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ABSTRACT

Drawing from anmstitutional work perspective, | focus bow institutions are maintained

amidst disruptionby analyzingwhat aspects are held constant, and what aspects are allowed to
changeover time | offer theinstitutional coreas the main focus @haintenance worket

alongside peripheral aspects that rhayhangel over timeUsinga historical case study and
archival analysis of thHew York Philharmoni®©rchestral find a continuum of changeom

relative constancto significant changa three endogenous actprg., the repertoire, soloists,

and conductorgespectively Three selected casksther our understanding of the nature of
maintenanceancluding what is held constant and what is allowedhange, as wedls how key
endogenous and exogenous actors em@uegral keyrepairingand recreating mechanisms

duringand followingperiodsof disruption.
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Chapterl: Introduction

Within the institutional work perspective, a key question that dominates current dialogue
concerns the nature of maintenanceh@w are institutions maintained over time&ddress this
guestion by focusing on two aspects of institutional life. Firsindurmes of disruptionwhat
aspects of institutions are maintained, and what aspects are allowed to ehaegendhow do
actors, both endogenous and exogenous to an instif@nmage irrepairing and recreating

practice®

To address what aspectsigtitutions are maintained, or allowed to change over time, | offer
theinstitutional coreas the main focus of maintenance work. In particular, |1 draw from

Friedl andods ifs@idnhd@ substamc®riessenced d | z n 1957k1860; 1992;

2002; 200§ institutional and organizationaharacter andrelated concepts @uthenticity and

integrity, andidentity (Glynn, 2000; 2008). In particular, Friedland (2009) positiosstutional

substancgeor essenceas the main focus of maintenance activities, though capable of sustaining
some degree of institutional <change over ti me
space in which practices can change; new practices can be added and subtchgttdstal

| egitimately claim to index t F4). Thesefore, subst anc
Friedlandds ( 200 9ismastrclesely related to omy arceprializatiothef n ¢ e

institutional corepffering aprovocative approacto maintenance amidst change.

Theinstitutional core is also closely relatedctwaracter,of which Selznick 1957; 1960; 1992;

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

it can be shaped by history, busad how it i s an integral part of
with change over time. To thisalsoincorporateauthenticityandintegrity, which have made a

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

the institutional work literaturdgut are positioned to significantly contribute to our

understanding of institutional maintenance Fi nal | vy, I al so integrate
conceptualization ahstitutionalandorganizational identitywhich ae closely related to aspects

of character, authenticity, and integrias well asorganizational reputation and image. Overall,

each of these constructs reveal related and overlappingsfpetccontribute to my
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conceptualization of thstitutional @reand its involvement in maintaining institutiooger

time.

To investigate how institutions are maintaine
(Suddaby, Foster, & Mills, 2014.100) must be addressetiherefore] adopt a mixed method
approachemploying historical case study and archival analysis to address how institutions are
maintainedj.e., by focusing on what is maintained, and what is allowed to changeimee |
adoptan integrated approach, i.e., maintenas@dserved during times of disruption, which
allows a concurrent investigation of how key endogenous and exogenous actors engage in
repairingand recreating practiceseinploythe empirical context of the symphony orchestra, as
a longstanding, and highlinstitutionalized form, whiclis aptly positioned to offehe breadth

(and depthhecessary for investigating institutional maimtnce. In particular, | focus the

specific context of th&lew York Philharmonic, the oldest extant orchestra in Amedatng

from 1842.

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

of the New York Philharmonj&nown for its completness and diversity of conterffgchives

Collections, n.d,)several commissioned (Kreiel, 1892; Huneker, 1917; Erskine, 1943) and
nonrcommissioned biographies (Shanet, 1975; Canarina, 20h@htrace the New York

Philharmoni® s a c from s incaptes, critical reviews of the New York Timeghich

fol l ow t he Phi lidssinceri8mandng gersana eéxpevieance peofessional

musician (trained as a concert pianist), and arts man@gerall, while employing a single case

does not afford comparat power, and archival records often have problenfiatico | e s 6, t he
depthand completeness afforded by multiple sources, as well as the considerable longevity of

the New York Philharmonic, positidhis contexias arich casefor study.

In general, First contribute to thgrowing literature on institutional maintenance, onéef

more undeideveloped branches of the institutional work litergtarel | also take up the call for

amore historical view within the institutional literature (Suddabwl.,2014). Second, | offer

the institutional core as the main focus of mainteeaactivitiesamidst change iperipheral

aspects of institutional liféMy conceptualization draws together sev@eispectivesincluding
Friedlandds (2009) instit utlP5neeD; 1992 2082 2008c e , o]
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institutional and organizationatharacter, as well as related concepts of authenticity and

integrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000; 200&inally,fol | owi ng Hi ni ngs and Tol
to fiset organizational institutitondlplfecu8i0On, [ a
on a unigue and undeeveloped empirical context within the business literature, the symphony
orchestra Thi s 1 nst ifitau taigsetch lsuldsttediatreadtbgaddsdeptio

investigatehow institutions are maintainerhidst disruption

In more specific terms, by adopting the notion of an institutional core, | extend our
understanding of institutions and institution
agency is possi bl e, r aforédfertheringlow andefistariding of tow i s p o
institutions and agency esxist (Lawrence, Suddaby, & Leca, 2011). As a pervasive substance,

or essenceather thara boundarydriven core/periphery conceptualization, the institutional core

informs our understaling ofinstitutional work by integratingotonlyFr i edl anddés (200 ¢
theorization of institutional substance, or essehagealsosSe |l zni ck és (@AtYad 7) not i
characteristicthdic ol or s and directs a wi doamsofari ety of
organi zat i on two gempectiies taye had & lmétesd @ampact in institutional theory

and the institutional work perspective to dated therefore, constituta notable gapgndmissed

opportunity within the literature. Brther,my conceptualization afhe institutional core extends

our knowledge of several key relationshijggween institutions and character, authenticity and

integrity, and identity. Overall, | position institutionswsquely endowedith the ability to

balance staility and instability, rather tha@ntities that aremherently stabl@ver time Further, |

position theinstitutional coreas energizing and directing action or work. Finally, | also

emphasize that thastitutional coredoesrequiremaintenancavork and defene amidst

disruption

In addition tocontributions to our understandingin$titutions and institutional work,also

extend our understanding wlintenance during times disruption By adoptingsuch an

integrated viewl positionmaintenancasinextricably relatedo disruption, rather than a simple
Aconsequence of changeo (Lawrence @e&ldz Siudld@ady
(1949/1953) own concept ual6b) within orgamzatmrdal afid n her en

institutional environments. Further, | also build upon and extend earlier work of Selznick
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(1949/1953) who positi@suchidilemmas®i n a much more positive |ig
mean defeat, nor does dilena enforce paralysio 69).prhis stance is supported Byynn

(2002) whoalsofindst hat Aconfl i ct can function not only
t o s ust @i84 Thouglenotalwdys explicitly articulatédthe literaturel also

emphasize thatisruption, like maintenance, requiansiderablavork. Finally, | alsoanalyze
aninanimateactor, i.e., the repertoire, which not only extends previous empirical voaksing

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

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

By adopting the empirical context of the symphony orchestra, and specificalbygtrazational
exampleof theNew York Philharmonic, | address several questionsemmtg what is
maintained and what is allowed to change over tandhow key actors engage liapairingand
recreating practices. Overall, four propositions concerning maintenance amidst disraggion
supported. First, disruptions that targetithitutional core initiate institutional maintenance
work to repair the disruption, while disruptions that target peripheral eco@nelements of an
institutiondo not initiate institutional maintenance work and allow change over time. Second,
maintenance work includes supporting mechanisms (that furtherstitetionalcore), repairing
mechanisms (thatpairdisruptions), and recreating mechanisms (that allowhangeat the
periphery). However, my analysis aksimows that initial repairingmechanismsanbetranslated
into recreatng mechanisms if the disruptitarges a peripheral rather than core aspect of the
symphony orchestra. Third, new avenues of undedingconcerninghe nature ofmaintenance
aregleaned from observingaintenance during and following times of disruption, i.e.,
institutional work benefgfrom an integrated, dynamic approach. Howewrer,analysis also
suppors theinvestigation of peodsprior to disruptive events, employing the power of history
and hindsight. Fourth, arfahally, institutional repaioccuis both endogenousignd
exogenouslyln both instancesny analysis shosthatinstitutional repair is facilitatedy
actorso6 Anawareness, skill and 21® fhatsaidmy i t yo (L
analysis of thé&lew York Philharmonic also showed that wiilese attributes astgnificant

factors,they are not always sufficient
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In addressing whas maintained and whas allowed to change over timefocus onthree key
endogenous actors within the symphony orchestn® display aontinuum of change over
time. Specifically, the repertoiis arelative constantand thereforés positioned proximee to
the institutional core of the symphony orchestra, solsistsva balance of consistency and
change, and conductaase highlychangeablever time. Overall, soloists amdnductors

provide asignificant source oEhange that balances the relativastancy of the repertoire.

Further,l also analyzeepairingand recreating mechanisnmsthree case studies that focusaon
singledisruptionin each of the actor categories, i.e. togertoire, soloists, and conductors.
Specifically,| find thatthese actorgeflecttheir institutional core butefractthose aspects that

are peripheralFiverepairingmechanismsreobserved in all three cases, ,i.maintaining
ecological relationships within the institution of the symphony orche®}idaims to history

and tradition 3) corrective power of both endogenous and exogenous actors of the ecology of
the orchestra4) creativity-based effortsand finally, 5)emotionallycharged appealsThese
mechanismsrealso usedsrecreatingnechanism# disruptions target peripheral aspects of the
symphony orchestra. To thes®bservetwo furthermechanismsi.e.,appeals to
professionalisnandan emphasis on communicatjavhichareused as aepairingand recreating
mechanism respectivelin some casesheserepairingand recreating mechanisragethe main
focus, andn others they areobservedalongside attributions to the institutional core, including

aspects oé Friedlandian substanceharacter authenticity and integrityandidentity.

Extending the work of Lawrence and Suddaby (200§)analysis of théhree cases of

disruption at the New York Philharmorsbiows thatactorsarenot only aware of maintenance

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

Further, my analysis also addresadongh el d cal |l to #fAbrin[g] the in
instituti onaletall2@ld p52oas (hdanyidivideahactersaaredeeply involved

in enacting keyepairingand recreating mechanisms in the various cases of disrupggand

these key findingany analysis offes severainsightsconcerning the@ature of maintenance

amidst disruption. Finally, taking into accouhe symphony orchestéa highly institutionaked

naturemy analysis showsthathi s i nstit-unoopr dpensasi fipui 6t di s
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soloists, conductors, and even the repertoire; howtherepertoirewhich is positioned

proximate to the institutional core, govere overall intedpy of consistencynd change.

In addition to these questions and findings, | also addresnaheuestionwhat is the

institutional core of the symphony orchestia@eneral, the repertoire is protected and held as a
relative constann the case afhe New York Philharmonjagainst a backdrop of variation and
change created by soloists and conductors who respond to varying historical contexts. Therefore,
is the repertoireéheinstitutionalcore?The repertoire, while susceptible to disruptismowerful
enough to withstand the effeaf highly disruptive environments. That said, an institutional
work perspective is founded upon action or work, as welhasrecursive relationship between
institutions and individualsTherefore | express thenistitutional core of the symphony orchestra
in terms ofactionwithin key, inextricalde relationshipssuch ashosebetween composer atide
repertoire conductor and orchestrarchestra and audiena@nongst other®Overall, | position

the institutional core of the symphony orchestra tbammunicating orchestraképertoireto an

audience

The following chapters outline my theoretical framing, research context and methodology, the
nature of the symphony orchestra @sdkey endogenouand exogenous actors, three empirical
chapters, and a final chapter dedicated to discussion and conclusions. In Chapter 2, | outline my
theoretical framing, including an overview of the institutional work literatdere, Ifocus on an
integrated approadio maintenance amidst disruptigia four main propositions. | also

introduce thenstitutionalcore dr awing from Friedlandds (2009)
essence, 1%8& 1960 1962k DE2; 200Bstitutional and organizationaharacter

and related concepts of institutional authenticity and integrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000; 2008).
In Chapter 3, | introduce my empirical context, i.e., the institution of the symphony orchestra,
using the specific example of the New York Philharmonich®stra. To examine its

maintenance over time, | employ a qualitative design, including historical caseastlidy

archival analysis. Via archival analysis, | also employ quantitative means to analyze key
elements of the repertoire, solojsaad conductain terms of aspecthiat have been maintained

or changd over time.
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In Chapter 4, | focus on the nature of the symphony orchestra, in termsefiitgionalization

over time, as well as key endogenous and exogenous actors. In particular, | 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 balancerastencyand change, to
considerable amounts of change, respectively. | also include a description of key traits of three
exogenous actors that are significantheinstitution of the symphony orchestra. This overview

is followed by Chapters 5, 6, andwhere | 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 castencyand change for each actor, as well as a narrative of a
selecteddisruption.l conclude with Chapter 8, which presents a final discussion and key

conclusions.
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Chapter2: Theoretical Framing

In recent years, the institutional work perspective has become a lively avenue for inquiry, based
on the foundational work of Lawnee and Suddaby (2006) and Lawrence, Suddabyl, ecal
(2009)who draw togethercompatiblestrands of work to formulate a theoretical foundation and
research agenda for an alternate view of institutions and the individuals that inhabltjtiem.
this convers#on, contributingto the area of institutional maintenanaad employinghe
empiricalcontext of thesymphony orchestr&pecifically,l focus on thdollowing question

how are institutions maintained over titheaddresses this question bydsag on twaaspects

of maintenanceFirst, during times of disruptiomhat aspects of institutions are maintained,
and what aspects are allowed to chah@econdhow do actors, both endogenous and
exogenous to an institution engageepairing and recreating practicésTo answethese
questiors, | offer theinstitutional core whichincorporatsF r i e @ (2G09) chsitutional
substancep r e s s e n ¢ erganiZ&ohakand irstkulicmaharacte(1957; 1960; 1992;
2002; 2008, andrelatad concepts of authenticigndintegrity, and identity(Glynn, 2000; 2008

In so doing, laddress aelated questionwhat is the institutional core of the symphony
orchestr& Also, by employing distorical case study of the New York Philharmonic, | directly
addressieci n st i t ustoft rotedhahistasicaldhature (Suddahal, 2014) via a much

underrepresenteémpirical contextie,t he MfAart so
Foundations: The institutional work perspee

Since the early 1970s, nestitutionalism has developed into@of the dominant approaches in
understanding organizatiean focus of this work irthe 1980s concerned the question of why
organizations within the same organizational field looked so similar (Meyer & RAWA;
DiMaggio & Powell, 1983Tolbert & Zucker, 1983)Particular to this line of thought, was the
At ot a hatue of mgtitiions(Goffman 1967, where the possibility of human agency was
difficult, if not impossible. However, thiS o v e r s 0 ¢ i adon caneedinder icrgicisi
(Lawrenceet al, 2009,p. 4) leading to foundational work within the area of institutional
entrepeneurship (Eisenstgdt980; DiMaggig 1988), where institutional entrepreneurs were

af forded si greveragecresoutces poereaternewinstitufmm® transform



9

eXxi st i (MgguicenHardyos Lawrence, 2004, 657). However, thispproach also came

under criticism for its pendulum swing in the location of the true seat of institutional power
(Lawrenceet al, 2009 Suddaby, 2010)According to Lawrencet al.(2009),institutional

ent r epr eendad]rtosvierengphaBize the rahal ard 6 h elimension 6f institutional
entrepreneurship, while ignoring the fact that all actors, even entrepreneurs, are embedded in an
instituti onal(p.p). Oderall, Laweencet @l 2009)epresent an alternate focus

that Ais based on a growing awareness of inst
motivated by both idiosyncratic personal interest and agendas for institutional change or

preservationo (p. 6).

Partially inresponse to the difficulties associated wtitainstitutional entrepreneurship

literature and sensitive tboth past and presecirrents within institutional theophat £ekto

explainthe role and power of individuals in institutional settings, Laweesind Suddaby (2006)

introduce a new approagdhstitutional work,i.e. fithe purposive action of individuals and

organizations aimed at creating, maintaigg, and di s r u(pawrentg& Suddaby,i t ut i
2006,p. 215). It is anmportantinterplay of subjects that had been taken up much earlier by

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

fithe problem is to link thiarger viewto the moreimited one to see how institutional chaeds

produced by, and in turn shapes, the interaction of ichalits in dayto-d ay s i t(puddr tni ons o
later work on the nature of community in a modern djo8elznick (2002jurtherarglesthat

findividual persons are created, sustained, and somelires or med by t hgir soci
43). Lavrence and Suddaby (200&gue that the sanifate is true for institutions.

Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) build upon extant literatatbeit somewhat lean in form and
development to provide a preliminary framework and reséeagenda, where bofindividual
andc ol | e ct i(pvA6)eammeimpsrtant players within the institutional environment.
Thisargument has its origins in therk of Berger and Luckmann (196Who argue that
linguistic and symbolic aspects were insufficient for a true understandingtivditions and that
institutions ardi dead(that is,bereft of subjective rei@y) unless they are ongoingéprought to
life6 i n act ual (ph9g).@aemall, cawmrertaiand Suddaby (2006) highlight three

key foundational elements of the institutional work perspective: first, satecharacterized by
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fiawar enes s, s ki (pb.R19asecdnd, raaofslerggagefimciotnysoc i o@.19a ct i ono
as part of their efforts at creating, maintaining, and disrupting institutions; and third, actors and

actiono ¢ c¢ within gets of institutionalized rulegp. 220).

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

appoach act as a foundatiofor future investigation within the institutional work perspective

(Giddens, 1984; Bourdieu, 19. Lawrence and Suddaby (2006xd fromt hi s tsffoaud i t i 0 n ¢
on titu@eddci ons of indivi dyaswell asdasfatusgraotargpas o (p. 2
Aknowl edgeabl eccreafipivadt i( pallLaéviedc and Juiidaby £006)r e ,

offer a practice approads being particularly useful imderstanding how indigluals and

collective actorsictively createmaintain, and disrupt institutions over time.

