focus 

that ñis based on a growing awareness of institutions as products of human action and reaction, 

motivated by both idiosyncratic personal interest and agendas for institutional change or 

preservationò (p. 6). 

Partially in response to the difficulties associated with the institutional entrepreneurship 

literature, and sensitive to both past and present currents within institutional theory that seek to 

explain the role and power of individuals in institutional settings, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) 

introduce a new approach, institutional work, i.e. ñthe purposive action of individuals and 

organizations aimed at creating, maintaining, and disrupting institutionsò (Lawrence & Suddaby, 

2006, p. 215). It is an important interplay of subjects that had been taken up much earlier by 

Selznick (1957) who highlighted the importance of individuals in understanding institutional life: 

ñthe problem is to link the larger view to the more limited one, to see how institutional change is 

produced by, and in turn shapes, the interaction of individuals in day-to-day situationsò (p. 4). In 

later work on the nature of community in a modern world, Selznick (2002) further argues that 

ñindividual persons are created, sustained, and sometimes deformed by their social worldsò (p. 

43). Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) argue that the same fate is true for institutions. 

Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) build upon extant literature ï albeit somewhat lean in form and 

development ï to provide a preliminary framework and research agenda, where both ñindividual 

and collective actorsò (p. 216) become important players within the institutional environment. 

This argument has its origins in the work of Berger and Luckmann (1967) who argued that 

linguistic and symbolic aspects were insufficient for a true understanding of institutions, and that 

institutions are ñódeadô (that is, bereft of subjective reality) unless they are ongoingly óbrought to 

lifeô in actual human conductò (p. 93). Overall, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) highlight three 

key foundational elements of the institutional work perspective: first, actors are characterized by 
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ñawareness, skill and reflexivityò (p. 219); second, actors engage in ñconscious actionò (p. 219) 

as part of their efforts at creating, maintaining, and disrupting institutions; and third, actors and 

action occur ñwithin sets of institutionalized rulesò (p. 220). 

In addition to this preliminary work, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) investigate how a practice 

approach acts as a foundation for future investigation within the institutional work perspective 

(Giddens, 1984; Bourdieu, 1977). Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) draw from this traditionôs focus 

on the ñsituated actions of individuals and groupsò (p. 218), as well as its focus on actors as 

ñknowledgeableò, ñpracticalò, and ñcreativeò (p. 219). Therefore, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) 

offer a practice approach as being particularly useful in understanding how individuals and 

collective actors actively create, maintain, and disrupt institutions over time. 

In their summary of extant research, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) note an overrepresentation of 

institutional creation via the institutional entrepreneurship literature (Eisenstadt 1980; DiMaggio 

1988), and a lack of work in the areas of institutional maintenance and disruption (also Scott, 

2008). Lawrence & Suddaby (2006) highlight a few key contributions in the latter two areas, 

citing Oliver's (1992) theorization of the process of de-institutionalization, and Zuckerôs (1988) 

account of institutional entropy in setting the path for the investigation of institutional 

maintenance. While institutional maintenance and disruption have been developed in the 

literature since, much work remains. 

Considering this established theoretical foundation, the institutional work perspective positions 

only certain actors as capable of institutional work. I therefore, give considerable attention to the 

types of actors involved in maintaining the symphony orchestra over time. Second, drawing from 

the practice approach, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) position institutional work as ñintelligent, 

situated institutional actionò (p. 219), which points to the importance of context, including 

historical context. I therefore, focus on the empirical example of the New York Philharmonic in 

addressing the actors, and collective actors, involved in maintaining this institution over time.  

In a follow up volume, Lawrence et al. (2009) offer further insights into the theoretical 

underpinnings of the institutional work perspective, as well as the work of several authors who 

investigate institutional work both theoretically and empirically. Lawrence et al. (2009) offer a 
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research agenda that highlights several significant issues. First, these authors emphasize the need 

for further theorization on the relationships between institutions, individuals, and agency, in 

particular, actorsô agentic capacity within institutional environments, and the significance of a 

practice approach. In particular, Lawrence et al. (2009) focus on the ñpractical actionsò (p. 1) of 

individuals within institutions, though with the understanding that institutions impact individual 

behavior. Further, they also emphasize a recursive relationship between institutions and 

individuals (Giddens, 1984; Fairclough, 1992; Archer, 1995; Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Phillips et 

al., 2004; Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Barley, 2008; Lawrence et al, 2009). However, in this 

thesis, I extend this foundation both theoretically and empirically by emphasizing several 

inextricable relationships. For example, one cannot have institutions without individuals, and 

individuals similarly rely on institutions for organizing their social worlds. In the same way, at 

the empirical level, the institution of the symphony orchestra is characterized by several 

inextricable relationships, between composers, the repertoire, soloists, conductors, and the 

orchestra itself. 

Second, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) also highlight three key elements of both individual and 

collective actors: first, the nature of their ñskillò and ñreflexivityò, i.e., actions, over outcomes; 

second, their capacity for ñconsciousò as well as habitual action; and third, their work within the 

influence of ñinstitutionalized rulesò (Lawrence et al., 2009, p. 7). Later, Lawrence et al. (2009) 

expand their exploration of institutional work to include three salient issues in institutional 

theory, i.e., the nature of human ñaccomplishment and unintended consequences, intentionality, 

and effortò (p. 9). 

Following this foundational work, the institutional work perspective has not only been taken up 

more and more by theorists within organizational theory, but also those of strategy (Ben Slimane, 

2012; Tempel & Walgenbach, 2012; Perkmann & Spicer, 2008), human resource management 

(Dorado, 2010; Currie, Lockett, Finn, Martin, & Waring, 2012) and innovation (Ritvala & 

Kleymann, 2012). Beyond this breadth of application, Lawrence et al. (2009) further demarcate 

institutional workôs linkage to practice, citing its potential in ñgenerat[ing] conversations which 

might bridge the interest of those who study institutions and organization, and those who work in 

themò (p. 2). This position is supported by Dover and Lawrence (2010) who argue that while 
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positioned to contribute in more practical settings, the institutional work perspective is still not 

known, understood, or employed by managers. Therefore, the institutional work perspective 

balances theoretical and practical concerns, making a clear effort to link with those individuals 

under study. 

Focus: Maintaining institutions 

I focus on maintaining institutions, the second of the three areas of institutional work (Lawrence 

& Suddaby, 2006). In earlier approaches, organizational theory assumed that its object of inquiry 

naturally persisted over time, owning a type of inertia (Hannan & Freeman, 1984). Further, other 

theories have addressed the question of how organizations persist or endure over time. 

Stinchcombe (1965) offers the notion of imprinting at the time ï and within the context ï of 

founding, in explaining the creation and persistence of particular institutional forms. However, 

the institutional work perspective argues that institutional maintenance is a necessary element in 

institutional life, i.e., ñeven powerful institutions require maintenance so that those institutions 

remain relevant and effectiveò (Lawrence et al., 2009, p. 8).  

In examining extant literature, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) highlight two key areas of 

institutional maintenance, including work that focuses on ñensuring adherence to rule systemsò 

(p. 230) citing the work of Leblebici, Salancik, Copay, and King (1991), Fox-Wolfgramm, Boal, 

and Hunt (1998), and Schuler (1996), and ñreproducing existing norms and belief systemsò (p. 

230), citing the work of Holm (1995), Townley (2002), Angus (1993), Townley (1997), and 

Zilber (2002). In particular, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) highlight a ñcontinuum of 

ócomprehensibilityôò (p. 234) in describing these two types of maintenance, i.e., actors are either 

acutely aware of such maintenance efforts, i.e., rules, or largely unaware of their purpose or 

outcome, i.e., norms/beliefs.  

I investigate the applicability of these two focal areas, but with a sensitivity to the particularity of 

maintenance activities within the specific institutional context of the symphony orchestra. 

Further, these two types of maintenance activities point to the actions of actors who enjoy the 

power of position (e.g., management). Might there be other, less conventional positions, where 

maintenance activities reside, both internal and external to the particular institution or member 
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organization? The nature of rules and norms/beliefs are, therefore, included in the theorization of 

the institutional core. 

A particular conundrum of the institutional maintenance literature concerns the nature of 

maintenance. The literature often conflates concepts of reproduction, diffusion, and maintenance, 

including the use of such descriptors as persistence, inertia, as well as others. This problem is 

noted by Lawrence et al. (2009), who call for ñconstruct definition and clarityò (p. 9). In many 

ways, such confusion at this point is understandable. As the area of institutional work continues 

to develop, construct clarity and the relationships between various constructs, will be refined 

over time. 

Finally, Lawrence et al. (2009) also note several areas for future research including what types of 

actors are particularly suited for institutional work, what factors thwart or encourage that work, 

and what types of practices constitute institutional work. In general, I incorporate these issues in 

addressing maintenance within the context of the symphony orchestra, following Lawrence et 

al.ôs (2009) focus on action over accomplishment. 

Maintenance: Most recent work 

In their own response to earlier work (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Lawrence et al., 2009), 

Lawrence et al. (2011) reiterate the importance of developing an understanding of institutional 

work in relation to institutions via intentionality and effort, and further highlight the importance 

of such key aspects as ñlived experience of organizational actorsò (p. 52) and ñunintended 

consequencesò (p. 53). They also point to three new focal areas for institutional work: ñbringing 

the individual back into institutional theory, help[ing] to re-examine the relationship between 

agency and institutions, and provid[ing] a bridge between critical and institutional views of 

organizationò (Lawrence et al., 2011, p. 52). In particular, I focus on an individual member of the 

institution of the symphony orchestra, i.e. the New York Philharmonic, as well as key disruptions 

created by individuals, as well as attended to by individuals, as a means of addressing 

maintenance of the institutional core.  



14 

 

More recent work in the maintenance of institutions includes empirical work focusing on a 

diverse range of issues. These emergent themes include the impact of rituals and artefacts 

(Dacin, Munir, & Tracey, 2010; Blanc & Huault, 2014), corporate governance systems amidst 

regulatory reform (Adegbite & Nakajima, 2012), creative and strategic practices necessary to 

overcome tendencies for entropy (Dover & Lawrence, 2010), microprocesses of institutional 

maintenance (Lok & De Rond, 2013), and maintaining more general institutional aspects such as 

legitimacy (Patriotta, Gond, & Schultz, 2011). 

A final consideration concerns what is investigated during institutional maintenance work. As 

asserted by Delahaye, Booth, Clark, Procter, and Rowlinson (2009), ñorganization theory is 

largely preoccupied with analysis of talk as textò (p. 29). However, Carroll (2002) notes the 

significant power of ñrituals, symbols, and visual imagesò (p. 557) in organizational life 

throughout history. Phillips et al. (2004) further note that texts ñtake a variety of forms, including 

written documents, verbal reports, artwork, spoken words, pictures, symbols, buildings and other 

artefactsò (p. 636). Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) also discuss the merits of a semiotic approach 

that focuses on the interplay between non-linguistic aspects and the institutional work 

perspective. Overall, I address the nature of both physical objects and artifacts, such as the 

compact disc and video recordings, but also ephemeral, yet potent ñobjectsò, such as live sound 

and the act of performance. 

Disruption: An integrated approach to institutional work 

In addressing institutional work, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) formulate three areas of study, 

creating, maintaining, and disrupting institutions. However, an important aspect of institutional 

work resides in the boundaries (or lack of boundaries) between these three categories. Focusing 

on single forms of institutional work can be complemented by taking an integrated approach, 

which allows the various forms of institutional work to be cast in the light of contrast. This type 

of approach emphasizes that one cannot know stability without knowing change, maintenance 

activities are defined and refined within times of disruption, and persistence is learned through 

resistance. 



15 

 

From the early work of Selznick (1949/1953), who highlighted the capacity of actors to act 

within institutions, and later studies of deinstitutionalization by Oliver (1991; 1992), a clear line 

between the various forms of institutional work is not necessarily emphasized. Later studies in 

institutional entrepreneurship also acknowledge interplay between creative and disruptive action. 

Maguire et al. (2004) cast institutional entrepreneurs as those actors that ñleverage resources to 

create new institutions or to transform existing onesò (p. 5). Further, a more integrated or holistic 

approach was signaled by Lawrence and Suddaby (2006). Concerning maintenance, Lawrence 

and Suddaby (2006) emphasize that ñinstitutional work that maintains institutions involves 

considerable effort, and often occurs as a consequence of change [emphasis added] in the 

organization or its environmentò (p. 234). While Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) do not preclude 

maintenance during times of relative calm, they do impress that maintenance work is often in 

reaction to internal and external disruptions. Such maintenance work is much easier to see in the 

light of disruption: ñUnderstanding how institutions maintain themselves, thus, must focus on 

understanding how actors are able to effect processes of persistence and stability in the context 

of upheaval and changeò (p. 234). As well, while Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) argue that 

creation and disruption are distinct, they do not preclude their interaction over time.  

The following section outlines Selznickôs approach to disruption, as well as extant work that 

focuses on either disruption, all three types of institutional work in tandem, or the integration of 

maintenance and disruption. I then offer an integrated approach to maintenance and disruption, 

with associated propositions.  

Institutional disruption: Selznickôs early work 

As noted by Lawrence and Suddaby (2006), the early work of Selznick (1949/1953) not only 

addresses varied responses to institutional forces, but the potential for disruptive work by 

individual or collective actors. A survey of Selznickôs (1949/1953) work shows early hints by 

way of ñinherent dilemmasò (p. 69), whereby ñsocial structures are precipitants of behavior 

undertaken in many directions and for many purposes. Mutual adaptation establishes only an 

uneasy equilibrium. This in turn is continuously modified and disrupted as the consequences of 

action ramify in unanticipated waysò (p. 69). For Selznick (1949/1953), such dilemmas form the 

unique problems that face leaders, who must ñfind a means, through compromise, restraint, and 
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persuasion, to resolve tensions and escape dilemmasò (p. 69). For Selznick (1949/1953), a 

significant distinction is that such ñtension does not mean defeat, nor does dilemma enforce 

paralysisò (p. 69). Therefore, actors seeking to maintain an institution over time, should not only 

expect such disruptions, but consider them an important part of maintenance over time. 

While dilemmas and disruptions are expected, Selznick (1957) does affirm that certain aspects at 

the organizational level, must be maintained: 

Leadership has a dual task. It must win the consent of constituent units, in order to 

maximize voluntary co-operation, and therefore must permit emergent interest blocs a 

wide degree of representation. At the same time, in order to hold the helm, it must see 

that a balance of power appropriate to the fulfillment of key commitments will be 

maintained. (pp. 63-64) 

Here Selznick (1957) highlights maintaining ñkey commitmentsò (p. 64), an organizational 

aspect that points to the maintenance of the institutional core. Further, Selznick (1960) links the 

maintenance of such core aspects with organizational and institutional survival:  

We are necessarily interested in social pathology, in appraising the capacity of 

institutions to meet, within their own terms, the requirements of self-maintenance. Self-

maintenance, of course, refers to the preservation of central values and purposes as well 

as the bare continuity of organizational existence. (p. 276)  

However, Selznick (1960) also offers a clear warning: ñwhere values weaken, manipulability 

risesò (p. 308). Without attending to the institutional core, actors face the prospect of losing 

control, even to another institution with which it coexists. According to Selznick (1960), 

organizations are not immune to disruptions, such as opportunism, within a political landscape: 

ñput as a general rule we may say: Under conditions of political combat, those who have no firm 

values of their own become the instruments of the values of othersò (p. 308). Selznick (2002) 

also casts disruptive work within the act of compromise, a process that requires a firm foundation 

of organizational principles: 
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A compromise is unprincipled ï indeed, is no true compromise at all ï if it is mainly 

rhetorical or cosmetic, without promise of a constructive outcome. And if reconciliation 

is a relevant principle, some kinds of compromise are inescapable and desirable. 

Everything depends on the nature of the compromise and just how principles affect it. It 

is not compromise as such that should be rejected, but compromise divorced form the 

values that should govern its course and outcome. (pp. 37-38) 

While disruption and change are possible, Selznick (2002) infers that an institutional core must 

ultimately govern such compromises.  

Selznickôs (2002) description of ñresponsive institutionsò (p. 11) is particularly useful in 

understanding how organizations and institutions deal with disruptions over time, and the 

expectations around the complexities that they must deal with on a day-to-day basis: 

Conservatives worry about institutions, especially when they are vulnerable to the 

corrosive pressures of a market economy and populist democracy. Communitarians 

recognize and resists such pressures, yet insist that institutions should be responsive. 

Responsive institutions defend their distinctive values and missions, yet are open to 

voices and interests hitherto unheard or disregarded. Responsive institutions are not rigid 

or complacent. They are nourished by criticism as well as by trust. (p. 11) 

In particular, change ï rather than rigidity ï characterizes responsive institutions. Further, 

Selznick (2002) also ties the importance of responsiveness with integrity via the institutional 

example of the state:  

A government is responsive when it protects its own integrity, mainly by adhering to 

constitutional principles, while remaining open to the claims of new interests and 

responsibilities, including interests hitherto unheard and responsibilities hitherto unmet. 

A responsive government views itself as part of a wider system of ideas and institutions, 

from which it draws its strength ï and which demands participation. (p. 11) 

Selznick (2002), therefore, suggests that while disruption is inevitable, institutions must maintain 

a core set of functions, structures and practices over time. Further, he suggests that we can only 
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identify the elements of that core empirically, by observing what can and cannot be allowed to 

change. Stated another way, the test of whether a function, structure or practice constitutes the 

institutional core is whether its disruption triggers a need for institutional repair, or allows for 

recreation over time: 

Proposition 1A: Disruptions that target the institutional core will initiate institutional 

maintenance work to repair the disruption.  

Proposition 1B: Disruptions that target peripheral or non-core elements of an institution 

will not initiate institutional maintenance work and will be allowed to change over time. 

Institutional disruption: Extant literature 

Theoretical, methodological and empirical work that addresses disruption follows the 

foundational work offered by Lawrence and Suddaby (2006). Drawing from Lamont and Molnar 

(2002), who focus on ñsocial and symbolicò boundaries (p. 167), Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) 

first cast disruption as ñredefining, recategorizing, reconfiguring, abstracting, problematizing 

and, generally, manipulating the social and symbolic boundaries that constitute institutionsò (p. 

238). A focus on disruption is then taken up by Symon, Buehring, Johnson, and Cassell (2008), 

who focus on institutional disruptions via rhetorical strategies, in particular the ñillegitimate 

institutionalizationò (p. 1316) of quantitative research within the management literature, and ñthe 

positioning of qualitative research as legitimate resistance to this institutionalizationò (p. 1316). 

Disruption is cast within a context of ñcontradictory meaningsò (Symon et al., 2008, p. 1329) 

with discourse used in both maintenance and disruptive activities. In particular, Symon et al. 

(2008) focus on disruptive work of institutional members to actively change the status quo, 

typical of the nature of disruptive work highlighted by Lawrence and Suddaby (2006). 

Earlier work around disruption also sought a new balance between macro and micro concerns as 

seen in Maguire and Hardyôs (2009) study of ñoutsider-drivenò (p. 148) deinstitutionalization 

within the historical context of DDT use between 1962 and 1972. Taking a discourse 

perspective, Maguire and Hardy (2009) investigate problematizations that are later ñtranslatedò 

(p. 152), which not only change outsider discourses, but lead to practices disappearing, i.e., 
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radical change. Practices disappear when discourses not only highlight how current practices are 

untenable, but also how other arrangements could be more acceptable (Maguire & Hardy, 2009). 

Maguire and Hardy (2009) coin the term ñdefensive institutional work: the purposive action of 

individuals and organizations aimed at countering disruptive institutional workò (p. 169).  

In addition to these empirical examples, Dansou and Langley (2012) offer conventionalist 

theory, including the notion of test, as an alternate lens for addressing institutional work and 

institutional change. Here, tests are defined as ñmoments in which challenges to unfolding action 

may occur, and through which actors seek to confirm or readjust the conditions and principles 

shaping ongoing activitiesò (Dansou & Langley, 2012, p. 504). These authors focus on Boltanski 

and Th®venotôs (1999) ñmoments critiques (critical moments)ò (p. 359), as well as the ñmicro-

processes underlying the possible persistence or change of socially constructed legitimating 

systemsò (Dansou & Langley, 2012, p. 505). Similar to the work of Heaphy (2013), a micro-

perspective is paired with an understanding of macro processes as a means to address ñhow and 

why institutional work occurs, and the relationship between human agency (micro-actions) and 

institutions (macro-influences)ò (p. 505). Drawing from the work of Zietsma and Lawrence 

(2010), Dansou and Langley (2012) also avoid linear patterns of action in the face of such 

ñcritical momentsò (Boltanski & Th®venot, 1999, p. 359), but rather focus on collections of 

ñexperimental work and collaborative or competitive actions, leading to institutional change, 

persistence or ongoing institutional conflictò (Dansou & Langley, 2012, p. 508). Overall, 

moments of test expands our understanding of institutional work via ñthree key dimensions 

associated with actorsô questioning or reproduction of constitutive value frameworks: agency, 

relationality and temporalityò (Dansou & Langley, 2012, p. 503).  

Integrating institutional work: Extant literature 

In addition to a focus on disruption, several authors further the institutional work perspective by 

addressing all three types of institutional work simultaneously, or by focusing on the interaction 

of two. Taking a logics approach to pluralistic institutional contexts, where pluralistic institutions 

are characterized by the ñcoexistence of alternate, legitimate, and potentially competing 

strategies within a single organizationò (Jarzabkowski, Matthiesen, & Van de Ven, 2009, p. 285), 

Jarzabkowski et al. (2009) find that creative and disruptive action is part of regular maintenance 
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activities. In particular, ñcreation work may thus occur not only to generate a new institution but 

also to allow actors working within existing institutions to create óspaceô for other, contradictory 

logics to coexist with their ownò (Jarzabkowski et al., 2009, p. 310). Further, Hirsch and Bermiss 

(2009), in their investigation of the Czech Republicôs road to capitalism, find that the various 

types of institutional work often occur simultaneously, while Trank and Washington (2009) 

describe the difficulty in finding ñclear boundariesò (p. 257) in their investigation of the 

maintenance of institutions via ñlegitimating organizationsò (p. 257). 

Utilizing the context of the British Columbia coastal forest industry, Zietsma and Lawrence 

(2010) focus on the simultaneous occurrence of the three types of institutional work as part of 

their investigation of practice work, boundary work and the interplay of the two in effecting 

change. Zietsma and Lawrence (2010) aim ñto understand how boundary work and practice work 

affect each other, how they together affect institutional change and stability, and what conditions 

lead to shifts in a field from stability to change and from change to stabilityò (p. 191). They find 

that these various actions work recursively as part of ñcycles of institutional stability, conflict, 

innovation, and restabilizationò (Zietsma & Lawrence, 2010, p. 212). 

Drawing from the work of Hallett (2010), Empson, Cleaver, and Allen (2013) also focus on the 

simultaneous appearance of creation, maintenance and disruption, within the context of large 

international law firms. Investigating both the micro-foundations and micro-dynamics of 

institutional work, these authors focus on the institutional partnership between two professional 

types that make use of their relative social positions to shift from a traditional to ñcorporatized 

partnershipò (Empson et al., 2013, p. 811). An additional feature of Empson et al. (2013) 

concerns the distributed nature of agency, as well as how actors perform institutional work in 

non-linear ways. In particular, these authors question why some institutions seem to form a more 

restrictive context while others allow and even foster institutional work (Empson et al., 2013). 

Further, Empson et al. (2013) also reference an ecological approach whereby institutional work 

is carried via ñmultiple actors and multiple institutionsò (p. 837). 

To these papers focusing on all three types of institutional work, the coexistence of maintenance 

and disruption in particular, is taken up by Hargrave and Van de Ven (2009), who focus on work 

directed for innovation, utilizing the many tensions inherent in institutional settings. In 
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addressing maintenance and disruption, Hargrave and Van de Ven (2009) highlight three forms 

of contradictions: ñstability/changeò (p. 124), ñstructure/actionò (p. 124), and ñinternal/externalò 

(p. 124). From these contradictions, Hargrave and Van de Ven (2009) go on to argue that 

stability and maintenance can be drawn from disruption: ñto stabilize and maintain institutions, 

incumbents must disrupt disrupters and respond to changing conditions by continually revising 

existing arrangementsò (pp. 129-130). Overall, competition and contradiction are cast as 

ñmutually supportiveò (Hargrave and Van de Ven, 2009, p. 132), while ñincumbentsô and 

challengersô strategies are interdependentò (Hargrave and Van de Ven, 2009, p. 132). Overall, 

Hargrave and Van de Ven (2009) depict a very complex context, with actors responsible for both 

maintaining and disrupting an institutional environment. 

Finally, Heaphy (2013) investigates the maintenance of institutionalized roles in the face of 

ñeveryday breachesò (p. 1291) via the empirical context of Veterans Health Administration 

hospitals. Drawn from the work of ethnomethodologists, such breaches consist of day-to-day 

disruptions, that are typically ñsmaller-scale, [and] less intentionalò (Heaphy, 2013, p. 1308). 

Heaphyôs (2013) work therefore presents a type of breach quite dissimilar to Lawrence and 

Suddabyôs (2006) more intentional and highly disruptive actions. In particular, maintenance 

work is enacted by key actors, i.e. patient advocates, who employ rules to ñrestore, clarify, or 

initiate organizational changes in rules, all to maintain institutionalized role expectationsò 

(Heaphy, 2013, p. 1291). Heaphy (2013) also focuses on several key aspects relating to 

maintenance and disruption, i.e., when and how maintenance occurs, as well as who does the 

maintenance, and why they are in the best position to do this work. As with the work of Empson 

et al. (2013), Heaphy (2013) shifts the focus away from macro concerns, i.e., of the institution or 

organization, to micro concerns, i.e., of individuals. In particular, Heaphy (2013) determines that 

individuals involved in institutional work are not the typically powerful ones, but rather ñlower-

power actorsò (p. 1311). 

In sum, I argue that a single focus on one of the three types of institutional work can be 

complemented by a more integrated approach. In particular, it is difficult to envision 

maintenance work in the absence of disruption. This raises several questions. Does maintenance 

occur in the face of crisis, as well as times of relative calm? How does maintenance work change 
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after a crisis has been averted? Further, are the origins of disruptions a significant factor? Do 

disruptions originate internally, or do they arise from the external environment? Are the 

maintenance activities largely proactive or reactive?  

Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) point to a high level of complexity in their definition of 

maintenance: ñinstitutional work aimed at maintaining institutions involves supporting, 

repairing, or recreating the social mechanisms that ensure complianceò (p. 230). In other words, 

a variety of activities are necessary to address a variety of maintenance situations, one of which 

may include the presence of significant disruption. Further, Lawrence et al. (2009) also describe 

a variety of possible proactive or reactive maneuvers: institutional work is ñbased on a growing 

awareness of institutions as products of human action and reaction [emphasis added], motivated 

by both idiosyncratic personal interests and agendas for institutional change or preservationò (p. 

6). 

Further, of the three types of institutional work, it is not so surprising that both disruptive and 

maintenance work are still under-studied. This signals that maintenance and disruption actually 

hold a special relationship within institutional action. While Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) argue 

that disrupting institutions ñinvolves institutional work that is distinct from that associated with 

the creation of new institutionsò (p. 235), they do not mention the same for maintenance and 

disruption, in fact, they often suggest their close connection. Unlike the literature on change that 

focuses on a result, disruption focuses on a process, a process built on an inherent relationship 

between maintenance and disruption over time.  

This potentially symbiotic relationship aligns with a more integrative approach within the 

institutional work literature, but also aligns with early institutionalismôs emphasis on 

relationships. As stated by Lawrence et al. (2009), institutionalism has attended to ñrelationships 

among organizations and the fields in which they operateò (p. 1). This stance is later 

reemphasized by the institutional work perspective, which focusses on the ñinterplay of actors, 

agency, and institutionsò (Lawrence et al., 2009, p. 3). In particular, I contribute to this growing 

body of literature, especially in terms of understanding maintenance, the relationship that 

maintenance work has with disruption, and how this work plays out within the largely 

overlooked context of the arts, specifically, the symphony orchestra.  



23 

 

While extant literature has tended to focus on one of three types of institutional work, some 

research has either focused on two or even all three types. I argue that that this diversity of 

approach is integral to furthering our understanding of institutional work over time. In particular, 

maintenance and disruption, while notably under-researched, constitutes a natural dyad. 

Therefore, the institutional core will be maintained via a complex and varied set of actions: 

Proposition 2: Maintenance work includes supporting mechanisms (that further the 

institutional core), repairing mechanisms (that repair disruptions), and recreating 

mechanisms (that allow for change at the periphery). 

An integrated model of institutional work 

A strong argument exists to continue to build a complementary research stream that focuses on 

the interdependence of creation, maintenance and disruption activities, and in particular, between 

maintenance and disruptive forms. While it makes sense to peel apart creative, maintenance, and 

disruptive actions in the search of understanding, I argue for a complementary stream of work 

that embraces an integrated approach. I theorize the nature of maintenance amidst disruption, 

within the empirical context of the symphony orchestra. 

The following diagram depicts a more dynamic approach, reflecting often ñmessyò institutional 

settings (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1: An integrated model of institutional work 

 

Creation

DisruptionMaintenance



24 

 

  

This model does not preclude having creation, maintenance and disruption work stand on their 

own. However, this model does emphasize that the three types of institutional work could be 

considered in dyad form or as a group working concurrently. While this model does deviate from 

a more deliberate, linear approach to the institutional lifecycle, i.e., birth, life, and death, it does 

provide the opportunity for a more nuanced approach to that lifecycle, focusing on times of 

transition as well as relative stasis. 

In sum, these arguments lead to a third proposition that states: 

Proposition 3: New avenues of understanding the nature of maintaining of institutions 

over time can be gleaned by observing maintenance during (and following) times of 

disruption, i.e., institutional work can benefit from an integrated, dynamic approach. 

The nature of institutional disruption 

Disruption carries a multitude of possibilities that are pertinent to the nature of maintenance. 

Earlier work includes Zuckerôs (1988) account of entropy, where disruption is set as an inherent 

characteristic of institutions. Fligstein (2001) makes a distinction between disruption during 

times of reproduction vs. times of crisis and change. Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) also argue 

that disruption can originate from institutional actors intent on ñattacking or undermining the 

mechanisms that lead members to comply with institutionsò (p. 235). These disruptions signal 

the presence of internal actors unhappy with the status quo, and seeking change. To these 

perspectives, our understanding of disruption can be complemented by a counterpoint of several 

additional forms within a developing typology. Disruption could include a distinction between 

unintentional and intentional means, external and internal impetus, as well as other possibilities. 

Having a greater range of disruption types also shifts our current view of disruptions, which 

tends to be characterized by a heavy negative overtone: disruption erupts when unhappy 

institutional members resist the confines of institutional life. However, disruption could also be 

cast in a more positive and proactive light. For example, external or internal disruption could 

motivate and focus the work of institutional actors to maintain an accepted and valued 
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institutional order. Disruption could also direct institutional efforts to change peripheral aspects 

of the institution to build a stronger institutional core.  

Glynn (2002) adopts this position in her study of change at the Atlantic Symphony during a time 

of upheaval between management and the players:  

The conflict of the strike, and the emergence of a pronounced managerialism, seemed to 

excite aesthetic ideology and give it expressioné Interestingly, then, conflict can 

function not only to create cultural institutions but also to sustain them; institutional 

constraints may thus give rise to the creative impulse in arts organizations. (p. 84) 

Therefore, if the institutional work perspective argues for individual and collective actors 

characterized by ñawareness, skill and reflexivityò (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, p. 219), as well 

as ñconscious actionò (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, p. 219), a definitional focus on rebelling 

institutional actors amidst ñsets of institutionalized rulesò (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, p. 220) is 

strongly phrased for some contexts. Disruption can be cast as part of ongoing work in 

maintaining institutions over time.  

Overall, a study of both maintenance and disruptive activities remains an under-studied realm 

within the institutional work literature. As stated by Lawrence and Suddaby (2006), ñwe simply 

do not know much about the work done by actors to disrupt institutionsò (p. 238). Many 

questions remain, such as those around the diversity of disruptive action, including internal or 

external actors, intended or unintended consequences, and their target, i.e., core or peripheral 

aspects. 

Individual and collective work 

Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) focus on three key aspects of individual and collective actors who 

perform institutional work: ñawareness, skill and reflexivityò (p. 219), ñconscious actionò (p. 

219), and ñaction which is aimed at changing the institutional order of an organizational field 

occurs within sets of institutionalized rulesò (p. 220). Within such ñsets of institutionalized rulesò 

(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, p. 220), the institutional core becomes useful in determining what 

change is possible during times of maintenance and disruption. In particular, the awareness of 
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key actors helps direct efforts in maintaining central aspects, while disrupting peripheral aspects. 

Paired with skill, these distinctions are understood and achieved, while highly reflexive 

individuals counter shifts in the institutional environment. Therefore, I argue that such 

institutionalized rules are reflective of the institutional core, which dictates what is core to an 

institution and its members, and directs how the institution is maintained over time, including 

how disruptions are dealt with on a day-to-day basis. 

Proposition 4: Institutional repair can occur both endogenously (by actors inside the 

institution) and exogenously (by actors outside the institution but who exist in an 

ecological relationship with the institution). In both instances, institutional repair is 

facilitated by actorôs awareness, skill and reflexivity. 

Lawrence and Suddabyôs (2006) conceptualization of institutional disruption also highlights 

three main categorizations: ñdisconnecting sanctions/rewardsò (p. 235), ñdisassociating moral 

foundationsò (p. 236), and ñundermining assumptions and beliefsò (p. 237). Especially in the 

second category, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) reference disruptions that target something 

similar to the institutional core, i.e., a moral foundation. The first and third categories could 

reference disruptions targeting the institutional core; however, they do not preclude aspects at the 

periphery. Overall, the target of these types of disruptions matters and may dictate the nature of 

the disruption and repair work as part of maintenance activities. 