In their summary of eanht researchLawrence and Suddaby (2006) nateoverrepresentatioof
institutional creatiomvia theinstitutional entrepreneung literature(Eisenstadt 180; DiMaggio
1988), and #ack of work in the areas of institutional mainteraand disruptionalsoScott
2008. Lawrence & Suddaby (2006) highlightfewkey contributionsin the latter two areas,
citing Oliver's (1992 theorizatiorof the process of dmstitutionalization, ad Zucked §1988)
account of institutional entropy in setting the path for the investigation of institutional
maintenance. Whilastitutional maintenancend disruption have beeateveloped in the

literaturesince much work remains

Consideringhis establishedheoretical foundatigrtheinstitutional work perspectiveositions

only certainactoss ascapable of institutional work.therefore give consideable attention tthe

types of actorgnvolved in maintaining theymphony orchestra over tim&econd, chwing from

the practice approach, Lawrence and Suddaby (30@6s i t i on i n s tinteligetti onal v
situated i nsti t,whidhpomtatothénpdrtanoerofocon{ext,.inclilihgd )

historical contextl thereforefocus on he empirical example of the New York Philharmonic in

addressing the actom@nd collective actorsnvolved in maintaining this institution over time.

In a follow up volume, Lawrencet al.(2009)offer further insights into the theoretical
underpinnings ofheinstitutional work perspective, as well as the woflseveral authoraho

investigate institutional workoth theoretically and empirically. Lawrenegal.(2009) offer a
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research agendaahhighlights several significant issues. Fitisgse authors emphasite need

for further theorization on the relationships between institutions, individuals, and agency, in
particular, actol® a g aapatity vathin institutional environments, ath@ significance o
practice approachn particular Lawrenceet al.(2009)f ocus on t he fdApractical
individuals within institutions, though with the understanding that institutions impact individual
behavior Further, they alsemphasize recursive relationship between institutions and
individuals (Giddens, 198 Fairclough, 1992; Archer, 1995; Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Phileps

al., 2004;Lawrence& Suddaby, 2006; Barley, 200Bawrenceet al 2009. However, n this

thesis, lextendthis foundatiorboth theoretically and empiricallyy emphasizingeveral
inextricablerelationships Forexample one cannot have institutions without individuals, and
individuals similarly rely on institutions for organizing theacial worldsln the same way, at

the empirical level, the institution of the symphony orchestra is characterized by several
inextricable relationships, betweeamposersthe repertoire, soloists, conductors, and the

orchestra itself.

Secondl.awrence and Suddaby (20G8¥ohighlight three keylements of both individual and
collective actorsfirst, the nature of theifi s ki | | 0 a n,de, d@ctioesfodereontGomeas;t y o
second, their capacity fér c o0 n s ads welluas Rabitualction and third, their workwvithin the
influence of fi (Lavtencesuat, 2009par). liatereLawrencet aé(2009)
expand their exploration of institutional workiteludethree salient issues in institutional

theory, i.e, the nature oh u maaaconiplishment and unintended consequerntEstionality,

andefforto  (p. 9)

Following ths foundational worktheinstitutional work perspective has not only been taken up
more and more by theorists within organizational theanyabso those dftrategy(BenSlimane

2012; Tempel & Walgenbag2012; Perkmann & Spicer, 2008yman resource management
(Dorado, 2010; Quie, Lockett, Finn, Martin, &Varing, 2012) anthnovation(Ritvala &

Kleymann, 202). Beyond this breadth @ipplication, Lawrencet al.(2009) further demarcate
institutional worlés linkage to practice, citing its potentialfigenerat[ing] conversations which

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

thend (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 settirtgs,nstitutional work perspective is still not
known, understood, or employed by managénereforetheinstitutional workperspective
balancstheoretical and practical concerns, making a clear effort to link with those individuals
under study

Focus: Maintainingristitutions

| focus on maintaining institutions, the secaridhe three areas of institutional kqiLawrence

& Suddaby, 2006). learlier appoachesorganizational theorgssumed that its object of inquiry
naturally persisted over time, ownindype ofinertia (Hannan & Freeman, 1984urther, other
theories have addressed the questidmoaforganizatios persist or endure over time.
Stinchcombe (1965) offers the notioniwmiprinting at the time and within the context of
founding in explaining the creation and persistence of particular institutional fétowsever,
theinstitutional work perspective argues that institutional maintenarecedsessary elemem
institutional life i.e., feven powerful institutions require maintenance so that those instgution
remain r el ev almwrenaeetdl, 2e0D,p.&.ct i ve o

In examining extant literature awrence and Suddaby (2006yhlight two key areas of

institutional maintenancé,nc |l udi ng wor knutrh antg faaddwesesn cen tio r
(p. 230) citing the work ofeblebici Salancik, Copay, ariing (1991), Fox-Wolfgramm, Boal,

andHunt (1998, andSchuler(1999 , epa@ui@di ng exi sting nop ms and
230), citing the work of Holm 1999, Townley(2002, Angus(1993, Townley (1997, and

Zilber (2002). h particular Lawrenceand Suddaby 2 0 0 6 ) h cogthuuma@fht a 0
a@omprehensibilitgd)  ( p in dés@ilding these two types of maintenames,actors are either

acutely aware of such maintenance effarés, rules or largely unaware of their purpose or

outcomei.e., norms/belies.

| investigatethe applicability of these two focal areas, ith asensitivty to the particularity of
maintenance activities within the specific institutional contéxhe symphony orchestra
Further, these two types ofaintenance activitigsoint to the actions of actors who enjoy the
power of positior{e.g.,management Might there be other, less conventional positions, where

maintenance activitie®side both internal and external to the particular institution or member
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organizationhenature of ules and norms/beliefs atbereforejncluded in theheorization of

theinstitutional core.

A particular conundrum of the institutional maintecatiterature concerns timature of

maintenanceThe literature often conflates conceptsegroduction, diffusin, and maintenance,

including the use ofuxh descriptors as persistence, inertia, as well as others. This problem is
notedby Lawrenceet al.(2009), who callfoficon st r uct def i(p9).thimany and c |l
ways, such confusioat this point is understandabkes the area of institutional work continues

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

over time.

Finally, Lawrenceet al.(2009) also noteeveralreas for ftureresearchncludingwhat types of
actors are particularly gad for institutional workwhatfactors thwart or encourage that work,
and what types of practicepnstitute institutional workdn general, incorporatehese issues in
addressing maintenanaathin the context of the symphony orchestalowing Lawrenceet

a | (2@08)focus onactionover accomplishment.
Maintenance: Mst recent wrk

In their own response &arlier work (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Lawreetal, 2009),

Lawrenceet 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 @lévedexpe i ence of organiamadifunmrilntaen e d ¢
C 0 n s e q pe5B8)cThey alsgoint to three new focal areas for institutional wagtko r i ngi ng
the individual back into institutional theory, help[ing] teexeamine the relationship between

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

or gani kraatenceetralp 2011,p. 52) In particular, Ifocus on an individual membef ithe

institution of thesymphony orchestra, i.e. the New York Philharmpagwell as key disruptisn

createdby individuals, as well as attendedhy individuals,as a means afddressing

maintenance of the institutional core.
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More recent work in the maintenance of institutions includes empirical fwodsingon a

diverse range of issuefhese emergent themieslude the impact of rituals and artefacts

(Dacin, Munir, & Tracey, 2010; Blanc & Huault, 201 corporate governance systems amidst
regulatory reform (Adegbite & Nakajima, 2012), creative and strategic practices necessary to
overcome tendencies for eopyy (Dover & Lawrence, 2010), microprocessemstitutional
maintenance (Lok & B Rond, 2013), and maintaining more general institutional aspects such as
legitimacy (Patriotta, Gud, & Schultz, 2011).

A final consideration concermghatis investigatedaluring institutional maintenano&ork. As

asserted by Delahaye, Booth, Cldkt oct er , and Rgamizatiam theoryis( 200 9)
largely preoccupi@ wi t h anal y gp.20). kotvevdr, &Lardoll (2082)otesethet 0
signi f i c antuals,gyraboelg and visual fina g(@ $5@) in organizational life

throughout history. Phillipstal.( 2004 ) f ur t h ¢ake awvarietyeof farrhsaitcluding x t s
written documents, verbal reports, artwork, spoken words, pictures, symbols, buildirajeeand

artefa ¢ t ps @86).Lawrence and Suddal§g006)alsodiscuss te merits of a semiotic approach

that focuses on the interplay betwesmlinguistic aspects anithe institutional work
perspectiveOverall, | address the naturelmfth physical objec and artifactssuch as the

compact disc and video recordspgut alsoe p h e me r a | ,object®, tsuctpadite sonirtd i

andthe act ofperformance.
Disruption: An integrated approach to institutional work

In addressing institutional work, Lawrence é&utddaby (2006) formulate three areas of study,
creating, maintaining, and disrupting institutions. However, an important aspect of institutional
work residsin 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 liflbatrast. Thigype

of approactemphasizethat one cannot know stability without knowing changaintenance
activities are defined and refined within times of disrupteomd grsistence is learned through

resistance.

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

within institutions, and later studies agidstitutionalization 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.
Maguireetal.( 2004) <cast institutional entrepreneurs
create new institutions or to transform exi st
approach was signaled by Lawrence and Suddaby (2006§rning maintenance, Lawrea

and Suddaby (2006) emphasizén at fAi nsti tutional work that mai
considerable effort, and often occasa consequence of charjgenphasis added] in the

organi zation or it s eleawrencerandSoddaby (2006) o not @exldde .  Wh
maintenance during times of relative calm, they do impress that maintenance work is often in

reaction to internal and external disr@gpis. $ich maintenance work is much easier to see in the

light of disruption A Under standing how institutions main
understanding how actors are able to effect processes of persistence and stability in the context
ofupheaval aon234). athwaelhwile lawrénce and Suddaby (2006) arglat

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

The followingsectonrout | i nes Sel znickés approach to disr
focuses oreitherdisruption all three types of institutional work tandempr the integration of
maintenance and disruption. | then offer an integrated approach to maintenance and disruption,

with associated propositions.
Institutional dsruption Sel zni ckds early work

As noted by Lawrence and Suddaby (2006), thly @ark 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 Selznigekl949/1953)work shows early hints by

way of Ainhepen69y) |l ememasby (fisoci al structur e
undertaken in many directions and for many purposes. Mutual adaptation establishes only an

uneasy equilibrium. This in turn is continuously modified andugiiedas the consequences of
actionramify in unanticipg e d  wpa69)s For Sglznick (1949/1953), such dilemmas form the

uni que problems that face | eaders, who must i
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persuasion, to resol ve t elosSelonkgl94®/49%3)se scape di
significant distinctionisth@ uch At ensi on does not mean defeat
paralysiso (p. 6 9) . T h ean mdtitatioreoyer temeshoaldnst onfye e ki n g

expect such disptions, but consider theanimportant 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 constituentmuoitder to

maximize voluntary c@peration, 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 fulfilment of key comemtswill be

maintained. (pp. 684)

Here Selznick (1957) highlights maintaining
aspect that points to the maintenanctheinstitutional coreFurther,Selznick (1960) links the

maintenance of such core aggewith 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 ohsaifitenance. Self
maintenance, of course, referghe preservation of central values and purposes as well

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

HoweverSel zni ck (1960) also offers a clear warni
ri seso (p. 30 8)theindfiuttomalkcare actars face thalprrospgct df losing

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

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

Aput as uleawegmaysay: Wnber gonditions of political combat, those who hafremo

values of their own becomteh e i nstruments of the values of o
also casts disruptive work within the act of compromise, a process that requinegaufidation

of organizational principles:
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A compromise is unprincipledindeed, is no true compromise atiaif 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 hovplasnaffect it. It

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

values that should govern its course and outcome. (pR8B7

While disruption and change are possible, Sek(2002) infers that an institutional eanust

ultimately govern such compromises.

Selznicks (2002) description of Arespsefmliesi ve i nstioH
understanding how organizations and institutions deal with disruptions over time, and the

expectations around the corapities that they must deal with on a dayday 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 pressuwesinsist 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 naghed by criticism as well as by trust. (p. 11)

In particular, changé rather than rigidity characterizesesponsive institutions. Further,
Selznick (2002) also ties the importance of responsiveness with integrity via the institutional
example of thetate:

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 responsibilitiest@itimmet.

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

from which it draws its strengthand which demands participation. (p. 11)

Selznick(2002) therefore, suggesthatwhile disruption is inevitablenstitutionsmust maintain

acore set of functions, structures and practemes 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 tdsvhether a function, structure or practice constitutes the
institutionalcore is whether itdisruptiontriggers a need for institutional repaor allows for

recreation over tine

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

maintenance work to repair the disruption.

Proposition 1B: Disruptions that target peripheral or roore 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 adeésdisruptionfollows the

foundational work offered by Lawrence and Suddaby (2006). Drawing from Lamont and Molnar
(2002), who f ocus ilmanddiiegp t6i7)allawrence dnd Syddabyq2006)

first cast disruption as fAredefining, recateg
and, generally, manipul ating the social and s
238). Afocus on disruption is then taken up by Symon, Buehdiagnsonand Cassell (2008),

who focus on institutional disruptions via rhetorical strategiegarticulart h #egifimate
institutionalizationo (p. 13dgde merdt qluiatng n dtau n e
positioning of qualitative research IBK).|l egit.i
Di sruption is cast within a ccetal20@8p.1B829) ficontr g
with discourse used in both méenance and disruptive activities. In particular, Symeioal.

(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 aound disruption also sought a new balance between macro and micro concerns as
seen in Maguire and Harddy &en02qP9) 1s4t8Ydy eo fn sit
within the historical context of DDT use between 1962 and 1972. Taking a discourse

per spective, Maguire and Hardy (2009) investig

(p. 152),which not onlychangp outsiderdiscourss, but lead tgractices disappearing, i.e.
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radical changePractices disappear when discows®t only highight how current practices are

untenable, but also how other arrangements could be more acceptable (Maguire &603ly
Maguire and Hardy (2009) coin the term fAdef en
individuals and organizationsaimedcabunt er i ng di sruptive institut

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

theory, including the notion of tesas an alternate lens for addressing institutional work and
institutionalck nge. Her e, tests are defined as fAmomen
may occur, and through which actors seek to confirm or readjust the conditions and principles
shaping ongoing activitiesodo (DansesonBéltancskkhngl ey
and Th®venotds (1999) Amoments critiques (cri
processes underlying the possible persistence or change of socially constructed legitimating
systemso (Dansou & L an gHeworkof HedphyZd2013pamicbo05) . Sii
perspective is paired with an understanding o
why institutional work occurs, and the relationship between human agency-@utwns) and

institutions (macré n f | u e n505. ®rawing {rgm the work of Zietsma and Lawrence

(2010), Dansou and Langley (2012) also avoid linear patterns of action in the face of such
Acritical moment so ( Bol t ans kfocus&ncolldct®onsefnot , 199
iexper i mamlicddborath@ oricompetitive actions, leading to institutional change,
persistence or o0ngoDans@ &iLamglely, 2012508 @vardll, conf | i ct
moments of test expands our understanding of
associated with actorsd questioning or reprodu
relational it yDamoud& Langlem2Gid.&03). t y 0 (

Integrating institutional workExtant literature

In addition toafocus on disruption, severalthors furthetheinstitutional work perspective by

addressing all three types of institutional wenkultaneouslyor by focusing on the interaction

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

a e characterized by the Acoexistence of alter
strategi es wit hi Qdarzabkasvski Igattreeseo, & yanme \era 20DARASH)O  (

Jarzabkowsket al.(2009) find that creative and disruptive actiopast of regular maintenance
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activities. I n particular, fAcreation work may
also to allow actors working within existing institutian®o ¢ r e a forethed, somteadiotody

logics to coexist withthier o wn 0 ( Jetaal, 2009bpk 310).-lrther, Hirsch and Bermiss

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

types of institutional work often occur simultaneouysihile Trank and Washington (B9)
describe the difficulty in finding Aclear bou

mai ntenance of institutions via Alegitimating

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

(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 Lawr en c edary\otkard pracice worki't o u
affect each other, how they together affect institutional change and stability, and what conditions

l ead to shifts in a field from stability to c¢
that these various actiomsor k recur si vely as part of dAcycl es
i nnovation, and restabil im2dd.i ono (Zietsma & L

Drawing from the work of Hallett (2010), Empson, Cleaver, and Allen (2013) also focus on the
simultaneous appeance of creation, maintenance and disruption, within the context of large
international law firmslnvestigatingooth the micrefoundations and micrdynamics of

institutional work, these authors focus on the institutional partnership between two prafiessio
types that make use of their relative soci al
partnershi po ( BB8ild)sAnaddigonal feature pf EfRp3dh 8t al. (2013)

concerns the distributed nature of agency, as well as hovs getdorm institutional work in

nortlinear waysln particularthese authorquestionwhy some institutions seeta form a more
restrictive context while others allow and even foster institutional work (Empson et al., 2013).
Further, Empson et al. (2018]s0 reference an ecological approach whereby institutional work

is carried via Amultiple actors and multiple

To these papers focusing on all three types of institutional work, the coexistence of maintenance
and disruption in partular, is taken up by Hargrave and Van de Ven (200Bpfocus 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: fAstability/ changeo (p. 124
(p. 124). From these contradict®idargrave and Van de Ven (2009) go on to argue that
stability and mai nt en an c etalglizerand lmaintaghrnnatitmtonsf r o m d
incumbents must disrupt disrupters and respond to changing conditions by continually revising

exi sting ar r a+i3De@veralltcentpetifiop gnd cordirddection are cast as
Amutually suppoNanidevem @ Qarpgratd82pndwhil e Ainc
chall enhgaeate@i es are interdependento (Hargrave
Hargrave and Van de Ven (2009) depict a very complex context, with actors responsible for both

maintaining and idrupting an institutional environment.

Finally, Heaphy (2013) investigates the maintenance of institutionalized roles in the face of
Afeveryday breacheso (p. 1291) via the empiric
hospitals. Drawn from the worlf ethnomethodologists, such breaches consist ctadgy

di sruptions, thagcalre, tlygprnclalll es i sinmtl d retri onal
Heaphyodos (2013) work therefoml@amtopawersxceand s a t yp
S u d d (20969 more intentional and highly disruptive actions. In particular, maintenance

work is enacted by key actoise. patient advocatesy h o e mpl oy rul es to fAres
initiate organizational changes in rules, all to maintain institutionalzdde ex pect ati ons
(Heaphy, 2013, p. 1291). Heaphy (2013) also focuses on skegia@dpects relatintp

maintenance and disruptiare., whenandhowmaintenance occurs, as wellalsodoes the

maintenance, anghythey are in the best position to dostlwork. As with the work of Empson

et al. (2013), Heaphy (2013) shifts the focus away from macro concerng the institution or
organization, to micro concerrise., of individuals. In particular, Heaphy (2013) determines that
individualsinvolved n i nsti tutional work are not -the typ

power actorso (p. 1311).