Later work by Lawrence et al. (2009) casts institutional work in terms of ñaccomplishment and 

unintended consequences, intentionality, and effortò (p. 9). In terms of intentionality, Lawrence 

et al. (2009) reference the work of Emirbayer and Mische (1998) who note three possible foci: 

past, present, and future (p. 12). Further, Lawrence et al. (2009), argue that ñinstitutional work 

can be understood as physical or mental effort done in order to achieve an effect on an institution 

or institutionsò (p. 15). In other words, in addition to the effort necessary for maintaining an 

institution, it also takes considerable effort to disrupt, so there may well be significant reasons 

behind both internal and externally derived disruptions. 

In sum, I apply these four propositions concerning the nature of maintenance amidst disruption 

to the context of the symphony orchestra, and the specific organizational context of the New 
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York Philharmonic. In particular, this powerful art institution offers the necessary history to 

address such aspects of maintenance and disruption over time. The following section addresses 

my conceptualization the institutional core, drawing from Friedlandôs (2009) institutional 

substance, or essence, Selznickôs (1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008) institutional and organizational 

character, as well as related concepts of authenticity and integrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000; 

2008).  

The institutional core 

In developing a theory of the maintenance of institutions, I offer the institutional core, i.e., as the 

foundational aspect of institutions maintained over time, set amidst peripheral aspects that allow 

for change in varying and changing contexts. The concept of the institutional core (see Figure 2) 

is derived from Friedlandôs (2009) institutional substance, or essence, Selznickôs (1957; 1960; 

1992; 2002; 2008) organizational and institutional character, as well as related concepts of 

authenticity and integrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000; 2008). 

Figure 2: Key elements of the institutional core 
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Friedland and institutional substance, or essence 

As described previously, in developing our understanding of institutional maintenance, further 

clarity is necessary around what constitutes maintenance. Is change possible? If so, how much? 

What kind? And when? Overall, Friedland (2009) is aptly positioned to contribute, especially in 

terms of institutional substance, or essence.  

Institutional substance and the institutional work perspective 

Friedland (2009) defines institutional substance as ñthe central object of an institutional field and 

the principle of its unity...the foundation, or essenceò (p. 56). Several questions arise when 

assessing how institutional substance inform the institutional work perspective. Does the work 

involved in creating an institution primarily lie in developing, or making clear, its institutional 

substance? Does institutional maintenance concern the tending of an institutionôs substance? If 

substance is actively maintained, is change possible in peripheral aspects? 

To answer such questions, some understanding of Friedlandôs (2009) conception of an institution 

is necessary. One finding of early institutionalists was that as institutional fields develop over 

time, organizational actors often adopt practices that become ñinfused with value beyond the 

technical requirements of the task at handò (Selznick, 1957, p. 17). While actively taken up by 

neo-institutionalists (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), this position is rejected by Friedland (2009): 

Institutions are not, as in the original statements of institutional theory, forms of social 

organization invested with value beyond their practical effects, or as later work showed, 

with practical effects because they are legitimate net of the practicality (DiMaggio and 

Powell, 1983). They are themselves practical regimes of valuation, in the sense that they 

constitute institutional objects of value. (p. 50)  

Friedlandôs (2009) institutions are ñobjects of valueò (p. 50), therefore, the context of the 

symphony orchestra forms its own ñobject of valueò. This perspective is also articulated by 

Bensman (1983) who focuses on the communication of such value within the arts, as well as its 

inter-connected nature within a wider social context: 
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The performing arts are means of communication that embody societal, cultural, and 

political values that are also present in the non-performing arts as well as in religion, 

philosophy, politics, and public opinion; but they also embody the special values and 

assertion of values of art as an activity itself and those of each respective performing art. 

(p. 15) 

However, Selznick (1957) does emphasize key relationships that develop between organizations 

and individuals, ones that I argue are significant to the symphony orchestra.  

Whenever individuals become attached to an organization or a way of doing things as 

persons rather than as technicians, the result is a prizing of the device for its own sake. 

From the standpoint of the committed person, the organization is changed from an 

expendable tool into a valued source of personal satisfaction. (p. 17) 

Therefore, following Selznick (1957), the symphony orchestra is not an ñexpendable 

toolò (p. 17), but rather ña valued source of personal satisfactionò (p. 17). 

Both perspectives have merit and draw attention to key aspects of the institutional core. 

Specifically, institutions are objects of considerable value beyond their technical or use value, 

therefore, constituting forms that are maintained over time. Further, institutions are characterized 

by relationships with other institutions, organizations and individuals, which develop over a 

significant amount of time. 

Nonetheless, Friedland (2009) offers institutional substance as something that institutions, 

organizations and individuals value. Drawing from the work of Aristotle, Friedland (2009) also 

positions institutional substance as ñthe central object of an institutional field and the principle of 

its unity... the foundation, or essence, of a thing which cannot be reduced to its accidental 

properties [emphasis added] which attach to it nor to the materiality of its instancesò (p. 56). 

Friedland (2009) argues that ñaccidental propertiesò (p. 56) are separate from an unchanging 

ñinstitutional substanceò (p. 56). Might institutional change therefore reside in these ñaccidental 

propertiesò (Friedland, 2009, p. 56)? And if so, what might they be? I argue that while the 
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institutional core is unchanging, change is possible in such ñaccidental propertiesò, i.e., 

malleable, peripheral aspects, as necessary to suit contextual needs over time. 

Friedland (2009) also notes that institutional substance is often difficult to articulate, even by 

those who understand its value. This apparent ephemerality is repeatedly emphasized by 

Friedland (2009): 

A substance exceeds its attributes, cannot be reduced to a thingôs materiality, and thus 

cannot be described, only pointed to and obsessively named. While the category of 

substance may be epistemologically problematic, it captures institutional reality rather 

well. Like Aristotleôs soul as the substance of human, an institutional substance does not 

exist; it is rather an absent presence [emphasis added] necessary to institutional life. (p. 

57) 

In the same light, the virtuoso violinist, Yehudi Menuhin, argued that music had a specific power 

to ñcommunicate the intangibleò (Menuhin, 1969, p. 153). If true, then a specific and powerful 

relationship exists between the institutional core and artistic action. 

Friedland (2009) goes on to describe the goal of such a structure: ñThe telos of each institutional 

field is to produce, accumulate, control, distribute, manage, express, perform or access the 

substanceò (p. 64). Further, Friedland (2009) highlights institutional substance as ñthe highest, 

most general value in a fieldò (p. 64) that provides a foundation that goes beyond the practical: 

ñEvery institution rests on transcendent claims, on a metaphysical foundation that cannot be 

reduced to the phenomenal world, even if it does not invoke a Godò (p. 64). Overall, I present the 

institutional core via the symphony orchestra, drawing from Friedlandôs (2009) 

conceptualization of an institutional substance, or essence, as well as ñaccidental propertiesò that 

change over time in response to key disruptions. 

Institutional substance and action 

In general, Friedlandôs (2009) institutional substance strongly complements current 

conceptualizations of institutional work, including the recursive relationship between institution 

and individual, and the importance of action through practice: ñall objects of institutional life are 
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dually constituted, both conceptually and practically, as categories that point to objects of action, 

and actors who engage in material practices that enact themò (p. 51). Further, Friedland (2009) 

offers the following analogy to describe such an institutional substance: ñInstitutional substance 

is an absent presence towards and around which practice incessantly moves, known only through 

this movement, not unlike the way a space is known through its architectural enclosureò (p. 63). 

In other words, to understand how institutions are maintained over time, practical, individual 

action must also be considered. However, in many ways, Friedland (2009) only alludes to many 

aspects in his writing, leaving space for further theorization of how institutional substance is 

expressed within specific contexts. 

In the case of the symphony orchestra and its maintenance over time, I focus on practices and the 

individuals that enact them, as well as how disruptions are dealt with over time. Drawing from 

Friedland (2009), several key questions arise. Which individuals ñspeak and actò (p. 61) the 

symphony orchestra ñinto existenceò (p. 61)? What practices ñmak[e] the invisible substance 

visibleò (p. 65)? Which ñaccidental propertiesò (p. 56) are changed in times of disruption? In the 

case of the symphony orchestra, whose product of live music is naturally ephemeral, does 

performing music make the inherently ephemeral, ñvisibleò (p. 65)? Therefore, it is the 

counterpoint between the transcendent and the tangible ï such as music and orchestral practice ï 

that Friedland (2009) sees as the enlivening factor in institutional life: ñThe energy and creativity 

of institutional life derives not just from the indeterminacy of the óGodô term but from the 

tension between these transcendent terms and the practices, which make them immanentò (p. 65). 

Institutional substance and change 

A neo-institutional perspective has held institutions as resistant to change, and therefore, dealing 

with change, and what actors instigate change, has been a significant institutional conundrum. 

Further, how much change is possible, and what type of change is possible, amidst maintenance, 

are pertinent questions within the neo-institutional, and institutional work perspectives. 

However, for Friedland (2009), change is a somewhat less provocative problem, if institutional 

substance is upheld: 
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Belief in the objectivity of the substance affords space in which practices can change; 

new practices can be added and subtracted, and yet still legitimately claim to index the 

same substance. Categories and practices are modular, mobile, and hence recomposable. 

(pp. 63-64) 

Further, Friedland (2009) argues that institutional substance and practice, the tangible and 

transcendent, naturally form agencyôs playground:  

That open, even dialectical, relation between substance and practice ï between 

transcendence and immanence ï whose effects thinkers have a tendency to absolutize as 

either idealism, the influence of analytically separable values or categories, or 

materialism, the influence of control over the analytically separable materialities of 

practices ï is a critical source of agency and institutional change, where actors seek to 

promote alternative practices to index, produce, perform an institutionôs central 

substance. (p. 65) 

For Friedland (2009), institutional substance, practice, and change have the potential to work in a 

natural rhythm and balance. In the case of the symphony orchestra, I argue that change, or 

change through disruption, is central to the maintenance of the institutional core. However, what 

kind and how much change is possible? 

In sum, Friedland (2009) notes that ñthe variable relation between practice and substance remain 

to be exploredò (p. 66). Sensitive to this call, I apply Friedlandôs (2009) concept of institutional 

substance and current understandings of the institutional work perspective, to address the 

maintenance of institutions amidst disruption. It is a fruitful marriage of perspectives that helps 

raise and potentially answer several key institutional questions. Are institutions inherently stable 

organisms, or are they entities that are uniquely endowed with the ability to balance stability and 

instability over time? Is maintenance such a balancing mechanism? When balance breaks down, 

do institutions enter the third dimension of institutional work, i.e., institutional disruption? 

For the most part, Friedlandôs (2009) institutional substance stands alone in the business 

literature; to date, no one has actively taken up this perspective. In this thesis, I integrate 
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Friedlandôs (2009) institutional substance as a significant contributor to my conceptualization of 

the institutional core, and in theorizing the nature of institutional maintenance amidst disruption. 

Selznick and character 

To Friedlandôs (2009) institutional substance, or essence, I also apply Selznickôs conception of 

institutional and organizational character. For Selznick (1949/1953), character is cast as a 

fundamental and evolving aspect of organizational life: ñThere is a vague and ill-defined quality 

which, unacknowledged and often poorly understood, represents a fundamental prize in 

organizational controversy. This is the evolving character of the organization as a whole. What 

are we? What shall we become?ò (p. 181).  

Selznick (1949/1953) views organizational character formation over the long term, and part of 

the day-to-day work of organizations: ñTo reflect upon such long-run implication is to seek the 

indirect consequences of day-to-day behavior for those fundamental ideals and commitments 

which serve as the foundation for loyalty and effortò (p. 181). Further, Selznick (1949/1953) 

hints at something greater, that is, ñideals and commitmentsò (p. 181), which drive 

organizational work. By actively carrying out these ñideals and commitmentsò in daily activities, 

actors confirm both their idealistic and technical worthiness: ñThe institution must reflect in its 

day-to-day behavior the ideals to which it claims commitment. Only then will it be able to judge 

the consequences of decision for moral ideals as well as for technical effectivenessò (Selznick, 

1960, p. 312). 

The evolution of character over time is also cast by Selznick (1949/1953) as an important 

ingredient in an organization becoming ñthe receptacle of a social idealò (p. 183). I argue that 

these organizational ñideals and commitmentsò (Selznick, 1949/1953, p. 181) point to a larger 

force, the institutional core. I also argue that while organizations form their character over the 

long term as part of their day-to-day activities, these actions are informed and shaped by the 

institutional core, as hinted by Selznick (1949/1953) in his description of ñideals and 

commitmentsò (p. 181). 
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In many cases, Selznick (1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008) develops character in terms of 

individuals, and then extends these ideas to both organizations and to some extent, institutions. 

Therefore, it is not surprising that Selznick (2008) sees a natural complement between individual 

and institution: 

Persons and institutions are very different in some ways, notably in specific disposition 

and impulses. They are similar, however, in the capacities they create and the functions 

they serve. Organizations have memories and identities, sustained by trained professional 

staffs and by established procedures. The outcome is distinctive unity or character. (p. 59) 

Here, Selznick (2008) draws together many relevant aspects: first, there is a close relationship 

that develops between individuals and institutions; second, organizations have identities, as well 

as images and reputations; and third, organizations work to create their own distinctive 

characters. A descriptor used repeatedly by Selznick (2008) concerns ñunityò (p. 59). I argue that 

the goal of character formation at the organizational level is ultimately shaped by the institutional 

core, which informs what is consistent with the institution, and what aspects can be translated, 

modified, or changed for purposes of organizational distinctiveness or uniqueness. 

Selznick (1960) defines organizational character as ña product of its ingrained methods of work, 

its natural allies, its stake in the course of events, the predispositions of its personnel, and the 

labels (deserved and undeserved) which have become attached to itò (p. 56). Here, Selznick 

(1960) emphasizes the importance of work, a socialized view of organizational life, and labels, 

such as reputation and image, which are all significant to the theorization of the institutional 

core.  

In his discussion of Marxism, Selznick (1960) also describes how ideology impacts character: 

ñThe ideology of a group is, of course, also important in shaping its character, particularly if the 

doctrine affects strongly the individualôs participationò (p. 59). This perspective can be applied 

to the maintenance of the institutional core. Such a core ï or in Selznickôs (1960) terms, 

ñideologyò ï has a significant impact on the character of member organizations, and further, is 

an especially important driver of behaviors of member organizations, and individuals within 

these organizations. 
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Further, in Selznickôs (1957; 1960) work on organizations, he emphasizes the importance of 

organizational character in controlling membership. In his description of Bolshevik strategy and 

organizations, Selznick (1960) argues that ñorganizations which are self-conscious about their 

characters ï an officersô corps, an elite school, etc. ï normally attempt to control composition by 

selection with respect to originò (p. 60). This control is directed at ñsources of corruptionò 

(Selznick, 1960, p. 64), a parallel to my focus on sources of disruption. Specifically, Selznick 

(1957; 1960) directs our attention to how organizations repair sources of disruption. 

A distinction offered by Selznick (1960) concerns the presence or absence of a well-defined 

character, and the quality of uniqueness: 

Not every organization has a set character. Where goals are highly specialized and 

technical, where individuals and groups have only a narrow relation to the organization as 

a whole, few character-defining commitments may develop. But where some special 

mission, or a long history, results in more than a purely formal administrative structure, 

there emerges a quality of uniqueness that suffuses the entire organization. (p. 56) 

According to Selznick (1960), the character that emerges both works to the benefit of the 

organizationôs goals, but it can also restrict those same goals. Selznickôs (1960) description also 

points to institutions, which have long-term trajectories, and in particular, important missions. 

The example of the symphony orchestra, which had its beginnings in the 1600s, continues today 

as a unique art form. I argue that its institutional core gives form to Selznickôs (1960) ñquality of 

uniqueness that suffusesò (p. 56) its organizational members.  

Selznick (1957) isolates four key elements of organizational character, which align well with the 

institutional core: character as a ñhistorical productò (p. 38), ñintegrated productò (p. 38), 

ñfunctionalò (p. 38), and ñdynamicò (p. 39). Selznick (1957) argues that first, character is shaped 

by history over time. Second, Selznick (1957) positions character as part of the ñDNAò of 

organizations, an integral element that cannot be easily extracted or changed without significant 

consideration. Third, character actually has several functions, such as helping organizations cope 

with change. Finally, though character does have some immovable properties, character is 

dynamic, capable of producing ñnew and active forcesò (Selznick, 1957, p. 40). Overall, 
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Selznickôs (1957) approach to organizational character integrates well with Friedlandôs (2009) 

institutional substance, in that institutional substance has a foundational role in the realization of 

institutions, with organizational character as a dynamic or malleable realization of the substance 

at the organizational level. 

Like Friedland (2009), Selznick (1992) also suggests a certain elusive quality in describing 

institutions, which he references with an apt musical example:  

The spirit of a practice or institution is intrinsically elusive; it can seldom, if ever, be 

easily specified. But it is not ineffable or mystical. What constitutes the spirit of a law, a 

policy or even a musical composition cannot be wholly explicit and predetermined. It is 

not prior to or independent of perception, interpretation, and interaction. Hence the need 

for sustained and intimate experience. (p. 333) 

This ñelusive qualityò (Selznick, 1992, p. 33) is understood via experience or action, a well-

placed parallel to institutional workôs focus on the actions of both individuals and groups of 

individuals. I also argue that such an ñelusive qualityò points to the institutional core. 

Selznick (1949/1953) also gives particular attention to the social environment in which an 

organization develops its character: ñThe internal organizational pressures which drive toward a 

unified outlook and systematized behavior receive their content, or substantive reference, from 

the play of interest and the flow of ideas which characterize the organizationôs social 

environmentò (p. 183). Selznickôs (1949/1953) ñsubstantive referenceò (p. 183) is similar to 

Friedlandôs (2002) ñinstitutional substanceò. Further to an organizationôs ñunified outlookò 

(Selznick, 1949/1953, p. 183), Selznick (1992) also highlights the complex day-to-day workings 

and inter-workings of organizations within a social environment, which suggests that 

institutional character comes from within and outside the organization:  

The character of an organization includes its culture, but something more as well. A 

pattern of dependency ï for example, on a specific labor force, a market, or particular 

suppliers ï may have little to do with symbolism or belief. The character of a company or 

a trade union owes much to the structure of the industry, the skills of employees or 
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members, the alliance that can be fashioned, and many other practical limits and 

opportunities. Attitudes and beliefs account for only part of an organizationôs distinctive 

character. (p. 321) 

This conception of character confirms an institutionôs membership in a greater social reality, or 

ecology of institutions. An institution is the whole of itself, but also the people, organizations and 

institutions external to itself. This conceptualization can be applied to the context of the 

symphony orchestra, whose institutional core is visible not only to those internal actors, such as 

conductors, players and managers, but also to external ones, such as audiences, funders and other 

institutions, such as the state and education. To this, Selznick (1957) offers a particularly apt 

perspective of organizational leadership: ñWe shall not find any simple prescriptions for sound 

organizational leadership. It requires nothing less than the proper ordering of human affairs, 

including the establishment of social order, the determination of public interest, and the defense 

of critical valuesò (p. ix). 

Overall, the institutional core is set amidst a complex social mix set to defend internal, ñcritical 

valuesò (Selznick, 1957, p. ix), all the while taking into account external, ñpublic interestò 

(Selznick, 1957, p. ix). In the case of institutional maintenance amidst disruption, one must cast a 

much wider net to those instances of disruption both internal and external to the institution. 

Institutionalization and organizational character 

Selznick (1957) also connects organizational character formation to the process of 

institutionalization:  

The emphasis is on the embodiment of values in an organizational structure through the 

elaboration of commitments ï ways of acting and responding that can be changed, if at 

all, only at the risk of severe internal crisis... The acceptance of irreversible commitments 

is the process by which the character of an organization is set. (p. 40)  

I argue that Selznickôs (1957) ñirreversible commitmentsò point to Friedlandôs (2009) 

institutional substance. Character is cast by Selznick (2002) as an important part of the 

institutionalization process, or more generally, the ñinstitutional imperativeò: ñ[An] organization 
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may begin, in the minds of its founders, as coolly rational and wholly controllable instrument for 

achieving predetermined purposes. Over time, however, the enterprise becomes a dense network 

of human relations, vested interests, and customary practicesò (p. 98). 

According to Selznick (2002), with the process of institutionalization also comes ñobligationsò 

that can be both a blessing and a curse, but ultimately, organizational character is formed: ñMost 

obligations are useful and empowering. They open channels, mobilize energies, and foster 

cooperation. They also impose costs. As this tension-laden drama unfolds, organizations become 

institutions. A distinctive culture or character [emphasis added] is createdò (p. 98).  

In sum, I argue that while one goal of institutionalization is the development of an organizational 

character (Selznick, 2002), this character is a reflection of the institutional core.  

Institutions and change 

Like Friedland (2009), Selznickôs (1957) conception of institutional life left room ï if  not held 

the expectation ï for some form of change. In describing the nature of organizations and 

institutions, Selznick (1957) makes a clear distinction: 

The term ñorganizationò thus suggests a certain bareness, a lean, no-nonsense system of 

consciously co-ordinated activities. It refers to an expendable tool, a rational instrument 

engineered to do a job. An ñinstitution,ò on the other hand, is more nearly a natural 

product of social needs and pressures ï a responsive, adaptive organism. (p. 5) 

However, one significant question remains. While change is possible, and even expected, how 

much and what kind of change is possible if an institution is maintained in recognizable form? 

To begin to answer this question, I focus on the institutional core, i.e., what remains constant 

over time, and peripheral elements, i.e., what may change over time. 

Like Friedland (2009), Selznick (1957) also takes a less aggressive and agentic stance regarding 

change; change is expected, but as a ñnaturalò or ñunplannedò phenomenon:  
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Taking account of both internal and external social forces, institutional studies emphasize 

the adaptive change and evolution of organizational forms and practices. In these studies 

the story is told of new patterns emerging and old ones declining, not as a result of 

conscious design but as natural and largely unplanned adaptation to new situations. (p. 

12) 

However, if interpreted somewhat differently, Selznick (1957) hints less at the power and 

interest of individuals to effect change, but rather the position that external and internal forces 

place individuals in: a position of choice. If the environment or context changes, what must be 

done to maintain an institution? 

Extant literature does not include many instances of research that focuses on the relationship 

between institutions and character. Selznick (1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008) investigated this 

relationship the most rigorously in the past, while a few others touched on the area, albeit, in 

somewhat a different vein, and often not citing Selznick as inspiration. Sokal (1990) addresses 

institutional character as a product of a single individualôs character, via the case of Clark 

University, Massachusetts and its founding President G. Stanley Hall. In a similar context, Kuh 

(1993) studies the impact of mission, philosophy, and culture, on overall institutional character, 

and how that character impacted individualsô behaviors within education, most specifically, 

universities and colleges. Therefore, Kuh (1993) aligns closely with the main theoretical question 

posed here, though of varying orientation and empirical context.  

Beyond these few examples, Selznickôs (1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008) work on institutional 

and organizational character has not been actively embraced by the organizational literature. 

However, it has great potential in helping to further theorize the institutional core, in particular, 

clarifying what is held constant during the maintenance process. 

Authenticity and integrity 

The related concepts of authenticity and integrity are positioned to complement Friedlandôs 

(2009) institutional substance, or essence, as well as Selznickôs (1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008) 

institutional and organizational character, in developing the institutional core. The nature of 
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authenticity and integrity have been developed to the greatest extent by Selznick (1992; 2002; 

2008). However, overall, they again do not figure very prominently within the organization 

theory literature, nor the rapidly developing institutional work literature. The following 

discussion addresses Selznickôs (1992; 2002; 2008) usage, and other references in extant 

literature. 

Authenticity 

Authenticity is developed by Selznick (1992) in his description of morality within a modern age, 

linking it to elements of character as well as integrity, as well as two related notions, coherence 

and unity. In particular, these descriptions provide a foundation of individual experience that can 

be applied to institutions, and organizations.  

In describing moral understandings, Selznick (1992) defines authenticity as a ñwholeness, 

inwardness, and self-formation in thought, feeling, and moral choiceò (p. 65). In the case of 

institutions, authenticity reflects an institutional ñwholenessò derived from the institutional core, 

in terms of both practical and emotional aspects of institutional life. Selznick (1992) also links 

authenticity to character, noting that ñauthenticity requires being open with oneself and others, 

not out of mindless candor, but in a spirit of caring and being cared for. At stake is the 

spontaneous expression of feeling and characterò (p. 71). I argue that the institutional core is 

expressed via authenticity, with authenticity allowing for the expression of institutional and 

organizational character. 

Further, in terms of individuals, Selznick (2008) closely links aspects of coherence, unity, and 

identity to authenticity: ñthe quest for coherence stems from a need for authenticity, the inner 

unity and well-being produced by feelings of commitment and identityò (p. 62). In the same way, 

the institutional core, expressed via authenticity, allows for the expression of not only character, 

but also general coherence and unity, or identity. These individual drives are conceptualized by 

Selznick (2008) as flowing from a need for integrity, which according to Selznick (2008), 

concerns not only wholeness, but ñcompetenceò: 
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A primary concern is the coherence and competence - the integrity - of persons, activities, 

and institutions. When integrity is weakened, an inner strength is lost, especially the 

ability to adapt to new circumstance without loss of purpose or corruption of values. (p. 

125) 

In sum, Selznick (1992; 2008) sees authenticity, integrity, and character as being deeply 

interrelated, and it is this ñinner strengthò (Selznick, 2008, p. 125), or institutional core that must 

be guarded, without loss of focus. In particular, these aspects allow individuals and institutions to 

change over time, without losing their core. 

Beyond the work of Selznick (1992; 2008), extant literature has really very little to add to 

authenticity, and, therefore, is a notable gap, or missed opportunity, in the literature. One 

example is offered by Ritvala and Kleymann (2013) who argue that cluster emergence is 

critically tied to authenticity, and authentic leadership work. One further example is drawn from 

the visual art literature, where authenticity often defines the difference between an actual work 

by a specific artist over something that is a reprint or forgery. Pine and Gilmore (2007) offer an 

extension to authenticity, i.e., the authenticity of experience, something that they argue is 

important socially to institutions such as the museum. According to Pine and Gilmore (2007), 

ñmuseums must therefore learn to understand, manage and excel at rendering authenticityò (p. 

76). This perspective aligns well with the institutional work perspective that focuses on the 

importance of individuals and the need for work or effort (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; 

Lawrence et al., 2009). Pine and Gilmore (2007) also isolate two aspects they see as forming 

authenticity: first, ñbeing true to oneôs own selfò (p. 79) and ñbeing what you say you are to 

othersò (p. 79). Taken together these two statements point to the importance of action, clarity of 

goals, i.e. a well-defined institutional core, and finally, having an honesty, i.e., integrity, in 

action. In sum, I argue that authenticity is an element of the institutional core ï its ñinner 

strengthò (Selznick, 2008, p. 125), as well as a key factor in an institutionôs ability to express its 

core, and cope with change.  
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Integrity 

Selznick (1992) also develops the notion of integrity, both in terms of personal and institutional 

morality. In Selznickôs description of personal morality, he emphasizes the importance of 

integrity, and links it to authenticity. For Selznick (1992), individual integrity is ñthe centrepiece 

of morality and the main concern of the moral actor. In ordinary language óintegrityô suggest 

both honesty and coherenceò (p. 212). Selznick (1992) also argues that ñintegrity properly 

denotes both wholeness and soundness. To have integrity is to be unmarred by distortion, 

deception, or other form of disharmony and inauthenticityò (p. 213). If applied to institutions, 

integrity, like authenticity confirms the ñwholeness and soundnessò (Selznick, 1992, p. 213) or 

institutional core, as well as marks an institutionôs ability to maintain itself over time. Further, 

integrity works in tandem with authenticity to help institutions meet their goals and avoid, or 

repair, disruptions caused by invasive elements.  

As with authenticity, Selznick (1992) also links personal integrity to action and emotionality. 

Selznick (1992) argues that individualôs integrity is not always easy to maintain; work is 

involved:  

Integrity is easier to come by in some circumstances than in others. Under conditions of 

stress and anxiety, and in the absence of an adequate ego, psychological coherence and 

competence are hard to maintain... integrity is a hard-won achievementé often 

manifested in rudimentary, partial, and groping ways. Therefore we should not say that 

every persistent pattern of motivation or conduct, just because it is a pattern, has the 

virtue of integrity. To do so ignores the interplay of form and content ï and the personal 

struggle entailed in that interplay. (pp. 213-214) 

In addition to personal integrity, Selznick (1992) directly applies integrity to organizations and 

institutions as well. In his earlier work, Selznick (1957) links integrity and character, via the 

impact of history and time: 

To the extent that they are natural communities, organizations have a history; and this 

history is compounded of discernible and repetitive modes of responding to internal and 
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external pressures. As these responses crystallize into definite patterns, a social structure 

emerges. The more fully developed its social structure, the more will the organization 

become valued for itself, not as a tool but as an institutional fulfillment of group integrity 

and aspiration. (p. 16) 

Selznick (1957) also positions integrity as one of the main institutional concerns for actors or 

leaders. Leaders must concern themselves with ñthe defence of institutional integrity ï the 

persistence of an organizationôs distinctive values, competence, and roleò (Selznick, 1957, p. 

119). This ñdefenceò (Selznick, 1957, p. 119) work complements the institutional work 

perspectiveôs focus on actors and action, and the importance of human agency. For Selznick 

(1992), agency is often cast under the watch of the ñmoral agentò within the confines of 

integrity: 

ñAgencyò connotes competence, intentionality, and accountability. To be an agent is to 

act purposively, and to do so, on behalf of a principal or in the service of a goal or policy. 

To be a moral agent, something more is required. There must be values in play beyond 

technical excellence, efficiency, or effectiveness. In its usual meaning, moral agency 

presumes a capacity to appreciate and reason from principles that speak (in the context at 

hand) to fellowship and integrity. (pp. 238-239) 

Further, Selznick (1957) cites the defence of integrity as being an important result of the 

institutionalization process: ñAs [institutionalization] occurs, organization management becomes 

institutional leadership. The latterôs main responsibility is not so much technical administrative 

management as the maintenance of institutional integrityò (p. 138).  

Here, Selznickôs (1957) description of the defence of integrity points to the institutional core, and 

its importance in shaping organizations and actions: 

It is the unity that emerges when a particular orientation becomes so firmly a part of 

group life that it colors and directs a wide variety of attitudes, decisions, and form of 

organization, and does so at many levels of experience. The building of integrity is part 
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of what we have called the ñinstitutional embodiment of purposeò and its protection is a 

major function of leadership. (pp. 138-139) 

Selznick (1957) also addresses the maintenance of integrity. Specifically, maintaining integrity is 

possible, but it again requires work: ñThe ability to sustain integrity is dependent on a number of 

general conditions, including the adequacy with which goals have been definedò (p. 120). In this 

case, a strong institutional core is necessary to maintain integrity. Selznick (1957) also links the 

ñdefenseò (p. 119) of institutional integrity as a main objective of leadership; attempting to 

survive is not enough: ñthe leadership of any polity fails when it concentrates on sheer survival: 

institutional survival, properly understood, is a matter of maintaining values and distinctive 

identityò (p. 63). Therefore, defence work involves the tending of ñvaluesò (Selznick, 1957, p. 

63), or the institutional core, as well as ñdistinctive identityò (Selznick, 1957, p. 63), i.e., 

something distinct or unique that reflects aspects that have been changed as required by shifting 

contexts.  

Selznick (1957) also states that the integrity of an institution is susceptible to attack:  

The integrity of an institution may be threatened, regardless of its own inner strength, if 

sufficiently great force is applied to ité institutional integrity is characteristically 

vulnerable when values are tenuous or insecure. This variation in the strength of values 

has received little scientific attention. (pp. 119-120) 

I argue that the institutional core can also be threatened. All related elements, character, identity, 

authenticity and integrity while contributing to the ñinner strengthò are subject to disruption. It 

takes work to define and defend this core. 

Finally, Selznick (1992) also shifts his focus from action to structure in the following passage, 

while emphasizing a balance between action and structure, values and form. In some ways, it is a 

useful reminder for the theorist of institutional work, to avoid a pendulum swing, i.e., to suppress 

form for values, and structure for action.  

The idea of integrity shifts attention from conduct to structure. Our main concern is not 

acts or even rules but effective organization of person, institution, or community. 
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Organization for moral well-being establishes basic values, and it also mobilizes 

resources and nurtures relationships. The moral integrity of a family, for example, 

depends on values of kinship and intimacy; it also requires appropriate form of 

communication and patterns of mutual support. (Selznick, 1992, p. 215) 

Integrity and change 

As with Friedlandôs (2009) conception of institutional substance, or essence, and Selznickôs 

(1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008) conception of institutional and organizational character as well 

as authenticity, Selznickôs (1992) conception of integrity also allows for change, but within 

certain parameters: 

In defending institutional integrity two basic strategies have long been followed. One 

focuses on a jealous regard for autonomy; the other, a wary quest for integration. 

Autonomy safeguards values and competencies by entrusting them to their most 

committed agents and by insulating them from alien pressures and temptations. 

Integration, for its part, widens support for the institution and provides opportunities for 

growth and adaptation. (p. 334) 

In the same way, while the institutional core requires defence, some types of change are possible, 

and desirable. I argue that such ñgrowth and adaptationò (Selznick, 1992, p. 334) constitutes 

possible change in terms of the institutional core, which defines its ñautonomyò (Selznick, 1992, 

p. 334), while allowing ñintegrationò (Selznick, 1992, p. 334), or change in peripheral aspects of 

the institution as necessitated by context or history. Both Friedland (2009) and Selznick (1992) 

do not discount an institutionôs placement within a larger social world, i.e., an ecology of 

institutions and organizations, which changes over time; however, an institution must maintain 

its integrity within this shifting environment, an institutional balancing act that require both work 

and, I argue, creativity: ñThe challenge is to maintain institutional integrity while taking into 

account new problems, new forces in the environment, new demands and expectations. A 

responsive institution avoids insularity without embracing opportunismò (Selznick, 1992, p. 

336). 
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Selznick (1992) isolates those institutions that are particularly committed to ñopennessò (p. 336), 

which, I argue, points to the context of the symphony orchestra. To these, Selznick (1992) 

cautions the length to which organizations seek such ñopennessò:  

Responsiveness is often wrongly identified with uncontrolled adaptation and capitulation 

to pressure... Few would argue that isolation and inflexibility are, apart from some special 

cases, necessary conditions of institutional integrity. The need for controlled adaptation is 

widely appreciated. If an institution is too weak (or too inept) to defend its integrity, we 

should call it opportunistic rather than responsiveé Even institutions that have special 

commitment to openness must remain aware of the difference between responsiveness 

and opportunism. (p. 336)  

Overall, I argue that the institutional core determines these limits, not only what institutional 

attributes must remain the same, but also those which may change over time. 

At the time, Selznick (1957) makes a clear call for more research in understanding the 

importance of integrity, both for theoretical and practical understandings: ñInstitutional integrity 

is characteristically vulnerable when values are tenuous or insecure. This variation in the 

strength of values has received little scientific attention. Yet it commands much energy and 

concern in practical experienceò (p. 120). Selznick (1957) goes as far as to say that ñfew aspects 

of organization are so important, yet so badly neglected by students of the subject, as this 

problem of institutional integrityò (p. 130). 

In examining the literature, indeed much more has been said about institutional integrity than 

authenticity, though these descriptions come from a variety of academic orientations. Several 

institutional contexts have been examined including the state (Ware & Kisriev, 2001; Engelbrekt, 

2011), law (Van Der Merwe, 2000; Conditt Jr., 2001; Wagner, 2003; Ntlama, 2011; Ratnapala & 

Crowe, 2012), education (Puyear, 1985; Conceição & Heitor, 2002), health (Iltis, 2001; Bisson, 

2002), and the church (Cushman, 1981). Some of these authors name institutional integrity, but 

do not define it. However, within their arguments, they highlight some key properties of 

institutional integrity. For example, Ware & Kisriev (2001) argue that institutional integrity is a 

product of historical and political process, and can be destabilized over time, while Conditt Jr. 
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(2001) and Conceição & Heitor (2002) argue that institutional integrity is inherently valuable 

and should be preserved, but also susceptible to harm, threat, and loss. Iltis (2001) strongly links 

institutional integrity to issues pertaining to morals and ethics, and highlights the need for a clear 

definition of institutional integrity. A rather strong structural stance is also apparent, where 

institutional integrity is understood to focus on ñdraw[ing] distinct boundaries between 

institutions of various kindsò (Engelbrekt, 2011, p. 167). 

Several definitions of institutional integrity have been offered in the process of its theorization. 

Of interest is Puyearôs (1985), where institutional integrity is defined as the ñdegree to which the 

institution is able to remain true to its basic missionò (p. 63). Extending Puyearôs (1998) more 

basic definition, Cushman (1981) argues that institutional integrity ñmay appertain to a 

structured social organism or organization devoted, as instrument, to certain acknowledged ends, 

laudable or not, and with relation to which some men and women are, as it were, prime movers 

and managersò (p. 52). Cushman (1981) goes on to highlight Selznickôs (1992; 2002; 2008) 

ñcoherenceò and ñunityò. According to Cushman (1981), institutional integrity ñusually 

manifests itself in functional coherence and outward unity of expressionò (p. 52). Here, Cushman 

(1981) focuses on both function and action, and later highlights the importance of structure: ñany 

institution may possess integrity insofar as its structural order (involving governing principles) is 

conducive to the advancement of its own acknowledged and distinctive endsò (p. 52). Cushman 

(1981) cites a lack or loss of integrity when an ñinstitution is no longer true to itselfò (p. 53), a 

similar argument to Pine and Gilmoreôs (2007), concerning authenticity within the context of 

museums. These few examples strongly align with the presence of the institutional core, a 

balance of action and structure, and integrity, as valued institutional virtue that requires work 

over time. 

Iltis (2001) takes a similar stance, defining institutional integrity in two ways: ñwhat an 

institutionôs moral commitments ought to be andé what an institutionôs commitments areò (p. 

321). However, Iltis (2001) goes on to offer an internal-external perspective: first, a ñuniversalist 

moral integrityé [that] evaluates an institutionôs actions against a general standard of morality 

external to the institutionò (p. 321), and ñcharacter moral integrityé [that is] an evaluation of an 

institution in light of its own commitmentsò (p. 321). This internal-external separation provides a 
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useful template for an ecological approach to institutions, as well as the more practical 

considerations around the empirical context of the symphony orchestra, i.e., both internal and 

external aspects must be addressed during times of disruption. 

Finally, Wagner (2003), while not providing a definitive definition, offers some unique ideas 

around institutional integrity. Wagner (2003) links integrity with professionalism, as well as 

ñpersonal virtueò (p. 48) and ñpersonal characterò (p. 48). Wagnerôs (2003) focus on the impact 

of individuals aligns well with the institutional work perspective, and its call to ñbrin[g] the 

individual back into institutional theoryò (Lawrence et al., 2011, p. 52). Wagner (2003) goes on 

to argue that institutional integrity, or ñprofessionalism in the practice of law depends less on a 

code of professional conduct than on the personal character of the individual subject to itò (p. 

48). Further Wagner (2003) implies that institutional integrity is not about rules, but actions, 

including the actions of individuals. Within the institutional work literature, one example stands 

out in terms of integrity. The work of Lok and de Rond (2013) offers ñhow different forms of 

institutional maintenance work can preserve the ostensive integrity of institutionalized practicesò 

(p. 186). 

On a final note, integrity is frequently referenced in the musical literature. One example, is 

offered by Tawa (2009), who describes Aaron Coplandôs compositional perspective. Tawa 

(2009) emphasizes that this particular American composer ñinsisted that individuality and 

integrity could still be maintained even as a composer traveled the road to popularityò (p. 10). 

Tawa (2009) notes a balance between integrity ï and traditional compositional styles ï and 

individuality of the composer. Hand-and-hand, these two aspects accompany a composer in 

writing for a present audience. 

Institutions and organizational identity 

A final area that has important linkages to the institutional core includes an institutional approach 

to organizational identity, an area largely overlooked in the literature, though recently taken up 

by Glynn (2000; 2008). In earlier work, Glynn (2000) defines organizational identity as ña key 

intangible aspect of any institution. It affects not only how an organization defines itself, but also 

how strategic issues and problems, including the definition of firm capabilities and resources, are 
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defined and resolvedò (p. 286). Drawing from the work of Dutton and Dukerich (1991), Dutton, 

Dukerich, and Harquail (1994), and Dutton (1997), Glynn (2000) emphasizes that organizational 

identity is a product of organizational actors who enter a ñclaim-making process about those 

organizational attributes that are central, distinctive and enduringò (p. 286). In particular, Glynn 

(2008) highlights the following central question of identity studies: Who are we as an 

organization? In the case of this thesis, this question is reformulated as: why are we an 

organization and how are we an organization? These two questions focus on what constitutes 

the institutional core as well as why it exists. 

Overall, I argue that the institutional core serves as the foundation of organizational identity 

creation, from which individual organizations are able to develop a distinctive identity within 

varied contexts. In particular, Glynn (2008) positions institutions as ñenable[ing] organizational 

identity construction by supplying a set of possible legitimate identity elements with which to 

construct, give meaning to, and legitimize identities and identity symbolsò (p. 413). I argue that 

these ñlegitimate identity elementsò (Glynn, 2008, p. 413) point to the institutional core. 

However, I theorize the institutional core as a single institutional ñelementò, rather than multiple 

ñelementsò, which serves as a foundation for organizational identity. 

Identity: Extant literature 

In developing an institutional perspective to organizational identity work, Glynn (2008) draws 

from the work of Selznick (1957), who offers two central claims regarding identity. First, 

Selznick (1957) depicts institutionalization as a process whereby ñorganizations become 

institutions as they are infused with valueò (p. 40), with organizations taking on a ñdistinct 

identityò (p. 40) as one of the most important results of this process. Second, Selznick (1957) 

firmly links identity and survival (or maintenance), arguing that ñinstitutional survival, properly 

understood, is a matter of maintaining values and distinctive identityò (Selznick, 1957, p. 63). In 

particular, ñmaintaining valuesò (Selznick, 1957, p. 63) aligns with the institutional core that is 

maintained over time without change. ñDistinctive identityò (Selznick, 1957, p. 63) points to 

those malleable, peripheral aspects that can undergo change to help organizations to meet the 

challenges of various contexts over time.  
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This arrangement of a sustained core, i.e., values, and changeable periphery, as part of a 

distinctive identity, is suggested by Selznick (1957): 

There is a close relation between ñinfusion with valueò and ñself-maintenance.ò As an 

organization acquires a self, a distinctive identity, it becomes an institution. This involves 

the taking on of values, ways of acting and believing that are deemed important for their 

own sake. From then on self-maintenance becomes more than bare organizational 

survival; it becomes a struggle to preserve the uniqueness of the group in the face of new 

problems and altered circumstances. (p. 21) 

In referencing organizational identity, Selznick (1957) uses the term ñcharacter-formationò (p. 

40), which seems to be used interchangeably with the notion of organizational identity. 

Following Albert and Whetten (1985), Glynn (2008) also notes that within the literature, the 

ñdominant approach models organizational identity as a claim-making process that centers on 

three core attributes: the central, distinctive and enduring character of the organizationò (p. 416). 

Specifically, Albert and Whetten (1985) argue that the first attribute, a central character, acts ñas 

a guide for what they [organizations] should do and how other institutions should relate to themò 

(267). Glynn (2008) extends this argument by suggesting that such a central character ñimplies 

an inter-organizational (and institutional) environment which enrobes the organizationò (p. 421). 

I position such a ñguideò (Albert & Whetten, 1985, p. 267) as the institutional core.  

The second attribute, distinctive character, appears in the identity literature, as a focus on 

ñorganizational membersô perceptions of, and identification with, their organizationsò (Glynn, 

2008, p. 422). Further, Glynn (2008) emphasizes that distinctiveness ñis not only the 

enhancement of the reputation or image of the organization, but also cues that enable external 

audiences to perceive the organization as legitimate and appropriateò (p. 422). Distinctiveness, 

therefore, refers to an organizationôs ability to change peripheral elements to meet the demands 

of a variety of contexts. Within the context of the symphony orchestra, uniqueness of sound is 

one such distinguishing factor (e.g. the distinctive sound of the Vienna Philharmonic is often 

cited as being an important part of their identity; Cooper, 2014, July 30). 
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Further, Pedersen and Dobbin (2006) argue that an institutional propensity for conformity runs 

simultaneously with a search for uniqueness: ñThe antinomy between the central findings of 

neoinstitutional and organizational culture theories, we argue, reflects a wider social process in 

which organizations create legitimacy by adopting recognizable forms and create identity by 

touting their uniquenessò (p. 898). Several other authors that support this position of balance, 

including theoretical contributions of Brewer (1991), Gioia (1998), and Glynn and Lounsbury 

(2001), and key empirical papers by Porac, Thomas, Wilson, and Kanfer (1995), Lant and Baum 

(1995), and Leifer and White (1987). 

Finally, Glynn (2008) notes the third, and most highly contested, of Albert and Whettenôs (1985) 

conceptualization of identity: enduring character. In particular, this attribute is enacted by the 

institutional core, but enabled through organizational work towards distinctiveness. Overall, I 

argue that identity, i.e., a goal or end result, is a living image that appears as institutional actors 

attend to the institutional core. Centrality and endurance stem from a foundational core, while 

distinctiveness flows from the malleability of peripheral, institutional elements. 

The contributions of Albert and Whetten (1985) are followed by further work of Selznick (1992), 

on the nature of various social communities, which points to a counterpoint between ñcentralò, 

i.e. core, and ñperipheralò aspects:  

A framework of shared beliefs, interests, and commitments unites a set of varied groups 

and activities. Some are central, others peripheral, but all are connected by bonds that 

establish a common faith or fate, a personal identity, a sense of belonging, and a 

supportive structure of activities and relationships. The more pathways are provided for 

participation in diverse ways and touching multiple interesté the richer is the experience 

of community. (pp. 358-359)  

Here, Selznick (1992) emphasizes both central and peripheral aspects of a community, with 

ñvariedò (p. 358) aspects driving a ñricherò (p. 359) community experience. In the same way, the 

variety afforded by peripheral aspects vs. the persistence of the institutional core, creates a 

ñricherò (Selznick, 1992, p. 359) experience of the institution, integral to maintaining the 

institution over time. 
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A core-periphery perspective is observed several authorsô accounts of the dual (or duel) role of 

institutions, i.e., as enabling and constraining entities, in various organizational contexts. 

Pedersen and Dobbin (2006) argue for conformity at some basic, foundational level, alongside 

expected variety: ñAn organization must make claims to being a recognizable member of a 

genus, and species, but it must also make claims to being a distinct member. The same is true for 

individualsò (p. 904). As described by Glynn (2008), an organizationôs identity ï or more 

specifically, an organizationôs reflection of the institutional core ï becomes ñstylizedò (p. 415). 

This duality of role is also shared by the institutional work perspective, which focuses on the 

recursive relationship between institutions and individuals (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; 

Lawrence et al., 2009). I argue that this dual role is depicted through the focus on the 

institutional core, with expertly rendered experimentation at the periphery via institutional 

actorsô day-to-day work within unique organizational contexts.  

In theorizing the institutional core, clear linkages between aspects of identity, image and 

reputation are necessary. Within extant literature, Whetton and MacKay (2002) offer one of the 

clearest theorizations of these interconnections:  

Broadly speaking, identity, image, and reputation are fundamental components of the 

self-management project ï the effectiveness of which is central to the success of 

organizations as social actors. Within this framework, image and reputation are treated as 

components of a symmetrical communications process between the organization (self) 

and relevant stakeholders (other). (p. 400) 

Whetten and MacKay (2002) theorize that organizational image is ñwhat organizational agents 

want their external stakeholders to understand is most central, enduring, and distinctive about 

their organizationò (p. 401). As a reciprocal part of this process, organizational reputation is ña 

particular type of feedback, received by an organization from its stakeholders, concerning the 

credibility of the organizationôs identity claimsò (Whetten & MacKay, 2002, p. 401). In my 

conceptualization of the institutional core, these two reciprocal processes are governed by the 

institutional core, while allowing the necessary latitude for organizations to create distinctiveness 

in peripheral aspects of the institution. 
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One further consideration is offered by Glynn (2008), who positions the Atlanta Symphony 

Orchestra as an example of conflicting identities, or hybridized identities. Glynn (2008) argues 

that ñcomplex organization like a symphonyé may have a multiplicity of claims on its central 

characterò (p. 421), i.e., the players focusing on the aesthetic dimension, while management 

focusing on the financial one. A follow up empirical study by Glynn and Lounsbury (2005) 

focuses on critics of the Atlanta Symphony, and how their critical reviews can be cast as 

significant ñstories that reveal important insights about the nature of symphonic identity and the 

strategies of organizational adaptation that are employedò (p. 1052).  

The institutional core is helpful in reconciling such examples of multiple or conflicting 

expectations around organizational identity. For example, a symphony orchestra must attend to 

both performing music and overcoming financial constraints of the environment. These two 

goals are not a modern manifestation: musically proficient players and significantly endowed 

funders have always been required to allow the orchestra to survive. What institutional core 

might both aspire to? Where do these two identities intersect as one? While the complexity of the 

symphony orchestra demands what Glynn (2008) describes as ñcultural repertoires of meaning 

that organizations can appropriate to address the question of ówho we areôò (p. 421), I argue that 

this complexity must attend to a single institutional core, with flexibility in the ñrepertoires of 

meaningò (p. 421) around that same core.  

Overall, these early theorizations of organizational identity, and specific institutional linkages 

offered by Selznick (1957; 1992), lead to Glynnôs (2008) efforts to further investigate 

institutional understandings of identity, and especially, ñhow institutions enable organizational 

identity construction by supplying a set of possible legitimate identity elements with which to 

construct, give meaning to, and legitimize identities and identity symbolsò (p. 413). This work 

lays important groundwork for my theorization of the institutional core. 

An institutional approach to organizational identity 

I argue that Glynnôs (2008) description of a ñset of possible legitimate identity elementsò (p. 

413) reference the institutional core. In some respects, Glynn (2008) already points to their 

origin: ñinstitutionalism and identity have meaning at their coreò (p. 413). In other words, the 
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institutional core drives organizational identity creation, and holds the meaning that drives 

action, or what Glynn (2008) describes as performance. 

In Glynnôs (2008) survey of the few institutional approaches that appear in the literature, two 

approaches are significant. First, identity is cast ñas óessentialistô and attribute-based, i.e., 

reflecting some underlying or ótrueô organizational characterò (p. 416). Glynn (2008) offers an 

institutional alternative of focusing on an ñorganizationôs membership in a social category [over 

an] organizationôs essenceò (p. 419). From my perspective, a ñtrueò (Glynn, 2008, p. 416) 

character points to the institutional core, buffered by elements of authenticity and integrity. 

Second, Glynn (2008) finds that identity is also cast in the literature as a ñstrategic resource, 

being deployed to competitive advantage and functioning as a guide to firm decision-making and 

strategic choiceò (p. 416). This approach links to Glynnôs (2008) processual focus, i.e., 

ñenactment or implementationò (p. 420) of identity, where performance is related to survival. 

Glynn (2008) highlights performance, but action could also include construction and 

(re)construction, and change. From my perspective, this focus on action is guided by the 

institutional core, but enacted in the day-to-day work of institutional actors. Drawing from the 

work of Eliasoph and Lichterman (2003), Glynn (2008) also draws particular attention to 

ñexpectations about how actors should perform an identity in specific situationsò (p. 425). Glynn 

(2008) argues that when organizational identities are ñput to use in practical performance, their 

meaning and relevance is reaffirmed as subjective experienceò (p. 425). Therefore, the process of 

organizations putting their institutional core into action, as well as the various components of 

their identities, is integral to related meanings and relevance. 

In both approaches, the institutional core can be conceptualized as being at the heart of both the 

attributes and strategic actions of organizations, both of which enable an organization ï and an 

institution ï to be maintained over time. Glynn (2008) references such a concept, organizational 

identity as an attribute-based concept or ñcore óessenceôò (p. 417), a term specifically used by 

Friedland (2009). Further, Glynn (2008) also references the nature of personal identity, a 

technique employed by Selznick, in his descriptions of organizational character and authenticity. 

Overall, Glynn (2008) isolates two main contributions of extent institutional identity work: first, 

how institutions, or ñmacro-level, inter-organizational influences situate and shape 
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organizational identitiesò (p. 414); and second, how these same institutions aid organizations in 

ñadapt[ing] their identitiesé to secure legitimacyò (p. 414). I argue that the institutional core 

forms the source of such ñmacro-level, inter-organizational influencesò (Glynn, 2008, p. 414) 

and dictates what can be changed and what cannot. The constancy of the institutional core not 

only provides direction in identity or character formation, but also clarity around what peripheral 

aspects can be changed over time to strengthen the organization within changing contexts over 

time and place. Glynn (2008) hints at this in describing the nature of restriction: ñEven though 

institutional structures and environments tend to sanction some kinds of meanings and elements 

over others, they are nonetheless complex and multi-textured in meaning, thereby making some 

variation in identities possibleò (p. 414). Specifically, I argue that the institutional core dictates 

what ñmeanings and elementsò (Glynn, 2008, p. 414) must remain constant over time, and others 

that may change.  

Finally, Glynn (2008) provides two further arguments for an institutional approach to identity. 

First, Glynn (2008) describes the role of an institution as providing the ñraw materialsò (p. 420) 

from which organizational identities are constructed. This is in line with the institutional core; 

however, I argue the institutional core is understood as a single raw material or essence rather 

than several. Though sometimes elusive, the institutional core is ultimately a single overarching 

idea, value or meaning, rather than several ideas, values, or meanings. While Glynn (2008) 

positions several raw materials as composing an organizationôs identity, therefore calling for 

actors to engage in ñinstitutional bricolageò (p. 420), I argue an institutionôs persistence ï and 

member organizationsô persistence ï points to a single core, which is intelligible and describable 

as a single meaning. It exists, but can be difficult to articulate, a foundation upon which other 

ñmeaningsò reverberate. 

Glynn (2008) encourages future research around the notion of institutional bricolage, especially 

around understanding these ñwider models in the institutional field from which organizational 

identities are constructedò (p. 424). Glynn (2008) divides these models into two types: those of 

ñlocal environmentsò (p. 424) vs. ñdistal or universal environments (p. 424). In some regards, the 

institutional core suggests such a division: what is the foundational constant for an institution and 

its members, i.e., the universal truth, and what local attributes are malleable and changeable by 
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institutional actors in their day-to-day work of maintaining an institution? For Glynn (2008), ñthe 

process of identity construction becomes the process of institutional bricolage, where 

organizations incorporate cultural meanings, values, sentiments and rules into their identity 

claimsò (p. 424). In particular, the institutional core guides such a process of identity 

construction, with the various collected meanings and values having some flexibility as context 

dictates. Glynn (2008) also addresses some implications of a bricolage approach. Specifically, 

ñwhen organizations appropriate institutional elements from different ï and especially 

oppositional categories ï they can erode the boundaries that compartmentalize these elements 

and thus blunt distinctivenessò (Glynn, 2008, p. 424). An alternate view is offered by an 

ecological approach to institutions, where institutions work in a very symbiotic way. Common 

institutional elements provide the institutional glue that binds these larger, complex institutional 

configurations.  

Glynn (2008) also focuses on institutions and the nature of boundaries, i.e., a central character 

ñimplicates a set of institutional categories and boundaries from which this character draws 

meaningò (p. 422). This perspective can be complemented by one that offers a more organic, or 

three-dimensional approach to the institutional core. Rather than a central core with a fixed 

boundary between it and more malleable aspects, I cast the institutional core as a pervasive 

essence that impacts all aspects of an institution, and its organizational members. This 

perspective is suggested by Selznick (1957), in his description of the defence of integrity, where 

ñunityò (p. 139), or in the case of this research, the institutional core, ñbecomes so firmly a part 

of group life that it colors and directs [emphasis added] a wide variety of attitudes, decisions, 

and forms of organizationò (p. 139). In this way, the institutional core ñcolorsò (Selznick, 1957, 

p. 139) all aspects of an institution to some extent; however, within this intricate network, variety 

could exist as part of so-called peripheral aspects, as enacted by intuitive individuals within 

unique contexts. 

Conclusion 

In sum, I offer the institutional core as the focus of institutional maintenance work. I argue that 

the institutional core forms the basis of institutions and member organizations, with peripheral 

aspects found within the institutional environment providing opportunities for experimentation, 
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adaptation and change. The institutional core directly informs an organizationôs character and 

identity-creation activities, and related aspects of integrity and authenticity, as well as energizes 

and directs action or work. Therefore, the institutional core governs both attributes and actions at 

the organizational level, while making clear what must be maintained over time, and what may 

change. The institutional core does allow for distinctive elements or variation, but within limits. 

Second, within my view, institutions do constrain and enable. This aspect is foundational within 

the institutional work perspective that views institutions and individuals, i.e., organizations or 

even individual actors, within a generative and recursive relationship (Lawrence et al., 2009). 

From my perspective, the institutional core is, in part, a constraint, i.e., it is the immovable 

aspect of an institution that gives it life. However, this core also enables and directs an institution 

and its organizational members to draw from the institutional environment for experimentation, 

adaptation and change. While the institutional core provides the sustenance for maintaining the 

institution over time, peripheral aspects can be used creatively by individuals to cope with 

changing environments. 

Therefore, the institutional core, is conceptualized as a single, potent and motivating institutional 

substance that is at the heart of the institutional maintenance over time. Five elements ï 

institutional substance, or essence (Friedland, 2009), institutional and organizational character 

(Selznick, 1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008), authenticity and integrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000; 

2008) inform this conceptualization. In particular, I argue that institutions are driven by a single 

institutional core, rather than several cores. Further, I do not take a boundary-focused approach, 

but rather position the institutional core as a pervasive essence that impacts all aspects of an 

institution, as well as its member organizations. Finally, I argue that institutions must be 

understood as being members of a higher-level of interaction, or an ecology of institutions that 

share similar attributes that act as an institutional glue for both collaboration and contestation.  
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Chapter 3: Research Context and Methodology 

I focus on how institutions are maintained over time via the empirical context of the symphony 

orchestra, specifically the New York Philharmonic. As the oldest extant orchestra in America, it 

constitutes a high-profile, contemporary example of a symphony orchestra. Historically, the 

symphony orchestra has been an influential arts institution since its beginnings in mid-17th 

century Europe (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004). Today, the symphony orchestra persists in North 

America and beyond, as a vehicle of artistic expression for instrumentalists, soloists, and 

conductors, a significant artistic ingredient for todayôs cities, and oft a symbol of nationalistic 

pride. That said, many symphony orchestras struggle with rising operational costs, declining 

audience numbers, and the variability of funder commitment. The late 20th and early 21st 

centuries have seen several American orchestras disappear, with several others wavering on the 

brink of closure. In light of these major disruptions, the nature of institutional maintenance over 

time is of both theoretical and practical significance.  

To address this overarching theoretical question, I offer the institutional core, drawing from 

Friedlandôs (2009) institutional substance, or essence, Selznickôs (1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008) 

institutional and organizational character, and related concepts of authenticity and integrity, and 

identity (Glynn, 2000; 2008). I offer the institutional core as the ñmain ingredientò that is 

maintained amidst disruption, as expressed via four key propositions.  

In the first stage, my general analytic strategy determines what elements of the symphony 

orchestra have been maintained, and what elements have changed over time. In doing so I draw 

from the work of Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004), who provide a framework of key orchestral 

elements, as well as several commissioned and non-commissioned biographies of the New York 

Philharmonic. These biographies, along with reviews of the New York Times and other media 

sources, also provide several key disruptions that have occurred during the history of the New 

York Philharmonic since its inception in 1842. 

In the second stage, via a mixed method design, I determine how actors, both endogenous and 

exogenous to the symphony orchestra, engage in repairing and recreating practices. During this 

process, I remain sensitive to themes that emerge during data collection and analysis. Finally, I 
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also focus on the institutional core, and its applicability to the process of maintaining institutions 

over time, i.e. what is the institutional core of the symphony orchestra? 

General outline 

I employ a qualitative research design (Creswell, 2013; Creswell, 2014) to develop and extend 

our understanding of how institutions are maintained over time. Maintenance is a theoretical 

question that is characterized by significant complexity, and therefore well-suited to a qualitative 

approach. I employ a natural setting (Creswell, 2014), i.e., the New York Philharmonic, in 

addressing my main theoretical questions, via a mixed methods approach, utilizing both case 

study and archival analysis. Via archival analysis, I also employ a quantitative component that 

allows an investigation of key elements of three endogenous actors, i.e., the repertoire, soloists 

and conductors, in terms of what has been maintained, and what has changed over time. 

I collect data from multiple sources, including the institutionalized archives of the New York 

Philharmonic, commissioned and non-commissioned biographies of the New York 

Philharmonic, and New York Times reviews, which have continuously traced the Philharmonicôs 

activities since 1851. In particular, I focus on maintenance as a process that occurs over a 

significant length of time, i.e., not just a few years, or even a few decades, but rather over an 

almost 175 year period. 

I also draw from the work of Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004), who outline the creation and 

consolidation of the orchestra in Europe. These authors emphasize that the birth of the orchestra 

was first and foremost a process that occurred over the years 1650 to 1815, culminating in an 

institutional form that was distinct from others that preceded it and of the time (Spitzer & 

Zaslaw, 2004). In detailing this process, Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004) highlight five key elements: 

etymology, taxonomy, organology, orchestration and social history. These five key elements 

form a basic foundation for the various aspects of the symphony orchestra that I address when 

investigating what has been maintained and what has changed over time. 

Overall, the process of data collection focuses on my direct involvement with key archival 

documents. During data collection, I first put primary importance on participant meanings, over 
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my preliminary theoretical propositions. However, through the process of data collection and 

data analysis, I interpret these data considering both my own and the participantsô perspectives 

(Creswell, 2013). Therefore, my overall findings constitute a blend and balance of my 

interpretation, the interpretations of the participants, views held within extant literature, and 

themes that emerge from these data (Creswell, 2013).  

As expected in qualitative methods, the design that I employ is set, but not immovable. My 

initial plans have a fluidity over time, which is necessary for both case study method and 

archival analysis (Stake, 1995). When using the case study in particular, questions often evolve 

over time, including those of the researcher, i.e., ñeticò, and those flowing from the context, i.e., 

ñemicò (Stake, 1995). In general, I take both a qualitative and constructivist stance (Creswell, 

2013), in that my analysis favors multiple perspectives rather than one set answer (Stake, 1995), 

which reflects a close ñengagementò with participants via key historical texts, and incorporates 

my own views considering my background in music. 

On my role as researcher and ethical considerations 

In addressing my role and impact in the research process, I bring attention to my particular 

experience in the arts, i.e., as professional musician (trained as a concert pianist), and arts 

manager. My background has served me well in unlocking important findings over the course of 

the proposed study. While a former experience in music could present problematic bias, this bias 

is limited as my profession was as pianist rather than orchestral musician. I am still an active 

musician, sensitive to issues in artistic life, and, therefore, have a nuanced understanding of 

various data. Ultimately my experience shapes my overall findings and provides grounds for 

great opportunity. The University of Alberta granted Research Ethics Board approval; however, 

the nature of the research questions and the focus on historical texts did not lead to sensitive 

ethical issues.  

Qualitative design: Case study analysis and archival analysis 

I employ a mixed method design, using case study design (Stake, 1995, 2006; Yin, 2009; 

Creswell, 2013), in conjunction with archival analysis to address the main theoretical question of 
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this study. In particular, this approach allows the investigation and analysis of ñcomplicated 

research questionsò (Yin, 2009, p. 63), as well as the ñcollect[ion of] a richer and stronger array 

of evidenceò (Yin, 2009, p. 63). 

The Single Case Study 

Following Yin (2009), the empirical context of the New York Philharmonic is an example of a 

critical case, which helps build and extend our understanding of institutional maintenance. As 

well, since the symphony orchestra is somewhat a unique context within the business literature, it 

is also serves as a revelatory case. Further, as I take a historical stance in addressing institutional 

maintenance, via the New York Philharmonicôs trajectory over an almost 175 year period, this 

case study also serves as an example of Yinôs (2009) longitudinal case. Overall, I follow Yinôs 

(2009) single, embedded case study design, i.e., a single case that addresses multiple units of 

analysis. 

In defining my approach to case study analysis, I begin with Creswellôs (2013) definition: 

Case study research is a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a real-life 

contemporary bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time, 

through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of information (e.g., 

observations, interviews, audiovisual material, and documents and reports), and reports a 

case description and case themes. The unit of analysis in the case study might be multiple 

cases (a multisite study) or a single case (a within-site study). (p. 97) 

I move past Creswellôs (2013) focus on ñcontemporaryò (p. 97), to a historicized view of 

maintenance, which includes both contemporary and historical viewpoints. This stance is 

supported by Yin (2009), who also positions case study as best suited for present-day contexts, 

but does integrate the use of history and related documents and artifacts. I argue that 

maintenance, especially institutional maintenance, is not an event captured purely by 

contemporary data. It is a process that occurs over a considerable amount of time and, therefore, 

requires additional data to sufficiently capture the process. Historical data is critical to the overall 

research design and subsequent data collection and analysis. 
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The maintenance of institutions over time presents a case of considerable complexity. Following 

Yin (2009), the case study acts as a particularly useful instrument in addressing ñcomplex social 

phenomenaò (p. 4), via initial theoretical propositions, multiple data sources, and triangulation of 

data. Yin (2009) further offers four different applications of case study research, i.e., to explain, 

describe, illustrate and enlighten. Following this trajectory, I employ the example of the New 

York Philharmonic to reach these general analytical goals in answering the main research 

question: how are institutions maintained over time? Further, this context is employed to answer 

the related question of how actors, both endogenous and exogenous to an institution, engage in 

repairing and recreating practices, as well as a culminating question: what is the institutional 

core of the symphony orchestra? 

Finally, the case study of the New York Philharmonic fits the profile of an explanatory type 

(Yin, 2009), in that I focus on the how and why behind institutional maintenance at the New 

York Philharmonic. Further, in providing a greater understanding of the maintenance process, 

this case study is also of instrumental type, following Stake (1995), i.e., ñthe purpose of the case 

study is to go beyond the caseò (Stake, 2006, p. 8), providing the context to further theoretical 

understanding. 

The single case study: Key components 

Following Yin (2009), the main components of my case study design consist of the following: 

questions (also highlighted by Stake, 1995), propositions, units of analysis, logic linking data to 

propositions, and criteria for interpretation of findings. By employing case study in conjunction 

with archival analysis and a sensitivity to historical concerns, I collect, analyze, and interpret 

data from multiple sources to answer these questions, all the while remaining open to emergent 

themes during data collection and analysis. I address these propositions at organizational and 

institutional levels, i.e., via the individual member organization, the New York Philharmonic, 

and the institution of the symphony orchestra. 