In sum,l argue that single focus on one of the three types of institutional work can be
complemented by a more integrategaach. In particular, isidifficult to envision
maintenance work the absence afisruption This raises several questioes maintenance

occur in the face of crisigs well agimes of relative calm? Hodoesmaintenancevork change



22

after a crisis has been avertdéurtherarethe origirs of disruptions a significant facteDo
disruptiors originate internally, or dtheyarise from the external environment? Are the

maintenance activities largely proactive or reactive?

Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) pointtoigh level of complexity in their definition of

mai ntenance: Ai nstitutional wor k aimed at mai
repairing, or recreating the soci al mechani sm
a variety of activitis are necessary to address a variety of maintenance situations, one of which

may include the presence of significant disruption. Further, Lawretrelg(2009) also describe

a variety of possible proactive ealonarg®wigt i ve m
awareness of institutions as products of huargionandreaction[emphasis added], motivated

by both idiosyncratic personal interests and
6).

Further, of the three typed institutioral work, it is not so surprising that both disruptive and
maintenance work are still undstudied. Thisignak that maintenance and disruption actually

hold a special relationship within institutional acti@vhile Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) argue

thatdi srupting institutions fAinvolves instituti
the creation of new institutionso (p. 235), t
disruption, in fact, they often suggest their close connectiorkéltiie literature on change that

focuses on a result, disruptidocuses on a processprocess built on an inherent relationship

between maintenance and disruption over time.

This potentially symbiotic relationship aligns with a more integrative appragthin the

institutional work literature, but also aligns with early institutionasemphasis on
relationships. As stated by Lawrereteal.( 2009 ), i nstitutionalism has
among organizations and the fields in whichtheyagere 6 ( p. 1) . Thi s st ance
reemphasized bieinstitutional work perspectivevhi ch f ocusses on the #fiil
agency, and i nsadtal 2009, p.8)nirsparticgldf,eontribetetocthes growing

body of literature, esp&dly in terms of understanding maintenanttes relationship that

maintenance workas withdisruption, and how this work plays out within the largely

overlooked context of the arts, specifically, the symphony orchestra.
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While extant literature has terdieo focus on one of three types of institutional work, some
research has either focused on two or even all three types. | argue that that this diversity of
approach isntegralto furthering our understanding of institutional work over time. In particular
maintenance and disruption, while notably uadisearched;onstitutes aatural dyad.

Therefore, thénstitutionalcore will be maintained via a complex and varied set of actions

Proposition 2:Maintenance work includes supporting mechanisms (thdtduthe
institutional core), repairing mechanisms (thapair disruptions), and recreating

mechanisms (that allow for change at the periphery).
An integratedmodel 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 t@pasgtreative, maintenance, and
disruptive actions in the search of understandiaggue fora conplementary stream of work
thatembrace an intgyratedapproach. | theorize the nature of maintenaaro@lstdisruption,

within the empirical context of theymphony orchestra.

The following diagram depista more dynamic approacheflectingoftenfimessy institutional

settings (see Figure.l1

Figure 1: An integrated model of institutional work
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This model doesot preclule havingcreation, maintenana@nd disruption work stand on their

own. However, this modeloesemphasize 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 delerate, linear approach the institutional lifecycle,e., birth, life, anddeath, 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 leadatthird 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 institutionalisfruption

Disruption carries a multitude of possibilities tha¢ pertinent tthe nature ofmaintenance.

Earlier work includes Zucké& (1988) account ofrgropy, where disruption is set as an inherent
characteristic of institution&ligstein (2001) makes a distinction between disruption during

times of reproduction vs. times of crisis and change. Lawrence and Suddabyal26@6jue

that disruptioncanroi gi nate from institutional actors 1in
mechani sms that | ead members to comply with i
the presence of internal actors unhappy with the status quo, and seeking thahge.

perspectivespur 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 impasuvell 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 connaf institutional life. However, disruption could also be
cast in a more positive and proaetiight. For example, externat internal disruption could

motivate and focus the work of institutional actors to maintain an accepted and valued
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institutionalorder.Disruption couldalso direcinstitutional efforts to change peripheral aspects

of the institution to build a stronger institutional core.

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

of upheaval btween management and the players:

The conflict of the strike, and the emergence of a pronounced managerialism, seemed to
excite aesthetic ideology and give it expressiomterestingly, then, conflict can
function not only to create cultural institutiobst also to sustain them; institutional

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

Therefore, fi theinstitutional work perspective argues for individual and collective actors
characterized Iy frewdreexned d,y 0s KiLlalwrance & Sud
as Aconscious actiono (Lawrence & Suddaby, 20
institutional actors amidst fAsets of insstitut
strangly phrasedor some contextdisruptioncan be cast gsart of ongoing work in

maintaining institutios over time

Overall, a study of both maintenance and disruptive activities remains arstudied realm

within the institutional work literaturdd s st at ed by Lawrence and Sud
do not know much about the worpgk238.blang by actor
guestions remain, such as those around the diversity of disruptive action, including internal or
externalactors intended or unintendezbnsequencesind their target,e., core or peripheral

aspects.
Individual and ollective work

Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) focus on three key aspects of individual and collectiveviagtors
perform institutiddalanwlormle:f |feaxwar @ryes ,p.s Ril9)
219), and fnaction which is aimed at changing
occurs withinsets of institutionalized rulés ( p .Witl#n2s0u)cshkts dii institutionalized rulés

(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, p. 22@)einstitutional cordoecomesiseful in determining what

change is possible during times of maimdnce andisruption.In particular, theawarenes®f
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key actordhelpsdired efforts inmaintaining central aspectshile disrupting peripherahspects
Paired withskill, thesedistinctions araeinderstood and achievedhile hghly reflexive
individualscounter shifts in the institutional environmehherefore] argue that such
institutionalized rules are reflective of the institutional cereich dictateswhat iscoreto an
institution and its memberanddirectshow the institution is maintained ovéme, including

how disruptionsredealt withon a dayto-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, ingtitil repair is
facilitated by acto@s awareness, skill and reflexivity.

Lawr ence aqn(2006paordcaeptmdization of institutional disruptadsohighlights

threemai n categorizations: fAdisconnectinal sanct.
foundationso (p. 236), and Aunder mining assum
second category, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) reference disruptions that target something
similar to theinstitutional corej.e., amoral foundationThe firstand third categories could

reference disruptions targeting tinstitutionalcore; 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 woaspart of maintenance activities.

Later work by Lawrencetal.( 2009) <casts institutional work i
uni ntended consequences, Inierms adintentioralitydawrencg, and
et al. (2009) reference the work of Emirbayer and Mische (1998) who note three possible foci:

past, present, and future (p. 1Rurther,Lawrenceet al.(2009),arguethafii nst i t ut i onal
can be understood as physical or mental effort dooeder to achieve an effect on an institution

or i nst it unotherwads,n ddgition td the)effort necessary for maintaining an

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

behind bothnternal and externally derived disruptions.

In sum,l applythese fourpropositionsconcerning the nature afaintenance amidsiisruption

to the context of the symphony orchestrad the specific organizational context of the New
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York PhilharmonicIn particular, his powerfulart institution offers the necessary history to
addressuchaspects ofmaintenance andisruptionover time. The following section addresses

my conceptualizatiothei nst i t uti onal <core, drawiag from Fr
substancep r e s s e n cs€1957;9.860; 1992; 20026 200B}titutional and organizational
character, as well aslated concepts of authenticity amdegrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000;

2008).

Theinstitutionalcore

In developing a theory of the maintenance of institutiboffer theinstitutional corej.e., asthe
foundational aspect of institutionsaintained over timeset amidsperipheral aspects that allow
for change in varying and changing conteXtse conept oftheinstitutional corgsee Figure 2)
is derived from Friedlar@ (2009) institutional substagor essenceSelznicls (1957; 1960;
1992; 2002; 2008organizationaénd institutionatharacter, as well as related concepts of
authenticityandintegrity, and identity(Glynn, 2000; 2008

Figure 2: Key elementsf the institutional core

Institutional
Substance or
Essence

Authenticity &

Character Integrity

Identity
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Friedland and institutionablbstanceor 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®verall Friedland (2009) iaptly positioned to contribute, especialty

terms ofinstitutional substance, or essence.
Institutional substancand the institutional work perspective

Friedland (2009) defindsastitutional substanca stheitentral object of an institutional fielddan

the principle ofitsutiy . . . t he f o u n(fd. &6). fevenal gesbionsarseswhenn ¢ e 0
assessingow institutional substance infortheinstitutional work perspectiv®oes the work

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

substance? Doesstitutional maintenance concernthe tendingaf i nst i t uflfonds su
substance is actively maintainesichangepossiblein peripherakspects?

To answesuch questions, some understandingrigdlands (2009) conception of an instiioi

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

time, organizational actorseftn adopt pr a c tnfusecwsth valledeyond thec o me i
technicalrequeme nt s o f t h elanieks1R57m 1t7). Whaeraalively taken up by
necinstitutiondists (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), this positidarejected by Friedlan(2009):

Institutions are not, as in the original statements of institutional thi@onys 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 oftuahyan the sense that they

constitute institutional objects of valug. 50)

Friedlands (20®) institutions aréi o b j e ¢ t s(p. 50j thevere, theantext of the
symphony orchestrfrms itsown fiobject of value. This perspective ialsoarticulated by
Bensman (1983) who focuses on the communication of suchwihie the artsas 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-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 respective performingta

(p. 15)

However,Selznick(1957)does emphasidesy relationshis that develofppetween organizatien

and individuas, ones that larguearesignificantto the symphony orchestra.

Whenever individuals become attached to an organization or a wiaynof 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 valuedwsce of personal satisfactiqip. 17)

Thereforefollowing Selznick (1957)the symphony orchestisnotan fiex pendabl e

todp.ly) but rather fAa valuedp.$urce of persona

Both perspectives have merit and draw attentidreycaspect®f theinstitutional core
Specifically,institutions are objects of considerable vabegond their technical or use value
therefore constitutingforms that are maintained over tintaurther,institutionsare characterized
by relationshipswith otherinstitutions, organizationandindividuals, whichdevelop oven

significant amount ofime.

Nonetheless, kedand (2009) offergnstitutional substancas something thamstitutions,

organzations and individualgalue Drawing from the work of Aristotlefriedland(2009)also
positionsinstitutional substanca stheitentral object of an institutional field and the principle of

its unity...the foundation, or essence, of a thimigich cannot be reduced to ascidental
propertieslemphasis addedjhich attach to it nortddemat er i al i ty (po56). i t s 1 ns:
Friedland (2009) argudakatii a c c i d e n t a(p. S56pare sepazatetfrom® snchanging

Al nstitut i ¢n58)Migist indiitstioralrcle e e t her ef oraecidentlsi de i |
properties ¢Friedland,2009, p. 563 And if so, what might they béarguethat while the
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institutional coreisunchamgn g, change i s possible in such fAa

malleable peripheral aspectas necessary to suit contextual needs over time.

Friedland(2009)alsonotes that institutional substance is often difficult to articukasten by
those whaunderstandts value. This apparent ephemerality is repeatedly emphasized by
Friedland(2009)

A substance exceeds its attributes, cannot be reducedtog this mat eri al i t vy,
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 Aristotl eds msitutibnalsustande doesnatb st an
exist; it is rather aabsent presendemphasis addedijecessary to institutional life. (p.

57)

In the same lightthe virtuoso violinist, Yehudi Menuhin, argued that music had a specific power
to icommunicate thantangibled (Menuhin, 1969, p. 153). If true, then a specific and powerful

relationshipexists betweethe institutional ore andartistic action.

Friedland (2009) goes on to describe the goal of such a struglinetelosof each institutional
field isto produce, accumulate, control, distribute, manage, express, perform or access the
substance ( p. 6 4dedlandr(2009) highlightestitutionals u b s t athedighest,s
most general value in a figldp. 64) that provides foundation that gaebeyond the practical:
AEvery institution rests on transcendent claims, on a metaphysical foundation that cannot be
reduced to the phenomenal world, even if it does notv o k e (pa64)®uedaly | present the
institutional core via the symphony orchesttegwing fromF r i e d (2009 d 6 s
conceptualization of aimstitutional substancer essence sawell asiaccidental propertiéghat

change over tima response to key digptions
Institutionalsubstancend action

Il n gener al, Friedlandés (2009) institutional
conceptualizations of institutional work, including the recursive relationship between institution

and individual, and the importance of action through pradialeobjects 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 inmat i a | pract i c(p.5l).FuhhertFriedland(2009) t h e mo
offersthe following analogyto describesuchan nst i t ut i o mstbtiomrslsubstanaen c e :
is an absent presence towards and around which practice incessantly moves, known only through
this movement, not unlike the way a space is knowrutiirats architectural enzls u (p.63).

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

action must also be considerétbwever, in many ways$-riedland (2009) only alludes to many
aspects in his writing, leaving space for furtheattization of how institutional substance is

expressed within specific contexts.

In the case of theymphony orchestra and its maintenance over fifoeuson practicesand the

individuals that enact themas well as howlisruptionsare dealt with over timérawing from

Friedland (2009)several key questions arid&hich individu al s fisp gm&l)thend act o
symphony or chestpréad)?\Wiartt @ r eaagje]thécievisiblefsdbstance

vi si(bas@ Whichi acot db p r(m p6gare chargedadn times dfsruptior? In the

case of the symphony orchestra, whose proolulcte music isnaturally ephemeratioes
performing music make t hé¢.65hTheeeforetiisthey ephemer a
counterpoint between the tisrendent and the tangibilesuch as musiandorchestral practicé
thatFriedland(2009)sees as the enlivenimga ct or i n i Mhe energywndicreativétyl | i f
of institutional life derives not jugtom the indeternrmi a cy o f tarnhbat fronGlwed 6

tension between these transcendent terms and

Institutional substancand change

A neoinstitutional perspective has held institutions as resistant to changieaefbe, 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 passillgt, maintenance,
arepertinentquestionswithin the neeinstitutional, and institutional work perspectives.

However, br Friedland (2009), changea somewhat less provocative problénmstitutional

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 legitimatelytciadex the
same substanc€ategories and practices are modular, mpard henceecomposable.
(pp.63-64)

Further, Friedlang@2009)argues thainstitutionalsubstance angractice, the tangible and
transcendent, nataify form agencgs playground:

That open, even dialectical, relation between substance and praotitegeen

transcendence and immaneiioghose effects thinkers have a tendency to absolutize as

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

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

practices is a critical source aigency and institutional change, where actors seek to

promote dernativepr acti ces to index, produce, perfo
substance(p. 65)

For Friedland (2009)nstitutionalsubstance, practice, and change have the potential to work in a
natural rhythm and balanck the case of thesymphony orchestrdargue thathangeor
change through disruptiors central to the maintenancetbk institutional coreHowever, what

kind and how muclthange is possible?

In sum, Friedland 2 0 0 9 ) ntletvagiable telhtiart betWeen practice and w&rixe remain

t o be e xG6)Senmsiéve to this @all,applyFriedlands (2009)concept of institutional
substance and current understandingbeinstitutional work perspectivéop address the
maintenance ahstitutionsamidst disruptionlt is a fruitful marriage of perspectives that helps

raise and potentially answer several key institutional questikmesnstitutions inherently stable
organisms, or are they entities that are uniquely endowed with the ability to balance stability and
instability over time?ls maintenancsuch aalancing mechanism®hen balancéreaks down

do institutions entethethird dimension of institutional work,e., institutional disruption?

Forthemostpayt Fri edl anddés (2009 )saloneisthdusinessi onal s ub:

literature; to date, no one hastivelytaken up thigperspectiveln this thesisl| integrate
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Fr i edl anidsotgional 8ubstafAck as a significant contributanjoconceptualization of

the institutional coreandin theoriang the nature of institutional maintenarareidst disruption
Selznick anctharacter

To Friedlandds (20 Qo9essencd aso applydbdlzniaddnsancept®ofb st anc e
institutional andorganizationalcharacter For Selznick (19484953, character is cast as a

fundamental and evolving aspect of organizational fiféere is a vague and-tllefined quality

which, unacknowledged and often poorly understood, represents a fundamental prize in
organizational controversy. This is the evolvimgacter of the organization as a whole. What

are we? What shall we becotép. 181).

Selznick (19401953 viewsorganizationatharacter formation over the long teramd parof

the dayto-day work of organizations A To r ef | e crunimpiration istoseekthel o n g
indirect consequences of diyday behavior for those fundamental ideals and commitments

which serve astheton dat i on f or (p.d8lpFurther, Selzmick (1849958 r t 0

hintsat something greater,h at i s, c dimmdietarhesn taahidhdfive . 181)
organizational workBy actively carrying outhesefidealsandcommitmentsin daily activities
actorsconfirm both their idealistic and technical worthindgsihe institution must reflect in its

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

the consequences of decision for moral ideals asavell f or t e c h n i(Selanick, e f f ect i
1960,p. 312).

The evolution of baracter over time is also cdwst Selznick (1949/1953)s an important

ingredimt i n an orgathezaécept dek e (padsplarjuetbat i a | i de
these organizationdildeals and commitmentigSelznick, 1949/1953, p. 18fpint to a large

force, the institutionatore. lalsoargue that while organizations form their character over the

long term as part of their dag-day activities, these actions are informed and shap#ueby

institutional core,ashinted by Selznick (1949953 i n hi s ddeatssandi pti on of

commitments (p. 181)

—
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In many cases, Selznick (1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 2008) developstehanaderms of
individuals, andhen extends these ideas to both organizationsoasmime exteninstitutions
Therefore, it is nosurprisingthat 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 ancctlmméun
they serve. Organizations havemoriesandidentities sustained by trained professional

staffs and by established procedures. The outcoufistiactive unity or charactefp. 59)

Here, Selznick (208) draws together many relevant aspsfitst, there is aclose relationship

that develop®etween individuaand institutios; secondprganizations haviglentities, as well

as images and reputations; and thindjanizations work to create their own distive

characters. Alescriptorused e peat edl y by Sel znick.larguetha8) con
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 tandlated,

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

Selznick (1960ylefinesorganizational charactea sa pfoduct of its ingrained methods of work,

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

labels (deserved and undeservedl)wc h have bec dpred). HetetSalmicke d t o it
(1960) emphasizes the importance of work, a socialized view of organizational life, and labels

such ageputation and imagevhich are all significant to thimeorization otheinstitutional

core.

In his discussionf Marxism, Selznick (1960Alsodescribes howdieology impac character:

fiThe ideology of a group is, of course, also important in shaping its chapasteularly if the

doctrine affects stronglghe individuaés p a r t i(g 59)p Ehisperspeadive can be applied

to the maintenance difie institutionakcore.Suchacoréor i n Sel zni ckds (1960
fideologyo i hasasignificantimpact on thehamlacter of member organizations, and furtleer

an especially importamiriver of behaviors of member organizatipasd individuals within

these organizations.
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Further,in Selznicld €1957; 196Q) work on organizations, hemphasizes the importance of

organizational character in controlling membershiphis description oBolshevik strategy and
organizdions, Selznick (1960argues thafiorganizations which are satbnscious about their

characters an of f i c edlite £choaol,@id mamallyattempt to control composition by

sel ecti on wit h(p.60gBhp esc tc otha roorli gisnodi rected at 0:
(Selznick, 1960p. 64), aparallel tomy focus orsources otlisruption Specifically, Selznick

(1957; 1960) deects our attention thow organizations repair sources of disruption.