Theoretically, our understanding of the maintenance of institutions is still ongoing. There is 

merit in seeking a deep understanding of contexts, including single contexts, as part of the 

ongoing theoretical development of this area. Case study method provides that kind of depth: 
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ñTo study a case, we carefully examine its functioning and activities, but the first objective of a 

case study is to understand the caseé Early on, we need to find out how the case gets things 

doneò (Stake, 2006, p. 2). Further, part of that depth involves the study of maintenance over a 

considerable amount of time, another dimension addressed by case study method: ñthe case is 

dynamicé It has stages of life ï only one of which may be observed, but the sense of history and 

future are part of the pictureò (Stake, 2006, p. 3). Case study method also places importance on 

context (Stake, 2006), including historical, cultural, physical, political, and aesthetic contexts. 

Further, case study methodôs emphasis on a variety of contexts aids in the definition of 

secondary source materials (Stake, 2006) as well as ñinterrelationsò (Stake, 2006, p. 12).  

Finally, in addressing the maintenance of institutions over time, historical considerations cannot 

be dismissed, for as Suddaby et al. (2014) assert, the study of institutional maintenance engages 

scholars in ñan implicit historical themeò (p. 3). My general intent ï understanding the 

maintenance of institutions over time ï is difficult if not impossible, if the actors, events, 

processes and influences over history (and including the present) are not addressed as a whole. 

Hargadon & Douglas (2001) assert that the historical case study ñprovide[s] a perspective that 

covers the decades often necessary to observe an innovationôs emergence and stabilizationò (p. 

480). In the same way, a historical case study offers the breadth and depth necessary to 

investigate the maintenance of institutions, while maintaining the rigor necessary for theory 

development. 

The single case study: Noted ñtensionsò 

The single case study has provoked misgivings in the literature; however, its power has also been 

affirmed in appropriate applications. For instance, while the single case study does not provide 

the comparative power of a multi-case study, it has been effectively used in multiple disciplines, 

from political science (Lipset, Trow, & Coleman, 1956; Allison, 1971) ï the nature of power in 

organizations and the explanation of the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, respectively; to sociology 

(Johnson, 2007) ï organizational imprinting and the founding of the Paris Opera; to business 

(Schein, 2003) ï why businesses succeed or fail.  
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The single case study has served as a useful methodological tool in developing theory 

(Eisenhardt, 1989; Ragin & Becker, 1992; Yin, 2009), and generally, as a ñsystematic research 

toolò (Yin, 1981, p. 58). Rojas (2010) highlights its strengths when ñstudying difficult-to-observe 

processes that would require interviews, field site visits, and internal organizational documents to 

construct a credible accountò (p. 1267). Further, Eisenhardt (1989) focuses on its strengths of 

ñnovelty, testability, and empirical validity, which arise from the intimate linkage with empirical 

evidenceò (p. 548), as well as it being ñparticularly well-suited to new research areas or research 

areas for which existing theory seems inadequateò (pp. 548-9). 

Kieser (1994) also notes two important tensions that require resolution. First, there are concerns 

with generalization over the unique. According to Kieser (1994), ñhistorians stress the 

uniqueness of organizations, while organization theorists stress the general dimensions of 

organizationsò (p. 612). This potential problem is compensated by what is gained by adopting the 

historical case method. Following Geertz (1973), Hargadon and Douglas (2001) argue that 

The purpose of such an analysis is not to develop a set of general rules that apply across 

all cases but, instead, to look at the concrete details and actions of a particular situation to 

understand the larger systems of meaning reflect in them. (p. 480)  

The goal may not be the same, but the goal is no less important overall. 

Second, concerns arise over the relative importance of creating grand theories. According to 

Kieser (1994), ñsociologists...favor grand theories...while historians fundamentally distrust grand 

theoriesò (p. 612). However, though business historians favor facts over theory, historical 

methods do not necessarily preclude the possibility of theoretical gains. Overall, I employ 

historical methods in a context that demands historical sensitivity, i.e., institutional maintenance 

as an inherently historical process. 

One final tension concerns the nature of archival data itself (Bryman, 1989; Ventresca & Mohr, 

2002; Rojas, 2010). According to Rojas (2010), organizational archives often present many 

advantages, but many problems as well, including holes in data over time and the presence of a 

single institutionalized view. However, these and other problems can be combatted in part by 
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drawing from a wealth of information from a variety of sources (Pettigrew, 1997; Hargadon & 

Douglas, 2001; Brunninge, 2009; Rojas, 2010). Drawing from the work of Pettigrew (1990), 

Brunninge (2009) argues for the value of the case study: ñthe generated data are not only rich in 

mere volume, but also stem from multiple sources, include contextual aspects and represent an 

extended period of timeò (p. 14).  

Overall, the New York Philharmonic is a well-positioned case study to address institutional 

maintenance over time. First, it is known to have one of the largest and most complete 

institutional archives in the world, one that details the organizationôs activities from its inception 

in 1842 to the current day. Second, the New York Philharmonic is also one of the more visible 

and well-known orchestras in the world. As such, a wealth of archival data is available for study, 

offering ñhistorically grounded descriptive materialò (Leblebici et al., 1991, p. 333) necessary to 

determine the nature of the maintenance of the symphony orchestra over time.  

Archival analysis 

Archival analysis was chosen to complement what case study can offer. To the ñhowò and ñwhyò 

that is the focus of case study, archival analysis offers a complementary set of interests, 

including the ñwhoò, ñwhatò, ñwhereò, ñhow manyò, and ñhow muchò (Yin, 2009). First, 

archival analysis is an important part of addressing the main theoretical question. Understanding 

how institutions are maintained over time amidst disruption, must be captured over a 

considerable time period. Since the New York Philharmonic has a wealth of archival information 

from its inception in 1842, archival analysis is essential in taking full advantage of this 

information. As well, an understanding of how institutions are maintained over time must also 

include those actors involved in both maintaining and disrupting those institutions. 

Second, archival analysis also offers the opportunity for quantitative analysis (Yin, 2009) 

concerning key elements that have been maintained, or changed over time. In the case of the 

New York Philharmonic, this includes such aspects as the nature of the repertoire, soloists, and 

conductors, three key actors whose trajectories show inter-related yet very different expressions 

over time, in terms of their level of consistency as a group vs. their level of change. Therefore, a 
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mix of quantitative and qualitative measures are employed, i.e., frequency as well as presence 

and absence of key elements. 

In sum, I employ a mixed method approach that involves case study and archival analysis as part 

of the overall research design to answer the main theoretical question: how are institutions 

maintained over time? I focus on times of disruption, and therefore also question: what aspects 

of institutions are maintained, and what aspects are allowed to change? Related to these 

questions, I also focus on ñthe howò: how do actors, both endogenous and exogenous to an 

institution engage in repairing and recreating practices? Overall, considering a focus on the 

institutional core, a related and final question of this research is thus: what is the institutional 

core of the symphony orchestra? 

Empirical context 

As noted by Creswell (2013), the site for investigation is an important decision, and once set, 

directs the investigation of such aspects as actors, events, and processes (Miles & Huberman, 

1994). The New York Philharmonic was chosen as the main site for the following three reasons. 

First, as the process of maintenance is something that occurs over a significant amount of time, 

the New York Philharmonic is well-placed as oldest extant orchestra in the United States and 

North America, first established in New York City in 1842. Second, the Philharmonic also 

houses one of the most significant and complete archives in the symphonic world, thus offering 

an important site for data collection. Finally, while both the Berlin and Vienna Philharmonics 

have a similarly long history (established in 1882 and 1842 respectively), the New York 

Philharmonic offers the advantage of having an archives in the English language, as well as a 

long history of being referenced in English-speaking media and other literatures. As argued by 

Yin (2009) this preliminary step helps to improve the chances of collecting quality data.  

The main actors include the New York Philharmonic, key commissioned and non-commissioned 

biographers, and reviewers from the New York Times, and other related organizations, i.e., 

ñindividuals who have commonly experienced the action or processò (Creswell, 2013, p. 154). 

Finally, the event and process under investigation includes the various actions that key actors 

have taken over time in maintaining the New York Philharmonic amidst disruption. 
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The New York Philharmonic Orchestra 

While orchestral activity was apparent in America at a much earlier date, in places such as 

Philadelphia and Boston (Butterworth, 1998), New York established ñthe first professional 

orchestra to have survived to the present dayò (p. 7). The New York Philharmonic was founded 

on April 23, 1842 as the Philharmonic Society of New York, making it the oldest orchestra in the 

USA, and one of the oldest orchestras in the world (History: Overview, n.d.). First led by 

American-born Ureli Corelli Hill, the Philharmonic Societyôs inaugural season featured its first 

performance on December 7, 1842. It is important to note that several of the Philharmonicôs 

European contemporaries were also coming into being at this time, including the Vienna 

Philharmonic on March 28, 1842 (Hellsberg, n.d.), and the Berlin Philharmonic in 1882 (History 

of the Berliner Philharmoniker, n.d.). Therefore, the Philharmonic Society of New York 

participated in the institutionalization of the symphony orchestra that culminated in latter 19th to 

early 20th centuries. 

Until 1909, the Philharmonic was managed as a cooperative: ñmusicians acted as shareholders or 

owners of the orchestra and selected the conductor, promoted concerts, and scheduled the 

seasonò (Wagner, 2006, p. 11). However, following several challenging years, the Philharmonic 

Society was restructured in corporate form, largely following the influence of Mary Sheldon, 

wife of George R. Sheldon, former President of the United States Trust Company and treasurer 

of the Republican National Committee (Wagner, 2006). By February 1909, the German-born 

composer, Gustav Mahler, was announced as the new conductor (Wagner, 2006), and a 

Guarantors Committee, with Sheldon as Chairman, took over the main administration of the 

organization (Shanet, 1975). The Philharmonic Societyôs future was now directed and supported 

by the likes of J.P. Morgan, Joseph Pulitzer, and John D. Rockefeller.  

Under the guidance of Mahler, and the financial support that the Guarantors Committee afforded, 

the Philharmonic Society began to develop its ñworld-wide reputationò (Mahler & Roman, 1989, 

p. 244), and grew as a valuable civic and national institution (Shanet, 1975). During a time of 

consolidation, the Philharmonic Society merged with several other orchestras based in New 

York, including the National Symphony Orchestra, the City Symphony Orchestra, and 

Symphony Society (Shanet, 1975). Following the merger with the Symphony Society in 1928, 
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the new ñPhilharmonic-Symphony Society became for all practical purposes the official 

orchestra of the City of New York and the focus of the cityôs orchestral activityò (Shanet, 1975, 

p. 256). Its growth depended upon a strong administrative body that included a ñnumber of 

intelligent and conscientious administrators with talent and experience in running large 

organizationsò (Shanet, 1975, p. 235). Concert-goers up to the 1956-57 season saw the title, 

Philharmonic-Symphony Society prominently displayed on the front page of programs; however, 

beginning in the 1957-58 season, the title, The New York Philharmonic, took its place. Its 

relationship with New York City was complete. 

Throughout its history, the New York Philharmonic has been led by a long line of distinguished 

conductors, and composer-conductors, i.e., those conductors who are also composers. Up until 

the late 19th century, the New York Philharmonic often had several active conductors in each 

season, but into the 20th, it was led by a principal conductor, with others appearing as guests, or 

in several other subsidiary capacities, within the regular season. The post of principal conductor 

is an important one (Frank, 2002), and at the Philharmonic, it became ñone of the most highly 

prized in the musical worldò (New York Philharmonic Orchestra, n.d., para. 1). Since July 19, 

2007, Alan Gilbert, who made his debut with the Philharmonic in 2001, has held this position, 

and is distinguished, in part, as the first native New Yorker to assume this role (Canarina, 2010).  

From its inception, the New York Philharmonic has acted as champion of new music (History: 

Overview, n.d.), focusing its efforts on commissions, including world, North American, or USA 

premieres. This self-described ñpioneering traditionò (History: Overview, n.d., para. 2), is 

complemented by an array of world-renowned conductors, composer-conductors, as well as by a 

well-defined partnership with technological developments, from early phonograph recordings 

with Columbia Records in the 1910s (Shanet, 1975), to radio broadcasts beginning in 1922 

(History: Overview, n.d.), to its first national radio broadcast made on the CBS network in 1937, 

and several television shows. Most recently, the New York Philharmonic now offers online 

digital content, and holds the distinction as ñthe first major American orchestra to offer 

downloadable concerts, recorded liveò (History: Overview, n.d., para. 5). 

The New York Philharmonicôs long history has been captured in its institutionalized archives 

based in New York City. The importance of this collection is seen, in part, in the creation of a 
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new presentation space, the Bruno Walter Gallery, which was set up in Avery Fisher Hall in the 

1993-1994 Season, to display various items drawn from the archives (Canarina, 2010). Beyond 

these archives, the history of the New York Philharmonic has also been detailed in the press. 

From its inception, the Philharmonicôs activities have been covered by several media sources: 

first, the New York Herald and New York Tribune (from the Philharmonicôs inception in 1842), 

and the New-York Daily Times (from 1851). However, the New York Times (formerly the New-

York Daily Times, and later, the New-York Times) has a particularly long, and uninterrupted 

history of chronicling the Philharmonicôs activities, with all media sources often ñshap[ing] 

public opinion and attitudesò (Mahler & Roman, 1989, p. xxiii). 

Beyond its role as an early member of the institution of the symphony orchestra, the New York 

Philharmonic has also been defined by its role in the arts scene in New York City, but also by its 

activities within the United States and around the world via its touring activities. At home, the 

orchestra played an important role in New York Cityôs rise in the mid-20th century as the 

ñcultural capital of the worldò (Bernstein & Haws, 2008, p. x) and was often employed by the 

US government as a targeted ñócultural offensiveô during time of political difficultyò (Bernstein 

& Haws, 2008, p. 118). A particularly public example was a trip to Northern Korea in 2008, 

when the Philharmonic gave the first performance of an American orchestra in Pyongyang 

(History: Overview, n.d.). Recently, the New York Philharmonicôs global presence was furthered 

through its association with Credit Suisse, its first and exclusive global sponsor (History: 

Overview, n.d.).  

From its earliest times, the Philharmonic also filled an educational role. For example, in the 

1850s, it opened rehearsals to audience members, a tradition still held today (Shanet, 1975). 

Under conductor Josef Stransky, the Philharmonic offered the first Young Peopleôs Concert in 

January, 1914 (Shanet, 1975). The New York Philharmonic also began a series in 2005 ñfor 

children from ages three to fiveò (Canarina, 2010, p. 377), called the Very Young Peopleôs 

Concerts. 

For the 2014-2015 season, Alan Gilbert serves as the Philharmonicôs Music Director, with 

Christopher Rouse as the Marie-Josée Kravis Composer-in-Residence, violinist Lisa Batiashvili, 

as the Mary and James G. Wallach Artist-in-Residence, and pianist Inon Barnatan, as Artist-in-
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Association, a position created in 2014 to provide a long-term association with an emerging 

artist. The administrative team is led by Oscar S. Schafer, Chairman of the Board of Directors, 

and Matthew VanBesien, President and Executive Director. Since 2009, actor Alec Baldwin, 

holds the rather ñvisibleò post of Radio Host for the nationally broadcast radio series, The New 

York Philharmonic This Week, and was later elected to the Board of Directors in December 

2010. 

Data analysis 

To answer the question of how institutions are maintained over time, I employ case study 

method in conjunction with archival analysis. Data collection and analysis were concurrent 

activities, in association with the development of key propositions concerning the nature of 

maintenance amidst disruption offered in Chapter 2. These propositions reflect key themes that 

emerged from the literature, as well as from my own personal experience as professional 

musician and arts manager. 

Case study method 

Case study design (Stake, 1995, 2006; Yin, 2009) was chosen for its highly detailed description 

of the empirical context. This descriptive data provides emergent themes that form a 

counterpoint to specific information about actors, including quantitative analysis of their 

trajectories over time. Case study also helps create a chronology of key events, as well as isolate 

ñpatterns of unanticipated as well as expected relationshipsò (Stake, 1995, p. 41). 

Following Yin (2009), I use two general strategies from the case study method. First, I have 

developed four key propositions regarding maintenance amidst disruption, which I have drawn 

from the literature and my past experience. Second, I developed a case description to highlight 

key thematic areas reflected in the propositions, as well as others that emerged over time which 

either complemented or ran counter to my initial propositions, i.e., something that Yin (2009, p. 

133) describes as a rival explanation analytic strategy. As with archival analysis, the case study 

method especially focuses on the importance of interpretation (Stake, 1995). 
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Data analysis: A focus on structure and practice 

Prior research on institutional work suggests two main categories, i.e., structure and practices 

(Lawrence et al., 2009). This division reflects a long-running tension in the literature between 

two divergent perspectives, one concerning key structures within the external environment that 

restrict ï if not halt ï human agency, and the other, concerning highly agentic actors that have 

the will and ability to shape their environments (Battilana & DôAunno, 2009). My general 

analytic approach addresses both structural and practical aspects of the New York Philharmonic 

Orchestra, in terms of what has stayed the same, and what has changed over time. I therefore 

focus on both the ñthe whatò behind maintenance a well as ñthe howò. In doing so, I address four 

propositions regarding the nature of maintenance amidst disruption, drawing from selected 

elements offered by the framework of Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004) (see Table 1). 

Table 1: Structures and practices 

Type Element Examples Source  

Structures Taxonomy Instrumentation, repertoire Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004  

Appendix B Organology Instrument types, orchestra size 

Orchestration Instrument technology, combinations 

Practices Social 

History 

Social role, patronage systems Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004  

Appendix B 

Performance 

Practices 

Rehearsal, ornamentation 

 

Data validity, reliability, and generalizability 

The accuracy and consistency of data collection, organization, and analysis is addressed via the 

following methods general to qualitative research (Creswell, 2013), and specific to both the case 

study method, and related archival analysis. In particular, I address this studyôs validity via the 

following strategies (Yin, 2009). For construct validity, case study and archival analysis benefits 

from multiple data sources, which I employ in developing themes and interpretations, using the 

process of data triangulation. External validity is addressed via the use of theory, as this is a 
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single case study. Internal validity is addressed via explanation building as well as addressing 

any counter explanations that appear over time.  

Concerning reliability, the case study approach is defined by a well-organized and documented 

series of steps to increase the reliability of the overall research process. According to Yin (2009), 

case studies have been much criticized for their lack of rigor, and therefore, must show a 

ñrigorous methodological pathò (p. 3), from the literature review, to research questions, to 

procedures. In the same way, archival analysis is approached using a complementary, historical 

rigor. 

Generalizability is a potential area of concern when using a single case for the empirical context. 

In Johnsonôs (2007) study of the Paris Opera, a single case study ñis not meant to yield results 

that are wholly generalizableé instead, it provides rich historical and sociological materials 

through which to develop and articulate theoretical approaches contributing to improved social 

scientific explanationò (p. 122). More specifically, Yin (2009) makes the distinction that case 

studies ñare generalizable to theoretical propositions and not to populations or universesò (p. 15). 

Therefore, I focus on what Yin (2009) refers to as analytic generalization rather than the typical 

statistical generalization. In understanding the process of institutional maintenance, I employ the 

case of the New York Philharmonic to specifically ñexpand and generalize theoriesò (Yin, 2009, 

p. 15) to meet generalizability expectations. 

Data sources 

I draw data from three main archival sources: the New York Philharmonic Archives, 

commissioned and non-commissioned biographies of the New York Philharmonic, and reviews 

of the New York Times and other related media sources (see Appendix A). I employ archival 

data sources to gather data pertinent to the main theoretical question and preliminary 

propositions, as well as information in developing the institutional core. Part of this process 

includes an investigation of what elements of the orchestra have remained constant over time, 

and what elements have undergone significant change during times of disruption. These data are 

also analyzed in terms of four propositions regarding the nature of maintenance amidst 

disruption, as well as both historical and present day views of the New York Philharmonic. 
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The New York Philharmonic archives 

The New York Philharmonic Archives maintains the key texts of the New York Philharmonic 

since its inception in 1842 and has the distinction of being ñone of the oldest and most important 

orchestral research collections in the worldò (Archives Collections, n.d., para. 1). Its significance 

is based on the completeness and diversity of its contents, which allows researchers to approach 

the orchestra over a considerable time period, by aural, visual, and written means. While some 

ñholesò are apparent during the years of transition from a player-run cooperative to the current-

day corporate model, i.e., in the early part of the 20th century, the collection is sufficient to 

provide a very detailed narrative of the Philharmonic. Further, the archives offer a source of 

information regarding the maintenance of not only the New York Philharmonic, but American 

orchestras in general during the 19th and 20th centuries. 

Commissioned and non-commissioned biographies 

Several commissioned (Krehbiel, 1892; Huneker, 1917; Erskine, 1943) and non-commissioned 

(Shanet, 1975; Canarina, 2010) biographies have been written on the New York Philharmonic. 

While the commissioned biographies were written at the request of the Philharmonic, and 

therefore reflect one perspective of the organization, these texts are particularly important as the 

authors enjoyed a proximity to key actors of the time. Further, the non-commissioned 

biographies complement the commissioned texts in several key ways. First, Shanet (1975) details 

the history of the New York Philharmonic from its inception in 1842 and includes extensive 

discussion on the social context within which the Philharmonic functioned (Shanet, 1975). This 

history, therefore, becomes an important resource in examining the Philharmonic as an actor 

within American culture from 1842 to the 1970s. Second, Shanet (1975) approaches the context 

of the New York Philharmonic not solely as a historian, but as an insider, i.e., as a New Yorker 

by birth, cellist and musicologist, former assistant to New York Philharmonic conductor, 

Leonard Bernstein, and even guest conductor of the New York Philharmonic in 1959 and 1960. 

A strong, inside-outside view is also offered by Canarina (2010), who builds on the work of 

Shanet (1975) by detailing the history of the orchestra from the 1950s to 2009. As former 

assistant conductor to Leonard Bernstein, Canarina (2010) exposes the views of many actors at 

the Philharmonic, benefiting from a well-developed relationship with key administrators, as well 
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as in-house archivists. Canarina (2010) also addresses multiple perspectives within the orchestra, 

from administration, to conductors, to players, as well as the many other external actors linked 

with the orchestra. 

New York Times reviews and other texts 

I also draw from media accounts of the New York Times, a single, unique source that has 

continuously traced the Philharmonicôs activities since 1851. To address earlier accounts of the 

New York Philharmonic, I also draw from texts of the New York Herald and New-York Daily 

Tribune, amongst others. 

Framework: Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004) 

In addressing the various elements of the orchestra that have either changed or remained constant 

over time, a determination of what is, and what is not, an orchestra is necessary (Zaslaw 1988). 

Therefore, I draw from a framework offered by Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004) that offers five key 

elements for consideration: etymology, taxonomy, organology, orchestration, and social history 

(see Appendix B). While the etymology of the orchestra is an important consideration, and is 

addressed generally in assessing what is, and what is not an orchestra, I focus here on the 

remaining four elements: taxonomy, organology, orchestration, and social history. 

Taxonomy 

In assessing maintenance over time, I first use a taxonomic approach, which distinguishes 

symphony orchestras from other art forms based on groups of performers. Baroque orchestras of 

the late 17th and early 18th centuries, as distinguished from pre-orchestral ensembles, can be 

characterized by seven elements: violin based, part doubling, standardized instrumentation and 

repertory, 16-foot base, i.e., the presence of deep or low sounds in the ensemble, keyboard 

continuo, unity and discipline, and administrative structures (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, pp. 20-21). 

Later, orchestras of the 18th and early 19th centuries welcomed new additions: wind instruments, 

leadership, specialization, placement, and nomenclature, i.e., a systematic terminology, along 

with one trait that tended to disappear in the late 18th century, the keyboard (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 

2004). However, as one approaches the institutionalized symphony orchestra as it appears today, 
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changes became more minor, for as Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004) affirm, ñthe more firmly the 

orchestra established itself as an institution, the more it conserved its old traits and resisted 

changeò (p. 22). Overall, the various types of orchestras that have existed over history are 

characterized by unique orchestral configurations that can be assessed over time. While a 

taxonomic approach does not fully capture what an orchestra is, and is not (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 

2004), it does offer tangible and traceable traits, which become useful points of comparison. 

Organology 

In conjunction with a taxonomic approach, I also address organology, i.e., the types of 

instruments, as well as the size and balance of the orchestra as a whole (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004). 

Much information survives from the 17th and 18th centuries, up to the present day. While 

problems do exist in these rosters ï for example, rosters sometime depict a full complement 

rather than actual numbers for specific performances ï they are useful in ñtrac[ing] changes over 

time and also...compar[ing] contemporary orchestras with one anotherò (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, 

p. 28). Over the history of the symphony orchestra, the first instruments were created during the 

period extending from 1650 to 1700 (Barclay, 2003), and by the period extending from 1700 to 

1780, symphony orchestras began to take on a somewhat predicable form:  

It was in the eighteenth century that the orchestra really began to come together as a 

homogeneous body. This cohesion had implications for the balance between instruments, 

not only in playing style and technique, but also in technical development. However with 

a few notable exceptions, the existing instruments saw adaptation and alteration to suit 

changing musical fashions, but underwent no major structural changes. The first flush of 

development was followed inevitably by a plateau of systematic refinement and 

exploitation. (Barclay, 2003, p. 29) 

Following this period of consolidation, the symphony orchestra underwent another period of 

change in terms of the ñdesign, construction and manufacture of instrumentsò (Barclay, 2003, p. 

31). Some orchestral instruments were redesigned, while others were introduced for the first 

time, in part due to a social period of industrialization and revolution (Barclay, 2003). However, 
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after about 1840, the orchestra underwent little change, though some variation did continue into 

the 20th century: 

The first part of the nineteenth century had seen the maximum development and 

proliferation of orchesta instrumentationé variations continued to be made, [but] it 

remains true that from this time [i.e., the early 19th century] a certain stasis was setting 

iné From a technical point of view, though, few fundamental changes have been made 

to any instrument of the orchestra for a century and a halfé there is certainly a 

recognition that the established pattern functions extremely well, and that no profound 

change of technical direction is desirable, necessary, or even possible. (Barclay, 2003, pp. 

36-37) 

Overall, the development of the organology of the symphony orchestra was essentially complete 

by the early 19th century; however, this process proceeded via a typical ecological trajectory, ñin 

fits and starts; those destined to be successful spread and colonized, other were born and died in 

swift successionò (Barclay, 2003, p. 41). 

Orchestration 

A third element concerns orchestration, i.e., ñthe story of how the instruments function 

musicallyò (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 28). Orchestration addresses the types of instruments 

used based on specific musical periods (e.g., baroque, classical, etc.) and the key technological 

changes that occurred during these periods, but it also assesses how the various instruments 

combine and recombine in particular sections (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004). Further, orchestration 

illustrates certain meanings of the orchestra. For example, orchestras of the 17th and 18th century 

focused on the meaningful use of orchestra effects (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004), associating them 

with particular musical contexts or musical instruments. However, over time, these effects were 

simply associated with the orchestra itself, i.e., they signified to listeners: ñThis is orchestral 

musicò (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 467). These extramusical associations led to general 

understandings around music expression (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 483), and by the late 18th 

and early 19th century, a theory of orchestration: ñThe emergence of a theory of orchestration at 
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the end of the eighteenth century marked a final stage of the recognition of the orchestra as a 

distinct and distinctive institutionò (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 439). 

Social history 

Finally, I also survey a wide range of social configurations, including musiciansô careers, 

systems of patronage, as well as roles and meanings of the orchestra (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004). 

In general, social conditions were first shaped by courts and aristocratic households in the 17th 

century, and then later in the 18th century, by concert halls and middle class patronage (Spitzer & 

Zaslaw, 2004). During this time, the orchestra emerged as a form that functioned in various 

social settings, including international settings, and overall, as ña social institution in its own 

rightò (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 34). 

Performance practice 

I also address one further element: performance practice, i.e., the manner of playing an 

instrument as well as the rules and norms around activities, such as rehearsals (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 

2004). In particular, the role of orchestral player emerged during the 18th century (Spitzer & 

Zaslaw, 2004): ñThere was no such thing as a "concert or orchestra player,"é [but by the late 

18th century] concert or orchestra players had become a distinct kind of musician, with their own 

performance practicesò (p. 371). 

Further, theoretical texts also emerged at this time that created a new space to offer ñthe ideas 

that people need[ed] to have for the orchestra to maintain and reproduce itself as an institutionò 

(Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 393). Overall, orchestras in Europe were now beginning to think and 

act as a group, as ña single institutionò (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 397). The process of 

internationalization and institutionalization transformed the role of orchestral player to one that 

had clear expectations: 

A player trained in one orchestra ought to be able to play in any orchestra; an instrument 

used in one orchestra should be usable in any orchestra; a piece written for one orchestra 

should be playable in principle by all orchestras. (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 397) 
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In sum, Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004) offer a particularly detailed framework that provides a broad 

foundation of various orchestral elements. These elements followed a general trajectory over 

time from the late 17th, early 18th century to an institutionalized and internationalized form 

around the later 19th and early 20th century. Overall, these elements provide a starting point for 

assessing what elements of the orchestra have stayed the same, and what elements have changed 

either minimally or rather dramatically over time. 

Data collection and recording 

To address the main theoretical question of this study, several data have been collected from 

multiple sources, and housed on a password protected computer or in a locked storage space. 

These texts have been collected with a sensitivity to context, as expected in both case study 

method and archival analysis (Yin, 2009). 

In general, I follow Yin (2009) in basic principles around data collection, using multiple data 

sources to aid in accuracy and construct validity, and employing a database to improve 

reliability. This database includes notes, texts, tabular materials, i.e., quantitative data, including 

counts, and narratives (Yin, 2009, pp. 120-121).  

Consistency, change, and selected disruptions 

Overall, I adopt an institutional lens in interpreting these data. Focusing on the nature of 

maintenance amidst disruption, I test my propositions via three main endogenous actors drawn 

from the empirical context of the New York Philharmonic, i.e., the repertoire, soloists, and 

conductors. I selected these three main actors based on an overall assessment of exogenous and 

endogenous actors of the symphony orchestra, as reflected in both the musicological and 

business literatures. I then analyze both consistency and change concerning these three actors, 

from the time of inception of the New York Philharmonic, i.e., 1842, to the present, and as 

reflected in the main data sources, i.e., New York Philharmonic archives, commissioned and 

non-commissioned biographies, and critical reviews of the New York Times (amongst others), as 

well as via my own experience as professional musician and arts manager.  
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I also analyze three cases of disruption, each focusing on one of the three endogenous actors, 

i.e., pianist Glenn Gouldôs interpretive disruption of the repertoire (the repertoire), violinist 

Anne-Sophie Mutterôs potential disruption of ñglamourò (soloists), and conductor Leonard 

Bernsteinôs disruption of time (conductors). I chose these three cases following an analysis of 

disruptions at the New York Philharmonic, largely drawn from the commissioned and non-

commissioned biographies. While the entire set of disruptions provided several possible thematic 

areas for analysis, I chose these three based on the following criteria: these cases 1) represented 

examples of disruption that targeted (or involved) one of the three main endogenous actors, i.e., 

the repertoire, soloists, and conductors; 2) were supported by data drawn from multiple sources; 

and 3) afforded a particularly detailed account of a complex set of actions concerning the 

disruptive event. 

In analyzing consistency and change over time of the three selected endogenous actors, I include 

a quantitative component that primarily draws from data of the New York Philharmonic 

archives. In the case of the repertoire, I consulted previous studies (Mueller, 1973; Hart, 1973; 

Dowd, Liddle, Lupo, & Borden, 2002; Glynn, 2002, Kremp, 2010) in conjunction with specific 

data drawn from the New York Philharmonic archives in 20-year increments, from the New 

York Philharmonicôs first season, i.e., 1842-1843, to the 2012-2013 season. I use 20-year 

increments to allow for a significant period of time to be analyzed, with sufficient detail to 

observe general consistencies and change over time, but also for practical reasons, considering 

the length of time it would have taken to conduct a complete analysis of each season since 

inception, i.e. 1842-3 to 2014-5. One limitation of the use of 20-year increments is that this 

approach does rule out the possibility of analyzing specific conductorsô influence over time. 

However, as I wish to focus on more general trends and key points of maintenance or change, a 

focus on the potential interrelationships between conductor and repertoire are beyond the scope 

of this particular study, though of interest for future research. Further, the 20-year approach 

invariably includes the 1942-3 season, the 100th anniversary year of the New York Philharmonic, 

which is notable for its large number of programs and performances. While this year is 

exceptional, it has been retained to provide consistency in the overall process of analyzing these 

data over time. 
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In particular, and as employed in earlier studies, I analyze traditionally measured aspects, such as 

composers represented over time, as well as their nationality. However, I also analyze further 

aspects such as the incidence of the compositional form, i.e., the symphony, and the number of 

programs and performances offered during each season in terms of all programs vs. subscription-

only programs. Further, I also analyze consistency and change in specific contextual aspects 

integral to the presentation of orchestral music, such as day, time, and month of performance, 

location, and incidence of the intermission.  

Some significant exclusions, however, warrant mention. First, while the complete data set of the 

New York Philharmonic Archives also includes programs of the New York Symphony, an 

orchestra that merged with the New York Philharmonic in 1928, I exclude these programs, as my 

focus is specifically on the New York Philharmonic. Second, I also exclude programs that 

consisted of entirely chamber music or other non-orchestral music, as my focus is not only on the 

New York Philharmonic, but also it acting in the capacity of a symphony orchestra, rather than 

as a small group selected from members of the orchestra. Third, while the data set could have 

included only works written for the symphony orchestra alone, I rather take a more inclusive 

view. Specifically, I include repertoire that features the symphony orchestra alone, but also set 

against (or in conjunction with) key soloists, such as the concerto or staged performance of an 

opera or oratorio. In particular, I include these forms as they require a symphony orchestra for 

their realization. In this way, I preference an inextricable relationship between orchestra and 

soloist. Overall, this data provides the necessary breadth to track consistencies and change over 

time, as well as a balance of typical measures that have been used in previous studies, with 

further contextual measures and associated performance practices. This group of measures afford 

a much more nuanced view of consistencies over time, in comparison to earlier studies. 