A distinction offeredby Selznick (196Pconcernghe presence or absence afell-defined

characterand the quality ofiniqueness

Not everyorganization 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 characteatefining commitments may develop. But where some special
mission, ora long history, results in more than a purely formal administrative structure,

there emerges a quality of uniqueness that sudfingeentire organizatiorp. 56)

According to Selznick (1960), the character that emerges both works to the benefit of the
organizatio® goals, buit can also restrict those same go8l® | zni ckds ( aA®H60) de:c
points to institutionswhich havdong-term trajectories, and in particulamportantmissions.

The example of the symphony orcheswaich had itdeginnings in the 1600s, continues tpda

as a unique art form.argue that itgnstitutionalcoregives formtaS e | z n i c )kiguality ¢f1 9 6 O

unigueness that suffuse@. 56)its organizational members.

Selznick (1957)solates four keglementf organizationatharacter, which align well witthe
institutional corecharacter as éhistorical product ( pfii 88¢gr at ed product o
ffunctionab ( p . dy8ami® (pa39.dSeldnick (1957) argudbkat first,characters shaped

by histol over time SecondSelznick (1957) positions characteraa r t  DNAodf h e #
organizationsan integraklementhat cannot be easily extractedchanged without significant
consideration. Thirdgharacter actually hagveraffunctiors, such a$elping organizations cope

with changeFinally, though character does have sommovablepropertiescharacter is

dynamic capable oproduéingii n e w and a ©Selzniekel957,.r4@).c0vevall,
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Selznicld €1957)approach to organizational chamcintegrates well witlrriedlands (2009)
institutional substance, in that institutional substansalfi@undational rolen the realization of
institutions, with organizational characteraagynamic or malleable realization of the substance

at theorganizational level.

Like Friedland (2009), Selznick (1992) also suggests a certain elusive quality in describing

institutiors, which he references with an apt musical example:

Thespirit of a practice or institution is intrinsically elusive; it can eeidif 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, interpretatéon interaction. Hence the need

for sustained and intimate experien¢p. 333)

Thisii e | u s i v elapickall992tpy38% understood via experience or action, a well
placed parallelto nst i t ut foous atheacdtiamsokbobttsindividuals and groups of

individuals.l alsoarguethas uc h an 0 el u sstotheinstjuicadl gotely 0 poi nt

Selznick (19401953 also gives particular attention to the social environmewhich an

organization develops itharacter Thi& 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 whaharacterize the organizat@rsocial
environmend (p. 183).Selznicld 6 1 94 9 /s1lWObBt)amt i ve r esimdarte nce o ( p.
Fri edl anfinhstimtiofalsOb8t@ne Fur t her t o an organi zati on
(Selznick, 1949/1953, p. 183elznick (1992) alstighlights the complex datp-day workings

and interworkings of organizations within a socevironmentwhich suggests that

institutional character comes from within and outside the organization

The character of an organization includes its cultoue something more as well. A
pattern of dependendyfor example, on a specific labor force, a market, or particular
suppliersi mayhave little to do with symbolism or belief. The character of a company or

a trade union owes much to the structure ofridestry, the skills of employees or



37

members, the alliance that can be fashioned, and many other practical limits and
opportunities. Attitudes and beliefs account for only part of an argton distinctive

character(p. 321)

This conception ofharacter confirms an institutiGmembership in a greater social reality, or
ecology of institutionsAn institution is the whole of itself, but also the people, organizations and
institutions external to itselfThis conceptualization can be applied to the context of the
symphony orchestra, whoswstitutionalcore is visible not only to those internal act@ts;h as
conductors, playemnd manags, but also to externahes such as audiencesindersand other
institutions,such as thetate aneéducationTo this, Selznick (1957) offersgarticularly apt
perspective obrganizationaleadershipiiwe shall not find any simple prescriptions for sound
organizational leadershig. requires nothing less than the propedering of human affairs,

including the establishment of social order, the determination of public interesheatefense

of criti(ml valueso
Overall,theinstitutional core is set amidst a complex socialmit t o defend i nter
v al ySelgnick, 1957p.ix), all the whiletaking intoaccoune x t er nal , fApubl i c i1

(Selznick, 1957p. ix). In the case of institutional maintenance amidst disruption, one must cast a
muchwider net to thosestances of disruption both internal and external to the institution.

Institutionalization and manizationalcharacter

Selznick (1957) also conneaisganizationatharacter formation to the process of

institutionalization

The emphasis is on the embeint of values in an organizational structure through the
elaboration of commitmeniswaysof 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 bwhich the character of an organization is at40)

larguethaBel zni ckdésey @95V pl BpointeoRrimdlandne nt 2@ 0 9)
institutional substanc€haracter isast by Selznick (2002) as an importpatt of the

institutionalizationprocess, or more generallefinstitutional imperative: ifAn] 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 bectenss aetwork

of human relations, vested @mests, and customary practio€s. 98).

According to Selznick (2002), with éfprocess of institutionalizatiomlsocomes fiobligatiors 0
that can be both a blessing and a cupsé ultimately, organizationaharacter is formediMost
obligations are useful and empowerifigney open channels, mobilize energies, and foster
cooperation. Thealso impose costs. As this tensladen drama unfolds, organizations become

institutions. A distinctive culture amharader[e mphasi s addg@®] i s created:

In sum,| argue that whil®ne goal ofnstitutionalizationis the development of an organizational

character (Selznick, 200Zhis character is a reflection of timetitutioral core
Institutiors and change

Like Friedland (2009), Selzni&(1957)conception of institutional life left roofinif not held
the expectatioii for some form of change. In describing the nature of organizations and

institutions,Selznick (1957)nakes a clear distinon:

Thet e romganizatiom thus suggests a certain bareness, a leanpnsense system of
consciously cenrdinated activities. It refers to axpendable topk rational instrumant
engineered t o do oathgothdr handAis mofeineadytainatutat i on, 0

product of social needs and pressliresesponsive, adaptive organis(p. 5)

However, onesignificantquestion remaindVhile change ipossible andeven expectedow
much and what kind of change is possiban institution is maintainedn recognizable forrp
To begin to answer this questidripcuson theinstitutionalcore i.e., what remains constant

over time,and peripheral elemenise., what may change over time

Like Friedland (2009)Selznick (1957glso takes less aggressive aadentic stanceegarding

changechangeisexpectedb ut as @arfifumatl grimendetenon
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Taking account of both internal and external social forces, institutional studies emphasize
theadaptivechange 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 unpthadaptation to new situation(g.

12)

However, if interpreted somewhat differently, Selznick (1957 )shess at the powend
interestof individuals to effect change, but rather the position that external and internal forces
place individuals ina position ofchoice If the environmenbr contextchanges, what must be

done to maintaininstitution?

Extant literature does not include many instancessd#archhatfocuseson therelationship
betweerinstitutions and characteelznick (1957; 1960.992;2002; 2008) investigated this
relationship the mst rigorously irthe past while a few others touched on theea, albeit, in
somewhat a different vein, anften not citing Selznick aaspiration. Sokal (1990) addresses
institutional character asproduct of a single individué charactewia the case of Clark
University, Massachusetts and its founding President G. Stanley Hall. lilar siomtext, Kuh
(1993) studieshe impact of mission, philosophy, and culture, on ovaratitutionalcharacter,
and how that character impted individualdbehaviorswithin education, most specifically,
universities and college§.herefore Kuh (1993)alignscloselywith the main theoretical question

posed here, though wérying orientatiorandempirical context.

Beyond these few examples S e | @9b7; 896 992; 2002; 2008prk on institutional
and organizationatharacter has not been actively embraced by the organizational literature.
However,it has greapotential in helping to further theoritlee institutionalcore in particular,

clarifying what is held constamturing the maintenance process.

Authenticity andntegrity
The related concepts of authenticity and inte
(2009)institutional substancer essencea s we |l | a($95751960z1892; 2003, 2008)

institutional and organizationaharacterin developing the institutional caréhe nature of
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authenticity and integrity have bedaveloped to the greatest extbgtSelznick (1992; 2002;

2008). Howeer, overall, they again dwot figure very prominently within the organization

theory literature, nor the rapidly developing institutional work literature. The following
discussioraddresseS el zni ck 6s (19 @2ndothddeteencei?exen8) wusag

literature.

Authenticity

Authenticity is developed by Selznick (1992) in his description of morality within a modern age,
linking it to elementf character as well as integrigs well as two related notigreoherence
andunity. In particular, these descriptions prova®undationof individual experience that can

be applied to institutions, armtganizations

In describing moral understandings, Selznick (12B2nesauthenticityasa wilfioleness,
inwardness, and seflérmaiton in thought, feeling, and moral choi. 65). In the case of
institutions, authenticityeflecsani n s t i twindlenesaderived fiomtheinstitutioral core,

in terms ofboth practicalandemotionalaspects of institutional life&selznick (1992also links
authenticity to character n o t i aatlgentititly redquires 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 cham@perrl). | argue thathe institutioral core is
expressed via authenticity, with authenticity allowing for the expression of institutional and

organizational character.

Further, in terms of individuals, Selznick (2008) clodeiis aspects o€oherencgeunity, and
identity to authenticity fithe quest for coherence stems from a need for authenticity, the inner
unity and weHlbeing produced by feelings of commitment and idedtjy 62). In the same way,
the institutionakcore expressed via authenticitg]lows for the expressionfaot only character,
but alsogeneral coherenaand unity oridentity. These individual drives are conceptualized by
Selznick (2008gs flowing from a need fantegrity, which according to Selznick (200Q8)

concerns notonly wholenss, but WAcompetencedo
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A primary concern is the coherence and competetie@integrity- of persons, activities,
and institutions. When integrity is weakened, an inner strength is lost, especially the
ability to adapt to new circumstance without losswppse or corruption of value®.
125)

In sum, Selznick (1992; 2008) sees authenticity, integrity, and character as being deeply
interrelated, and itisthi8i nner str engt ho ,d¢rBsitutonalicarethat nfut 0 8
beguarded, withat loss of focus. In particularhése aspects allow individuals and institutions to

change over timayithoutlosing their core.

Beyond the work of Selznick (1992; 2008), extant literature has really very litkiito

authenticity, angdtherefore is anotable gapor missed opportunyt in the literature. One

example is offered by Ritvala and Kleymann (2013) who argue that cluster ecasye

critically tied to authenticity, and authentic leadership work. One further example is drawn from
the visualart 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.e., theauthenticity of experiengsomehing that they argue is
importantsocially to institutions such as the museéuocording toPineand Gilmore (2007),
fimuseums must therefore learn to understand, manage and exceleatng authenticity (p.

76). This perspective aligns well witheinstitutional work perspective that focuses on the
importance bindividuals and the need for work or eff¢kiawrence & Suddaby, 2006;

Lawrenceet al, 2009). Pine and Gilmore (200&lsoisolate two aspects they see as forming
authenticity f baingttue to dnésownseld ( p . beigwhaayouwsayiyou are to

ot h épr79)0Taken together these two statements poitite importance of action,arity of

goals i.e.a welldefinedinstitutionalcore, and finally, having an honesty.,integrity, in

action.In sum,| argue that authenticity is aementf theinstitutioralcorei i t s fAi nner
st r e (5gl2nibkp2008, p. 1253s well asa keyfactorina n i n s tabhility totexpresst® s
core,andcope with change.

p
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Integrity

Selznick (1992) alsdevelops the notion aftegrity, both in terms of personal and institutional

morality. In Selznicks description of personal morality, he emphasizes the importance of

integrity, and links it toauthenticity. For SelznickLl@92), indiv d u a | | nhe eegtnepietey i s 0
of morality and the main concern of the moraladton or di nary | sugggstage Oi n
both honesty andoherence (p. 212). SelznicK1992)alsoargues thatfi ntegrity properly

denotesdoth wholeness and soundneBs.have integrity is to be unmarred by distortion,

deception, or otherformfo di shar mony am2l3).ilfa@lied tb iastitations,i t y o
integrity, like authenticityconfirmst h wholéness nd soundnesso (el zni ck,
institutional coreas wellas mak a n i n ability to maintaiatsell a/er time. Frther,

integrity works in tandem witluthenticityto help institutiongneettheir goalsandavoid, or

repair, disruptionscaused by invasive elants

As with authenticity,Selznick (1992) also links personal integrityatiion ancemotionality
Selznick (1992) argues thatindivald 6 s 1 nt egr i ttpmaintain;workis al ways e a

involved:

Integrity is eagr 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 maintainntegrityisahal-won ac hi eftee ment é
manifested in rudnentary, 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 tierplay of form and conteiitandthe personal

struggle entailed in that interplafpp.213-214)

In addition to personal integrity, Selznick (1992) directly applies integrity to organizations and
institutions as well. In his eaelr work, Selznick (1957)nks integrity anctharacter, via the

impact of hstory 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 dpfttiéens, 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 fulfillmfegroaip integrity

and aspiration(p. 16)

Selznick (1957alsopositionsintegrity as one of the mainstitutional concerns for actors or

| eaders. Leader s mu sthe defemae of enstitutionahrtegrytnd v es wi t h
persistence ofistiacty eov@amiesat icomiPeknick, ®s7ep, and r o
119) .defehbe® §Sel zni cworkcom@emanttheipstitutinal vork
perspectiveods f oc usheimportamamthomas aganoydForaSeltnicko n, and
(1992), agency is often cast under the watch ofitheral @y e nwiithin the confines of

integrity:

flIAgencyo 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 amoral agent, something moreriequired. 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 integgit (pp. 238239)

Further, Selznick (1957) cites the defence of integrity as being an important result of the
institutionalization proces$iAs [institutionalization] occurs, organization management becomes
institutional | e ardspansbility ip not sd rhueh téclanical admidistrativea i n

managementasthe maidken c e of i nst i(pr138).i onal integrityo

Here, Selznickbés (1957) descr theinstitutiamal corfe, andh e d e

its importance in shaping orgaations 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
organizationand does so at many levels of experiefbe. building of integrity is part
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of what we hmstiuBonatearibloedd niehnet fiof pur poseo and
major function ofleadership (pp.138139)

Selznick(1957) alsaaddresses thmaintenancef integrity. Specifically, maintaining integrity is

possible, but iagainr e q u i r eTée abildyrtdksustaii integrity is dependent on a number of

general conditions, including the adequacy withiwc h goal s h gwil20).méisn def i
case, atrong insitutional core imecessary to maintain integrityelznick (195 alsolinks the

fidefensé (p. 119) of institutional integritps a mai objective of leadershigttemptingo

sur vi ve i stheeadershe of@any @dity faild when it concentrates on sheer survival:
institutional survival, properly understood, is a matter of maintawdhges and distinctive

i de n(p.6Y).Vhereforedefenceworkinvolvest he t endi ng of 1987wpal ueso (
63), or the institutional <core, p&3iewel | as nd
something distinct or unique that reflects aspects that have been changguairasl byshifting

contexts
Selznick (1957) alsetates 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
sufficientlygr eat f or c e instituteonalgntegriey is characteristically i
vulnerable when values are tenuous or insecure. This variation in the strength of values

has receigd little scientific attention(pp.119-120)

| argue thatheinstitutional core caralsobe threatened. All relatezslementscharacter, identity,
authenttity and integrity while contributing totiiei n n e r aetsubgct tg tidruption. It

takes workto define and defend this core.

Finally, Selznick (1992) also shifts his focus from action to structure in the following passage
while emphasizing halance beveen action and structunealues and form. In some waysista
useful reminder for the theorist of institutional work, t@ia a pendulum swing.e., to suppress

form for valuesandstructure for action.

The idea of integrity shifts attéon from conduct to structure. Our main concern is not

acts or even rules but effectiveganizationof person, institution, or community.
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Organization for moral welbeing establishes basic values, and it also mobilizes
resources and nurtures relatioipsh 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 supp@elznick, 1992p. 215)
Integrity and bange

As with Friedlandds (2009) oressancegpdtl i 8@l nhi ck&s
(1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 20P&nception ofnstitutional and organizationaharacteas well
asaut hent i ci (L992)conseptionz af integktyatso alvs for change, but within

certain parameters

In defending institutional integrity two basic strategies have long been followed. One
focuses on a jealous regard &mtonomythe other, a wary quest fotegration
Autonomy safeguards values atmmpetencies by entrusting theéontheir most
commitied agents and by insulating thémmm alien pressures and temptations.
Integration, for its part, widens support for the institution and provides opportuoities

growth and adaptatiofp. 334)

In thesame way, Wile the institutional coreequires defence, some types of change are possible,
and desirable. | argue that such Agrowth and
possible change in terms thie institutionakore, whichdefinesi t s A a USelanclk, BP9
p.334), while all owi ng [fi334)toechangeinipariphéral dsfeetéaf ni c k
the institution as necessitated byitaxt or history. Bth Friedland (2009) and Selznick (1992)

do not discount an institiené placement within a larger social waqrig., an ecology of

institutions and organizationghichchangsover time; however, an institution must maintain

its integrity within this shifting environment, an institutional balancing act that requinenmrk

and | argue, creativityfiThe 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 insulgrivithout embracing opportui s (8sdznick, 1992p.

336)
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Selznick (1992) isolates those institutionsthat e parti cul arly committed

which, | argue points to the context of theymphony orchestra. To these, Selznick (1992)
cautiongthe length to which organizationsseekic h Aopennesso:

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, necessarygnditions of institutional integrity. The need fmntrolledadaptation is
widely appreciated. If an institution is too weak (or too inept) to defend its integrity, we
should call it opportunistic ratheial than
commitment to openness must remain aware of the difference between responsiveness

and opportunism(p. 336)

Overall,l argue hattheinstitutional coredetermingthese limits, not only what institutional

attributes must remain the sanbait alsathose which may change over time.

At the time, Selznick (1957) makaslear call for more research in understanding the
importance of integrity, both for theoretical and practical understandilgitutional integrity

is characteristically vulnerabighenvalues are tenuous or insecuf&his variation in the
strength of values has received little scientific attention. Yet it commands much energy and
concernm  pr act i c alp.12e).Sqlzeick(13NHgoes@s far as to say théewii aspects
of organkation are so important, yet so badly neglected by students of the subject, as this

probl em of i nsti(p.180)i onal integrityo

In examining the literature, indeed much more has been said about institutional integrity than
authenticity, though these deigtions come from a variety of academic orientations. Several
institutional contexts have been examined including the state (Ware & Kisriev, 2001; Engelbrekt,
2011), law (van DerMerwe, 2000Conditt Jr., 2001WWagner, 2003; Ntlama, 2011; Ratnapala &
Crowe, 2012), education (Puyear, 1983nceicao & Heitor, 2002 health (lltis, 2001; Bisson,

2002), and the church (Cushman, 1981). Some of these authors name institutional integrity, but
do not definat. 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 tinee GohdittJr.

r
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(2001) andConceicéo & Heitof2002) argue that institutional integrity is inherently valuable
and should be preserved, lalgo susceptible to harm, threat, and.ldigis (2001) strongly links
institutional integrity to issues pertainitgmorals ancthics, and highlights the netat a clear
definition of institutional integrity. A rather strong structural stance is also apparent, where
institutionalinteg i t y i s unde rdeaw[iagddistinctbouridariestbstwee n i
institutionso f v ar i ¢Emgelbréki, 204 3. 067).

Several definitions of institutional integrity have been offered in the protésstheorization

Of interest is Puyeé (1985), where institutional integrity defined as thédegree to which the
institution is able to remain true to its basic mission( pEx 680 di ng Pwmgre ar 6 s
basic definitionCushman (1981argues thainstitutional integrityfimay appertain to a

structured social organism or organization devoted, as instrumeettam acknowledged ends,
laudable or not, and with relation to which some men and women are, as it were, prime movers
and managetgp. 52). Cushman (1981) goes on to highlighe | z n(1982k2602; 2008)

ficoherenceandfunityo. Accordingto Cushmarl(9 8 1) , i nst i tsuallyi onal i

(1

nt e

manifests itself in functional coherer@en d o ut war d u n(p.52y. Havef Cughmgnr e s s i

(1981)focuses on both function and action, and later highlights the importance of struatifre

institution maypossess integrity insofar as its structural order (involving governing principles) is

conducive to the advancement of its ownrackw| edged and (pd52)sGushmant i v e

(1981)citesaldc or | os s of institutionig moilohgertravhte o (pa93sadl f O
simlar ar gument t os(2007)ycancemingduth&iicltywithin tbedcontext of
museumsThese few examples strongilign withthe presence dheinstitutional core, a

balance ofiction and structure, amdtegrity, as valued institutional virtue that requires work

over time

llitis (2001) takes a similar stance, defining institutional integrity in two wiawykat an

institutionds moral commitmentsughttobean d € wh at  d@rcommitnsentardéd@.t i o n
321). However, lltis (2001) goes on to offer an inteq@adternal perspective f i unisersalista i
moral integritg [thatle v al uat e s sactions agairtstiaigandral standard of ritgral
external to(pth82ilhst andt il othyaé ajstahevaluatianofan |
institutioni n | i ght of i t(g 32b)whisntematexternainseparatigpovides a

e

nt e
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useful template foanecologicalapproach to institutions, as well as the maeafical
considerations around tleenpirical context of the symphpmrchestrai.e., both internal and

external aspectsiustbe addressed during times of disruption

Finally, Wagner (2003), while not providing a definitive definition, offers some unique ideas

around institutional integrityWagner (2003) links integrity withrpfessionalismas well as
Apersonal virtueo (p. 48Nagared 6fpe dd®diBgdct c har a
of individuals aligns well withtheinstitutional work perspectivend its call tdi b fg]j the
individual back i nto etals20lltpusR)Wagnea(R0O3ydesamr vy 0 ( L
to argue thainstitutiond i n t e profasdiogalismanrthe firactice of law depends less on a

code of professional conduct than on the personal chaa¢ter t he 1 ndi vijpdual sub
48). Further Wagng2003) implieghat institutional integrity is not about rules, but actions,

including the actions of individual$Vithin the institutional work literatureoneexample stands

outin terms ofintegrity. The work of L& and de Ron Howdifetedt®Mmsaff f er s A
institutional maintenance work can preserve the ostensive intefirityi nst i t uti onal i ze
(p. 186).

On a final note,ntegrity is frequently referenden the musical literature. Omxamplejs

offered by Tawa (2009), whtescrilesAaronCo p | an d 6 s alperspectivelawai o0 n

(2009) emphasizesthatslpar t i cul ar A miesistecctlzanindividuatify and e r A

integrity could still be maintained even asacompbserav el ed t he (@Pd®.d t o poj
Tawa (2009) notes a balance between integréagdtraditional compositional stylésand

individuality of the composer. Harahdhand these two aspects accompany a composer in

writing for a present audience.
Institutions and organizationalentity

A final area that has important linkages to the institutional core includestitutionalapproach
to organizational identityan aredargely overlookedn the literaturethoughrecentlytaken up

by Glynn (2000; 2008 In earlier work, Glynn (2000) defines organizational idergtitya kéy
intangible aspect of any institution. It affects not only fworganization defines itself, but also

how strategic issues and problems, including the definition of firm capabilities andoesaare
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def i ned a (pd86). Brawong fvoen dhe work of Dutton and Dukerich (1991), Dutton,
Dukerich, and Harquk{1994) and Dutton (1997), Glynn (2000) emphasizes that organizational
identity is a productofogni zat i onal actaimonekng procesabeunthioger a
organizational attributes thatarence r al , di st i n(p.286)vreparecdad Ghyynm d ur i n g
(2008) highlights the followingentral questionf identity studiesWho are we as an

organizatior? In the case dhis thesisthis questions reformulated aswvhy are we an

organizationand howare we an organizatichThese two questiorfecus onwhat constitutes
theinstitutionalcoreas well asvhy it exists

Overall,l argue thatheinstitutional coreserves as thiundation ¢ organizational identity

creation, from which individual organizations are abléevelop a distinctive idéty within
variedcontextsln particular,Glynn (2008)positionsinstitutionsasfienable[ingJorganizational

identity constructiorby supplying a set of possible legitimate identity elements with which to
construct, give meaning to, and legitimize identities and identity sym{ml4$13).l argue that
these filegitimate identity thdirstitudomicared ( Gl ynn,
However, | theorizéheinstitutional coreasasingle institutionafiel e m e rathebthan multiple

fiel e me, which serves as a foundation fganizational identity.
Identity. Extant iterature

In developing annstitutional perspective torganizational identity work, Glynn (2008yaws

from the work of Selznick1957) whooffers twocentralclaims regarding identity. First,

Selznick (1957) depicts institutionalizati on
institutions as theyaienf used with valueodo (p. di&inct with or
identityo (p. 40) as one of the most Selzmcg @95T)ant r es
firmly links identity and survival (or maintenance), arguing fimastitutional survivg properly
understood, is a matter of maintaining values
particular fAmai nt aining val ueso (thSiestittional ardethatis 95 7, p .
maintained over timevewitbdentithan@g8el aDi skijnt
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 arrangermant of a sustained corieg., valuesand changeable pehery as part of a

distinctive identityis suggested by Selznick (1957):

The e i s a close relation bemaveretne Assamcdel.sd on
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 seffaintenance becomes more than bare organizational

survival; it becomes a struggle to preserve the uniqueness of the group in the fage of n

problems and altered circumstances. (p. 21)

In referencingorganizational identityS e | z ni ¢ k (1 9 5characteferraasiorot h(ep .t er m

40), which seems to be used interchangeably with the notion of aegamalidentity.

Following Albert andWhetten (1985)Glynn (2008)lsonotes that within the literature, the

Adomi nant approach model s-makngpecesdhahcentessoral | den
three corattributes the central, distinctive and enduring charaotdr t he o r(pg4®).i zat i o
Specifically,Albert and Whetten (1985) argue thia¢first attribute, acentralcharactera ¢ tas f

a guide for what they [organizations] should do and how other institgidn® ul d r el at e t
(267). Glynn(2008)extends this argument byggesting that such a central charadiewplies

an inter-organizational (andhstitutional) environmenvh i ch enr obes (ptd2. or gan

| positonsichain gui deo ( Al bert & astaiestitatienacore 1985, p. 26°

The second attributéjstinctivecharacterappears in the identity literatyrasa focus on

Aorgani zati onal member sbé6 percepti ooa(Slyno,f , and
2008, p. 422). Further, Glynn (2008) emphasi z
erhancement of the reputation or image of the organization, but also cues that enable external
audiences to perceive the or ganilisanttiveoess, as | eg
thereforerefest o an or gani zat i on 0lseleraents tb indetythe lemandsh a n g e
of a variety of contextaVithin the context of the symphony orchestraiqueness of sound is

one suclhdistingushing factor (e.ghedistinctive sound of the Vienna Philharmonic is often

cited as being ammportant part otheir identity; Cooper, 2014uly 30.
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Further,Pedersen and Dobbin (20Qfgue thatn institutional propensity for conformityns
simultaneously with a search for uniquené8$ie antinomy between the central findings of
neoinstitutional and organizanal culture theories, we argue, reflects a wider social process in
which organizations create legitimacy by adopting recognizable forms and creaitg ldent
touti ng t hdp 898).8avearaljathermwehors tbatpport this position of balagc
includingtheoretical contributions @drewer (1991)Gioia (1998), and Glynn and Lounsbury
(2001),and key empirical papers by Porac, Thomas, Wilson, and Kanfer (1995), Lant and Baum
(1995),andLeifer and White (1987).

Finally, Glynn (2008) notesttehi r d, and most highly contested,
conceptualization of identitgnduringcharacter. Iparticular this attributeas enacted byhe

institutioral core, but enabled through organizational work towards distinctiveness. Olerall,

argue thatdentity, i.e., a goal or end result, is a living image that appears as institutional actors

attend to the institutional car€entrality and endurance stem franfoundational core, while

distinctiveness flows from the malleability of peripheral, institutional elements.

The contributions of Alberdnd Whetten (1985) are followed by further work of Selznick (1,992)
on the nature of various social communities, wigomtstoa count er poi nt bet wee

i.e. core, and fAperipheral 06 aspect s:

A framework of shared beliefs, interests, and commitments unites avseteafgroups

and activities. Some are central, others peripheral, but all are connected byhlabnds t

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 anedperter@aelc hi ng

of community. (pp. 35859)

Here, Selznick (1992) emphasizes both central and peripheral asp@@smmunity, with
Avariedo (p. 358) (@& 859 eanmenitgkpeiience.dinghe saméway, thdéh e r 0
varietyafforded by periphetaspectys.the persistence dfieinstitutionalcore,createsa

Ari cher o ( Sel zexperienke of thHe ;h&iition, iptegraBidn®aintaining the

institution over time.
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A coreperiphey perspective is observegveral authotmaccouns of thedual (or duel) role of
institutions i.e., as enabling and constraining entities, in various organizational contexts.

Pedersen and Dobbin (2006) ardoeconformity at some basic, foundational levabngside

expected variety A An o r g at make datms t heingnaurecognizable member of a

genus, and species, but it must also make claims to being a distinct member. The same is true for
individual so (p. 904). As desidentitybogrdoreby GI ynn
specifically, arorganizatiods reflection of te institutional coré becomesi s t y I(p. 41.%).d 0

This duality of role is also shared theinstitutional work perspective, which focuses on the
recursive relationship between institutions and individuals (Lawrensadidaby, 2006;

Lawrenceet al, 2009). | argue that this dual role is depicted througliaties on the

institutional corewith expertly rendered experimentation at gheiphery via institutional

a c t dawts-day work within unique organizational cemts.

In theorizingtheinstitutional core, clear linkages between aspects of identity, image and
reputation are necessakyithin extantliterature,Whetton and MacKay (2002) offer one of the

clearestheorizatios of theseinterconnections

Broadly speking, identity, image, and reputation are fundamental components of the
selfmanagemerprojecti theeffectiveness of which is central to the success of
organizations as social actors. Within this framework, image and reputation are treated as
component®f a symmetrical communications process between the organization (self)

ard relevant stakeholders (othg(p. 400)

Whetten and MacKay (2002) theorize thagoa ni z at i o nhat organmatignal agergs A

want their external stakeholders to undersiandost central, enduring, and dmstiive about

t heir or(pa0il). A aredpmealgpart of thisprocess or gani zati anal rep
particular type of feedback, received by an organization from its stakeholders, concerning the
credibilityoftheor gani zat i o n 6(¥hetted & MacKay, 2002; #04d)i Imrayo
conceptualization aheinstitutional core, these tweciprocal processesegoverned by the

institutional core, while allowing the necessary latle for organizations to eatedistinctiveness

in peripheral aspects of the institution.



53

One further consideration is offered Gyynn (2008), who positionghe Atlanta Symphony

Orchestra as an exampleaminflicting identities, ohybridized identitiesGlynn (2008) argues

t hadampilcex organization |ike a symphonyé may he
char act er gtheplayers HAding on the aesthetic dimension, while management

focusing on the financial on@. follow up empirical study by Glynn ardcbunsbury (2005)

focuses on critics of the Atlanta Symphony, and how their criticaéwes/can be cast as

S i g ni $tariesahat revedl important insights about the nature of symphonic identity and the
strategies of organizatiahadaptation that arerep | o Ypel@52).

The institutional corés helpful inreconciling such examples ofiultiple or conflicting

expectations around organizational identity. For example, a symphony orchestra must attend to

both performingnusicandovercoming financiatongraints of theenvironment. Theswvo

goals arenota modern manifestation: musically proficient players and significantly endowed

funders have always been required to allow the orchestra to surviveinafitationalcore

might both aspire to? Where dwese two identities intersect as oWéRile the complexity of the

symphony orchestra demandh at Gl ynn ( 2 CcOt8rdlreperoises of indareng as A
that organizations can appropriateto @drs t he que st i(p.A21)d arguéthah o we ¢
this complexity must attend to a singhstitutionalcorewi t h fl exi bi l ity in th
me a ni n g oaro(nd thasdmizcbrg

Overall, these early theorizations of organizational identity, and specific institutional linkages
offeredbySemi ck (1957; 1992), Il ead to Glynndéds (200
institutional understandings of identity, and especidhpw institutions enable organizational

identity construction by supplying a set of possible legitimate identity elements with which to
construct, give meaning to, and legitimize id

lays important groundworor my theorization otheinstitutional core.
Aninstitutioral approach toorganizational identity

| arguethatGl y n n 6 sdes€riptior0oo8di s et of possi ble | egitimate
413)referencehe institutionakore.In some respects,|@n (2008) already poisto thar

origin: finstitutionalism and identity hawaeaning at theicoreo (p. 413).In other wordsthe
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institutional core drives organizational identity creation, and holds the mehataives

action or what Glynn (2008)lescribes as performance.

In Glynnés (2008)survey of the fewnstitutionalapproachethat appear in the literatyrevo
approachearesignificant First,identityi s cast fias Oes-based,iig.al i st é ar
reflecting some underlyingdrt rouregba ni z at i qm46).Glgnh @008) ofters ano

institutional alternative of focusing n  arganizatiods membership in a social category [over

an] organizatios e s s(rhl *E)o. From my perspecpdl)e, a Atr.L
characte points totheinstitutioral core, buffered by elements of authenticity and integrity.

Second, Glynn (2008) finds t hastrategidresourcet y i s a
being deployed to competitive advantage and functioning as a gudida tbecisionrmaking and
strategic choiceo (p. 416). This ada@proach 1 in
Aenact ment or (p.i420f idenity, whesgterfoonante is related to survival.

Glynn (2008)highlightsperformance, buctioncould alsancludeconstruction and
(re)constructionandchange Frommy perspective, this focus on actisrguided by the

institutional core, but enacteid the dayto-day work of institutional actor®rawing from the

work of Eliasoph and Lichterman (2003), Glynn (20@Rpdraws particular attention to

Aiexpect athowactoss slobigerdotman identity in specific situations ( p. 425) . G|
(2008) argues that when organizational identittesai put t o use i n practi cé
meaning and relevance is reaffirmed as subjec

organizations putting theinstitutionalcore intoaction as well as the various components of

their identities, is integral to related meanings aebibvance

In both approacheteinstitutional corecan be conceptualized as beatghe heart of both the
attributes andtrategicactions of organizationdoth of which enable an organizatioandan
institutioni to be maintained over time. Glynn (2008) references such a concgahizational
identity as a attributebased concept 6r ¢ o essenc@ (p. 417), a term specifically used by
Friedland (2009). Further, Glynn (2008¥soreferences theature of personal identity, a

technique employely Selznick, in his descriptions of organizational character and authenticity.

Overall,Glynn (2008)isolatestwo main contributionsf extentinstitutionalidentity work first,

how i nst inacotleved intsrorgamzatiorial influencestuate and shape
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organizational identiti@s(p. 414); and second, how these saméturtsons aid organizations in

fadapt [ i ng] t hsecurelegitirdaey(pt4ild). | aegaechattth@mstitutionalcore

for ms t he s our-ewd,ide-organizatibnalifloeaces o( GI ynn, 2008, p
and dictates what can lbbanged and what cannot. Téenstancyof the institutional cor@ot

only provides direction in identitgr chaacterformation, but also clarity around what peripheral

aspects can be changed over time to strengthen the organization within changing contexts over
time and placeGlynn (2008) hints at this in describing the nature of restrictiBagén though
institutionalstructures and environments tend to sanction some kinds of meanings and elements
over othersthey are nonetheless complex and ntelktured in meaning, thereby makisgme

variation in identities possibddp. 414). Specifically, | argue th#te instititional coredictates

what fAmeanings and el emustrena dns(aovgrtime, arath€D 8, p .
thatmay change

Finally, Glynn (2008) providstwo further argumentfor an institutional approach to identity.

First, Glynn (2008) desdyes theroleofm i nst i t ut i o mawaaterigé(po420)di ng t |
from which organizational identities are constructed. This is in line with the institutional core;

however | argue the institutional core is understood asgleraw material oessence rather

than severalThough sometimes elusive, timstitutionalcore is ultimately @ingle overarching

idea, value omeaning, rather than several ideas, valaesjeanings. Whil&lynn (2008)

positionsseveral raw materialBscomposng an orgaizatiorts identity, therefa caling for

actors to engage i(p.420) largd an inglittitiode pesistendeandc ol age o
member organizatiorigpersistencé points to a single corevhichis intelligible and describable

as a single me#ng. It exists, but can be difficult to articulagefoundation upon which other

fimeaningé reverberate.