In the case of soloists, measures of consistency and change also involve a quantitative 

component that analyzes data drawn in 20-year increments from the New York Philharmonic 

archives, but supported by qualitative data drawn, in particular, from the commissioned and non-

commissioned biographies. As was the case in the analysis of the repertoire, I only analyze 

soloists featured in programs of the New York Philharmonic, i.e. soloists featured in programs of 

the New York Symphony are again excluded. However, chamber music works, i.e., non-
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orchestral, excluded from the data set for repertoire, have been retained to analyze all soloist 

influences. Overall, I analyze the inclusion of soloists in performances over time at the New 

York Philharmonic, as well as types of instruments and combinations of instruments employed 

by these soloists. Further, I employ data that captures whether a single performer (e.g., a 

violinist) or a group of performers (e.g., a group of singers) are featured in a soloistic capacity.  

Finally, I analyze consistency and change in conductors over time, drawing quantitative data 

from the New York Philharmonic archives and qualitative data from the commissioned and non-

commissioned biographies, as well as other business and musicological sources. In particular, I 

employ Shanetôs (1975) typology of conductors, which largely references conductors of the New 

York Philharmonic, to assess key consistencies and changes over time. I further support this 

qualitative analysis with quantitative data drawn from the New York Philharmonic archives, also 

in 20-year increments, focusing on the number of conductors used in each program, as well as 

how many conductors appeared over an entire season, including the distinction between all 

programs, or subscription-only programs. As with the analysis of the repertoire, I exclude 

conductors of the New York Symphony, along with chamber and other non-orchestral 

performances, as the focus remains on the New York Philharmonic as orchestral body. 

To the analysis of consistency and change over time, I also analyze three cases of disruption, 

including the repertoire, soloists, and conductors. First, I analyze Gouldôs interpretive disruption 

of the repertoire, including multiple sources of qualitative data drawn from the commissioned 

and non-commissioned biographies, reviews of the New York Times, and my own experience as 

professional musician and arts manager. One further data source unique to this case is a 

recording of pianist Glenn Gouldôs second performance of April 6, 1962, as well as conductor, 

Leonard Bernsteinôs ñdisclaimerò issued prior to Gouldôs performance, and Gouldôs 1993 

interview with radio commentator for the New York Philharmonic, James Fassett (Brahms, 

Gould, Bernstein, & Fassett, 1998).  

Disruption concerning soloists focuses on violinist Anne-Sophie Mutterôs potential disruption of 

ñglamourò. Here, I analyze data that was largely drawn from the commissioned and non-

commissioned biographies to first outline the general nature of the influence and impact of 

ñfashionò and ñglamourò at the New York Philharmonic since its inception in 1842. I then 
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analyze data drawn from the commissioned and non-commissioned biographies, reviews of the 

New York Times, as well as my own experience as professional musician and arts manager. In 

particular, Mutterôs own views ï via interviews in the New York Times, amongst other sources ï 

become important sources of data for this particular case. 

Finally, I analyze the disruptive influence of conductors via the case of Bernsteinôs disruption of 

time. I again include the commissioned, and non-commissioned biographies, reviews of the New 

York Times, and my own experience as professional musician and arts manager. However, in 

this case, I also analyze further quantitative data drawn from the New York Philharmonic 

archives, including the number of times Bernstein appeared with the New York Philharmonic per 

season, from his first season in 1958-1959, and yearly data to his 1963-1964 season. Thereafter, I 

also analyze quantitative data concerning the number of times future conductors appeared with 

the New York Philharmonic, in 20-year increments, from Zubin Mehtaôs tenure in 1982-1983, 

Lorin Maazelôs in 2002-2003, and finally Alan Gilbertôs in 2012-2013. In all instances, I utilize 

quantitative data to determine the percentage of time each conductor spent with the New York 

Philharmonic per season considering all programs and subscription-only programs. As well, the 

overall season, in number of weeks, as well as the gaps that conductors took away from the New 

York Philharmonic, is used to calculate an overall percentage of time that the conductors spent 

with the Philharmonic. 
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Chapter 4: The Symphony Orchestra 

This chapter outlines the historical context of the evolution of the symphony orchestra. The 

following history demonstrates three key points. First, the symphony orchestra is highly 

institutionalized, with a long history that has produced a definable template of what a symphony 

orchestra should look like and a clear pattern of global diffusion. Second, the institution of the 

symphony orchestra is part of an overall ecology of institutions characterized by a complex 

interaction of key endogenous actors and critical supportive exogenous institutions. In addition 

to the body of musicians that make up the orchestra (or orchestral players), key endogenous 

actors include a group of actors in defined roles, including conductors, soloists, and the 

repertoire. Key exogenous actors include critics, audiences, and individuals involved in 

governance and patronage. Third, some of these key actors are afforded considerable scope to 

change, while others are not. In this overview, I demonstrate that the repertoire is a relative 

constant over time, while soloists have shown a balance of consistency and change, and 

conductors have changed dramatically over the history of the institution.  

I empirically analyze these three categories of change in detail in this thesis, i.e., the repertoire 

(Chapter 5), soloists (Chapter 6), and conductors (Chapter 7). However, the following chapter 

provides a broad overview of the complex elements of consistency and change that have come to 

define the institutional core of the symphony orchestra. 

The evolution of the orchestra 

The orchestra draws from the same term used to describe a specific space, i.e., the 

amphitheaterôs ground level, in ancient Greece and Rome (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). Its ñbirthò in 

the early 17th century instigated a long trajectory, with recognizable symphony orchestras 

appearing by the early 18th century (Carter & Levi, 2003c, p. 5). During this time, and continuing 

into the 19th century, the various sections or components of the orchestra (e.g., the string and 

woodwind sections) were coming together to create a standardized orchestral form. Some local 

variations continued to persist during this time; however, these differences were eventually 

absorbed by the fully institutionalized form of the symphony orchestra (Carter & Levi, 2003c). 
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The earliest orchestras and Baroque forms (16th and 17th centuries) 

During the 16th and 17th centuries, the term orchestra was adopted by larger ensembles 

accompanying the ballet, opera, church services, as well as other dances and entertainments 

(Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). The institution of the symphony orchestra reflected the wants and needs 

of very powerful institutions, including the state and church. The early orchestral groups 

primarily used stringed instruments, along with a keyboard instrument, and other wind 

instruments used for ñeffectsò (Montagu, n.d., para. 3). These groups of instruments were 

variable and put together to suit the purposes of the event, in primarily an accompanying role 

(Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). From 1600 onward, these types of orchestras are also referenced as 

Baroque orchestras (Montagu, n.d.), a period of musical style beginning around 1600 and 

extending to around 1750. As the 17th century progressed, newly designed instruments were 

adopted (e.g., horn), others were discarded (e.g., the viol), and the group increased significantly 

in size. One of the more famous early orchestras was the court orchestra of Louis XIII of France, 

the Vingt-Quartre Violons du Roi (Montagu, n.d.; Holoman 2012). Similar court orchestras were 

developing around Europe, including those in England, Italy, Sweden, and Germany (Spitzer & 

Zaslaw, n.d.).  

Notable conductors of this time included Jean-Baptiste Lully of the Vingt-Quartre Violons du 

Roi in France, who was known for many innovations in orchestra practice (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 

n.d.). One such practice is the premier coup dôarchet, which referred to instrumentalistsô ability 

to play the first note of a work at exactly the same time. Another notable leader-composer during 

the late 17th and early 18th centuries was Arcangelo Corelli, who from 1680 to 1712 led many 

important groups in Rome (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). Again, Corelli was noted for his 

ñinnovationsò (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d., para. 9), such as the practice of orchestral discipline. 

These conductors were also involved in a growing repertoire that was ñdisseminated and imitated 

throughout Europeò (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d., para. 11).  

The institutionalization of the orchestra during this time saw the early beginnings of instrumental 

standardization, musicians as specialists of a single instrument, and the orchestra functioning as a 

ñsingle groupò (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d., para. 12). Orchestras were also shifting from an 

accompanying function to a center of attention, and were, by the mid-18th century, named as 
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orchestras, and generally ñrecognizable as an institution in most parts of Europeò (Spitzer & 

Zaslaw, n.d., para. 12).  

Next steps: The Classical orchestra (mid-18th to mid-19th century) 

The Classical orchestra was a product of two important institutions during the 18th century: the 

state and highly influential families. The overall structure of the orchestra was somewhat 

standardized at the time (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.); however as the 18th century progressed, new 

instruments continued to be added, such as the oboe (Montagu, n.d.), and some occasional 

instruments, such as the clarinet, became regular members (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). To this, 

several changes in instrumental design further improved the quality of the orchestral sound 

(Carter & Levi, 2003c). New music continued to be created by such well-known composers as 

Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven. This repertoire eventually took a significant place in the 

standard repertoire of the orchestra. Important orchestras of this period included those of Prince 

Nikolaus Esterházy of Hungary, and the Mannheim orchestra, established in 1720 (Holoman, 

2012). 

One significant change during the time of the Classical orchestra concerns leadership. 

Leadership from the concertmaster position shifted from a mix of the first violin position and 

keyboard instrument (e.g., the harpsichord) to primarily from the first violin position (Spitzer & 

Zaslaw, n.d.). Further, the specialized role of conductor as we know it today, i.e., an individual 

set in front of the orchestra, was already present at the time of Lully, where a batteur de mesure, 

or early conductor using a baton, led ensembles such as the Opéra and Concert Spirtuel (Spitzer 

& Zaslaw, n.d.). However, this form only became standard practice by the latter part of the 19th 

century (Carter & Levi, 2003c).  

A final set of changes during the time of the Classical orchestra was observed in the type of 

venue that such groups were performing, as well as the locus of control. Few halls were 

dedicated to orchestral music in the early 18th century; however, by 1800, as performances were 

opened to the public, there was a greater variety in in the types of venues and contexts, as well as 

a parallel growth in new orchestral foundings (Carter & Levi, 2003c). Further, state and family 

control was gradually being taken over by a growing public audience. Overall, the Classical 
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orchestra had become, by the mid-19th century, ñsynonymous with musical activity in 

metropolitan centres where it was supported by a mixture of civic initiative and individual 

entrepreneurial skillò (Carter & Levi, 2003c, p. 10). 

A maturing form: The Romantic orchestra (mid-19th to early 20th century) 

The institutionalization of the symphony orchestra, i.e., standardization of repertoire, size, and 

instrumentation, was mostly achieved by the mid-19th century (Montagu, n.d.); however, 

increased instrument diversity and orchestra size, as well as improvements in instrumental 

design, continued during this time (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). This process was linked to the 

concert venue, which was now being planned and built according to the size and scope of the 

orchestra (Holoman, 2012; Carter & Levi, 2003c). The orchestraôs shift from accompanying role 

continued, such that it was now considered ña single virtuoso body, indeed one for which 

óconcertosô might be writtenò (Carter & Levi, 2003c, p. 7).  

Conductors were first generally adopted in Germany by the early 19th century, somewhat later in 

England, and not till the mid- to late 19th century in Italy. At first, the conductor was merely a 

means to organize the players, but later, conductors began to take on a larger leadership role as 

ñperformers and interpreters, with the entire orchestra as their instrumentò (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 

n.d., para. 23). Permanent orchestras were now led by increasingly powerful and glamorized 

conductors, such as Theodor Thomas, conductor of the New York Philharmonic from 1871-

1891, and subject to a significant power via critical reviews in the press (Shanet, 1975).  

Orchestras were now highly visible artistic forms performing for a growing public audience, and 

supported by related education and professional institutions including conservatories, 

associations and unions (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). This period saw further diffusion of the 

orchestral form, further standardization of the repertoire, and the founding of such important 

orchestras as the London Philharmonic (1813), the New York and Vienna Philharmonics (1842), 

and the Berlin Philharmonic (1887), as well as the spread of this form to North and South 

America. A listing of key orchestra foundings is found in Appendix C. Overall, this period was 

characterized by tremendous growth (Holoman, 2012). 
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The culmination: The symphony orchestra (early 20th century to today) 

During the 20th century, instrumentation largely remained constant (see Appendix D); newly 

created instruments for the most part appeared as guests rather than regular counterparts (Spitzer 

& Zaslaw, n.d.). Keyboards, usually the piano, appeared more frequently, but usually as part of 

the one section that has grown through new instrument acquisition in the 20th century: the 

percussion (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). Beyond these additions, improvements in instrumental 

design allowed the orchestra to produce more sound, while performance practice now included 

the use of vibrato in the string and wind sections, along with other techniques (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 

n.d.). This standardization also extended to the ñsoundò of orchestras. Sound was a typical 

distinguishing factor for both conductors and their orchestras during the early 20th century; 

however, by the mid-20th century, this distinctiveness was starting to change to a much more 

unified sound, regardless of country or region (Philip, 2003). 

Over the 20th century, orchestras continued to significantly increase in number, a trend 

particularly visible in the United States, and are now accessible via technological means, i.e., 

CDs, DVDs, and online formats (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). Further, several orchestras were 

created during this time in conjunction with national broadcasting companies, including the 

British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) and Canadian Broadcasting Company (CBC), and as 

part of further diffusion to Asia, including foundings of Tokyo Symphony Orchestra in 1951, the 

Central Philharmonic Orchestra of Beijing in 1956, and the Seoul Philharmonic in 1957 

(Holoman, 2012). Here, as in the West, conservatories are the prime educator of players, and 

repertoire typically has followed the standard (Western) repertoire, with the addition of typical 

local instruments (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). That said, the orchestral world is not a closed one: 

players from all around the globe typically vie for positions in orchestras, within the hiring 

practices of each. Tenures at a specific orchestra can be long: playing in an orchestra can be a 

lifelong commitment. Further, the 20th century has also seen the inclusion of women amongst the 

ranks of players, beyond earlier inclusion as harpists (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). 

One particular reaction to the culmination of the institutionalization of the symphony orchestra 

was the appearance of the chamber orchestra in the early 20th century, which focused on 

Baroque repertoire of the 18th century or new works of the 20th century, and early music or 
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period-instrument orchestras, which appeared in the 1970s, focusing not only on the music of 

the 17th and 18th centuries, and even later of the Romantic period (19th century), but also the 

instruments and playing techniques typical to that period of time (Carter & Levi, 2003c). 

Overall, after such a period of growth, the end of the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st 

century is often characterized as a time of crisis for the symphony orchestra (Holoman 2012). 

While some argue orchestras have navigated the various pitfalls of a 21st century remarkably 

well, others mark their eventual demise. While such questions seem to be positioned as modern 

phenomenon, they are rather evident throughout the history of the symphony orchestra, as 

articulated by Holoman (2012): 

The questions are as old as the institution itself: how and even whether to advance the 

repertoire, how to enable artist musicians to achieve the social equality their gifts and 

long investment demand, how to weather competition from within and without. How, for 

that matter to adapt to sea change in the world order. Whoôs listening, and why? 

(Holoman, 2012, p. 2) 

In this thesis, I use the context of the symphony orchestra to investigate the main research 

question, i.e., how has the symphony orchestra been maintained over time? However, this 

question is answered within a clear articulation of the symphony orchestra in its institutionalized 

form. 

What is a symphony orchestra? 

The main object of inquiry is the symphony orchestra. The focus is on full-sized, professional 

orchestras vs. the various other types that fill the orchestral landscape in America, such as 

smaller university, private and public high school, summer camp, conservatory, and youth 

orchestras (Piston & Woodworth, 1967). Of the four types of orchestras offered by Thompson & 

Rudolf (1967), including major, metropolitan, urban, and community, the focus is on the 

ñmajorò type, which appear ñmostly in the larger citiesé [and] that engag[e] their musicians, all 

professionals, on a full-time basis for a certain number of weeks per year. That length of 

employment will at least total twenty-two weeks of the yearò (p. 57). According to a 2013 report 
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of the American Symphony Orchestras League, there were over 1800 orchestras in the United 

States, with approximately 350-400 professional orchestras paying their musicians as 

professional players (American Symphony Orchestra League, 2013, October). The New York 

Philharmonic, used as the main empirical context, is part of the so-called Big Five, including 

orchestras of Philadelphia, Boston, Chicago, and Cleveland (Canarina, 2010). While this term 

has been criticized as being outdated (Oestreich, 2013, June 14), with arguments made by 

various organizations for a Big Six or Big Seven, the term does continue in limited usage 

(Oestreich, 2013, June 14). 

I also incorporate Spitzer and Zaslawôs (n.d.) definition that states: a symphony orchestra is 

understood ñin a specific and historical sense, as a characteristically European institution that 

arose in the 17th and 18th centuries and subsequently spread to other parts of the world as part of 

Western cultural influenceò (para. 1). To this I also integrate Allmendinger and Hackmanôs 

(1996) definition that positions symphony orchestras as ñensembles whose primary mission is 

public performance of those orchestral works generally considered to fall within the standard 

symphonic repertoire and whose members are compensated nontrivially for their servicesò (p. 

340). I also conceptualize the symphony orchestra as having the creation of live music as a main 

focus (Bensman 1983), within a highly complex ecology of institutions, organizations, and 

individuals. With such a focus, this art form is distinguished not only by its interaction with 

audiences, but also with time, or context (Bensman, 1983). Further, live performances take on a 

somewhat ephemeral quality, which has been in part complemented by the development of new 

mechanisms that extend the duration of the performance, including sound and video recordings, 

and web-based content. Further, if individual and collective memories are taken into 

consideration, as well as the critical review, live performance can shift from a purely ephemeral 

experience to one that is very long-lasting.  

Overall, the institution of the symphony orchestra presents a complex interaction of several 

endogenous actors and exogenous related actors and institutions. Significant relationships 

amongst these support an ecological perspective of the institution of the symphony orchestra 

when addressing maintenance over time. The following section addresses these exogenous and 

endogenous actors. 
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Exogenous actors 

When addressing maintenance amidst disruption within the institution of the symphony 

orchestra, I focus on three key exogenous actors or groups of actors, i.e., audiences, critics, and 

the system of governance and patronage. The following details their nature and development 

over time. 

Audiences 

The earliest audiences for orchestral music were those associated with powerful institutions, 

including the state, church and families. These actors influenced and received orchestral music 

from the ñbirthò of the orchestra in the early 17th century, through its considerable development 

during the 17th and 18th, and early 19th centuries. However, a shift in the nature of the reception 

of orchestral music occurred around 1800, when the then dominant institutions of the state and 

family were joined by a newly formed and particularly insatiable public audience. By the mid-

19th century, the symphony orchestra was firmly embedded as a significant actor in cities around 

the world (Carter & Levi, 2003c), with public audiences being the main supporters of this artistic 

form. 

The growth of a public audience worked in tandem with new concert series often led by musical 

societies (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). From the early 19th century, growing public interest also 

created the need for dedicated halls for orchestra performance, a greater variety in the locations 

where orchestral music could be heard, and a dramatic period of growth that saw many new 

foundings of orchestras around the world (Carter & Levi, 2003c). Orchestras had become 

important members of civic society. While public audiences had a significant impact on the 

growth of orchestral activity, they also were free to support or critique their orchestras. This 

feedback could be issued either through direct communication to management, via critical 

reviews in the press, and most directly through their attendance and applause. 

Overall, a public audience grew to be one of the symphony orchestraôs most proximate 

endogenous actors, having a significant impact on the growth of the symphony orchestra over 

time, but also having as a significant voice in its maintenance and disruption. 
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Critics 

Like public audiences, critics and critical reviews have been an important facet of orchestral life 

from early orchestral activity to today. Critical reviews via newspapers, magazines, and other 

printed forms (including more recent online media) are important means of supporting, i.e., 

maintaining, or criticizing, i.e., disrupting, symphony orchestras and their performances. Early 

reviewers were usually composers as well (Holoman, 2012), so they were particularly well-

placed to provide critical assessments of performances. In particular, critics were charged with 

the role of distinguishing the difference between ñbetterò and ñbaserò forms of art during the 

mid-19th century in America (DiMaggio, 1987, p. 445). Throughout the 19th, 20th, and into the 

21st centuries, reviewerôs pedigree shifted from composers to primarily current (or former) 

musicians, conductors, musicologists, amateur music lovers, and sometimes those proficient in a 

related artistic field. Most recently, a related pedigree might be unfortunately absent.  

The professionalization and institutionalization of this group ran along-side the development of 

the orchestra (and other art forms), and in some respects shows some of the typical scars of 

artistic upheaval of the 20th and 21st centuries. According to Holoman (2012), few places, except 

for London, England, have a particularly healthy review system today: ñAfter disappearing from 

magazines in the 1980s and ó90s, music criticism at the dailies collapsed with the rest of the 

industry beginning in about 2005ò (p. 97). This change in critical power not only impacted the 

profession of critics, but also the orchestras and soloists they covered, with many depending on 

such reviews for their own success. To some extent, critical reviews have migrated to online 

sources (Holoman, 2012); however, these sources do not typically have the influence and power 

of newspaper reviews. 

Critics and critical reviews are particularly important sources of data when addressing 

maintenance amidst disruption within the institution of the symphony orchestra. They are 

consistently cast as particularly important actors within the ecology of the symphony orchestra 

(Griswold, 1987), and often as powerful followers of ñtraditionò and deterrents to change 

(Glynn, 2002). As cited by Glynn (2002), deviations are often marked by criticsô ñstrong and 

vocal responseò (p. 68).  
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Further, critics have been afforded a variety of specific roles within the literature including that 

of ñmass-media gatekeeperò (Hirsch, 1972), sources of ñmonitoring and controlò (DiMaggio, 

1987, p. 451), and mediators between ñartworks and publicsò (Shrum, 1991, p. 347). Therefore, 

critics have important relationships with artists and audiences. DiMaggio (1987) describes the 

interplay between artists and critics, where ñartists revel in assaulting the limits of their forms, 

and criticsé bemoan aesthetic malaise and rampant eclecticismò (p. 452). Criticsô reviews 

constitute a secondary source for audience action and reaction during orchestral performances. 

However, Shrum (1991) finds that while the audience-critic relationship is an important one, 

critics do not impact the overall success of a performance; rather, critics are important conveyors 

of ñvisibilityò over and above their ñevaluativeò role (p. 347). 

Critics are also particularly sensitive to their environments and this sensitivity is reflected in their 

critical reviews of orchestra performances. According to Glynn and Lounsbury (2005), critics 

were attuned to shifts within the orchestraôs environment, reflecting a shift or change from an 

aesthetic to a market logic (or focus), as prompted by a musiciansô strike at the Atlanta 

Symphony in 1996. That said, these authors do note that critics did show a consistency in their 

assessments of the aesthetic merit of the orchestraôs performances in spite of other contextual 

change, i.e., their ñjudgments based on notions of cultural authenticity were virtually unaffectedò 

(Glynn & Lounsbury, 2005, p. 1031).  

Overall, critics are also an important exogenous actor in the overall ecology of the symphony 

orchestra, having key relationships with art, artists, and audiences, while offering a significant 

and consistent source of data over the evolution of the symphony orchestra. 

Governance and patronage system 

Finally, the main actors associated with the governance and patronage system form a third and 

final group of exogenous actors important to understanding maintenance amidst disruption. The 

organizational structure and governance of symphony orchestras around the world is typically 

one of three models (Cottrell, 2003) that emerged in the late 19th century via varying ñpolitical 

traditionsò (Carter & Levi, 2003c, p. 14). The first model is characterized by state or municipal 

control, where players are civil servants, though they typically maintain some degree of self-
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governance (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). This structure is typically found in Europe, Latin America 

and the United Kingdom. The second is a not-for-profit structure, with a board and management, 

and supported in part by private, corporate and state sponsorship (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). This 

structure is typical in the United States ï including the empirical example of the New York 

Philharmonic ï as well as the United Kingdom. A third type, a cooperative structure, is 

characterized by musician ownership and management power (Cottrell, 2003). The Vienna 

Philharmonic ï and the early organizational form of the New York Philharmonic (1842-1909) ï 

are two such examples. Amidst such differences, all three models have unions playing a 

significant role in the work life of musicians (Spitzer & Zaslaw, n.d.). 

While much structural variation is apparent in orchestras in Europe and the United Kingdom 

today, the dominance of the corporate form in the United States distinguishes these orchestras 

from their counterparts. Most American orchestras follow the not-for-profit or corporate 

organizational structure, as led by a board of Governors and management who control the 

administration of the symphony orchestra, and a main music director or conductor who controls 

the artistic focus and general coordination of the orchestral players (Couch, 1983). However, 

considerable power is afforded to management, and the board in particular, concerning decisions 

that impact both economic and artistic goals of the symphony orchestra: 

[The board] of a symphony orchestra is ultimately responsible for the conduct of its 

affairs and its economic fate. In addition to setting policies for the management of the 

orchestraôs endowment, boards play a major role in determining a symphonyôs budget, 

raising nonperformance incomes, and selecting its music director, manager, and key 

administrative staff. The effectiveness of a board can have an immense impact on an 

orchestraôs economic security and its ability to achieve its artistic goals. (Flanagan, 2012, 

p. 138) 

In particular, the Board typically fosters a strong relationship between audiences and the 

orchestra (Mehta, 2003), and therefore is actively involved in the maintenance of the symphony 

orchestra over time. 
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Unions have also had an important role and power within the symphony orchestra, in both 

maintaining and disrupting it over time. Building on various societies that sprung up in America 

in the mid-19th century that sought to better the lives of musicians, the American Federation of 

Musician (AFM) was created in 1896 to represent musicians across the United States, and soon 

after, in Canada (History of the AFM, n.d.). Their stated focus at the time was ñThat any 

musician who receives pay for his musical services, shall be considered a professional musicianò 

(History of the AFM, n.d., para. 1). 

Like the three main structural forms used by symphony orchestras around the world, the parallel 

systems of arts patronage also grew out of a changing social structure beginning in 18th century 

Europe (Couch, 1983). From the hands of wealthy individuals, courts, and the Church, came a 

new source of power, i.e., the middle class, with a parallel restructuring of the patronage system. 

In the United Kingdom, the middle classes had already adopted the responsibility of arts 

patronage in the 18th century (Couch 1983), while a similar pattern was observed somewhat later 

in the United States. 

While American and European symphony orchestras have much in common in the structure of 

their programs and performances (Rosenbaum, 1967), a distinction can made concerning their 

respective patronage systems and related disruptions that focus on economic rather than aesthetic 

factors. In particular, the various financial challenges that orchestra face today are not a 21st 

century problem: 

Ticket income alone never paid a living wage to an ordinary orchestra musician. The 

number of musicians involved in a symphony concert and the length of time it takes to 

prepare one properly made certain of that. Patrons were always there: the sovereign who 

would guarantee in advance to meet a deficit, lesser nobility who would pay greatly more 

for prestige seating, well connected socialites who enjoyed organizing benefit concerts. 

(Holoman, 2012, p. 47) 

However, where symphony orchestras derive their support varies between American and 

European examples. Orchestras in the United States depend upon various forms of funding, the 

two largest being private and corporate support. Influential businessmen, such as Andrew 



95 

 

Carnegie and Joseph Pulitzer in the case of the New York Philharmonic, became important 

benefactors over time. However, unlike their sister orchestras in Europe, America orchestras do 

not receive a particularly high percent of financial support from state and civic sources 

(Holoman, 2012). This support system was also aided via womenôs groups, first appearing in the 

early 20th century, and often formed as associations or symphony leagues (Shanet, 1975). The 

American Symphony Orchestra League (ASOL), created in 1942, and later renamed the League 

of American Orchestras, was largely due to musical activism of influential women of the time 

(Holoman, 2012). 

Another funding source for American orchestras includes foundations and endowments. For 

example, the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) was created by congress in 1965, 

following its promotion by John F. and Jacqueline Kennedy. Its impact is relatively small 

overall, i.e., in 2012, it constituted ñ.05 percent of the federal budget, in the area of $150 million 

for all the artsò (Holoman, 2012, p. 52). The Ford Foundation was created a year later in 1966, 

and offered the orchestra community ñmore than $80 million to sixty-one American orchestras, 

at the time the largest arts grant in historyò (Holoman, 2012, p. 53). This program was closed 

approximately 10 years later. A general overview of the structure of support is provided in 

Appendix E.  

A more detailed and recent, i.e., 1987-1988 and 2005-2006, analysis of 50 of the largest 

symphony orchestras in America in terms of budget size (see Appendix F) is offered by Flanagan 

(2012). During both time periods, American orchestrasô primary source of support came from 

private funding, followed by performance revenues, and a growing amount from investments, 

which affords ñartistic independence that does not accompany other sources of fundsò (Flanagan, 

2012, p. 126). Government support is again comparatively small, and shows a decrease over the 

two time periods (Flanagan, 2012). According to Flanagan (2012), federal government support 

of orchestras has been declining over time, with local support taking up much of this shift over 

time. According to the League of American Orchestras, this general pattern holds today, with the 

most recent data showing private funding at 41%, followed by performance or concert revenues 

at 31%, endowment earnings at 15%, other earned revenue at 10%, and government support at 

3% (American Symphony Orchestra League, 2013, October, p. 1). However, for most European 
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orchestras, government funding makes up the bulk of sources (Rosenbaum, 1967), followed by 

performance revenues (Flanagan, 2012). Private support is quite small, and investments are 

almost non-existent (Flanagan, 2012).  

Beyond these general patterns, Flanagan (2012) notes that there is great variance in the 

percentage of performance revenues, private support, and investment incomes. However, in the 

United States, about half of these costs are directed towards two of the key endogenous actors of 

the symphony orchestra, i.e., soloists and conductors, and a third, the players, with the remaining 

half directed to administration, production, marketing, and fundraising costs (Flanagan, 2012). 

However, over time, artist costs have actually been a declining percentage of overall costs 

(Flanagan, 2012). What American and European orchestras do share are performance deficits, 

declining audiences, and rising expenses (Flanagan, 2012). Overall, these structures of 

governance and patronage involve an intricate mix of actors and groups of actors that figure 

prominently in the overall ecology of the institution of the symphony orchestra, providing both 

support and opportunities for disruption.  

In sum, these three key endogenous actors, i.e., audiences, critics, and those involved in 

governance and patronage, are joined by three key exogenous actors, i.e., the repertoire, soloists, 

and conductors, who become the empirical focus of maintenance amidst disruption, as presented 

in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. 

Endogenous actors 

The fully institutionalized form of the symphony orchestra is characterized by three key 

endogenous actors. In addition to the body of musicians (or orchestral players) that make up the 

symphony orchestra, these three actors include: 1) the repertoire, which is a relative constant; 2) 

soloists, who show a balance of consistency and change; and 3) conductors, who experience 

dramatic changes over time.  

The repertoire 

That the repertoire of the symphony orchestra is largely unchanging over time is a long-standing 

observation in both the management literature (Glynn, 2002), sociology (Couch, 1983) and 
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musicology (Carter & Levi, 2003c; Holoman, 2012; Bent and Blum, n.d.). At a 1965 press 

conference, American conductor Leonard Bernstein proclaimed that the symphony orchestraôs 

seeming lack of interest in contemporary music positioned the orchestra as having a ñmuseum 

functionò, with conductors as ñcuratorò (Shanet, 1975, p. 56). Most recently, the British historian 

Eric Hobsbawm (2014) also used the term ñdead repertoireò to capture the notion that the 

symphony orchestra leans heavily on music that was written several generations ago.  

My analysis of the repertoire of the NYP between 1842 and 2012 largely confirms this 

observation, but offers the more nuanced conclusion that, while the standard repertoire, in 

particular, crystallized by the end of the 19th century and has largely persisted in this state to the 

present day, the repertoire, in general, is not immune to change at the periphery. However, a key 

observation for the purpose of this thesis lies in the degree of change experienced by the 

repertoire relative to other elements of the orchestra, i.e., soloists and conductors. In particular, 

the degree of change experienced by the repertoire is so marginal that it appears as a relative 

constant over time. 

The observation that the repertoire of the symphony orchestra is relatively unchanged raises a 

series of questions. Conceptually, what is repertoire and orchestral repertoire, and how do we 

measure or assess its change? How has repertoire been defined and how has change been 

measured in the literature? How did the repertoire become standardized over time? And, more 

specifically, what are the sources of pressure for conformity versus the pressures for change? 

Finally, when the standardized repertoire is disrupted, how do actors repair disruption and restore 

the standard repertoire? I address each of these questions and introduce my own definition and 

measures of repertoire which are both broader and deeper than prior studies. 

Defining repertoire and orchestral repertoire 

The repertoire has several definitions, including a general definition of repertoire, as well as a 

more specific definition of orchestral repertoire, and even more specific, the standard 

repertoire. These definitions address who created the repertoire, who performed the repertoire, 

and who received this repertoire, as well as specific formalistic and contextual characteristics.  
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In general, repertoire (or repertory) is defined as ña stock of musical materials for a particular 

useò (Bent & Blum, n.d., para. 1). In the case of the earliest precursors to the orchestra, much of 

the repertoire performed by small groups was for accompaniment of voice and dance (Laki, 

2003). However, composers eventually shifted their focus to music that highlighted the orchestra 

alone, as expressed via the sinfonia of the mid-18th century (Laki, 2003). Led by Giovanni 

Battista Sammartini of Milan (1700/1-76), a new, and later form, the concert symphony, was part 

of an immense proliferation of works created for the orchestra in the theater, church, and its new 

home, the private or public concert, extending from Italy to the rest of Europe (Laki, 2003). 