Glynn (2008) encourages future research around the notion of institutional bricolage Jlgspecia
around und e rwideranodels in thendtithtiensl éeldfirom which organizatnal
identities (pnd2d).Glymoni(2808)rdivides teedatndels into two types: those of
flocale n v i r o n me nve.&distal 6rpniverdagnvirpnments (p. 424)n some regardshe
institutionalcore suggests such a divisiavhatis the foundational constant for an institution and

its memberg,e., theuniversaltruth, andwhat local attributes amalleable and changealilg
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institutional actors in theday-to-day work of maintaining an institon?For Gl ynthe ( 200 8)
process of identity construction becomes the process of institutional bricolage, where
organizations incorporate cultural meanings, values, sentimentslasdnto their identity

c | a i(pmR4.In particular theinstitutionalcoreguides such a process of identity
construction, witlthe various collected meanings aradues having some flexibility as context
dictates. Glynn (2008) als@addressesomeimplicationsof abricolage approactSpecifically,

A wh e n zationg @ppropriate institutional elements from diffefeabhdespecially

oppositional categoridéstheycan erode the boundaries that compartmentalize these elements
and t hus bl un@®lynad R0O&pi4843.Anialieraateevievis offeréd by a

ecological approach to institutianshere institutions work in a very symbiotic way. Common
institutional elementprovide thenstitutional gluethat binds these larger, complex institutional

configurations.

Glynn (2008)also focuses on institutionséthe nature dboundariesi.e., a central character
fimplicates a set of institutional categories and boundaries frochwihis character draws

me a n i(pndd2). This perspectiveanbe complemented by one thadfers a more organjor
threedimensional approach theinstitutional core Rather than a central core with xefil
boundary between it amdore malleable aspectscast the institutional cowrs a pervasive
essencéhat impacts all aspects of an institution, and its organizatioeaibersThis
perspective is suggested by Selznick (1957), in his descriptitwe ofiefence of integrity, where
fiu n i (p.yL3V) or in the case of this research, igtitutionalc or e, A becomes so fi
of group life that itcolors and direct§emphasis added] a wide variety of attitudes, decisions,
and f or ms o fp.189).Ig thimway, thénstitutioalc © r e  f(Setzhick, 195D,
p. 139)all aspects of an institution to some extent; howevehimthis intricate networkvariety
could existas part of secalled peripheral aspec¢&s enacted by tinitive individuals within

unique contexts.
Conclusion

In sum, loffer theinstitutional coreas the focus of institutional maintenance wadrargue that
theinstitutional core drms the basis of institutions and member organizatwitis peripheral

aspects found within the institutional environment providing opportunities for experimentation,
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adaptation and changgheinstitutional core directly informan organizatiogs charater and
identity-creation activitiesand related aspects of integrity and authenticity, as welhagize

and directs action awvork. Thereforethe institutional corgoverns both attributes and actiais

the organizational level, while making clear what must be maintained over time, and what may

changeTheinstitutional core does allow for distined elements or variatigribut within limits.

Second, within my viewinstitutions do constrain and enabT his aspect is foundational within
theinstitutional work perspective that viewstitutions and individuals,e., organizations or
even indivdual actorswithin a generative and recursive relationship (Lawrezicd, 2009).

From my perspective, ¢hinstitutional cores, in part,a constrainti.e., it is the immovable

aspect of an institution that gives it life. However, this @seenables and directs an institution
and its organizational members to draw from the institutional environmeexperimentation,
adaptation and change. While thetitutionalcore provides the sustenance for maintainimey t
institution over timeperipheralspectgan be used creatively by individuals to cope with

changing environments.

Thereforetheinstitutional corejs conceptualized assingle potent and motivating institutional
substancé¢hat is at the heart of the institutional maintenance over &me.element$
institutional substance, or essence (Friedland, 2009), institutional andzatgaral character
(Selznick,1957; 1960; 1992; 2002; 200&uthenticity and integrity, and identity (Glynn, 2000;
2008) inform this conceptualization. In particulbargue that institutions are driven bgiagle
institutional corerather than severaores Further | do nottake a boundarjocused approach
but rather position the institutional core gseavasive essendkat impacts all aspects of an
institution,as well as its maber organizations. Finally, | argue that institusomust be
understood as being membef a higherlevel 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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Chapter3: Research Context and Methodology

| focus onhow institutions are maintained over timia the empirical context of the symphony
orchestra, specifically the New York Philharmonic. As the oldest extant orchestra in America, it
constitutes a higjprofile, contemporary example of a symphony orttaesistorically, the
symphony orchestra has beenigtuential arts institution since its beginnings in rdid"

century Europe (Spitz& Zaslaw, 2004). Today, the symphony orchestra persists in North
America and beyond, asvehicle of artistic expreson for instrumentalists, soloists, and
conductors, a significant artistic ingredient for to@agities, and oft a symbol of nationalistic

pride. That said, many symphony orchestras struggle with rising operational costs, declining
audience numbers, atite variability of funder commitmerithelate 20" and early 2%

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 addresshis overarching theoretical questidroffer theinstitutional core drawing from
Friedlandds (2009, 0ori estiene €05;8%0; 1992 ROB2H2D08¢ e
institutional and organizationaharacter, and related conceptsofhenticity and integrity, and
identity (Glynn, 2000; 2008). | offer the ins
maintainedamidstdisruption as expressed via four key propositions

In the first stage, my general analytic strategy detersnifiat elements of the symphony
orchestra have been maintained, and what elements have changed ovér doirg so | draw

from the work of Spitzer and Zaslaw (200dho provide a framework of key orchestral

elements, as well as several commissionedchamecommissioned 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 Philharmoric since ts inception in 1842.

In the second stageia a mixed method desighdeterminehow actors, both endogenous and
exogenous to the symphony orchestra, engagepairing and recreating practiceDuring this
process, | remain sensitive themes that emge duringdata collection and analysis. Finally, |
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alsofocus onthe institutional core, and its applicability to the process of maintaining institutions

over time,i.e. what is the institutional core of the symphony orchéstra

General outline

| employ a qualitativeesearch design (Creswell, 2013; Creswell, 2014) to develop and extend
our understanding of how institutions are maintained over time. Maintenance is a theoretical
guestion that is characterized by significant complexity, and therafell-suited to a qualitative
approach. | employ a natural setting (Creswell, 2014) the .New York Philharmonic, in
addressing my main theoretical questions, via a mixed methods approach, utilizing both case
study and archival analysis. Via archiealalysis, | also employ a quantitative component that
allows an investigation of key elemts of threeendogenous actarise., the repertoire, soloists

and conductors, in terms of what Heeen maintained, arwdhat has changed over time.

| collect datafom multiple sources, includinte institutionalized archives of the New York
Philharmonic, commissioned and rRoommissionedbiographiesof the New York

Phil har moni c, and New York Times reviews, whi
activities since 1851. In particuldrfocus on maintenance as a process that occursaover

significant length of time,e., not just a few years, or even a few decades, but rather over an

almost 175 year period.

| also draw from the work of Spitzer and Zasla®w(2), who outline the creation and

consolidation of the orchestra in Europe. These authors emphasize that the birth of the orchestra
was first and foremost procesghat occurred over the years 1650 to 1815, culminating in an
institutional form that wasisttinct 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, taxaomy, organology, orchestratiamd social history. These five key elements

form a basic foundation for the various aspects of the symphony orchestra that | 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, | first put primary importance on participant meanings, over



60

my preliminary theoretical propositions. However, through the process of data collection and

data analysis, | interpret these data considering bothmyownandthép ci pant sdé per s
(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 (Cres@@13).

As expected in qualitative methods, the design that | employ is set, but not immovable. My

initial plans have a fluidity over tim&hich isnecessary for both case study method and

archival analysis (Stake, 1995). When using the case stymdytioular, questions often evolve

over time, including those of the researcher,fieet i c 0, and those f,] owing
Aemi co (Stake, 1995). I n general, | take both
2013), in that my angsis favors multiple perspectives rather than one set answer (Stake, 1995),
whichr ef | ects a cl ose fiengagement o with particif

my own views considering my background in music.
On my role as researehand ethical considerations

In addressing my role and impact in the research process, | bring attention to owgrarti
experience in the artse., asprofessional musician (trained as a concert pianist), and arts
managerMy background has served melWe 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. | am still an active
musician sensitive tasaues in artistic life, and, therefore, hav@uanced understanding of

various data. Ultimately my experice shapes my overall findingsd provides grounds for

great opportunityThe University of Alberta granted Research Ethics Boapdaat 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

| employ a mixed method design, using case study design (&3, 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 allowiseinvestigationand analgisofi c o mp | i cat ed
rescarth questi ons 0 ,&asYellras thé2cOoOl[i@n eflcatriche6aBd) stronger array
of evidenceo (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 aumderstanding of institutional maintenance. As

well, since the symphony orchestra is somewhat a unique context within the business literature, it

is also serves asravelatory caseFurtherasl take a historical stance in addressing institutional
manenance, via the New York Philharmonicbs tra
case study al so servedongiteineaasee XOavrepglad 1 qgf 1Yifrodd
(2009) singleembedded case study desiiga., a single case that addresses multiple units of

analysis.
I n defining my approach to case study anal ysi

Case study research is a qualitative approach in which the investigator explordge real
contemporary bunded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time,
through detailed, wilepth data collection involving multiple sources of information (e.g.,
observations, interviews, audiovisual material, and documents and reports), and reports a
casedescription and case themes. The unit of analysis in the case study might be multiple
cases (a multisite study) or a single case (a wihastudy). (p. 97)

| move past Creswell 6s (2013) focus on Aconte
maintenance, which includes both contemporary and historical viewpoints. This stance is

supported by Yin (2009), who alpositionscase studpsbest suited for presenfay contexts,

but does integrate the use of history and related documents and artifeguiie. theat

maintenance, especially institutional maintenance, is not an event captured purely by

contemporary data. It is a process that occurs @wensiderable amount of time and, therefore,
requiresadditionaldata to sufficiently capture é¢fprocessHistorical data is criticato the overall

research desigand 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 usefuls t r ument i n addressin
phenomenao (p. 4), via initial theoretical pr
data. Yin (2009) further offers four different apptioas of case study researcle,, to explain,

describe, llustrateand enlighten. Following this trajectory, | employ the example of the New

York Philharmonic to reach these general analytical goals in answering the main research
guestionhow are institutions maintained over time@rther, this context is empled to answer

the related question dbbw actors, both endogenous and exogenous to an institution, engage in
repairing and recreating practicess well as a culminating questiamhat is the institutional

core of the symphony orches?ra

Finally, the casstudy of the New York Philharmonfits the profile of arexplanatorytype

(Yin, 2009), in that | focus on tHeowandwhybehind institutional maintenance at the New

York Philharmonic. Further, in providing a greater understanding of the maintenancgsproce

this case study is also imfstrumentatype, following Stake (1995),e.fit he pur pose of
study is to go beyond the caseo0o (Stake, 2006,

understanding.
The single case study: Kegraponents

Following Yin (2009), the main components of my case study design consist of the following:
guestions (also highlighted byake, 1995), propositions, unis$ analysis, logic linking data to
propositions, and criteri@r interpretation of findingsBy enploying case study in conjunction

with archival analysis and a sensitivity to histaticoncerns, | collect, analyzand interpret

data from multiple sources to answer these questions, all the while remaining open to emergent
themes during data collectiand analysis. | address these propositions at orgamizbsind
institutional levelsj.e., via the individual member organization, the New York Philharmonic,

and the institution of the symphony orchestra.

Theoretically, our understanding of the mairiiece of institutions is still ongoinghere is
merit in seeking a deep understanding of contexts, including single contexts, as part of the

ongoing theoretical developmenttbfs area. @se study method provides that kind of depth:
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ATo st udy arefullceaasnime its fwretioming and activities, but the first objective of a

case study is to understand the caseé Early o
doneo (Stake, 2006, p. 2). Furtherngeowwaar t of t
considerable apunt of time, anothedt i mensi on addressed by case st
dynami cé |t hiadyosetolampiehsnmayobé observddebut the sense of history and
future are part of t h e stpdy mdthodasoplageSim@okaace on2 0 0 6
context (Stake, 2006), including historical, cultural, physical, political, and aesthetic contexts.
Further, case study methoddés emphasis on a va

secondary source materiglsSt ake, 2006) iaenwel ( Saaké, n2@06 el

Finally, in addressing the maintenance of institutions over time, historical considerations cannot

be dismissed, for as Suddadtyal.(2014) assert, the study of institutional maintenantgages
scholars in fAan i mplicit hiisuhderstandirgthe t hemeo (p
maintenance of institutions over tirmas difficult if not impossible, if the actors, events,

processes and influences over hist@iyd including the preserdye not addressed as a whole.
Hargadon & Douglas (2001) assert that the his
covers the decades often necessary to observe an inn@watiamme r gence and st abi
480). In the same way, a historicalse study offers the breadth and depth necessary to

investigate the maintenance of institutions, while maintaining the rigor necessary for theory
development.

The singl e c aesresisanusdoy : Noted At

The single case study has provoked misgivings in tb&ature; 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 muttase study, it has been effectively used in multiple disciplines,
from political séence (Lipset, Trow, & Coleman, 1956; Allison, 1971the nature of power in
organizations and the explanation of the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, respectively; to sociology
(Johnson, 2007) organizational imprinting and the founding of the Paris Operaysmness

(Schein, 2003) why businesses succeed or fail.



64

The single case study has served as a useful methodological tool in developing theory
(Ei senhardt, 1989; Ragin & Becker, 1992; Yin,
tool 01 98l,n,p. 58). Rojas (2010) hi ghtolobsegrtvet s it

processes that would require interviews, field site visits, and internal organizational documents to

construct a credibl e accounfocusesg qnitsstteAghIgf. Fur t
Anovelty, testability, and empirical wvalidity
evidenceo (p. 548), as -auitdtdbnewa eseardh arbas or regear¢hp a r t
areas for which existing¢hor y seems i n&d&equateo (pp. 548

Kieser (1994) also notes two important tensions that require resolution. First, there are concerns
with generalization over the unique. Accordin
uniqueness of organizations, whibrganization theorists stress the general dimensions of

organi zationso (p. 612). This potenti al probl
historical case method. Following Geertz (1973), Hargadon and Douglas (2001) argue that

The purposefosuch 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 mayot 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), fisociologists...favor grand th
theori eso (p. 612). However, though business hi
methods do not necessarily preclude the possibility of theoretical gains. Overall, | employ

historical methods in a context that demands historical sensitivitynsétutional 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
advantags, 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 (Pettigré@i/;1Hargadon &

Douglas, 2001; Brunninge, 2009; Rojas, 2010). Drawing from the work of Pettigrew (1990),
Brunninge (2009) argues for the value of the
mere volume, but also stem from multiple sourcedudecontextual aspects and represent an

extended pepxldod of ti meo (

Overall, the New York Philharmonis awell-positionedcase 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
in 1842 to the current day. Second, the New York Philharmonic is also one of the more visible
andwell-knownorchestras in the world. As such, a wealtlaahival data iswvailable for study

offeringh hi st ori cally grounded ethleldelypi 333hecessaryanat er i a

determine the nature of the maintenance of the symphony orchestra over time.
Archival analysis

Archival analysis was chosen to compl ement wh
that is the focus of case study, archival analysis offers a complementary set of interests,
including the Awhoo, fAwhatniuc hfow2qgeyyiregs,, Ahow ma
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 Philharmoagcehwealth 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 ioth maintaining and disrupting those institutions.

Second, echival analysis also offers the opportunity for quantitative analysis (Yin, 2009)
concerning key elements that have been maintaorethangeaver time. In the case of the
New York Philharmonicthis includes such aspects as the nature of the repertoire, salodsts
conductors, three key actors whose trajectories showrgled yet very different expressions
over time, in terms of thelevel of congstencyas a groups. their level of cange.Thereforea
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mix of quantitative and quightive measures are employee,, frequency as well as presence

andabsence of key elements.

In sum, | employ a mixed method approach that involves case study and archival analysis as part
of the overall research design to answer the main theoretical quéstwmre institutions

maintained over timePfocus on times of disruptioand thereforalso questionwhat aspects

of institutions are maintained, and what aspects are allowed to cR&ejated to these
guestions, | al bow dd actargy Isoth endlogénoul and éxag@nous to an
institution engage imepairing and recreating pactice® Overall, considering a focus on the
institutional core, a related and final question of this research iswhasis the institutional

core of the symphony orches?ra

Empirical context

As noted by Creswell (2013)hesite for investigatioms an important decisionand once set,
directsthe investigation ofuch aspects as actors, events, and pres@dses & Huberman,

1994). The New York Philharmonic was chosen asithm sitefor the following three reasons.
First, as the process of mainéece is something that occurs over a significant amount of time,
the New York Philharmonic is welilaced as oldest extant orchestra in ting¢édl Statesrad

North America, first established in New York City in 1842. Second, the Philharmonic also
houses oa 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 respectitredyllew York
Philharmonic offers the advantage of having an archives in the English language, as well as a
long history of being referenced in Englispeaking media and other literatures. As argued by
Yin (2009) this preliminary step helps to improve th@nces of collecting quality data.

Themain actoranclude the New York Philharmonic, key commissioned andawnmissioned
biographers, and reviewers from the New York Times, and othéededaganizations,e.,

Ai ndividual s who have commonly experienced t
Finally, theeventandprocesaunder investigation includes the various actions that key actors

have taken over time in maintaining the New York Philharmonic ardigsuption.
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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

Phil adel phia and Boston (Butterworth, 1998),
orchestratohavesurngavd t o t he p rThesNew YorkdPhilljatmorficpvas fouded

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
Americanb or n Ur el i Corel | Hi ll, the Phitslfilstar moni c
performance on December 7, 1842. I't is import
European contemporaries were also coming into being at thisitichg]ing the Vienna

Philharmonic on March 28, 1842 (Hellsberg, n.d.), and the Berlin Philharmonic in 1882 (History

of the Berliner Philharmoniker, n.d-Jherefore the Philharmonic Society of New York

participated in the institutionalization of the syroply orchestra that culminated in lattef"16

early 20" centuries.

Unt i | 1909, the Philharmonic was managed as a
owners of the orchestra and selected the conductor, promoted concerts, and scheduled the
ssassono (Wagner, 2006, p. 11). However, foll owl
Society was restructured in corporate form, largely following the influence of Mary Sheldon,

wife of George R. Sheldon, former President of the United StatesQougbany and treasurer

of the Republican National Committee (Wagner, 2006). By February 1909, the Geoman

composer, Gustav Mahler, was announced as the new conductor (Wagner, 2006), and a

Guarantors Committee, with Sheldon as Chairman, took over tmeadadinistration of the

organi zation (Shanet, 1975). The Phil harmonic
by the likes of J.P. Morgan, Joseph Pulitzer, and John D. Rockefeller.