Following these early compositional forms, the repertoire expressly written for the symphony 

orchestra, or orchestral repertoire, began its trajectory of institutionalization alongside that of 

the symphony orchestra, tracing from the time of Haydn (1732-1809), to Mozart (1756-1791), 

Beethoven (1770-1827), and Brahms (1833-1897) (Butterworth, 1998). During this period up 

and including the time of Beethoven, the compositional forms of the symphony and the concerto, 

enjoyed ñspectacular developmentò (Laki, 2003, p. 46). In particular, the symphony became ñthe 

chief vehicle of orchestral music in the late 18th centuryò (Larue, Wolf, Bonds, Walsh, & Wilson, 

2014, n.d., para. 1). In its fully institutionalized form, the symphony (or ñsymphonismò; Tawa, 

2009, p. 17) ñindicates orchestral music of large scope in both length and ambition. Usually 

involving a full-sized ensemble, the music of a symphony is normally serious in nature, and it 

unfolds in several movements or sectionsò (Tawa, 2009, p. 17). An equally important formal 

partner to the symphony was the concerto, created for featured soloists and virtuosic display 

(Hutchings, Talbot, Eisen, Botstein, & Griffiths, n.d.). 

The symphony was developed by several other composers during the 19th century, i.e., Franz 

Schubert (1797-1828), Hector Berlioz (1803-1869), Felix Mendelssohn (1809-1947), and Robert 

Schumann (1810-1856). One development during this time was the compositional form of the 

symphonic poem, i.e., ñan orchestral form in which a poem or programme provides a narrative or 

illustrative basisò (Macdonald, n.d., para. 1) used by Franz Liszt (1811-1886). Further 

contributions to the symphony form were made by Anton Bruckner (1824-1896) and Johannes 

Brahms (1833-1897), who added stylistic and formal elements, but also increased the size of the 

orchestra. In light of these changes, the conductor became an ñindispensableò member of the 



99 

 

orchestra, as it shifted from primarily a private concern to the growing influence of the public 

concert (Laki, 2003).  

As the names of these composers belie, the early orchestral repertoire was a product of several 

composers of Austro-German origin; however, the symphony orchestra and its repertoire 

eventually internationalized during the 19th century, extending to French, Italian, and American 

composers (Butterworth, 1998), and later, to Czech and Russian composers (Laki, 2003). As the 

turn of the century neared, significant German works were created by Gustav Mahler (1860-

1911) and Richard Strauss (1864-1949, while Edward Elgar (1857-1934), Jean Sibelius (1865-

1957) and Carl Nielsen (1865-1931) added to the growing international repertory. Due to these 

composersô influences, there was further experimentation with the symphonic form, including an 

expansion of its harmonic language, the addition of new instruments, and the development of 

unique, nationalistic sounds (Laki, 2003).  

The late 19th and early 20th century was a time of further experimentation and revolutionary 

aspirations, led by such composers as Béla Bartók (1881-1945), Igor Stravinsky (1882-1971), 

Anton Webern (1883-1945), Edgard Varèse (1883-1965) and Alban Berg (1885-1935) (Laki, 

2003). A later group of composers, whose output mostly followed World War I, signaled a return 

to a more traditional approach to the symphony, as well as a greater number of Americans 

actively writing for the orchestra, such as Aaron Copland (1900-1990) (Laki, 2003).  

Following World War II, the symphony, in some circles, was considered an ñoutmodedò form 

(Tawa, 2009), leading to the development of ñnewò symphonies by both American and European 

composers. However, they were composed at a time when other composers were creating works 

in the original symphonic spirit (Tawa, 2009). An increased activity in the mid- to late 20th 

century defied earlier accounts of the impending death of the symphony as well as the symphony 

orchestra (Laki, 2003). 

An important contextual aspect of the orchestral repertoire concerns the nature and 

institutionalization of its programming, or the art of organizing a set of works for both aesthetic 

and intellectual impact for audiences. According to Holoman (2012): 
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Confecting the programs, both the individual concerts and across an orchestra season, is a 

balancing act played out three or four years in advance of when the performance actually 

happens. The exercise attempts to plot satisfying degrees of celebrity and familiarity on 

the one hand, and space to explore on the other. Agents broker the calendars of soloists 

and guest conductorsé Every concert has to draw and retain the attention of the paying 

guests, but it must also have intrinsic intellectual merit. (p. 78) 

Overall, the process of programming is a complex one, as described by such eminent conductors 

as Charles Munch and Peter Paul Fuchs (Munch 1955/1975; Fuchs 1969/1975). Part of the 

programming process also includes the creation of program notes, as well as the more recent use 

of extended verbal commentary by composers and conductors prior to performances (Holoman, 

2012). Therefore, the process of programming retains a focus on the standard repertoire, in 

particular, soloists and conductors; however, as indicated by Holoman (2012), some variation is 

injected in this process, creating a ñspace to exploreò (p. 78), or what Erskine (1943) notes as 

added ñnoveltiesò (p. 42).  

In the late 18th century, orchestral programs featured ñthe alternation of short vocal and 

instrumental items and the avoidance of performing two pieces in the same genre consecutivelyò 

(Carter & Levi, 2003c, pp. 11-12). This alternating format, typical in places such as Vienna, 

London, and Paris (Shanet, 1975) continued to the beginning of the 20th century; however, this 

presentation format was soon overtaken by the dominance of the symphony form (Carter & Levi, 

2003c) and the culmination of the institutionalization of the standard repertoire, which was 

ñemblematic of loftier musical principles, andé increasingly form[ing] the backbone of 

orchestral programmesò (Carter & Levi, 2003c, p. 12).  

Finally, today, complete (rather than partial) works are grouped into programs, which are further 

organized into series, the most important being the subscription season. In the case of the New 

York Philharmonic, the subscription season accounts for a significant portion of ticket revenues. 

For example, in the 1982-3 season, ñsubscriptions account[ed] for 85 to 90 percent of the 

Philharmonicôs ticket salesò (Holland, 1982, September 15, p. C17). Further, up until the early 

20th century, all concerts were part of the yearly subscription season. Only later did other types 

of concerts and series develop to complement the main subscription season. These shorter series 
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include programs that focus on a particular style of music, or target a specific audience or 

purpose, such as the Young Peopleôs Concerts and the yearly Pension Fund Concert. A final 

contextual consideration is the emergence of the commercial recording and national radio 

broadcasts in the 20th century, which helped orchestras establish their global identities, as well as 

disseminate live and recorded performances to immense publics.  

Defining standard repertoire 

An even more specific definition of the repertoire of the symphony orchestra is the standard 

repertoire. Several competing definitions have been offered in both musicological (Bent & 

Blum, n.d.) and business literatures (Glynn, 2002), to which I offer my own conceptualization. In 

particular, I base my conceptualization on my understanding of the foundations of creative work, 

which offers a more nuanced understanding of the repertoire, and standard repertoire. 

General definitions of the standard repertoire 

Bent and Blum (n.d.) offer a general definition of the standard repertoire as ñthe collection of 

works commonly found in the programmes of Western-style orchestras, choirs and opera 

companies (and to a lesser extent ensembles and recital artists), containing selected works of the 

period roughly from Haydn to Richard Strauss and Debussyò (para. 7). Here, Bent and Blum 

(n.d.) give precedence to a specific time frame, extending approximately from the mid-18th 

century to the early 20th century, as represented by specific ñWesternò composers. In the case of 

the orchestra, the standard repertoire is cast as largely consistent from country to country, and 

from West to East. This is supported by Couch (1983), who finds little difference between the 

repertoires of American vs. London orchestras, and a clear dominance of a standard repertoire. 

Carter & Levi (2003c) find the same consistency in Latin America and Asia. In much of the 

world, ñEuropean music canon [or standard repertoire] still occupies hallowed status in concert 

programmesò (Carter & Levi, 2003c, p. 19). 

While Glynn (2002) states that ñcultural institutions are neither unchanging nor staticò (p. 64), 

she does define the standard repertoire in quite ñstaticò terms, i.e., of a specific time period and 

of specific composers. In particular, Glynn (2002) defines the standard repertoire as including 



102 

 

those ñestablished works by the 18th and 19th century composers whose music forged the 

prototype for the orchestraò (p. 66). Overall, Glynnôs (2002) definition is an even narrower 

(historical) view than Bent and Blumôs (n.d.).  

Glynnôs (2002) focus on the ñstaticò nature of the standard repertoire is also highlighted in the 

press, by reviewers such as Tommasini (2001, April 29) of the New York Times, who charged 

that the symphony orchestras of today are primarily in the ñpreservation businessò (Tommasini, 

2001, April 29, p. 32). The focus on orchestras as musical ñmuseumsò was famously taken up by 

conductor Leonard Bernstein, who in 1975, charged that the 20th century marked a significant 

shift in the nature of the composer-audience relationship: ñfor the first time we are living a 

musical life that is not based on the composition of our time. This is purely a 20th century 

phenomenon; it has never been true beforeò (Bernstein, 1966/1975, p. 447). 

Two further qualifications concerning the definition of the standard repertoire of the symphony 

orchestra are as follows. First, the standard repertoire is not synonymous with so-called classical 

music, as offered by Glynn (2002), i.e., who uses the term ñstandard, classical repertoireò (p. 

67). Classical repertoire is often loosely used to distinguish it from so-called pop music; 

however, classical repertoire, for musicians, denotes music written during a specific time period, 

and of a particular style, i.e., between 1750 and 1830 (Classical, n.d.). Second, the standard 

repertoire of the orchestra includes several styles, including Baroque, Classical, Romantic, and 

even more recent compositions of the 20th century. In the end, the term ñclassical musicò, is not 

easily defined (Lipman, 1990), and is avoided, as possible, in this thesis.  

Overall, the nature of an orchestraôs total repertoire, and specific standard repertoire, raises the 

following questions. Is the standard repertoire a ñstatic setò of works, as inferred by Bent and 

Blum (n.d.) and Glynn (2002), or is the standard repertoire capable of change over time? If 

change is possible, does the standard repertoire grow in size over time, or do new additions pave 

the way for significant change? Finally, has the 20th and 21st century orchestra evolved into a 

form that primarily performs a ñmuseum-likeò function? To answer these questions, I argue that 

both Bent and Blum (n.d.) and Glynn (2002) offer an overly (and incorrectly) ñstaticò view of the 

standard repertoire, and do not successfully incorporate or capture the meaning and importance 

of peripheral works. Non-core (or non-standard) repertoire has always been a part of the total 
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orchestral repertoire. Orchestras do not solely program standard repertoire; they also program 

ñnoveltiesò or non-standard repertoire in both the main subscription series and subsidiary series 

over yearly concert seasons.  

Further, these definitions do not capture the continued practice of composition for the orchestra, 

or the long-held practices of featuring premiers of new works and the commissioning of new 

works, which have served as sources of variation over time: 

Orchestras, soloists, and patrons have long seeded the repertoire by ordering up works for 

guaranteed performance in a process called commissioning, as in the case of the dark 

stranger who supposedly commissioned a Requiem Mass from the dying Mozart. 

(Holoman, 2012, p. 82) 

Over the history of the New York Philharmonic, 484 commissions and premieres were presented 

by the New York Philharmonic, up to the present (and excluding those of the New York 

Symphony and chamber works). The first of these appears in the 1845-6 season, only three years 

following the Philharmonicôs inception in 1842. Several world premieres are notable, including 

Dvor§kôs Symphony No. 9, From the New World, premiered on December 16, 1893 under the 

direction of Anton Seidl (World Premieres by the New York Philharmonic, n.d.).  

While Lipmanôs (1990) focus was defining ñclassical musicò ï a term I avoid in my thesis ï he 

does highlight one particularly important aspect of the standard repertoire. While the standard 

repertoire constitutes a ñtradition existing over timeò (p. 123), it is also a body of work that is 

being ñadded to in important waysò (p. 123). New works (created post-1900) have already been 

accepted into the standard repertoire of the symphony orchestra. For example, the works of 

Shostakovich (1906-1975) are regularly featured on orchestral programs. In the particular case of 

the New York Philharmonic, 36 unique compositions of Shostakovich have been presented to 

audiences, and Shostakovich was one of the top 10 composers in the 1942-3 season. One 

particular work first programmed in 1931, i.e., Symphony No. 1, Op. 10, went on to be one of 

Shostakovichôs most performed works, appearing 48 times, with the last performance given in 

2011. In addition, symphony orchestras in both the United States and Great Britain (Carter & 
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Levi, 2003c), have most recently created positions of composer-in-residence, whereby a number 

of works are created each season by a contemporary composer. 

Second, new compositions, and new additions to the standard repertoire, are first and foremost 

new acquisitions to a growing standard repertoire. These incremental additions not only allow for 

small changes over time, but they do not appreciably alter a core standard repertoire from one 

point in time to the next. However, a further nuance in this highly complex process of almost 

imperceptible change to a core standard repertoire, concerns natural flows of composers or 

specific compositions that come in and out of ñvogueò over time, and powerful conductors that 

ñchampionò certain composers during their tenures with specific orchestras (Holoman, 2012). In 

the end, even considering the variation created by these ecological flows, powerful 

endorsements, and natural additions, the standard repertoire is above all a highly institutionalized 

body of work that is a relative constant over time. 

Third, in response to reviewers and Bernsteinôs lament of the museum-like nature of the 

ñmodernò symphony orchestra, I argue that first, such a position, need not be cast primarily in a 

negative light. As offered by Holoman (2012), the standard repertoire can be cast in a very 

positive role: 

In 1856 the empress of France, noting only one living composer ï Rossini ï on a 

program of the Paris conservatory Orchestra, asked its nondescript conductor 

ñand does your lovely orchestra ply only the work of dead people?ò ñMadame,ò 

he replied with a bow, ñthe Soci®t® des Concerts is the Louvre of Music.ò He 

meant it as a compliment: to be canonized is not necessarily to be fossilized 

[emphasis added]. (pp. 85-86) 

Musicological considerations of the standard repertoire 

Weber (2001) offers some further considerations concerning the development of the standard 

repertoire in relation to aspects of programming, but also divisions between ñseriousò vs. ñlightò 

and ñclassicalò vs. ñpopularò forms. In particular, the shift from alternating genres to the 

dominance of forms written with the symphony orchestra in mind is positioned by Weber (2001) 
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as a shift from ñMiscellany to Homogeneityò (p. 125). From approximately 1850, Weber (2001) 

notes a significant shift to homogeneity in programming, alongside the institutionalization 

process of the standard repertoire or ñcanonò, which separates so-called ñclassicalò or ñseriousò 

music from ñpopularò or ñlightò musical forms. While this shift was first observed in chamber 

music, it soon spread to symphony orchestras in the 1860s, as well as solo recitals of the time, 

and often included a sampling of new works (Weber, 2001). Finally, Weber (2001) also notes a 

new separation of vocal and instrumental works and a reduction in the number of works 

presented per program.  

Overall, Weber (2001) positions ñMiscellany to Homogeneityò as a shift from a diversity of 

genres (with a homogeneity in historical age), to a diversity in worksô historical age (with genre 

homogeneity). Further, the ñmiscellaneousò approach to programming also ñcame into strong 

disreputeò (Weber, 2001, p. 129), while homogenous programming of a standard repertoire or 

canon was sought by ï and expected by ï not only the public, but also critics (Weber, 2001). 

This not only reflected a public that was becoming more musically informed, but also the 

institutionalization of the role of critic. According to Weber (2001), the ñpopularò vs. ñclassicalò 

distinction was largely complete by the time of World War I. 

Further to aspects of programming and divisions in types of music, Kerman (1983) discusses 

some of the effects (and precursors to) the standardization of the repertoire. In particular, 

Kerman (1983) emphasizes that the written, musical score (hereafter, referred to as ñthe scoreò) 

is not particular to all musical cultures; many cultures depend upon oral means for the 

transmission of musical tradition. Therefore, Kerman (1983) positions the score, an óobjectô and 

focus of musicôs óobjectificationô, as a significant factor in the standardization or canonization of 

Western music, but not necessarily sufficient for the ñmaintenance of a musical traditionò (p. 

108). 

Through the 19th century, the institutionalization or canonization of the standard repertoire ran 

alongside a shift in the tradition of changing the score to suit musiciansô and contextual needs, to 

a veneration of the score. Further, prior to the early part of the century, the repertoire presented 

to audiences was of a ñpresent generation and one or two preceding generationsò (Kerman, 1983, 

p. 111). However, this dominance shifted to a sustained performance of works, as well as an 
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investigation of the music of the past that created a need for historical ñauthenticityò. Finally, 

Kerman (1983) also associates canonization with the rise of music criticism and the study of 

aesthetics, which ultimately led to some composers and their repertoire attaining a status over 

others. Further, the appearance of the recording also supported not only the homogenization of 

the repertoire, but also the ñstandardization in every aspect of the performerôs craftò (p. 119). 

Overall, Kerman (1983) positions the 19th century as a time when the score (or the ñobjectò) rose 

above music as ñsocial activityò (p. 113).  

Overall, these particular shifts are important considerations, but they are shifts associated with a 

institutionalizing rather than institutionalized form, i.e. shifts prior to approximately 1850. Also, 

while Weber (2001) positions a shift in programming practice as emerging out of a developing 

standard repertoire, or canon, I locate the relationship between repertoire and programming as 

emerging from a process of co-evolution, and one that was inextricably tied with further 

institutionalization processes, including that of the symphony orchestra, soloists, conductors, and 

critics. In particular, I focus on the nature of consistency and change in three endogenous actors, 

i.e., the repertoire, soloists, and conductors from approximately 1850 forward, which captures 

many aspects highlighted by Weber (2001) and Kerman (1983). Overall, the focus remains on 

the relationships between these actors, and the general continuum of change: the repertoire as a 

relative constant, soloists balancing consistency and change, and conductors exhibiting 

significant amounts of change over time. 

Empirical support: Conformity, variation, gaps 

Within extant literature, the repertoire of the orchestra, and the standard repertoire in particular, 

has been cast as a highly consistent body of work. Three foundational sources that support the 

consistent nature of the standard repertoire include that of Mueller (1973), the BMI surveys, Hart 

(1973), and three more recent contributions, Dowd et al. (2002), Glynn (2002) and Kremp 

(2010).  

Mueller (1973) focuses on subscription programs of 27 major US symphony orchestras from the 

1842-3 seasons to 1969-1970. Here, repertoire is presented in terms of total performance times; 

however, the repetitions of programs are not included. Here, Mueller (1973) finds the standard 
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repertoire as having a high degree of consistency over time, with a focus on Austro-German 

works. Mueller (1973) also finds the presence of ñlife cyclesò, divided into the following 

categories: 1) low but stable; 2) ascending (over a long- or short-term period); 3) descending; 4) 

full life cycle (though not necessarily indicating a full ñdeathò of a particular composerôs works); 

5) indeterminate; and 6) most played (including Bach, Beethoven, Brahms, Tchaikovsky, and 

Wagner). Of particular note, is Muellerôs ñascendingò over the short-term (e.g., Prokofiev, 

Stravinsky, Bartok, Shostakovich, Britten, Copland, Barber, and Ives). Here, newcomers show 

an increasing presence over time, indicating that the standard repertoire of the symphony 

orchestra has ñspaceò for incoming composers of merit. Overall, there is a clear constancy of the 

standard repertoire, at a more macro-level, with fluctuations or variations over time, at a micro-

level. 

The Broadcast Music, Inc. (BMI) surveys (in conjunction with the American Symphony 

Orchestra League) focus on annual programming of a varying number of US orchestras, i.e., 

from 74 to 620 orchestras. While these surveys draw from a much larger number of American 

orchestras, including major as well as other forms (e.g., community orchestras), they only 

address a short time span from the 1959-60 to 1969-1970 seasons. Therefore, these data are less 

useful to the approach adopted in this thesis. Further, in contrast to Muellerôs (1973) work, the 

BMI surveys consider all programs and total number of performances rather than the weighted 

approach according to total performance time.  

Drawing on Muellerôs (1973) work, Hart (1973) further highlights cultural aspects of the 

standard repertoire, including the dominance of the repertory by Austro-German, Russian, and 

French composers, followed by American compositions, with the first three accounting for 76-

87% of the total repertoire performed. Hart (1973) also points out a drop in Austro-German 

repertoire during times of war, with rising numbers of Russian, French, American and British 

repertoire due to ñpopular sympathies as regards the identity ofé [American] allies in the warsò 

(p. 407). In particular, Hart (1973) focusses on the ñentry or departure of composers into and out 

of the repertoryò (p. 410), ultimately finding 30 such composers that have met a 1% rule, i.e., of 

total performance time, suggesting that while the repertoire is a highly consistent body of work, 

there are shifts over time.  
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A further finding of Hart (1973) concerns American repertoire. While Mueller (1973) does not 

find any American repertoire meeting the 1% rule, Hart (1973) finds five composers that entered 

during the first half of the 20th century that remained over time, i.e., Bartók, Prokofiev, Ravel, 

Shostakovich, and Stravinsky. This lends credence to a standard repertoire that is a relative 

constant over time, though with notable, yet few, additions that point to a level of flexibility over 

the long-term. Overall, Hartôs (1973) interpretation of the Mueller (1973) data is as follows: 

édomination by Austro-German composers of the past, with strong and continuing 

emphasis on Beethoven; a generally low proportion of contemporary music; and even 

lower representation of American music; the distribution of this over a large number of 

composers; and an increasingly static condition in the repertory. (Hart, 1973, p. 421).  

My analysis largely supports Hartôs (1973) findings; however, with one qualification. In the case 

of the New York Philharmonic, including the time period up to the 2012-3 season, the claim that 

the repertory is becoming even more ñstaticò over time, is not apparent, considering the breadth 

of repertoire choices and various contextual aspects.  

Dowd et al. (2002), in particular, show that novelty or variation is governed by three factors. 

Utilizing data collected by Mueller (1973), which included performances from 1842 to 1969 of 

27 American orchestras, Dowd et al. (2002) focus on how supra-organizational aspects impact 

the standard repertoire of the orchestra. Dowd et al. (2002) find that new compositions are 

impacted by ñthe increased performance capabilities of symphony orchestras, the expanded 

resources for new music, and the proliferation of music programs among U.S. colleges and 

universitiesò (p. 35). Dowd et al. (2002) do not find the either radio broadcast or recordings of 

new works have a significant impact on ñthe number of new composers that annually enter the 

repertoiresò (p. 56).  

Dowd et al. (2002) also find that the only aspect that works against a few dominant composers in 

the standard repertoire is expanding performance capabilities of orchestras over time. An 

ñincrease in performance capabilitiesò (Dowd et al., 2002, p. 1053) concerns the frequency and 

regularity of performances over a concert season. ñExpanded resourcesò (Dowd et al., 2002, p. 

35) considers both internal and external resources to the orchestra, such as conductors that 
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defend and promote contemporary work (internal) and organizations such as the League of 

Composers initiated by Aaron Copland (external). Finally, the ñproliferation of music programsò 

(Dowd et al., 2002, p. 35) refers to music schools across America that conferred ñlegitimacy for 

canon formation and maintenanceò (Dowd et al., 2002, p. 43). These findings not only point to 

the possibility and prevalence of variation, but also the impact of key actors within an overall 

ecology of the symphony orchestra. Further, certain actors, i.e., those orchestras who are capable 

and in a position of prestige, are able to further variation within the standard repertoire. 

Finally, Dowd et al. (2002) also note the nature of change over time: 

Increasing change occurred at the margins, as first-time performances of new composers 

were eclipsed by the performances of those composers who occupied a central place in 

the canon (e.g., Beethoven). In fact, the number of new composers performed in one year 

(i.e., change) had no bearing on the extent to which the classics were performed in the 

subsequent year (i.e., conformity). (p. 58) 

Dowd et al. (2002) find that while change was apparent in the repertoire, this change occurred 

ñat the marginsò (p. 58) or at the periphery, while the standard repertoire continued to ñeclips[e]ò 

(p. 58) such variation. This stance is supported by Glynn (2002) who argues that while the 

standard repertoire is resistant to change, innovation is possible when economic disruptions 

come to the fore. Specifically, ñthe musical canon of the symphony seems particularly resistant 

to large-scale change but potentially vulnerable to incremental or small-scale innovation, 

particular where it might address the economic concerns of the orchestraò (p. 68).  

Again, drawing from Mueller (1973), as well as the work of Dowd et al. (2002), Krempôs (2010) 

analysis of innovation and success within the orchestral standard repertoire shows a clear 

ñconservatismò (p. 1051) in the respective repertoires of the group of 27 major American 

orchestras spanning from 1879 to 1959, as well as a dominance of Austro-German repertoire:  

Of the 1,612 composers ever played by 27 major American symphony orchestras from 

1879 to 1959, 13 composers accounted for half of the total number of performances, and 

the 100 most played composers accounted for 86 percent of the performances. (p. 1051).  
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These 13 composers include ñWagner, Beethoven, Brahms, Mozart, Tchaikovsky, Strauss, Bach, 

Berlioz, Debussy, Ravel, Schumann, Schubert, and Mendelssohnò (Kremp, 2010, p. 1077). This 

conservatism also played out over time: ñ12 of the 20 most played composers in the 1950s were 

already among the 20 most played composers in the 1880sò (Kremp, 2010, p. 1051). 

Like Mueller (1973) and Hart (1973), Kremp (2010) acknowledges the presence of variation; 

however, he positions novelty as a ñdeconstructionò (p. 1053) of the standard repertoire, which 

focuses on the importance of innovation as either an early 20th century phenomenon (Dowd et al. 

2002) or an even later one of the 1960s (DiMaggio, 1987). However, my analysis dates such a 

ñdeconstructionò (or disruption) at an even earlier time, i.e., as early as the late 19th century. 

Kremp (2010) also finds much variation from orchestra to orchestra in the level of variation in 

the standard repertoire. Regardless of the agreed upon timing of ñdeconstructionò (Kremp, 2010, 

p. 1053), Kremp (2010) emphasizes that while a culture of conservatism does exists within the 

symphony orchestra, there is a parallel culture of ñsuccessive attempts at introducing novelty into 

concert programming in the United States since the late 19th centuryò (p. 1051). 

Krempôs (2010) work further emphasizes that ñprestigious orchestras and star conductorsò (p. 

1076) are in a position to successfully integrate new compositions into an established standard 

repertoire. However, these ñconsecrated actorsò (Kremp, 2010, p. 1071) also need to be working 

in an environment that supports innovative programming, i.e., those environments that had a 

ñlocal elite cohesivenessò (Kremp, 2010, p. 1051). In practical terms, these orchestras also have 

seasons that provide sufficient space for new compositions alongside the standard repertoire 

(Kremp, 2010).  

A further finding of Kremp (2010) notes that the adoption of variation, or the adoption of new 

repertoire, is more easily achieved when a new composition is introduced ñat a time of low 

competition with established composersò (p. 1051). Specifically, if new compositions are 

introduced at a time when the repertoire of an orchestra is comparatively small, there is room for 

new compositions, and further, if a new composition is presented during a time when several 

new compositions are apparent in an orchestraôs repertoire, there is a greater likelihood that this 

work will also be adopted and played in the future (Kremp, 2010). One aspect that this study (as 
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well as most others) does not address is the nature of new compositions, i.e., from a musicianôs 

perspective, are these well-crafted works? 

While this empirical work supports the consistency of the standard repertoire over time and 

variation within certain limits, it does not fully investigate critical aspects where nuance matters. 

For example, Hartôs (1973) claims of an increasingly ñstaticò standard repertoire does not hold in 

the case of the New York Philharmonic. Further, while Kremp (2010) positions novelty as a 

ñdeconstructionò (or disruption) of the standard repertoire, I do not uniformly position novelty or 

variation in such negative terms. Rather, variation within certain boundaries is acceptable within 

the standard repertoire (for example, interpretive variation), while variation at the periphery is a 

natural and needed counterpoint to the standard repertoire. Even if Krempôs (2010) 

deconstruction is taken as a given, my analysis of the New York Philharmonic dates such 

processes as beginning at a much earlier date (the late 19th century). Finally, the one rather 

obvious and critical factor that is missing from all previous studies concerns the nature of works 

within the standard repertoire vs. a general repertoire as a whole: the nature of excellence. What 

are the criteria for a workôs inclusion in the standard repertoire? A particular time period, 

composer or conductor? Nowhere in the business literature do I find some assessment of the 

nature of compositions that populate the standard repertoire, i.e., are these works well-crafted by 

a musicians, theoreticianôs, or musicologistôs standards? 

Repertoire: Pressures for conformity and change 

The institutionalization of the standard repertoire was a process that ran concurrently (and co-

evolved with) the institutionalization of the symphony orchestra. These concurrent processes are 

not surprising considering the natural links between composers, the repertoire, and the symphony 

orchestra: ñThe orchestral repertoire necessarily pivots around Beethoven and Brahms [or 

similarly, the standard repertoire], since the orchestra itself is defined by their work and, 

conversely, their work in terms of its pursuit of the symphonic idealò (Holoman, 2012, p. 76). 

However, this process was also impacted by other powerful actors within the overall ecology of 

the symphony orchestra, either in support of the maintenance of a standard repertoire, or 

pressures for significant change. As offered by Glynn (2002), Dowd et al. (2002), Kremp (2010), 

and Glynn and Lounsbury (2005), these influences include related institutions of the state, 
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church and powerful families, a body of individuals within society otherwise known as ñthe 

eliteò, critics (and their critical reviews), financial influences, and general, contextual factors. To 

these are added critical endogenous influences, including those at the organizational level, i.e., 

the symphony orchestra, and the individual level, i.e., soloists, conductors, and composers. These 

influences are positioned alongside an alternate view of the process of the standardization of the 

orchestral repertoire, as well as my own views that add further nuance to this complex process 

over time. 

The institutions: State, church, and family 

Kremp (2010) highlights the influence of related institutions in the institutionalization of the 

standard repertoire, in terms of its creation and reproduction. Building on the work of Weber 

(2004), DeNora (1991), and DiMaggio (1991a), Kremp (2010) conceptualizes the creation of the 

standard repertoire as a ñproduct of the emergence of a class-based distinction between 

ñhighbrowò and ñlowbrowò taste during the 19th centuryò (p. 1052). In other words, the standard 

repertoire was shaped by powerful actors, such as states and the nobility, and was soon 

distinguished from other repertoires, such as those of theater and opera. At this time, from 1850 

to 1900, the standard repertoire underwent an institutionalization process, with ñorchestrasé 

favoring music of the past over recently composed music and concentrating on a narrow set of 

mostly Austro-German composersò (Kremp, 2010, p. 1052). Overall, these institutions are 

positioned primarily as creating pressures for conformity over change. 

The ñeliteò 

Glynn (2002) argues that ñelites emphasizing status differences conspired to further 

institutionalize the orchestral canon, fixing the standard, classical repertoire in time, a trend that 

is still evident todayò (p. 67). However, Glynn (2002) is not explicit concerning the nature of 

elites, beyond their power in funding art institutions such as the symphony orchestra. The general 

nature and impact of ñelitesò is problematic as it is difficult (if not impossible) to find a period in 

history when the arts was immune from such influences. It also tends to deny artists a sufficient 

stake in power and control over musical production, from composition, to performance, and to 

reception. While there is no doubt that elites both internal and external to the orchestra have had 
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impact on the institutionalization of the symphony orchestra and its standard repertoire, they are 

not the sole, and I argue, not the most significant force, in its evolution over time.  

A particularly well-documented example of a composer and performer who resisted the influence 

of ñthe eliteò was Ludwig van Beethoven, one of the most important composers of standard 

orchestral repertoire. To be sure, Beethoven was ñonly too aware that he depended on aristocratic 

families for his financial supportò (Kerman, Tyson & Burnham, n.d., para. 6). However, at the 

same time, Beethoven was also known to avoid ñshow[ing] the deference and obedience 

normally expected from musicians in circles of the nobilityò (Kerman et al., n.d., para. 6). This 

distance can be applied to musicians and theoreticians both of his time and earlier (Kerman et al., 

n.d.).  

Overall, ñelitesò are positioned as powerful forces of conformity over change. However, my 

perspective supports only a measure of influence that ñelitesò had (and have) in perpetuating and 

shaping the standard repertoire. Overall, elite influence is positioned as one of many powers that 

make up a ñportfolioò of actors who have had (and continue to have) a significant influence on 

the standard repertoire of the symphony orchestra. 

The critic 

Glynn (2002) also includes the influence of the music critic in the institutionalization of the 

standard repertoire and its maintenance over time. Specifically, ñthe music critic evaluates the 

application of aesthetic systems to musical programming and to artistic performance with a bias 

towards tradition, thereby keeping musical programming conservativeò (p. 68). However, criticsô 

pressure for conformity does not hold in all contexts. While tradition strongly governs certain 

expectations for performance, critics do not always side with so-called ñconservativeò 

perspectives. For example, Canarina (2010) highlights New York Times critic Harold Schonberg 

who took issue with New York Cityôs own pressure for conformity:  

In his Sunday article on December 12 [1971], Schonberg wrote about the number of 

letters he and the Philharmonic management had received, most of them complaining 
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about the programmingé There was too much modern music, too much unfamiliar 

music, too much vocal music. (p. 79) 

In this instance, Schonberg (1971, December 12) does not support conservatism, but rather fights 

for ñsophistication or intellectual curiosityò (p. D17): 

For a while the letters were coming in steadily, all on one subject: the monstrous thing 

Pierre Boulez was doing to the Philharmonic, and the monstrous thing the Philharmonic 

was doing to its subscribers. Some of the complaints approached hate mail, and the sad 

thing was that very few wrote in approving of the Philharmonicôs standé My interest in 

the repertory this season [is not] created by a professional aversion resulting from over-

exposure to the standard repertory. After a lifetime of listening, I still can respond to the 

mainstream of music, and I would quit the job if I couldnôt. All I can do is patiently, once 

more, point out that for many years the Philharmonic, and all major orchestras, have been 

in a rut, playing much the same things over and over againé That a composer like Berg 

should cause such resentment among the Philharmonic subscribers attests to an appalling 

lack of sophistication or intellectual curiosity on their part. (p. D17) 

While critics are typically highly opinionated, their overall impact and role is characterized by 

both pressure for conformity as well as pressure for change. In many respects, their role is to 

question, as much as to ñanswerò. 

Financial influences 

Glynn and Lounsbury (2005) position financial concerns, i.e., a ñcommercial market logicò, as a 

relatively recent and disruptive influence on the institutionalized form of the standard repertoire. 

Specifically, ñas a result [of a growing commercial logic], marketing techniques and 

managerialism associated with the commercial market logic have crept into the arts, thereby 

threatening the purity and longstanding dominance of the aesthetic logicò (Glynn & Lounsbury, 

2005, p. 1037). Again, I argue that financial concerns have always been a part of the arts, and 

have always had a potential impact on the nature of art that is created, and what art is offered to 

audiences. This conundrum is simply not a modern phenomenon. A historical perspective 
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highlights a tug of war between an economic and aesthetic logic, from examples such as the 

Mediciôs influence in the arts in Florence in the 1600s (Hollingsworth, 1994), to funders such as 

Joseph Pulitzer who, after a particularly large bequest in 1911, articulated his hopes around 

expected repertoire choices at the New York Philharmonic (Shanet, 1975). Overall, recent 

economic forces have constituted a primary pressure for change; however, it is only one of many 

in the modern context, and only one example of the many economic pressures that have impacted 

the arts throughout history. Indeed, Glynn (2002) articulates that in spite of art living in a 

ñspaceò fraught with financial difficulty, the standard repertoire has shown ï and continues to 

show ï great resilience to change. 

Contextual, macro influences 

Our understanding of the standard repertoire of the symphony orchestra is, in part, reflective of 

general trends in the nature of orchestral repertoire since its beginnings in the 17th and 18th 

centuries, a trajectory that is given some clarity by Schonberg (1967/1975): 

In the 18th century, indeed, brand new music was the only music in the repertoire. 

Audiences wanted to hear the very latest; and if they were disturbed [emphasis added] by 

Mozart or the young Beethoven, there always were more comforting composers like 

Salieri or the great Paisiello to satisfy them. In the 19th century, new music never had to 

wait very long for a hearing. If anything, it was old music that had to wait. When 

Mendelssohn decided to give a series of programs devoted to Bach, Handel, Mozart and 

Beethoven, he did so with much preparation and apology, calling them ñHistorical 

Concerts.ò Berlioz, Liszt, Schumann and Wagner may have been controversial figures, to 

be damned by such important conservative critics as Chorley and Hanslick; but their 

music was played, discussed, argued about, constantly analyzed in the newspapers and 

magazines. And again as in the 19th century, there always was a bulwark of new music 

that was less controversialé Today there are few big men, in the sense that the previous 

avant-garde composers were. (p. 442) 

In general, macro influences of history and specific contextual elements have impacted the 

institutionalization of the standard repertoire and its maintenance (and disruption) over time 
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(Dowd et al., 2002). In particular, institutionalization was tied to aspects of location and flows of 

influence from country to country. The standard repertoire had its beginnings in Europe in the 

1800s (Weber, 1984; 1992), and was furthered in the American context by people and ideas that 

flowed from Europe. In the United States, the standard repertoire was housed in not-for-profit 

organizations that facilitated its growth and freed it to some extent from usual financial concerns 

(DiMaggio, 1982; 1991b). Within this context, audiences have also provided a significant force 

that has tended towards conformity over time: 

What is generally called the canonization of the repertoire was primarily the work of 

symphony orchestras and their audiences. The nature of the employment of eighteenth-

century composers was such that the majority of their work was ephemeral [perhaps not 

that different than the shifting musical spaces of ñpopò music]. The inherent nature of 

programming a concert series, on the other hand, elevated relatively few composers and 

their works to public attention. These were the ones deemed worthy of repeated hearing, 

of veneration. They were, in a word, classical. (Holoman, 2012, p. 80) 

An ecological approach to the symphony orchestra also preferences the potential impact of 

various external forces on the repertoire and its performance: ñBut in most places and most eras 

the repertoire is always shifting, led by conductor enthusiasm, audience demand, academic 

scholarship ï and, still, the individual quests of living composersò (Holoman, 2012, p. 77). An 

ecological approach highlights a natural relationship between core and periphery, and between 

the standard repertoire and new or less performed works. It also highlights the importance of 

ñreinterpretationò (Lipman, 1990, p. 124) within a tradition that has been built over a significant 

amount of time: 

It is my position that music which becomes a part of the tradition of classical music is 

written in largely traditional forms and with largely traditional means, though both forms 

and means are in process of continuous reinterpretation. Furthermore, these new (or at 

least newer) additions to the canon are written with an awareness ï whether that 

awareness is conscious or unconscious does not, I think matter ï of the existence of the 

tradition, and with an intention of contributing to that tradition as a whole. (Lipman, 

1990, p. 124). 
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Lipmanôs (1990) definition makes clear reference to a core tradition that has existed over time, 

but with the expectation of variation. As such, it encapsulates my main argument concerning the 

institutional core, i.e., while the institutional core is maintained over time, it also allows for 

variation at the periphery. 

Internal, micro influences 

While many influences for conformity and change originate ñoutsideò the confines of the 

symphony orchestra, these influences also originate from within. Kremp (2010) conceptualizes 

the reproduction of the standard repertoire as a product of ñinertial pressures within orchestras 

leading to a marginalization of innovation and the institutionalization of the categorical 

boundaries defining óclassical musicôò (p. 1052). Drawing on the work of Arian (1971), Gilmore 

(1993) and Horowitz (1987; 2005), Kremp (2010) isolates three linked processes of reproduction 

that support a ñcontinuous predominance of a limited set of composers in the repertoires: 

bureaucratization of large symphony orchestrasé, the alignment of aesthetic interests of concert 

artists and administrative rationality of orchestrasé, and the emergence of a culture of 

performance and virtuosity rather than creativity within major symphony orchestrasò (p. 1051).  

At a broader, organizational level, influences of conformity and change are impacted by the 

symphony orchestraôs relationship with the repertoire. According to Couch (1983), the 

symphony orchestra ñdoes not simply depend on the óneedsô of music composed for it, but 

greatly influences the development of music itselfò (p. 109). A reciprocal, if not inextricable 

relationship is suggested: ñMusic itself not only influences organizations that perform it but is 

influenced by themò (Couch, 1983, p. 110). This distinction highlights the fact that the 

maintenance (or disruption) of the orchestra, allows for the maintenance (or disruption) of the 

repertoire and vice versa. Glynn (2002) also highlights the special relationship that exists 

between the institution of the symphony orchestra and the standard repertoire, positioning the 

repertoire as ñthe foremost expression of the symphony orchestraôs mission and the artistic 

aspirations of its conductor and musicians. The repertoire played is the language through which 

the orchestra speaks to the audienceò (American Symphony Orchestra League, 1993, p. 17).  
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Further, at a more specific level, individual performers, including soloists and conductors, also 

impact both conformity and change over time. In particular, variance via interpretation is an 

integral part of what soloists offer via artistic creation. Citing the work of DiMaggio (1987), 

Glynn (2002) focuses on the importance of interpretation in conformity at the level of the 

standard repertoire, and change via its interpretation by different performers: ñalthough there 

may be less variation in the content of the orchestral canon, there may be more variation in its 

interpretive playò (Glynn, 2002, p. 70). Further, Murnighan and Conlon (1991) also emphasize 

how variation is a natural (and acceptable) part of the standard repertoire via interpretation: ñAny 

composition can be played an infinite number of ways, with varying speed, emphasis, rhythm, 

balance, and phrasing. Thus, a string quartet tries to stamp each performance with its own 

character and styleò (p. 166).  

Conductors also contribute to variation via interpretation and conformity by supporting various 

composers as part of the standard repertoire. The commissioned and non-commissioned 

biographies of the New York Philharmonic also make frequent reference to the particular 

ñsoundò of an orchestra, due in part, to the conductors that lead them. This acceptable form of 

variation is also accompanied by a natural ebb and flow of composers who are ñchampionedò by 

specific conductors over time:  

The rage for Rachmaninov was born in the United States, nourished above all by the 

Philadelphia Orchestra and its conductors and public. The Mahler symphonies, as 

championed by Mengelberg in Amsterdam and Bernstein in New York, succeeded those 

of Brahms and Tchaikovsky as the benchmark for conductor accomplishmenté Ferde 

Grof®ôs Grand Canyon Suite (1931), popularized by Toscanini and the NBC Symphony 

in a recording of 1932, became a favorite in the rush to prove an American style 

(Holoman, 2012, p. 77) 

Composers also have a natural influence on both conformity and change. The ñmodernò context 

is an especially nuanced and complex environment that can be cast as having an overarching 

character of deeply embedded variance. Considerable variation in style is apparent in works 

written by so-called ñmodernò composers, who have contributed to the repertoire beyond Bent 

and Blumôs (n.d.) period of standard repertoire (from the mid-18th to the mid-20th century). 
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Beyond the definitional difficulties of such modern music, music written during the 20th and 21st 

centuries does not generally adhere to one particular style, as it has in the past, but rather several 

styles, including new interpretations of earlier styles, such as neo-classical and neo-romantic. 

Taking into account such stylistic diversity, this period is often referred to as an ñage of 

pluralismò (Lipman, 1990, p. 124) or in Schonbergôs (1967/1975) terms, ñThe New Eclecticismò 

(p. 445). In particular, Schonberg (1967/1975) points to an eclecticism that blurs unique and 

nationalistic styles of composers, conductors, and orchestras. According to Tawa (2009), this 

variety reflects cultural changes, especially in the United States: ñAfter World War II cultural 

fragmentation would characterize musical styles, genres, interest groups, and attitudes toward 

artò (p. 2).  

Overall, while Kremp (2010) isolates an internal justification for conformity, it is indeed, only 

part of the picture. Endogenous actors are involved in both pressures for conformity and change. 

Change and variation is channeled through composers who continue to create new music (some 

of which will be adopted into the standard repertoire), through soloists who offer unique 

interpretations of the standard repertoire, and through conductors who bring neglected works to 

the attention of orchestras, audiences, and critics.  

An alternate, agentic view 

In addition to the somewhat subservient role that the standard repertoire takes in many 

conceptualizations of its institutionalization and maintenance over time, a more agentic stance 

also appears in the literature. The standard repertoire also holds its own ñpowerò, rather than 

being purely the product of endogenous or exogenous influences. For example, Griswold (1987) 

highlights the ñcultural powerò of literary works, defining it as ñthe capacity of certain works to 

linger in the mind and, over and above this individual effect, to enter the canon, which is 

constructed and upheld by literary elitesò (Griswold, 1987, p. 1105). Griswold (1987) positions 

such cultural power as enabling variance via its ñmultivocalityò (p. 1105), i.e., its ability to elicit 

ñextensive multiple interpretationsò (p. 1105).  

This framework can be extended to an orchestraôs standard repertoire. While the standard 

repertoire is cast as a relative constant over time, variance is possible not only via 
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experimentation at the periphery, but also through interpretation, via conductors and players, and 

through its reception by audiences. Following Griswoldôs (1987) lead, the standard repertoire ï 

like that of the literary canon ï can also be ñrecognized, or sensed, by those recipients familiar 

with the genre or form that a work representsò (p. 1106). Griswoldôs (1987) multivocality 

positions cultural power as a sustainable power. In the case of the symphony orchestra, actors 

both internal and external to the orchestra realize the power of an orchestra via its repertoire, and 

the expectation of multiple interpretations. While the symphony orchestra and its repertoire 

shows a great propensity for conformity over time, it has a ñbuilt inò requirement and propensity 

for variation, and, therefore, potential disruption. 

Summary 

I position the repertoire of the symphony orchestra as a relative constant over time. In particular, 

the standard repertoire has been cast as highly stable over time in the management, sociology, 

and musicology literatures, as well as via my analysis of the New York Philharmonicôs 

programming between 1842 and 2012. That said, the institutionalization of the standard 

repertoire, and its continued maintenance over time, has been influenced by pressures for 

conformity and change. This process has been influenced by actors both endogenous and 

exogenous to the institution of the symphony orchestra, and even by the repertoire itself, if it is 

given ñactor statusò and an agency of its own.  

Overall, a key observation concerns the fact that the repertoireôs relative constancy is set against 

a balance of consistency and change in soloists, and a high level of change in conductors. 

Therefore, the repertoire only appears as a ñstaticò or unchanging entity over time. Further, a 

more nuanced view sets the repertoire within a context of variation both within the standard 

repertoire (relatively little) and at its periphery, i.e. non-standard (more pronounced). This 

variation also includes aspects such as interpretation of the repertoire, which does not vary the 

repertoire in terms of the actual works performed, but rather in its realization for audiences over 

time. 
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Soloists 

In comparison to the relative constant of the repertoire, and highly changeable trajectory of 

conductors, soloists of the symphony orchestra show a balance of consistency and change over 

time. Within the musicological literature (Bensman, 1983; Holoman, 2012), the soloist is cast as 

a consistently significant actor of the symphony orchestra, especially as communicators of a 

compositional form that was written with them in mind, i.e., the concerto. However, soloists are 

also associated with change, and are therefore, a potentially disruptive force, considering their 

propensity for freedom of interpretation, and the ñglamourò associated with the virtuoso soloist. 

My analysis of soloists of the New York Philharmonic between 1842 and 2012 largely confirms 

this contrast of consistency and change but also confirms that this mix of influences can also be 

ñmanagedò over time. In particular, disruptive aspects of soloists can be ameliorated by a 

concurrent respect for the repertoire. This thesis also offers the key observation that since 

soloists show a balance of consistency and change, the repertoire not only becomes a relative 

constant amidst such balance, but an incredible source of stability considering the dramatic 

changes that characterize the trajectory of conductors. 

The observation that change or disruption can be ameliorated over time, raises a series of key 

questions concerning soloistsô development. Theoretically, what is a soloist, and when and where 

did they emerge? When taking this definition into consideration, how do we then categorize 

soloists: as foreign, exogenous to the symphony orchestra, or as insiders, endogenous to the 

symphony orchestra? Finally, what are the sources of pressure that support soloists over time, 

and others that serve as key obstructions? I address each of these questions and introduce my 

own observations concerning the nature of soloists within the context of the institution of the 

symphony orchestra, in particular, highlighting key relationships founded on ñbalanceò. 

What is a soloist? 

According to Fuller (n.d.), a solo is ñ(a) piece played by one performer, or a piece for one 

melody instrument with accompanimentò (para. 1). However, in its earliest manifestations, a solo 

(and soloist) referred to a single instrument with no accompaniment ï for example Bachôs 6 
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Sonatas and Partitas for solo violin, BWV 1001ï1006, which were entitled Sei Solo ï a violino 

senza Basso accompagnato (6 solos, for violin without a bass accompaniments). Here, the focus 

on a solo instrument is the most complete. Thereafter, soloists, and the musical lines that they 

interpreted, were positioned as a focus of attention, with a counterpoint of support and interest 

coming from an accompanying actor ï for example, the symphony orchestra. From the 18th 

century, the history of the solo and soloist shows an interplay between a focus (solo) and 

accompaniment, which included ña melody instrument with continuo [keyboard] 

accompanimentò (Fuller, n.d., para. 1). In many cases, the dominance of the solo role also shifted 

the accompanying instruments, even in the context of the symphony orchestra, to a ñdistinctly 

subordinate roleò (Full, n.d., para. 3).  

The soloist role has a trajectory that culminates in the coveted role of virtuoso, an Italian term 

that derives its meaning from the Latin word virtus, i.e., ñexcellenceò or ñworthò (Jander, n.d. 

para 1). While the term first referred to any particularly accomplished individual, in any field 

during the 16th and 17th centuries, it soon became closely associated with instrumentalists who 

focused on a professionalized soloist role in the later 18th and especially, 19th century (Jander, 

n.d., para. 2). As virtuosi, soloists performed works at exceedingly high levels; however, they 

also disrupted the repertoire and symphony orchestra in terms of not only focus, but accepted 

interpretive approaches to the repertoire. One perspective casts a soloist in a role of disruptor, 

with goals of ñwiden[ing] the technical and expressive boundaries of his artò (Jander, n.d. para 

2).  

Within the context of the institutionalized form of the symphony orchestra, soloists are either one 

particular instrument or voice category (e.g., soprano, tenor), or a small group that works in 

alternation or together (e.g., four voices for an opera excerpt or two solo instruments featured in 

so-called ñdouble concertosò) against the texture of the orchestra. In some cases, these soloists 

can take particularly unique forms, such as the computer and dancer. Overall, these actors are an 

important feature of the orchestral work, as well as the overall program presented to audiences, 

in terms of both their abilities and celebrity. 
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Soloist relationships 

The nature of soloistsô relationships with the various actors of the symphony orchestra is 

complex; soloists are cast as key collaborators with the conductor and orchestra as a whole, or 

quite independently as interpreters of the solo part of the score and managers of their own images 

on the concert scene. According to Bensman (1983): ñSoloists working with an orchestra, and 

opera stars, especially, have a vested interest in interpretation that devolves not only on the score 

itself but also on their self-images as stars, virtuosi, and individual performersò (p. 11).  

A further relationship concerns soloists and their relationship with composers (and 

compositions). While a unique interpretation is part of a soloistôs role as performer, solos and by 

extension soloists, are also simply the product of composersô inspiration, rather than soloistsô 

own power. This position is highlighted by pianist Franz Liszt, an early virtuoso of the piano, 

who was quoted as saying that ñvirtuosity is not an outgrowth, but an indispensable element of 

musicò (Jander, n.d. para. 2). 

The multi-dimensional nature of soloist relationships, as well as their role as key collaborators 

that usually work with an orchestra for a short period of time, positions soloists as the great 

negotiators of the symphony orchestra, but also potentially disruptive forces considering their 

interpretive focus in such a highly visible context. In particular, soloists are often positioned 

between audience and conductor, and are a typical target of external critical review. 

Overall, the role of soloist displays elements of both consistency and change over time. This 

delicate balancing act, i.e., showing respect for the repertoire amidst glamorous public lives, is 

typical of the institutionalized form of the virtuoso soloist, which ran roughly in parallel with the 

standard repertoire, the symphony orchestra, and conductors. This balance is captured by a key 

composer of the 19th century, Richard Wagner (1813-1883), who was noted as saying: ñThe real 

dignity of the virtuoso rests solely on the dignity he is able to preserve for creative art; if he 

trifles and toys with this, he casts his honour away. He is the intermediary [emphasis added] of 

the artistic ideaò (Jander, n.d. para 2). 
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A balanced role as exogenous and endogenous actor 

The definition of soloist already points to the interplay between a balanced (or complementary) 

role of soloist with accompanying symphony orchestra, to a dominant virtuoso role, where the 

focus shifts away from the orchestra, and to the soloist and solo line. Further, a balanced role is 

also reflected in the soloistôs position in the institution of the symphony orchestra. In particular, 

soloists are exogenous actors who are not typically tied to one orchestra or another. They are free 

(and managed) actors who are hired by orchestras to realize works that feature soloists, as part of 

the overall season of performances. However, once hired, they become endogenous actors who 

take a key role in interpreting the repertoire, in conjunction with the conductor, and remaining 

orchestral players. In many ways their success is the conductorôs and orchestraôs success, and 

vice versa. 

Soloists: pressures for conformity and change 

Soloists create (and are created by) contexts that both foster both conformity and change. 

Soloists continuing role with symphony orchestras is supported by their ñglamourò, which has 

been used to not only attract audiences, but maintain orchestras in an often highly competitive 

environments. For soloists in particular, their trajectory is also supported by the symphony 

orchestra, which has served as an attractive context to showcase their virtuosic abilities. 

Therefore, a significant, inextricable relationship exists between soloists and orchestras. Finally, 

soloists have been a consistent feature over time due to audiencesô thirst for ñglamourò and great 

music. In all, soloists, orchestras, and audiences form an important trio in the ecology of the 

symphony orchestra. 

This consistency is set against several factors or pressures that form a counterpoint of change 

over time. In particular, elements of scheduling and associated costs of high profile soloists 

present particular challenges to soloistsô trajectories. At the highest levels of performance, 

soloists are not unlimited in number, often having busy international schedules, short and longer-

term commitments at various educational institutions, and busy chamber music careers. 

Together, the busy schedules of soloists and symphony orchestras create a particularly intense 
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scheduling environment, which is compounded by scheduling practices that usually require 

managements to plan well into the future, sometimes several years. 

While some orchestraôs mitigate these pressures by drawing soloists from the ñfirst chairò 

positions within the orchestra (e.g., the leader of the violin section, or concertmaster), the 

expectation remains that most soloists are drawn from exogenous actors, who then ï for a time ï 

become endogenous to the hiring orchestra, from the time of the first rehearsal to the final 

performance. A relatively new approach taken by some orchestras is the creation of special 

positions that establish longer-term relationships with a particular soloist over a period of a year 

or more. While such practices aid the overall scheduling process, orchestras still strain and are 

constrained by sometimes impossible scheduling horizons. 

Overall, the factors of competition, audience draw, and outlets for expression have supported 

soloists over time, while factors of scheduling difficulties and costs have provided significant 

pressures. This interplay supports my thesis argument for soloists as having an intermediary and 

balancing role concerning consistency and change over time. 

Summary 

Overall, within the context of the symphony orchestra, soloists show a balance of consistency 

and change over time. The musicology literature, as well as my analysis of the New York 

Philharmonic, shows that soloists have been a consistent and significant actor in the 

Philharmonicôs trajectory from its inception in 1842 to today. However, soloists have also shown 

a propensity for change, including an expected freedom of expression and interpretation, and 

associated power as ñglamorousò virtuosi. Analysis of soloists at the New York Philharmonic 

points to change and disruption being ameliorated by soloistsô respect of the repertoire. 

Further, soloistsô trajectories over time have been influenced by pressures for and pressures 

against their integral involvement with symphony orchestra. This interplay of consistency and 

change further supports soloistsô intermediary position, which is set against the relative 

constancy of the repertoire and high levels of change in conductors. 
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Conductors 

Of the three endogenous actors that I investigate in this thesis, conductors show a particularly 

striking degree of change over time, in relation to soloistsô balance of consistency and change, 

and the repertoire as relative constant. Conductorsô changeable nature is supported in the 

musicological literature, in particular, Shanetôs (1975) topology of conductor types, and in the 

more recent business literature (Glynn, 2002). In particular, Shanet (1975) traces the 

institutionalization of the conductor from early forms in the mid-18th century to a modern form 

of the mid-20th. Conductorsô pervasive trajectory of change is also captured by New York Times 

reviewer, Donal Henahan (1982, November 28) who recently remarked that conductors today 

ñplay a part profoundly different [emphasis added] from that of his predecessors in earlier 

centuriesò (p. SM58). While conductors do show a relative dominance of change over time, this 

has not been so much as to fully transform the position. Conductors still provide a vital link 

between composers, the repertoire, the orchestra, and audiences. As described by Henahan 

(1982, November 28), a conductorôs ñtraditional role [has been] as conduit between audience and 

composerò (p. SM58). Overall, ñThe conductorôs fundamental goal is to bring a written score to 

lifeò (Wakin, 2012, April 8, p. AR.1). 

My analysis of conductors at the New York Philharmonic between 1842 and 2012 largely 

confirms this observation, as the data set traces the institutionalization of conductors over time, 

i.e., from approximately 1850 to 1950. However, the data set also offers further nuance in a 

continuing trajectory of change in the modern form of the conductor, as represented by such 

recent examples as Leonard Bernstein (conductor of the New York Philharmonic, 1958-1969; 

laureate, 1969-1990) and current conductor, Alan Gilbert (2010-2017). For the purposes of this 

thesis, conductors are, therefore, placed at the furthest point in a spectrum from consistency to 

change, with soloists taking an intermediary role, and repertoire, the most constant. 

A series of key questions are associated with the observation that conductors have shown the 

greatest degree of change over time. Conceptually, what is a conductor? Where and when did 

conductors emerge, and how did they evolve over time? And, more specifically, what were (if 

any) the pressures for conformity and what were the pressures for change? Further, if conductors 

are cast as having experienced the greatest amount of change over time, relative to soloists and 
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the repertoire, why is this the case? I address each of these questions in the following section, 

extending the work of Shanet (1975) by offering further, more recent changes in the nature of 

conductors and their context. 

What is a conductor? 

The nature of a modern conductor is expressed in both the musicological (Arnold & Muir, n.d.; 

Spitzer, Zaslaw, Botstein, Barber, Bowen, & Westrup, n.d.), and business literatures (Glynn, 

2002), largely in terms of function, latitude of musical influence, and position (or power). A 

musicological perspective of conducting defines it as the following: ñThe art of directing an 

ensemble of instrumentalists or singers, or both, in such a way as to produce a unified, balanced 

performance of a given piece of music. Today the conductor is considered one of the most 

important figures in musical performanceò (Arnold & Muir, n.d., para. 1). This definition 

emphasizes the organizational role of the conductor, in terms of general and musical aspects, but 

also the conductorôs position or power. A second definition is offered by Spitzer et al. (n.d.), 

where the modern conductor is positioned as a product of the 19th century, with a focus on three 

functions, including time keeper, interpreter, and administrator: 

1) the conductor beats time with his or her hands or with a baton in performance; 2) the 

conductor makes interpretative decisions about musical works and implements these 

decisions in rehearsal and performance; [and] 3) the conductor participates in the 

administration of the musical ensemble. (Spitzer, et al., n.d., para. 1) 

Within the business literature, the modern conductor is set within the institution of the symphony 

orchestra in terms of key relationships with other actors, as well as their relative power. For the 

most part, definitions are derived from the contributions of Glynn (2002) who casts a 

conductorôs main role as leading the expression of the repertoire. Further, Glynn (2002) also 

focuses on conductorsô inter-relationships with other powerful actors within the symphony 

orchestra, in particular, via the ñthreelegged stoolò, which includes conductor, Executive 

Director, and Chair of the Board of Directors. As such, conductors are defined by the level of 

structure, leadership, and power that they exert within the symphony orchestra. 
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These definitions conceptualize orchestral conductors of modern form; however, the nature of 

conducting (and conductors) dates from the 15th century, largely for vocal groups, and with key 

structures and practices that evolved quite dramatically up to the appearance of the earliest 

orchestras in the 16th and 17th centuries. Further, the institutionalization of the symphony 

orchestra to the early 20th century was also characterized by a parallel institutionalization process 

of the specialized position of orchestral conductor, which is offered by Shanet (1975), using the 

New York Philharmonic as example. The following section traces a brief history of conducting 

and conductors from the 15th century, and then offers an overview of Shanetôs (1975) typology 

of conductors extending from the 19th to mid-20th century. 

Conductors: Emergence and evolution (15th to early 19th century) 

The history of conducting precedes orchestral conductors by several centuries, and while it is not 

known where the first conductor emerged, nor the exact date, it is believed that they became a 

common practice by the 15th century to ñbea[t] timeò (Arnold & Muir, n.d., para. 2) for various 

vocal groups in religious institutions (Siepmann, 2003). The first conductors were typically 

singers, and sometimes keyboard players, with the practice of ñtime-beaterò extending into the 

18th century, especially within the church (Spitzer et al., n.d.). 

By the 17th and 18th centuries, conductors became a necessity due to increasing ensemble size 

(Arnold & Muir, n.d.), as well as the use of multiple-choirs (Spitzer et al, n.d.). At this time, 

conducting and composing duties were tightly intertwined and conductors typically conducted as 

keyboardist or from the first violin chair (Siepmann, 2003; Henahan, 1982, November 28):  

With few exceptions, he [the conductor] was one and the same ï a man employed to 

compose music for church, theatre, palace or other musical establishment, and to take 

charge of its performance. He was an active player ï a kind of ñfirst among equalsò ï 

who led his band either from the first violinistôs chair or from the harpsichord. Only in 

exceptional circumstances did he conduct music other than his own. (Siepmann, 2003, p. 

114)  
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Overall, the role of conductor now shifted from vocalist (and sometimes keyboardist), to 

primarily an instrumentalist as ensembles grew in size, and as instrumental ensembles began to 

take on an independent role, separate from voice (Spitzer et al., n.d.). A conductorôs role during 

the 17th century now extended from simple time-beating to further performance responsibilities 

such as ñdynamics, articulation, accuracy and affectò (Spitzer et al., n.d., para. 6). In terms of the 

context of opera (developing from approximately 1600 onwards), the keyboard or continuo 

player again served as conductor, but more and more as interpretive guide (Arnold & Muir, n.d.). 

Within the context of the earliest orchestras, from around 1700, more and more groups were led 

by the first violinist or concertmaster, a practice that continued into the 19th century (Arnold & 

Muir, n.d.; Spitzer et al., n.d.). However, conducting from the keyboard did continue during this 

time, including Haydnôs presentation of his own symphonies in London in 1828 (Arnold & Muir, 

n.d.). For the most part, these instrumentalist conductors continued to be responsible for 

ñmaintaining a satisfactory ensemble [i.e., making sure musicians were playing the right notes, at 

the right time]ò (Arnold & Muir, n.d., para. 4).  

However, as the 19th century progressed, the organizing function offered by the keyboardist, or 

first violin, became insufficient, with conducting evolving into a specialized art form, within the 

realm of opera and orchestral music (Arnold & Muir, n.d.). Musicôs complexity now called ñfor 

a central figure visually in charge of the ensembleò (Spitzer et al., n.d., para. 15). So as the 

earliest orchestras grew in size and complexity, the role of conductor continued to do so as well:  

Even before Beethovenôs Ninth [completed in 1824], it was growingly clear that the chief 

executive needed eyes and hands ï and brain ï free if there were to be adequate control 

of difficult music for ever larger forces. The pioneers of the profession ï Louis Spohr, 

Berlioz, Mendelssohn ï abandoned any intent to play along, standing before the players 

and leading with a baton in the right hand. (Holoman, 2012, p. 61) 

What repertoire these specialist conductors conducted also shifted over time, from the composer-

conductor who conducted his own music, to the specialist conductor ñwhose professional life 

was devoted exclusively to championing the music of othersò (Siepmann, 2003, p. 120). These 

developments set the stage for the type of conductor found at the New York Philharmonic in the 
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earliest performances of 1842. At this time, conductorôs interpretive role also continued to 

expand, as well as their commitment to longer rehearsals, and their position as ñpermanentò 

conductor rather than transitory or shared (Arnold & Muir, n.d.). 

The 19th century also brought new developments in conducting practices, as well as new 

theoretical texts in the art of conducting. In particular, conductors began to use a baton of some 

sort, a full score that included all instrumental lines of music, and the podium, which in addition 

to the baton, ñma[de] the conductorôs gestures clear from increasing distancesò (Holoman, 

20120, p. 64). The history of the baton, like the conductor, is also characterized by significant 

change and experimentation over time, from the use of a role of paper, to a white handkerchief, 

and even to an odd mechanical arm (Siepmann, 2003). While the baton, typically used in 

performances today, did appear as early as 1776 in Berlin, it did not gain momentum until the 

1820s, and took several decades to become the norm (Siepmann, 2003). That said, there are 

many conductors today that do not use a baton of any kind, but rather use their hands, arms, and 

body as the main conducting instrument. 

In addition to changes in the type of instruments used to conduct groups, significant changes are 

also observed in the placement of the conductor over time. At the turn of the 19th century, 

conductors were often positioned between the orchestra and choir, with their backs to the 

orchestra, or they faced the audience, with their backs to the entire performing group (Siepmann, 

2003). Today, conductors typically appear facing the orchestra, between it and the audience.  

Overall, the nature of conducting from the 15th century has been characterized by several formal 

changes, from the position of the conductor, to typical conducting instruments, and conductor 

placement. Further, the nature of the conductorôs role also changed quite significantly, from 

time-beater to interpreter of the repertoire. In general, the role of conductor was professionalized 

specialized, articulated in treatises, and displayed a shift from a focus on the conductorôs own 

music, to the performance of others. The following section traces the trajectory of orchestral 

conductors in particular, drawing from Shanetôs (1975) typology as well as other perspectives 

within the musicological literature. 
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Shanetôs (1975) typology of orchestral conductors (mid-19th to mid-20th century) 

The role of conductor has changed quite dramatically since the 15th century, in terms of their 

position (e.g., vocalist, keyboardist, 1st violinist, specialized conductor), their placement in 

relation to the ensemble, instruments of their art (e.g., roll of paper, baton), and responsibilities 

(e.g., time-beater, interpreter). This trajectory of change continued during the institutionalization 

of the specialized role of orchestra conductor, which extends from the mid-19th to mid-20th 

century. In particular, Shanet (1975) provides a useful typology of conductors (see Appendix G), 

from this period, using the New York Philharmonic as example (see Appendix H). While these 

types are presented in somewhat distinct time frames, dates of transition are approximate, and 

overlap is apparent from the earliest ad hoc, to artist, interpreter, master, and modern forms. 

Overall, the institutionalization of orchestral conductors was a gradual process, and one that was 

expressed by many personalities.  

Ad hoc conductors (mid-19th century to approximately 1875) 

The institutionalization of the orchestral conductor commences with the ad hoc conductor, a type 

typical of the New York Philharmonicôs first conductors to approximately the time of Carl 

Bergmann (conductor, 1855-1876). According to Shanet (1975), ad hoc conductors tended to be 

a member of the orchestra, often shared the podium with others, and were often of variable 

quality (Shanet, 1975). Ureli Corelli Hill, the Philharmonicôs first conductor (1842-1847), is a 

good example, as he was first a violinist, sharing conducting duties with five others who were 

also musicians. However, as programs grew in complexity, conductors like Hill became 

problematic and a clear leader became necessary. 