Under the guidance of Mahler, and the financial support that lhea@tors Committee afforded,

the Phil harmonic Soci ewiyddergamputt ot dewve!| OMahlt e
p. 244), and grew as a valuable civic and national institution (Shanet, 1975). During a time of
consolidation, the Philharmonic Sotgienerged 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,



68

t he new A P3ymphdnya8ciaetpbedaroe for all practical purposes the official

orchestra of the City of New York and the focus of the@sity or c hestral activity
p. 256) . lts growth depended upon a strong ad
intelligent ar conscientious administrators with talent and experience in running large

organi zati onso ( Sh a-goersyptolhe 7956/ season saw3te Jitle, Concer
PhilharmoniecSymphony Socieprominently displayed on the front page of programs; hewev

beginning in the 19588 season, the titl&he New York Philharmonitook its placelts

relationship with New YorlCity was complete.

Throughout its history, the New York Philharmonic has been led by a long line of distinguished
conducors, and compserconductorsi.e., those conductors who are also composers. Up until

the late 19 century, the New York Philharmonic often had several active conductors in each

season, but into the ©0it was led by a principal conductor, with others appearingiastgor

in several other subsidiary capacitiegthin the regular season. The post of principal conductor

is an i mportant one (Frank, 2002), and at the
prized in the musi cal wrehedtra 0.d., (pade 3y. Sioe dJuky 19 hi | h a
2007, Alan Gilbert, who made his debut with the Philharmonic in 2001, has held this position,

and is distinguishedn part, as the first native New Yorker to assume this role (Canarina, 2010).

From its inceptionthe 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. Thissed escr i bed fApioneering traditsiono (His
complemented by an array of womenowned conductors, composenductors, 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 broatiegstsing 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 Philharmomioffers online

digital content, an dirstmajor Arsericarhoechestma® bffern ct i on as

downl oadabl e concert s, recorded | ived (Histor

The New York Philharmonis 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 Fisherthiall in
19931994 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 Phi Ibyhsaveralmmediasodrses:act i v i
first, the New York Herald and New York Tribu
and the NewYork Daily Times (from 1851). However, the New York Times (formerly the New

York Daily Times, and later, the NeMork Times)has a particularly long, and uninterrupted

hi story of chronicling the Phil harmonicbés act
public opi ni &Mahlee&Rdmas, 1989, p. kxdi)e s 0 (

Beyond its role as an early member of the institubbtine 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 Stateend around the world via its touring activities. At home, the

orchestra played @amportant role in New York Cits rise in the mie20" century as the

Acul tural capital of the worldo (Bernstein &
US government as a targeted Ab6cul tureasteinof fens
& 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

(Hi story: Overview, n.d.). R e c measdnde yas futthered Ne w
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 rehearstdsaudience members, a tradition still held today (Shanet, 1975).

Under conductor Josef Stransky, the Phil har mo
January, 1914 (Shanet, 1975). The New Yor k Ph
chiden from ages three to fiveo (Canarina, 2010,
Concerts.

Forthe20142 015 season, Al an Gilbert serves as the

Christopher Rouse as the Madiesée Kravis Composer-Residence, violiist Lisa Batiashvili,

as the Mary and James G. Wallach ArtisResidence, and pianist Inon Barnatan, as Airtist
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Association, a position created in 2014 to provide a-teng association with an emerging

artist. The administrative team is led by Os8a6chafer, Chairman of the Board of Directors,

and Matthew VanBesien, President and Executive Director. Since 2009, actor Alec Baldwin,
holds the rather Avisibleo post of TReadNéew o Hos't
York Philharmonic Thi§Veek and was later elected to the Board of Directors in December

2010.

Data analysis

To answer the question bbw institutions are maintained over timemploy case study
method in conjunction with archival analysis. Data collection and analgseconcurrent
activities, in association with the development of key propositonserning the nature of
maintenance amidslisruption offered in Chapter Zhese propositions reflect key themes that
emerged from the literature, as well as from my own petisexperience gsrofessional

musician and arts manager
Case study ethod

Case study desigistake, 1995, 2006rin, 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 anafybisir

trajectories over tim. Case study also helps create a chronology of key events, as well as isolate

Apatterns of wunanticipated as wel l as expecte

Following Yin (2009), | use two general strategies from the case study method. First, | have
developed four key propositions regardmgintenance amidslisruption, which | have drawn

from the literature and my past experience. Second, | developed a case description to highlight
key thematic areas reflected in the propositions, as well as thla¢emerged over time which
either complemented or ran caento my initial propositiong,e., something that Yin2009, p.

133 describes as@val explanationanalytic strategyAs with archival analysis, the case study

methodespeciallyfocuses ontte importance of interpretation (Stake, 1995).
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Dataanalysis: A focus on structure and practice

Prior research on institutional woskiggests two main categories,, structure and practices

(Lawrenceet al, 2009). This division reflesta longrunningtension in the literature between

two divergent perspectives, one concerning key structures within the external environment that
restricti if not halti human agency, and the other, concerning highly agentic actors that have

the will and abilitytoshape hei r environments ( Blgdebertal ana & DO
analytic approach addresses both structural amttipalaspects of the New York Philharmonic

Orchestra, in terms of what has stayed the same, and what has changed over time. | therefore

focus onboththeft h e Wwledat md mai nt etnhaen cheadoey sw, ¢ dddresafeur i
propositiongegarding the nature ohaintenance amidslisruption, drawing from selected

elements offered by the framework of Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004) (see Table 1).
Tablel: Structures and piactices

Type Element Examples Source

Structures Taxonomy Instrumentation, repertoire Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004
Organology  Instrument types, orchestra size ~ Appendix B
Orchestration Instrumentechnology, combination:

Practices  Social Social role, patronage systems Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004
History Appendix B
Performance Rehearsal, ornamentation
Practices

Data validity, reliability, and gneralizability

The accuracy and consistency of datdlection, 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 analylsin par ti cul ar , I addea ess t hi
following strategies (Yin, 2009). For construct validity, case study and aremablsisbenefits

from multiple data sources, which | employ in developing themes and interpretations, using the

process of data triangulation. External validity is adaér@éssa the use of theory, as this is a



72

single case study. Internal validity is addressed via explanation building as well as addressing

any counter explanations thegtpear over time.

Concerning reliability, the case study approach is definedvigllaorganized 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

Ari gorous met h.8)foomthgliteratarke repew,ttarasealchpquestions, 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 emmpiriesat.

I n Johnsonés (2007) ssthgtly chsehstBdyi $§ii O©pa@oa,
t hat are wholly generalizableé instead, it pr
through which to develop and articulate theoretical@gghes contributing to improved social
scientific explanat i oYing2009)mmakedtieistinctiod that eases pe c i f
studies fAare generalizable to theoretical pro
Therefore, | focusn what Yin (2009) refers to amalytic generalizatiomather than the typical

statistical generalization. In understanding the process of institutional maintenance, | employ the
case of the New York Phil har monioa ites 0s gevdinf,i &

p. 15) to meet generalizability expectations.

Data sources

| draw data from three main archival sources: the New York Philharmonic Archives,
commissioned and necommissionediographieof the New York Philharmonic, and reviews

of the New York Times and other related media sources (see Appendix A). | 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 pfticisss

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 regardingnttiere ofmaintenance amidst

disruption, as well as both historical and present day views of the New York Philharmonic.
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The New York Philharmonicrahives

The New York Philharmonic Archives maintains the key texts of the New York Philharmonic

since its ineptionin 184Zandhas t he di stinction of being fione
orchestral research collections in the worl do
is based on the completeness and diversity of its contents, wlniels aésearchers to approach

the orchestra over a considerable time period, by aural, visual, and written means. While some
fihole are apparent during the years of transition from a playeicooperative to theurrent

day corporate modelg., in the arly part of the 2 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

orchestas in general during the ®@nd 2@ centuries.
Commissioned and necommissioned biographies

Several commissioned (Krehbiel, 1892; Huneker, 1917; Erskine, 1943) arnxdmonissioned
(Shanet, 1975; Canarina, 201ygraphieshave been written on the Ne¥ork Philharmonic.

While the commissioneliographiesvere 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 af thme.Further, he noacommissioned
biographiecomplement 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 contexithin 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 theNew York Philharmonic natolelyas ahistorian but as an insider.e., as a New Yorker

by birth, cellist and musicologist, former assistant to New York Philharmonic conductor,

Leonard Bernstein, and even guest conduzttine New York Philharmonim 1959 and 1960.

A strong, insideoutside 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 J2Xpdses the views of many actors at

the Philharmonic, benefiting from a weleveloped relationship with key administrators, as well
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as inhouse archivists. Canarina (2010) also addresses multiple perspectives within the orchestra,
from administration,d conductors, to players, as well as the many other external actors linked

with the orchestra.
New York Times eviews and other texts

| also draw from media accounts of the New York Times, a single, unique source that has
continuously traced the Philharmoe 6 s acti vities since 1851. To
New York Philharmonic, | also draw from texts of the New York Herald and-Xewk Daily

Tribune, amongst others.
Framework: Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004)

In addressing the various elements of trehestra that have either changed or remained constant
over time,adetermination of what is, and what is not, an orchéstnacessarg{Zaslaw 1988).
Therefore] draw from a framework offered by Spitzer and Zaslaw (2004) that offers five key
elements foconsideration: 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 orchestrahéfecusthe

remaining four elements: taxonomy, organology, orchestration, and social history.
Taxonomy

In assessing maintenance over time, | first use a taxonomic approach, which distinguishes
symphony orchestras from other art forms based on groupsfofrpers. Barogue orchestras of
the late 1% and early 18 centuries, as distinguished from smehestral ensembles, can be
characterized by seven elements: violin based, part doubling, standardized instromantiti
repertory, 16foot basej.e., thepresence of dgeor low sounds in the ensempkeyboard
continuo, unity and discipline, and administrative structures (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004;2ip. 20
Later, orchestras of the #&nd early 19 centuries welcomed new additions: wind instruments,
leadership, specialization, placement, and nomerrelate., a systematic terminologglong

with one trait that tended to disappear in the latecEhtury, the keyboard (Spitzer & Zaslaw,

2004). However, as one approaches the institutionalized sympincimgstra as it appears today,
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changes becammor e mi nor, for as Spitzer and Zas|
orchestra established itself as an institution, the more it conserved its old traits and resisted
changeo (p. 22) typeshoicchestias that hbvie existedeover lhistory 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 dér tangible and traceable traits, which become useful points of comparison.
Organology

In conjunction with a taxonomic apprdad also address organologye., the types of
instruments, as well as the size and balance of the orchestra as a whole &Spatziaw, 2004).
Much information survives from the #and 18" centuries, up to the present day. While

probdems do exist in these rostérfor example, rostersometimedepict a full complement

rather than actual numbers for specific performaindesyareu s ef ul 1 n Atrac[i ng]
time and also...compar[ing] contemporary orch

aw

p. 28). Over the history of the symphony orchestra, the first instruments were created during the

period extending fromi650 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. Thistwesion 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 musicdashions, 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 uredgranother period of
change in terms of the Adesign, coays2008,p.ct i
31). Sme orchestral instruments were redesigned, while others were introduced for the first

time, in part due to a social period of intiidization and revolution (Barclay, 2003). However,

on

(
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after about 1840, the orchestra underwent little change, though some variation did continue into

the 20" century:

The first part of the nineteenth century had seen the maximum development and
proliferation of orchesta instrumentat:.

remains true that from this time [i.¢he early 19 century] a certain stasis was setting

iné From a technical point of viemadet hough

to any instrument oftheorche r a f or a c dhereisceyainlgamd a hal f é

recognition that the established pattern functions extremely well, and that no profound
change of technical direction is desirable, necessary, or even possible. (B200&ypp.
36-37)

Overall, the development of the organology of the symphony orchestra was essentially complete

bytheearlyl®cent ur y; however, this process proceed:é

fits and starts; those destined to be sssft# spread and colonized, other were born and died in

swift successiono (Barclay, 2003, p. 41).

Orchestration

A third element concerns orchestratioe,, it he st ory of how the instr.

musicallyo (Spitzer & Drassldressesthe2yped df instryyments2 8 ) .
used based on specific musical periods (bayoque, classical, etc.) and the key technological
changes that occurred during these periods, but it also assesses how the various instruments
combine and recombine ingpaular sections (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004). Further, orchestration
illustrates certain meanings of the orchestra. For example, orchestras df el 118" century
focused on the meaningful use of orchestra effects (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004), asstoeating

with particular musical contexts or musical instruments. However, overthiese effects were

simply associad with the orchestra itselfe,t hey si gni fied to | istener

musi co ( Spw, 2004 p. 46%&). i&sa exiramusal associations led to general
understandings around music expression (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 483), and by tHe late 18
andearylcentury, a theory of orchestration:
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the end of the eighteenth cenjumarked a final stage of the recognition of the orchestra as a

di stinct and distinctive institutiono (Spitze
Social hstory
Finally, Il also survey a wide range of soci al

systems of atronage, as well as roles and meanings of the orchestra (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004).

In general, social conditions were first shaped by courts and aristocratic households th the 17
century, and then later in the®f18entury, by concert halls and middias$ patronage (Spitzer &

Zaslaw, 2004). During this time, the orchestra emerged as a form that functioned in various

social settings, including international settings, anerallas fia soci al i nstitut
righto (Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 34).

Performancepractice

| also address one furthdement: performance practideg., the manner of playing an

instrument as well as the rules and norms around actj\stieh as rehearsals (Spit&EZaslaw,

2004). In particular e role of orchestradlayer emerged during the18entury (Spitzer &

Zasl aw, 2004): AThere was no such thing as a
18" century] concert or orchestra players had become a distinct kind of musician, with their own

performance practiceso (p. 371).

Furtherrheor eti cal texts also emerged at this ti me
that people need[ed]to havefo t he orchestra to maintain and r
(Spitzer & Zaslaw, 2004, p. 393). Overall, orchestras in Europe were now beginning to think and

act as a group, as fAa single institutiono (Sp
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 usabnyorchestra; 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
foundationof variousorchestralelements. These elements followed a general trajectory over

time from the late 1, early 1§ century to an institutionalized and internationalized form

around the later 1and early 2t century.Overall these elements provide a starting pént

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 hawelesed from
multiple sourcesandhoused on a password protected computer or in &dbstorage space
Thesetexts have been collected with a sensitivity to contexexaectedh both case study
method and archival analy<igin, 2009)

In general] 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 Bsf texts, tabular materialg., quantitaive data, inalding
counts, and narrativéyin, 2009, pp. 12a.21).

Consistency, change, and selected disruptions

Overall, | adopt an institutional lens in interpretingsy@ata.Focusing on the nature of

maintenance amidst disruption, | test prgpositions via three main endogenous actors drawn
from the empirical context dhe New York Philharmonig,e., the repertoire, soloists, and
conductorsl selected thestaree main actorlsased on an overall assessment of exogenous and
endogenous acteof the symphony orchestra, as reflected in both the musicological and
business literaturesthen analyze bothonsistency and changencerning these three actors

from the time of inception of the New York Philharmonic, i.e., 1842, to the presetds

reflected in the main data sources, New York Philharmonic archives, commissioned and
nonrcommissioned biographies, and critical reviews of the New York Times (amongst others), as

well as via my own experience pofessional musician and artenager



79

| alsoanalyzethree cases of disruptipeach focusing on ond the three endogenous actors,

ie,pi ani st Gl enn Goul ddés i nt @hemppeddrg)violmistdi sr upt i ¢
AnneS o p hi e pdtertialdesmpicen ofi g | a nfsloiss)y and conductor Leonard
Bernsteinods dcomsluctosp ltchoserthese thressesmfodowing an analysis of

disruptions at the New York Philharmonic, largely drawn from the commissioned and non
commissioned biographied/hile the entire set afisruptions provided several possible thematic

areas for analysig chose these threaged on the following criterighese casek) represented

examples of disruptiorthat targeted (or involved) one of the three maithogienous actorsge.,

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 a@nchange over time of the three selected endogenous,ddtmiside
aquantitative component that primarilyasvsfrom data of the New York Philharmonic
archives. In the case tfe repertoirel consultedorevious studies (Mueller, 1973; Hart, 1973;
Dowd, Liddle, Lupo, & Borden2002; Glynn, 2002, Kremp, 2010) conjunction with specific
data drawn from the New York Philharmonic archives iry28r incrementgrom the New
YorkPhi | har moni dé,48421B43,4otthe 808&20%83menson.use20-year
incrementgo allow for a significant period of time to lamalyzedwith sufficient detail to
observe generalonsistencies and changeer time, but alséor practical reasongpnsidering
thelength of time it would have taken to conduct a complete asalygach seasm@ince
inception, i.e. 1843 to 20145. One limitation of the use of 2@ear increments is th#tis
approactd oes rul e out the possi bi Influengeovertimeanal yzi n.
However,as | wishto focus ormore general trendmd key points of maintenance or charaye,
focus on the potential interrelationships between conductor and reparlieyond the scope
of this particular studythough of interestofr futureresearchFurther the 20-yearapproach
invariablyincludes the 19423 seasopnthe100" anniversary year of thidew York Philharmonigc
which is notable for it¥arge number of progranadperformancesWhile this year is
exceptional, it has been retained to provddasistencyn the overall process of analyzing see

data over time.
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In particular, and as employed in earlier studiesalyzetraditionally measured aspects, such as
composers represented over time, as welhais nationality However, | also analyze further
aspectsuch as the incidence of the compositional faren,the symphonyandthe number of
programs and performance8ered during each season in terms of all programs vs. subscription
only programskFurther,| also analyz&onsstencyand change ispecificcontextualaspects

integral to the presentation of orchestral musich aslay, time and month of performance,

location, andncidence of the intermission.

Some significant exclusions, howevergrrant mentionFirst, 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 1B&8¢lude thesprograms, amy
focus is specifically on the New YloPhilharmonic. Second also excludgrograms that

consisted of entirely chamber music or other-narhestral musiasmy focus is not only on the
New York Philharmonic, but also it acting in the capacity of a symphony orchestra, rather than
as a smalgroup selected from members of the orchedtnad, while the data set could have
included only works written for the symphony orchestra alone, | rather take a more inclusive
view. Specifically, | include repertoire that features the symphony orclastra, bulsoset
against (or in conjunction wittRey soloists, suchsthe concerb or stagegerformance of an
operaor oratorio In particular| includethese forms as thegquire a symphony orchestra for

their realization. In thisvay, | preference amextricablerelationshipbetween orchestra and
soloist. Overallthis data provides theecessary breadth to track consistencies and change over
time, as well as a balance of typicakasures that haveen used in previous studiesth

further contextual measures and associated performance prathisegroup of measures afford

a much moreéuanced view of consistencies over time, in comparison to earlier studies.