Artist conductors (1875 to late 19th century) 

As the role of conductor shifted to a professionalized and specialized form, a somewhat 

surprising ï though prophetic ï counter-argument emerged during the latter part of the 19th 

century: there were ñgrumblings of the press and the connoisseurs about the importance of 

entrusting the musical direction to a single conductorò (Shanet, 1975, p. 136). However, 

eventually such a ñforceful artistic leaderò (Shanet, 1975, p. 136) appeared, the artist conductor, 
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a type that appears at the Philharmonic from the approximately 1875 to the late 19th century. Carl 

Bergmann, conductor from 1855 to 1876, fit this profile well, for according to Shanet (1975), 

ñthe role of artist-conductor was waiting for Bergmann, and Bergmann was ready for itò (pp. 

136-137).  

Overall, the artist conductor met the needs of larger and more complex orchestras, whose ranks 

were improving in quality. However, this push was also aided by audiences and critics as well, 

whose expectations were also expanding in the latter years of the 1800s. 

Interpreter-conductors (late 19th to early 20th century) 

Following the artist-conductor, the interpreter-conductor appeared in the late 1800s with a focus 

on conveying the composerôs intent; however, this focus led to significant problems: with strong 

interpretations, came strong reactions. Shanet (1975) highlights the character of these conductors 

as full of personality and glamour, but with strong interpretive positions, which could ñdivide the 

public and the critics into two battling campsò (Shanet, 1975, p. 179). As glamorous image was 

new to the role of conductor, though persistent over time: ñHis first duty is to keep order, and the 

larger the orchestra, the greater his authority must be. This has always been the case. His present 

celebrity, on the other hand, is a surprisingly recent phenomenonò (Siepmann, 2003, p. 113). 

Anton Seidl (1891ï98) often came under criticism due to a ñfreedom of interpretationò (Shanet, 

1975, p. 179). Ultimately, conductors like Seidl and Theodore Thomas (1877ï91) ñmade other 

menôs music conform to his interpretationò (Shanet, 1975, p. 179), creating performances that 

were ñhighly personalizedò (Kamerman, 1983b, p. 171). Many times, the character of the 

conductor surpassed the character of the repertoire and composer; however, if these characters 

were positively received, these conductors were often vaulted to ñheroò status: 

Not only has he [the conductor] become a performeré but he also has become a 

ñcharismaticò hero, a personality, the subject of both myth and public relationsé All of 

these changes in the status of the conductor that have made him into a star began near the 

end of the nineteenth century. A hundred years earlier, the conductor merely beat time 
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with a gavel or conducted from the harpsichord or from his position as concertmaster. 

(Bensman, 1983, p. 11) 

While these conductors were masters of their art, they could also be ñcompliantò (Shanet, 1975, 

p. 297), influenced by external aspects of taste and fashion. While expectations for orchestral 

players remained high, conductors, such as Theodor Thomas also offered extremes of 

interpretation, and were often criticized for following the tastes of the time: ñ[Thomasô] 

histrionic gestures in conducting were often as extreme as his readings, and who tended to excite 

either adulation or revulsion in his listeners rather than calm attentionò (Shanet, 1975, p. 171). 

These interpretive disruptions were often paired with structural ones as well. In particular, 

conductors such as Theodore Thomas (1877ï91), and Gustav Mahler (1909ï11) frequently 

changed the score to suit their own purposes (Shanet, 1975). This could include changing the 

score of Baroque composers (e.g. Johann Sebastien Bach, 1685-1750), to fit a ñRomantic idealò, 

augmentations to the orchestral forces (e.g., increasing the numbers of certain instruments), or 

changing the instrumentation (e.g., adding or dropping certain instruments from the original 

score). Structural disruption could also mean cuts or even additions to the score, a practice that 

was frequently employed by Mahler, including one (in)famous example that targeted a work of 

Beethoven, a composer that was already embedded in the standard repertoire of the symphony 

orchestra. In this case, structural changes were noted by Henry Edward Krehbiel, commissioned 

biographer of the Philharmonic, who was, at the time, the reviewer at the New York Times. In 

Shanetôs (1975) account, Krehbiel was known to view such changes as a ñl¯se-majesté if not 

sacrilegeò (p. 213), i.e., targeting a Friedlandian essence of spiritual type. 

While Thomas was known for structural disruption to the score, the tenacity and constancy of the 

repertoire, as represented by Shanetôs (1975) typological shift from interpreter to master 

conductor, is significant to Thomasô trajectory as artist and conductor over his lifetime. In 

particular, his memoirs, written by his wife, emphasize a shift from structural and interpretive 

change to a clear respect for the composer, the repertoire, and score: 

By a thousand little devices he [Thomas] had enriched the classic scores and modernized 

them [emphasis added] while still faithful preserving their original spirit [emphasis 
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added]. Now, however, he determined that this was wrong. ñI have at last come to the 

conclusion,ò he said, ñthat no one has the right to alter [emphasis added], in any 

particular, the work of a composer. It is the duty of the executant musician to interpret a 

work exactly as the composer intended that it should be interpreted, and he should not 

change or embellish it to suit the taste of another generation [emphasis added].ò In 

pursuance of this theory he cut out everything he had ever added to the classic scores and 

set to work to adapt the orchestra to the compositions, instead of adapting the 

compositions to the orchestra, as heretofore. (Thomas, 1911, p. 497) 

This text is a powerful example of the repertoireôs ascendency, and its power to remain a relative 

constant over time, in spite of the ñheroò conductor. 

Thomas was also well known for a balance of musical skill and business acumen (Hart, 1973).  

For years, he survived the physical strain of performing night after night, often in a new 

city each night, conducting in some years as many as two hundred fifty concerts. He 

organized his own orchestra, supervised the management of its touring and promotion, 

and risked his own limited financial resources on its success, all the while studying and 

learning a fantastically large repertory of music. (p. 11)  

While the New York Philharmonicôs shift to a corporate form in the early 20th century points to 

the organizationôs first experience with strong management practice, Thomasô own profile shows 

that business sense was not confined to the modern conductor, nor high profile boards and a 

growing arts management expertise over the 20th century. 

Master conductors (early to mid-20th century) 

The entrance of the master conductor in the early part of the 20th century was in large part, a 

response to the free reign that often typified interpreter-conductors. Now, the composerôs intent 

reentered as a partner to the conductorôs interpretive power. At this juncture, it is important to 

contextualize the score, in terms of the level of detail provided by composers. For example in the 

works of Bach, and others during the Baroque Period (1650 ï 1750) there is somewhat limited 

instruction given beyond which notes to play (and their rhythm). However, as time progressed, 
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more and more instructions appeared, including such aspects as dynamics, i.e., how loud or soft 

to play, tempi, i.e., how fast to play, as well as others. That said, regardless of the details 

included in the score, interpretation is a necessary part of the conductorôs duties: ñscores, 

particularly the further back in time we go, do not provide performers with indisputable 

directions for performance. To one degree or another, all scores must be interpretedò (Bensman, 

1983, p. 46). 

While the glamour of their antecedents did not necessarily diminish (Shanet, 1975), master 

conductors now focused on a balance of the score and interpretation of that score. Arturo 

Toscanini, conductor of the New York Philharmonic from 1928 to 1936, was a testament to this 

new role: ñUnlike the extreme representatives of the older group, who used every score as a 

vehicle for personal expression, Toscanini unquestionably strove with all his remarkable skill, 

energy, and devotion, to serve the interests of the composerò (Shanet, 1975, p. 263). As 

communicated by New York Times reviewer, Howard Schonberg, a particularly telling story of 

Toscaniniôs relationship with the score involved a conversation he had with the great German 

conductor Willem Mengelberg: 

In discussing the romantic conductor Willem Mengelberg, he said, ñOnce he came to me 

and told me at great length the proper German way to conduct the Coriolanus Overture. 

He had got it, he said, from a conductor who supposedly had got it straight from 

Beethoven. Bah! I told him I got it straight from Beethoven himself, from the score. 

(Schonberg, 1967, p. 254) 

Shanetôs (1974) distinction between the interpreter-conductor and master-conductor is similarly 

conceptualized by Kamerman (1983b) who emphasizes this shift as part of a ñrationalizationò (p. 

169) of the conductor over time: 

[Rationalization] explain[s] the shift in interpretive style among conductors from the 

romantic or subjective approach, which dominated conducting in the last half of the 

nineteenth century and early in the twentieth century, to the neoclassic or objective 

approach, which came into ascendancy in the 1930s and 1940s and continues as the 

dominant mode even today (Kamerman, 1983b, p. 169). 
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Like Shanet (1975), Kamerman (1983b) emphasizes a shift in focus from the interpretation of the 

conductor to the score, which was now conceptualized ñas an óobjectiveô account of the 

composerôs intentions; performances are renditions of some óobjectiveô truth, not personal and 

affective statements of the conductorò (p. 177). The rationalization process was also tied in part 

to a developing standard repertoire that became further and further removed from contemporary 

conductors: ñAs the repertoire of orchestras is removed further and further form the present, the 

conductor, of necessity, becomes a kind of interpretive historianò (Kamerman, 1983b, p. 176). 

Kamerman (1983b) also attributes rationalization to the professionalization of the field of 

conducting, with increasing educational backgrounds, rather than experiential learning that was 

typical in the mid-19th century. Audience expectations, impacted by radio and recorded 

performances, also played a role. 

As conductors continued as glamorous masters of their art, one reaction to their increasing power 

at this time concerned the appearance of conductor-less performances in the 1920s and 1930s in 

countries like Russia, Germany, and the United States (Shanet, 1975). While this rebellion made 

its mark, the conductorôs role ultimately remained secure, as a major actor in the life of 

symphony orchestras around the world.  

Modern conductors (mid-20th century to the present) 

The final stage in the institutionalization of the orchestral conductor, i.e., the appearance of the 

modern conductor, is linked to a title change, from conductor to ñmusical directorò (Shanet, 

1975). This term had been first used by Leopold Damrosch (1876-1877), and in part by Arturo 

Toscanini (1928-1936); however, it was most closely related to Artur Rodzinski, conductor of 

the Philharmonic from 1943ï1947, who was the first conductor to most fully fit the profile of 

modern conductor: 

[Rodzinski would] ...work with the stick in hand and the score in head, but his most 

characteristic tool would be the plan in mindé he would supervise all musical and 

artistic aspects of the Philharmonicôs activitiesé control the personnel ...choose assistant 

and guest conductors éselect soloistsé plan the repertoryé [and] provide the long-term 

direction. (Shanet, 1975, p. 300) 
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The modern conductor now was responsible for a high level of knowledge, from composer, to 

score, to interpretation. To these artistic expectations, the modern conductor also was responsible 

for the overall management of the musicians and general planning of seasons that were longer, 

more complex, and subject to considerable amounts of critical review.  

One particular title change is associated with Bernstein, who changed his position from musical 

director to music director, a shift that ñsignified authority in all aspects of the organization 

having to do with musicò (Canarina, 2010, p. 13). However, the role of conductor still focused 

on the repertoire, and its interpretation: ñIn the end a conductorôs task is to animate: to bring to 

life in the present. Conductors shape the music to its moment: to the venue, the players, the 

listeners, the circumstances of the dayò (Holoman, 2012, p. 73). Bensman (1983) also 

emphasizes that the modern conductor reflects an increasing and pervasive complexity within the 

institution of the symphony orchestra, from seasons, to soloists: ñThe position of conductor thus 

suggests the social complexity of the performing arts. It indicates not only the complexity, but 

the high degree of specialization, the competitiveness and necessity for integration within 

complex performancesò (pp. 11-12).Therefore, a significant, inextricable relationship exists 

between the conductor and the repertoire, as well as the conductor and the symphony orchestra. 

Modern conductors were also no longer associated with a single orchestra and single venue, but 

rather propelled by an internationalized, ñstarò status. This shift had a great and positive impact 

on building audiences, but it also had a significant impact on the bottom-line, with greatly 

inflated fees and busy international schedules (Holoman, 2012), not unlike the case of the 

virtuoso soloist. In part, these busy schedules were powered by the amazing growth of orchestras 

in both the United States as well as around the world (see Appendix C). Overall, the modern 

conductor had reached its own ñvirtuosoò status: 

Think for a moment of how the modern virtuoso conductor [emphasis added] came to the 

potent figure he is, and why. Among many reasons for his rise in esteem, power and 

wealth is the proliferation of the symphony orchestras, worldwide, and the enormous 

increase in season lengthsé competent conductors are in such demand that they merely 

have to sit back and wait for the telephone to ring. (Henahan, 1982, November 28, p. 

SM58) 
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Beyond those programs led by the music director, a further set of conductors took the remaining 

performances: ñThe remaining dates were distributed to guests and the orchestraôs associate 

conductors, with favored ones given titles like óprincipal guest conductorôò (Holoman, 2012, p. 

69). In the case of the New York Philharmonic, several types of secondary conductors have been 

employed over the years, including the associate conductor, guest conductor, principle guest 

conductor, conductor laureate, and festival conductor, to name just a few. Further, these positions 

were also the product of dedicated competitions. During the time of Leonard Bernstein, as 

conductor (1958ï1969), the Dmitri Mitropoulos Competition in its second year was held for 

conductors, with the three winners receiving the post of assistant conductor for the 1963-1964 

season (Canarina, 2010).  

In the case of the New York Philharmonic, Alan Gilbert holds the position of Music Director 

since 2009, with Case Scaglione as Associate Conductor (The Arturo Toscanini Chair), Courtney 

Lewis as Assistant Conductor, and two further named positions, Leonard Bernstein as Laureate 

Conductor, 1943ï1990, and Kurt Masur, Music Director Emeritus (Meet the Orchestra, n.d.) for 

the 2013-2014 season. However, as announced in the New York Times (Cooper, 2015, February 

6), Gilbert will be stepping down from the position in late 2017, which now places the New York 

Philharmonic in the position of a search for a new maestro.  

One final change concerns the overall shift from the earliest conductors who were composer-

conductors (Siepmann, 2003), to the modern conductor, whose role does not usually include 

composition. Henahan (1982, November 28) highlights this shift, noting that ñLiszt, when he 

was music director at Weimar, had begun to insert older music into his programs, but it was 

Mendelssohn who gave the virtuoso conductor his first significant push toward gloryò (p. 

SM58). Stronger relationships between conductors and composers continued to exist into the 

first part of the 20th century, including such conductors as Fritz Reiner and Toscanini who 

championed the works of their contemporaries (Henahan, 1982, November 28). However after 

World War I, this relationship continued to weaken, with the rise of the ñself-contained virtuosoò 

(Henahan, 1982, November 28) that did not necessarily need to depend on linkages with 

composers for their own prestige.  
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The future of conductors and conducting 

Conductors today maintain the modern form, including the current conductor of the New York 

Philharmonic, Alan Gilbert. In the case of Gilbert, his own unique nature extends from his 

familyôs close relationship with the Philharmonic, i.e., his parents were both Philharmonic 

players. However, his pedigree is also closely associated with his background as native New 

Yorker, which tends to separate him from all previous conductors whose trajectories stemmed 

primarily from European origins. The one exception is Leonard Bernstein, whose Boston 

educational roots (he was educated at Harvard) and New York lifestyle also separated him from 

most of his predecessors. 

Today, the modern conductorôs position continues to focus on specialized training and 

experience, but this is often in tandem with a growing number of subsidiary activities from 

master classes, workshops, and competitions, to activities around organizational planning and 

public relations (Kamerman, 1983a). While such a continued expansion in responsibilities is also 

highlighted by Schonberg (1967), conductorôs egos, and how these egos serve to maintain 

conductors within a highly visible and highly critical environment, remains a focus as well: 

ñLike many great men, [the conductor] has come from humble stock; and like many great men in 

the public eye, he is instinctively an actor. As such, he is an egoist. He has to be. Without infinite 

belief in himself and his capabilities, he is as nothingò (p. 16). 

While Schonberg (1967) confirms that the modern conductor ñis the result of several centuries of 

experimentation and developmentsò (p. 22), he also offers several aspects that point to 

commonalities over time, from the conductor as ñcontrolling forceò (p. 16), to the actor that 

attains ñresultsò (p. 16), ñtranslates musical symbols into meaningful soundò (p. 17), and creates 

relationships based on ñmutual respect and understandingò (p. 18). While the nature of the 

orchestral conductor has changed quite dramatically over time, relative to soloists, and especially 

the standard repertoire, the conductor remains in recognizable form, as leader of the group, and 

as highlighted by Schonberg (1967), the essential conduit between composer, the repertoire, 

orchestra, and audience:  
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Let us be thankful that there still remain interpretive musicians to synthesize the product 

of the composer. For without the interplay between the minds of the creator and 

interpreter, music is not only stale, flat and unprofitable. It is meaningless. (p. 24). 

Further, outside assessment by critics and audiences also continues to be a part of conductorôs 

overall evaluation (Kamerman, 1983a), and international careers continue to ñdirectò conductorsô 

lives, often taking these leaders away from home orchestras for significant amounts of time 

(Canarina, 2010). While the ñinstitutional relationò between an orchestra and its music director 

remains a foundational aspect of the symphony orchestra (Hart, 1973, p. 456), 

internationalization has also created an uncomfortable ñparadoxò: ñthe contemporary conductor 

is the central paradox of orchestra affairs: the personification of the ensemble, but likely as not to 

be out of townò (Holoman, 2012, p. 60).  

Such a paradox is the foundation of the analysis of an endogenous disruption instigated by 

conductor Leonard Bernstein in Chapter 7. This disruption of time concerned a large gap in the 

season when New York Philharmonic audiences did not see their maestro, but rather a stream of 

guest conductors. Hart (1973) points to the potential for disruption, considering the conductorôs 

role, as powerful decision-maker and international ñstarò: ñThis will mean a radical departure 

from the American tradition of a close association between musical director and his orchestra, 

creating a vacuum in artistic directionò (p. 460). 

Such an interplay of competing interests, leads to the following section that presents pressures 

for conformity and pressures for change in the role of conductor. These influences are set in a 

changeable institutional context, as part of a continuing, modernization process. This position 

has been highlighted by current New York Philharmonic conductor, Alan Gilbert:  

Over the last 50 years, there has been an obvious shift. Outreach into schools, 

multicultural initiatives ï a lot of these things became a part of the orchestraôs portfolio. 

There was a vacuum that needed to be filled. I believe ï and this is the premise of a lot of 

what drives me ï that weôve entered into the next chapter. What were noble, important, 

but ancillary activities have now become central. Theyôre part and parcel of what 

orchestras are. (Jacobs 2014, July 22, para. 3) 



141 

 

This shift to include an educational focus, was also taken up earlier by Zarin Mehta, Executive 

Director of the New York Philharmonic (2000-2012): 

All of these things are equally important and all must reflect our goal, which is not only 

to entertain, but to educate, not only to nurture peopleôs love of music, but to foster their 

knowledge of music. In short, we are in the service of symphonic music in New York and 

we make every effort to ensure that the NYP maintains the leading position it has held for 

the past 160 years. (Mehta, 2003, p. 11) 

Therefore, Mehta (2003) points to his understanding of the institutional core of the New York 

Philharmonic, i.e., ñthe service of symphonic musicò. 

Conductors: Pressures for conformity and change 

Assessing the institutionalization of orchestral conductors from approximately the mid-19th to 

mid-20th century, both pressures for conformity and pressures for change have existed over time. 

The most significant pressure for conformity concerned the nature of the relationship between 

conductor and the repertoire. While the score initially guided conductors, the score and the 

repertoire soon took on a secondary position, to the rising status and power of Shanetôs (1975) 

artist and especially, interpreter-conductors. Conductors newly acquired interpretive power could 

now shape the expressive voice of the repertoire into something beyond the intentions of the 

composer. Further, the power of the artist and interpreter-conductor extended to structural 

aspects of the repertoire as well. Each of these departures, or disruptions were often instigated in 

the press by reviewers, and narrated in the commissioned and non-commissioned biographies of 

the New York Philharmonic.  

The disruption of interpretation and structure by artist and interpreter-conductors was, however, 

relatively short lived, by institutional standards. By the time of the master conductor, i.e., early 

20th century extending to the mid-20th century, conductors balanced personal interpretation with 

composerôs intent (Shanet, 1975). In spite of the wishes of powerful conductors of the artist type, 

the repertoire reclaims a constancy of focus after a relatively short time. 
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Beyond the relationship between the repertoire and conductor, the other pressure for conformity 

concerned the conductorôs relationship between composers (and their repertoire) and audiences. 

Over time, the conductor has performed the role of conduit between composersô inspiration and 

audiencesô reception of musical works. This role ï in its official and visual form ï has had a part 

in maintaining conductors in recognizable form over time, as leaders and conduits of the 

institution of the symphony orchestra.  

Complementing conductorsô conformity in showing respect for the repertoire, and their role as 

conduit between composers, the repertoire, and audiences, is their involvement with pressures 

for change over time, largely in response to pressures and changes within the institution of the 

symphony orchestra, as well as its overall ecological landscape.  

If the trajectory of conductors from the 15th century is taken into consideration, the particular 

case of the specialized orchestral conductor can be understood as being founded on great change 

over time. In particular, the role of conductor has shifted in terms of type and position, from 

vocalist, to keyboardist, 1st violinist, and then to specialized conductor in the latter part of the 

19th century. This remarkable shift in type is also set within changing positions relative to the 

main performing group (e.g., from facing the audience to facing the orchestra), and changing 

tools of their trade, from staff to modern baton (amongst others). Overall, change is set in terms 

of basic responsibilities, from simple time-beater to interpreter and finally to main conduit 

between composer and players, and composer and audience. 

Using the example of the New York Philharmonic, several other key changes in specialized 

orchestral conductors are observed over time, from the first performances in 1842 to the present 

day. In particular, the role of conductor has been impacted by dramatically rising numbers of 

programs (and performances) per season. In particular, the earliest seasons employed a few 

rotating conductors for each program, which soon gave way to a single conductor until the early 

1900s. However, with an exploding number of programs per season, in service to an exploding 

population in New York City, a single conductor became impossible. Main conductors now 

shared seasons with a growing number of conductor types, i.e., associate, guest, principle guest, 

to name a few. 
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Pressures for change also impacted the complexity of the conductorôs role. While early 

conductors could be of variable quality, and often instrumentalists first, the complexity of the 

music, as well as its programming, prompted a shift from the ad hoc to artist conductor (Shanet, 

1975). In particular, changes in the repertoire ran alongside conductorsô professionalization and 

further specialization. However, increasing complexity of the 19th and early 20th century did not 

end at this time. Even today, contemporary composers are offering unique challenges, including 

the manner in which their works are scored, i.e., its appearance on the page, as well as the nature 

of its orchestration, i.e., which instruments are used. While such complexities are part of a 

conductors education, this does not preclude challenges associated with such adventuresome 

writing and often unique performance challenges. 

A related change concerned artist conductorsô growing star status and related aspects of 

ñglamourò. The glamorous image of the artist conductor was in large part passed on to master, 

and modern conductors. The mantle of celebrity was used to publicize the New York 

Philharmonic, and encourage a healthy audience. It is so today. However, the nature and level of 

glamour amongst various conductors at the Philharmonic is not uniform at any point in time, nor 

over time. While the star power of conductors such as Arturo Toscanini (1928-1936), Leonard 

Bernstein (1958-1969), and Zubin Mehta (1978-1991) shows a consistency in the influence of 

ñglamourò over time, such cases are set amongst other conductors who express a more ñseriousò 

approach, including conductors such as Sir John Barbirolli (1936-1941), Pierre Boulez (1971-

1977), and Kurt Masur (1991-2002). To this, conductors can also show a balance of these two, 

such as the New York Philharmonicôs most recent conductor, Alan Gilbert (2009-2017). 

Conductors also continue to have varying levels of business vs. musical expertise, along with 

varying levels of more subsidiary activities, such as community involvement. These subsidiary 

activities continue to evolve over time, in large part due to varying characters amongst 

conductors, as well as varying institutional contexts over time. Considering the context of the 

symphony orchestra, the role of conductor is also set against conductor-less performances that 

first appeared in the 1920s and 1930s, and continue today in such groups as baroque and 

chamber orchestras, as well as contemporary ensembles. 
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Overall, this varying landscape is set against the relative consistency of conductorsô role as 

leader and conduit of the repertoire. While the repertoire is the expression of the inspiration of 

composers, the conductor interprets and otherwise enlivens the score or the repertoire, acting as a 

conduit between the composer, the repertoire, orchestral players, and audiences. 

Summary 

In sum, the nature of a conductorôs role and character have shown dramatic changes since the 

earliest forms in the 15th century, and further, considering the specific case of the orchestral 

form, from the mid-1800s (Shanet, 1975) to the present. These changes impact various aspects of 

the conductor, from the instruments used during the act of conducting, to types of leadership 

positions, to their role and power. These changes also impact the primary focus of the 

conductorôs efforts, from personal interpretation, to a respect of the repertoire (or score), and the 

ñglamourò that progressively imbued the role. Overall, this trajectory of change is set against the 

intermediary, and balanced role of soloists, and the relative constancy of the repertoire over time. 

Conclusion 

This broad overview of the evolution of the orchestra, as well as definitions of the symphony 

orchestra, is set against descriptions of three key exogenous actors, i.e., audiences, critics, and 

governance and patronage systems, and three key endogenous actors, i.e., the repertoire, soloists, 

and conductors. In the next three chapters, I analyze the latter three in terms of data that points to 

their level of change over time, as well as data that presents a focal disruption, and its repair or 

recreation over time. These three represent a range of variation from relative constancy (as 

represented by the repertoire), to a balance of consistency and change (as represented by 

soloists), to a high degree of change (as represented by the conductor).  
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Chapter 5: The Repertoire 

In particular, the standard repertoire of the orchestra reached its institutionalized form by the 

late 19th century, and since then, it has changed relatively little over time. This has been 

supported in both the musicological and business literatures, as well as by my analysis of the 

repertoire of the New York Philharmonic from its inception in 1842 to 2012. However, 

considering all repertoire performed by the New York Philharmonic in general, i.e., including 

both standard and non-standard repertoire performed by the Philharmonic, my analysis shows 

that, indeed, the repertoire is a relative constant over time, but it also shows a high degree of 

experimentation at the periphery, during the parallel institutionalization processes of both the 

standard repertoire and the symphony orchestra during the 19th century, and continuing into the 

20th and 21st centuries.  

The following analysis includes two main areas of inquiry: first, analysis of both traditionally 

measured elements as well as key contextual elements that support a highly consistent repertoire 

over time; and second, an instance of institutional disruption of the standard repertoire, in 

particular, which is addressed by key repairing mechanisms that maintain the standard repertoire 

over time.  

Specifically, I first analyze all repertoire performed by the New York Philharmonic from 1842 to 

2012 in 20-year increments, in terms of traditionally analyzed elements, such as composers and 

the number of programs and performances per season, but also contextual elements, such as time 

and location, and practices associated with the presentation of the repertoire. While these data 

show a highly consistent repertoire, these data also show pockets of variation and 

experimentation at the periphery.  

Second, I analyze a distinct disruptive event, i.e., pianist Glenn Gouldôs interpretive disruption of 

the repertoire, including three performances of Brahmsô Piano Concerto No. 1, Op. 15 with the 

New York Philharmonic, held on April 5, 6, and 8, 1962. This disruptive event was one of the 

more public disruptions at the Philharmonic, which targeted a particularly well-known work that 

is firmly embedded in the standard repertoire. Following the first instance of this disruptive event 

on April 5, these data show a clear trajectory of repairing mechanisms over time, to such an 
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extent that repairing mechanisms are perceivable in these data to the present day. Further, several 

subsidiary or complementary disruptions evident during this disruptive event are not directly 

targeted for repair, which position them as being peripheral in character, and distant to the 

institutional core of the symphony orchestra. 

Overall, following a highly disruptive event that targeted a single work drawn from the standard 

repertoire, several key endogenous and exogenous actors engaged in a long-standing process of 

repair that points to the standard repertoireôs proximity to the institutional core of the symphony 

orchestra. 

Data demonstrating no/little change at the core, but high experimentation at the periphery 

The data set includes all repertoire performed from the inaugural season and thereafter in 20-

year increments, i.e., 1842-3, 1862-3, 1882-3, 1902-3, 1922-3, 1942-3, 1962-3, 1982-3, 2002-3, 

and 2012-3. This repertoire is set in programs, which organize a set of repertoire for 

performance. While the complete data set of the New York Philharmonic Archives also includes 

programs of the New York Symphony, an orchestra that merged with the New York 

Philharmonic in 1928, these programs have been excluded, as the focus is on the New York 

Philharmonic. Further, programs that consisted of entirely chamber music or other non-orchestral 

music have also been excluded from the data set, as the focus remains on the New York 

Philharmonic as orchestral body. 

An important distinction concerns all programs offered in a season vs. subscription-only 

programs. The subscription season has been set since the beginning as the main focus of the 

New York Philharmonicôs yearly activities (as it is for other orchestras around the world), while 

other programs appear as part of subsidiary series, which have been added to complement the 

main subscription series over time (e.g., Young Peopleôs Concerts). Further, while programs 

were often performed only once in the earliest seasons, later seasons employed repeated 

performances of a single program. The data set therefore, includes programs that are performed 

at least once, and up to 5 times over a relatively short time span (e.g., over one week). 
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In addressing the consistency of key elements over time, all repertoire of the New York 

Philharmonic is analyzed in terms of more traditional aspects including those often appearing in 

extant literature, such as the composers represented over time, and their nationality, but also less 

typically represented aspects, such as the incidence of the compositional form, the symphony (a 

compositional form created expressly for the symphony orchestra), the number of programs and 

performances offered during the season in terms of all programs vs. subscription-only programs, 

and practices around the presentation of the repertoire. I also offer evidence that shows that while 

the repertoire, in general, is a relative constant over time, the standard repertoire, in particular, is 

not completely ñstaticò, but rather perceptibly dynamic in form over the long term.  

To these data, I also include several contextual elements in assessing the consistency of the 

repertoire over time, including the day, time, and month of performance, the location, and the 

incidence of the intermission. While music is composed and offered in a written musical score, it 

is also offered with the expectation that it will be performed, often several times in varying 

contexts. I follow this analysis with a discussion regarding the appearance of variation via a new 

contemporary composer whose works, over time, transition and ñenterò the standard repertoire.  

The repertoire: Composers 

The standard repertoire of the orchestra has been cast as a highly stable set of works (Couch, 

1983; Glynn, 2002; Carter & Levi, 2003c; Holoman, 2012; Bent & Blum, n.d.). The data set of 

the New York Philharmonic largely confirms prior research; however, some important 

distinctions can be made if all repertoire is analyzed in terms of all programs during each 

season, and subscription-only programs, i.e., repertoire presented in the main series of the 

season. 

All programs 

Analyzing all programs, the top 10 composers in the 1842-3, 1862-3, 1882-3, and 1902-3 

seasons took a significant portion of the total number of works performed, i.e., approximately 

81%, 69%, 75% and 74% respectively (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 3: Top 10 composers (1842-3 to 1902-3 season) 
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However, this was at a time when there was a much lower number of programs performed in 

each season, i.e., 4, 5, 6 and 8 respectively. All of these programs were subscription season 

performances, except one special concert in the 1842-3 season. As there were only 4 concerts in 

this first season, the special concert has been retained as part of the subscription season. 

In the next season, 1922-3 (see Figure 4), though there was a remarkable increase in the number 

of programs, i.e., from 8 in the 1902-3 season to 87, the top 10 composers still take up 

approximately 65% of the total works performed, with only 9 of the 87 programs being non-

subscription.  
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Figure 4: Top 10 composers (1922-3 to 1962-3 season) 

 

A shift in the dominance of the top 10 composers occurs in the 1942-3, 1962-3, 1982-3, 2002-3, 

and 2012-3 seasons (for 1982-3 onward see Figure 5). Here, the top 10 composers took up a 

much smaller percentage of the entire season, i.e., approximately 33%, 36%, 40%, 45%, and 

34%. In particular, the 1942-3 season had an astounding number of programs, i.e., 143, as this 

was the 100th anniversary of the Philharmonic. While this shift is significant, it must be 
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understood within a context of a sustained and dramatic increase in the total number of programs 

per season, i.e., from 143, 97, 88, and 97 respectively. In other words, considering the total 

number of performances, the dominant composers could only be heard so much of the time, and 

some further works needed to be included in the overall programming each season. In part, these 

additions were associated with an increase in the number of non-subscription programs over the 

season. 
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Figure 5: Top 10 composers (1982-3 to 2012-3 season) 

 

Overall, a particularly significant amount of the music programmed in the data set can be 

attributed to a consistent and relatively small number of composers, even when analyzing all 

programs, i.e., including the subsidiary series as well as the main subscription series. While these 

numbers are tempered in the mid- to late 20th century, due in part to a great increase in total 

number of programs performed over the season, 10 composers still made up approximately 40% 
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of the programs offered to audiences. Some composers of note include Beethoven and Mozart, 

whose music appears in all seasons, if all programs are considered. In most instances, the works 

of these top 10 composers meet the definition of the standard repertoire, as offered by Bent and 

Blum (n.d.), therefore supporting the standard repertoire as a relative constant over time. 

Subscription-only programs 

When analyzing subscription-only programs, the proportion of top 10 composers in the 1842-3, 

1862-3, 1882-3, and 1902-3 seasons does not change, i.e., approximately 81%, 69%, 75% and 

74% respectively, as all programs were subscription programs, except for one special concert 

that is retained as part of the 1842-3 season, which consisted of four performances. Also, when 

analyzing only subscription concerts for 1922-3, the top 10 only shifts from 66% to 65%, 

therefore with appreciably no change (see Figure 6).  

Figure 6: Top 10 composers (1922-3 season) 

 

However, for the 1942-3, 1962-3, 1982-3, 2002-3, and 2012-3 seasons, the top 10 composers 

take up a more substantial part, i.e., approximately 44%, 48%, 45%, 42%, and 47% respectively. 

These numbers now approach those of the 1842-3 to 1922-3 seasons, but still are somewhat 

lower (see Figure 7). 
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Figure 7: Top 10 composers (1942-3 to 2012-3 season) 
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