In the case ofoloists measures of consistency and change alsmvewa quantitative

component thasinalyzeglata drawn in 2/ear incrementfom the New York Philharmonic
archives, but supported by qualitative data drawn, in particular, from the commissioned-and non
commissioned biographies. As was the casbhemnalysis of the repertoireonly analyze

soloists featured in programs of the New York Philharmarecsoloists featured in programs of

the New York Symphongre agairexcluded However, chamber music workss., non
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orchestral, excluded from the datet for repertoire, have been retaiteeenalyze all soloist
influences Overall,| analyzetheinclusion ofsoloists in performances over time at the New

York Philharmonic, as well as types of instruments and combinations of instruments employed
by these soloists. Furthel employdatathatcapture whether a single performer (e.g.

violinist) or a group of performers (e,@. group of singersgirefeatured in a soloistic capacity.

Finally, | analyzeconsistency and changeaonductorsover time drawingquantitative 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 phrticular,
employShanet 6 s (19 7 5)torst whigcholdrgelgrgferenéeonductarsiafi tbe New
York Philharmonicto asseskey consistencies and changes over tinigither support this
gualitative analysis witlquantitative data drawn from the New York Philharmonic archives, also
in 20-year incementsfocusing on theaumber of conductors used in each program, as well as
how many conductors appeared over an entire season, including the distinction between all
programs, or subscriptieonly programs. As with thanalysis of theepertoire] exclude

conductors of the New York Symphoratpng withchamber and other nesrchestral

performances, as the focus remains on the New York Philharmonic as orchestral body.

To the analysis of corsgencyand change over timealso analyze threecases oflisruption

including the repertoire, soloists, and conductbist, | analyzeGoul dbés i nterpretiyv
of the repertoire including multiple sources @fualitative datalrawn from the commissioned

and norcommissioned biographies, reviews of the New York Times, and my own experience as
professional musician and arts mana@amne further data source unique to this ¢ase

recordingof pianist GlennGo u | d 6 sperfrenancenoflApril 6, 1962, as well as conductor,
Lleconard Bernst eiindwse di dgrsicd ra i tneean@@aud l[ddé&Gs peI F D r ma
interview with radio commentator for the New York Philharmonic, James Fassett (Brahms,

Gould, Bernstein, & Fassett9d8).

Disruption concerningoloistsfocuseson violinist AnneS o p h i e pdterttidldesnupian of
i g | a midete)l analyzedatathatwas largely drawn from the commissioned and-non
commissioned biographies fiest outline the general nature of the influence and impact of

Afashiond and fAglamour o at the Newlthéeror k Phil h
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analyzedatadrawnfrom the commissioned and neommissioned biographies, reviews of the
New York Times, asvell as my own experience psofessional musician and arts manadyer
particul ar, Muwiintervievsin tbeviNew York &iwes, amongst other souirces

become important sources of data for this particular case.

Finally, | analyzethe disrupive influence ofconductorsviat he case of Bernstein
time. | again includehe commissioned, and n@ommissioned biographies, reviews of the New

York Times, and my own experience@sfessional musician and arts managtawever, in

thiscase, | also analyZartherquantitative 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 198859, and yearly data to his 196364season. Thereaftdr,

also analyzeuantitative data concerning the number of times future conductors appeared with

the New York Philharmonic, in 2@ear increments, frordubinMe ht ads t el®8r e i n 1
LorinMa a z e | 6 2008, and n@llABNGi | b e r t @EL3. In all indt@nte? utilize

guantitative data to determine the percentage of time each conductor spent with the New York
Philharmonic per season considering all programs and subscrgutipprograms. As well, the

overall seasonninumber of weeks, as well as the gaps that conductors took away from the New

York Philharmonicjs used to calculate an overall percentage of time that the conductors spent

with the Philharmonic.
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Chapterd: The Symphony Orchestra

This chapter outlinede 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 supportivee@onig institutions. In addition

to the body of musicians that make up the orchestra (or orchestral players), key endogenous
actors include a group aftorsin defined roles, including conductors, soloists, and the

repertoire Key exogenous actonscludecritics, 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, | demonstrate that the repergoiedaitve

constant over timavhile soloists have shown a balancecofsstencyand change, and

conductors have changed dramatically over the history of the institution.

| empirically analyze these three categories of change in detail in this tleedise repertoire
(Chapter 5), soloists (Chapter, Ghd conductors (Chapter 7). However, the following chapter
provides a broad overview of the complex elementoaofstencyandchangethat haie come to
define thenstitutionalcore of the symphony orchestra.

The evolution of the orchestra

The orchestra draws from the same term tsabkscribe a specific spade,, the

amphitheatds ground level, in ancient Greece and Rome (Spitzer & Zaslay, . l'ts fAbirth
the early 1% century instigatet a long trajectory, with recognizable symphony orchestras

appearing by the early &entury (Carter & Levi, 2003c, p. 5). During this time, and continuing

into the 19 century, the various sections or components of the orchestrélfe.gtringand

woodwind sectionswere coming together to create a standardized orchestral form. Some local
variations continued to persist during this time; however, these differeecesventually

absorbed by the fully institutionalized form of the symphony orcheSuaedr & Levi,2003c).
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The earliest orchestras and Baroque form¥ @i 17" centurie$

During the 18 and 17 centuries, the termrchestrawas adopted by larger ensembles
accompanying the ballet, opera, church services, as well as other dancetegathments

(Spitzer & Zaslawn.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 adaard instrument, and other wind
instruments used for Adneffectso (Montagu, n.d.
variable and put together to suit the purposes of the event, in primarily an accompanying role
(Spitzer & Zaslawn.d). From 1600nward, 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 théMdentury progressed, newly designed instruments were
adopted (e.ghorn),others were discarded (e.the viol), and the group increased significantly

in size. One of the more famous early orchestras was the court orchestra of Louis Xlll of France,
theVingt-Quartre Violons du RqMontagu, n.d.; Holoman 2012). Similar courtloestras were
developing around Europe, including those in England, Italy, Sweden, and Germany (Spitzer &

Zaslaw,n.d).

Notable conductors of this time included J&aptist Lully of the VingtQuartre Violons du

Roiin Francewho wasknown for many inovations in orchestra practice (Spitzer & Zaslaw,

n.d). Onesuch practicés the premier coup @rchet which referred to instrumentali§&bility

to play the first note of a work at exactly the same time. Another notable-B@dposer during

the latel7" and early 18 centuries was Arcangelo Corelli, who from 1680 to 1/&tnany

important groups in Rome (Spitzer & Zaslawd)). Again, Corelli was noted for his

Ai nnovati ons o0 ndSpana.t9z sich askhe gractick af vstha dicipline.

These conductors weadsoi nvol ved in a growing repertoire t
t hroughout Europed,pgaSd)tzer & Zasl aw,

The institutionalization of the orchestra during this time saw the early beginnings of imgilme
standardization, musicians as specialists of a single instrument, and the orchestra functioning as a
Asingl e gr oup 0nd,Bapai 12)zQrahestas \Wedssshifing from an

accompanying function tacenter of attention, and wetgy the mid18" century named as
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orchestray and generally Arecognizabl e as an insti

Zaslaw,n.d, para. 12).
Next steps: The Classical orchestra ¢h&T to mid-19" century)

The Classical orchestra was a procafdivo important institutions during the t8entury: the
state and highly influential families. The overall structure of the orchestra was somewhat
standardized at the time (Spit&Zaslaw,n.d); however as the 8century progressed, new
instrumentgontinued to be added, such as the oboe (Montagu, n.d.), and some occasional
instruments, such as the clarinet, became regular members (Spitzer & Zeglawp this,
several changes in instrumental design further improved the quality of the orchmstchl
(Carter & Levi, 2003c). New music continued to be created by suckkm@in composers as
Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven. This repertoire eventuadlga significant place in the
standard repertoire of the orchestra. Important orchedttas perod included those of Prince
Nikolaus Esterhazy of Hungary, and the Mannheim orchestra, established in 1720 (Holoman,
2012).

Onesignificantchange during the time of the Classical orchestracerndeadership.
Leadership from the concertmaster positibifitedfrom a mix of the first violin position and
keyboard instrument (e,ghe harpsichord) to primarily from the first violin position (Spitzer &
Zaslaw,n.d). Further, thespecializedole of conductor as we know it today., an individual

set infront of the orchestra, was already present at the time of Lully, whetear de mesure
or early conductor using a baton, led ensembles such &p#raandConcert Spirtue(Spitzer

& Zaslaw,n.d). However, this form only became standard pradiicéhe latter part of the ¥9
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
dedicatedo orchestral music in the early18entury; however, by 1800, as performaneese

opened to the publithere was a greater variety in in the types of venues and contexts, as well as
a parallel growth in new orchestral foundings (Carter & Levi, 200Ra}her, state and family

control was gradually being taken over by a growing public audienagall the Classical
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orchestra had become, by themi#'c ent ury, f@dAsynonymous with musi
metropolitan centres where it was supported by aurexbf civic initiative and individual

entrepreneurial skillo (Carter & Levi, 2003c,
A maturing form: The Romantic orchestra (riief” to early20" century)

The institutionalization of the symphony orchestm, standardization of repertoirdézs, and
instrumentation, was mostly achieved by the-is#! century (Montagu, n.d.); however,
increasednstrument diversityandorchestra sizeas well asmprovements in instrumental

design continued during this timgSpitzer & Zaslawn.d). Thisprocess 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 orchisss$taft from accompanying role
continued such that it was now consider@lsingle virtuoso body, indeed one for which

&oncertodémi ght be writteno (Carter & Levi, 2003c,

Conductors were first generally adopted in Germany by the edflgekfilury, somewhat later in

England, and not till the mido late 19" century inltaly. At first, the conductor was merely a

means to organize the players, but later, conductors began to take on a larger leadership role as
Aperformers and interpreters, with the entire
n.d, para. 23)Permanent orchestras were now led by increasingly powerful and glamorized
conductors, such as Theodor Thomas, conductor MeReYork Philharmonic from 1871

1891, and subject to a significant powe critical reviewsin the press (Shanet, 1975).

Orchestras were nowighly visible artistic forms performing for a growing public audience, and
supported by related education and professional institutions including conservatories,
associations and unio(Spitzer & Zaslawn.d). This period saw further difsion of the

orchestral form, further standardization of the repertamdthe 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 spoéahis 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 (earl§) 8hturyto today)

During the 28 century, instrumentation largely remained constant (see Appendix D); newly

created instruments for the most part appeas guests rather than regular counterparts (Spitzer

& Zaslaw,n.d). Keyboards, usually the piano, appshnore fregently, but usually as part of

the one section that has grown through new instrument acquisition in‘ticer®Qry: the

percussion (Spitzer & Zaslaw,d). Beyond these additions, improvements in instrumental

design allowed the orchestra to produce nsoend, while performance practice now incldde

the use of vibrato in the string and wind sections, along with other techniques (Spitzer & Zaslaw,

nd) . This standardization also extended to the
distinguishing fator for both conductors and their orchestras during the eaflg@ttury;

however, by the mi@0" century, this distinctiveness was starting to change to a much more

unified sound, regardless of country or region (Philip, 2003).

Over the 28 century, achestras continued to significantly increase in number, a trend
particularly visible in the Uited Statesand are now accessible via technological mgams

CDs, DVDs, ananlineformats (Spitze& Zaslaw,n.d). Further, several orchestras were

creaed during this time in conjunction with national broadcasting companies, including the
British Broadcasting CorporatioBBC) andCanadian Broadcasting Company (CB&)d as

part offurther diffusion to Asia, including foundings of Tokyo Symphony Orchesti®51, 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) rejpertwith the addition of typical

local instruments (Spitz& 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. Tenuresaaspecific orchestra can be long: playing in an orchestra can be a
lifelong commitment. Further, the @entury has also seen the inclusion of women amongst the

ranks of players, beyond earlier inclusion as harpists (SgitZaslaw,n.d).

One particlar reaction to the culmination of the institutionalization of the symphony orchestra
was the appearance of tbleamber orchestrin the early 28 century, which focused on

Baroque repertoire of the ¥&entury or new works of the $@entury,andearly musicor
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periodinstrumentorchestraswhich appeared in the 1970s, focusing not only on the music of
the 17" and 18 centuriesand even later of the Romantic period{t@ntury), but also the

instruments and playing techniques typical to that pesfdome (Carter & Levi, 2003c).

Overall, after such a period of growth, the end of tHeé@htury and the beginning of the’21
centuryis oftencharacterized as a time of crisis for the symphony orchestra (Holoman 2012).
While some argue orchestras hanavigated the various pitfalls of a®2%nturyremarkably

well, others mark their eventual demise. While such questions tecleenpositioned asodern
phenomenon, they are rather evident throughout the history of the symphony orchestra, as

articulatedoy Holoman (2012):

The guestions 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 frotiminvand without. How, for

that matter to adapt to sea change in the
(Holoman, 2012, p. 2)

In this thesis] use the context of the symphony orchestranvestigatehe mainresearch
guestionj.e., how has the symphony orchestra been maintained over How®@ver, his
guestionis 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 orstna. The focus is on fuflized,professional

orchestrasys. the various other types that fill the orchestral landscape in America, such as

smaller university, private and public high school, summer camp, consgneatdryouth

orchestras (Piston & Woodawth, 1967). Of the four types of orchestras offered by Thompson &

Rudolf (1967), including major, metropolitan, urband community, the focusonthe

Amaj or,0 whyipceh appear fAmostly in the | arger ci't
professionals, on a fulime basis for a certain number of weeks per year. That length of

employment will at least total twenrtywo weeks of the yearo (p. 57)
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of the American Symphony Orchestras League, there were over 1800t@siahe United

States with approximately 35@00 professional orchestrpayingtheir musicians as

professional players (American Symphony Orchestra League, 2013, October). The New York
Philharmonic, used as the main empirical context, is part afcthalledBig Five including
orchestras of Philadelphia, Boston, Chicago, and Cleveland (Canarina, 2010). While this term
hasbeen criticized as beirgutdated (Oestreich, 2013, June 14), with arguments made by
various organization®r aBig Sixor Big Seven the term does continue in limited usage
(Oestreich, 2013, June 14).

| alsoincorporat& pi t z er a(n.d) defiratisnl treatvetatss: a symphony orchestra is
understood Ain a specific and hiissttwaoanthatal sens
arose in the 17and 18" centuries and subsequently spread to other parts of the world as part of
Western cultur al i nf | iotegrateAed d n{epnadri an.g elr) .a nTdo Hahcik
(1996) definition that positions symphonyorchesas as fAensembl es whose j
public performance of those orchestral works generally considered to fall within the standard
symphonic repertoire and whose memberpm are co
340).1 alsoconceptualizehe symphony orchestra as having the creation of live music as a main

focus (Bensman 1983), within a highly complex ecologysfiiutions organizations, and

individuals With such a focus, this art form is distinguished not only by iesaction with

audiences, but also with time, or context (Bensman, 1983). Furegperformances take on a

somewhat ephemeral quality, which has been in part complemented by the development of new
mechanisms that extend the duration of the performamdading sound and video recordings,

and webbased 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 lolagting.

Overall,the institution of the symphony orchestra presents a complex interaction of several
endogenouactors angkxogenouselatedactors andnstitutions.Significant relationships
amongst thessupport an ecological perspective of the instin of the symphony orchestra
when addressing maintenance over time. The follow@ajionaddresses these exogenous and

endogenous actors.
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Exogenous actors

When addressing maintenararidstdisruption within the institution of the symphony
orchestral focus onthree key rogenousactors or groups of actoiisg., 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 theseciated with powerful institutions,

including the state, church and families. These actors influenced and received orchestral music
from the #fAbirtho of "dertuey, traughlisecensidemmble davelapment e a r |
during the 1% and 18, and early 19 centuries. However, shift in the nature of the reception

of orchestral music occurred around 1800, when the then dominant institutions of the state and
family were joinedby a newly formed and particularly insatiable public audienceahBynid

19" century, the symphony orchestra was firmly embedded as a significant actor in cities around

the world (Cater & Levi, 2003c), with public audiences being the namipporter®f this artistic

form.

The growth of a public audience worked indam with new concert serieften led by musical
societies (Spitzer & Zaslaw,d). From the early ®century, growing public interest also

created the need for dedicated halls for orchestra performance, a greater variety in the locations
where orcheséil music ould be heard, ana dramatic period of growth that saw mareyw

foundings of orchestras around the world (Carter & Levi, 2003c). Orchestras had become
important members of civic societyhile public audiencghad 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 aadsgpl

Overall, a public audience grew to be one of
endogenous actors, having a significant impadheigrowth of the symphony orchestra over

time, but alsdhaving asa significant voicen its mainenance andisrupion.
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Critics

Like public audiences, critics and critical reviews have been an important facet of orchestral life

from early orchestral activity ttmday Critical reviewsvia newspapers, magazines, and other

printed forms (including more recent o media) arenportant means of supportingg.,

maintaining, or criticizingi.e., disrupting,symphony orchestras and thperformancs. Early

reviewers were usually composers as well (Holoman, 2012), so they were particularly well

placed to providerdtical assessments of performances. In particular, critics were charged with

the role of distinguishing the difference bet
mid-19" century in America (DiMaggio, 1987, p. 445). Throughout tH& 28" and into the
2%centuries, reviewerods pedigree shifted from
musicians, conductors, musicologists, amateur music lovers, and sometimes those proficient in a

related artistic fieldMost recently, a related pedegr might be unfortunately absent.

The professionalizatioand institutionalizatiomf this group ran alorrgide the development of

the orchestra (and other art forms), and in some respects shows some of the typical scars of

artistic upheaval of the 3tand 25! centuries. According to Holoman (2012), few places, except

for London,England have a particularly healthy review
magazines in the 1980s and 0690s, music critiec
industry beginning in about 20050 (p. 97). Th
profession of critics, but also the orchestras and soloists they covered, with many depending on
such reviews for their own success. dong extent, critical l8ews havamigrated to online

sources (Holoman, 2012); however, these sources dgmaally havetheinfluence and power

of newspaper reviews.

Critics and critical reviewareparticularly importansources of data when addressing
maintenancamidstdisruption within the institution of the symphony orchestra. They are

consistently cast as particularly important actors within the ecology of the symphony orchestra
(Griswol d, 1987) , and often as power ful follo
(Glynn, 2002). As cited by Glynn (2002),deviatn s ar e oft enfismar &ed amgdcr

vocal responseo (p. 68).
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Further, critics have been afforded a variety of specific roles within the literature including that

ofi mamesliag at ek ee pelr97 2()Hi rssocunr,ces of fAmonitoring
1987, p. 451), and medi ators bet we @herefirer t wor k
critics haveimportant relationships with artists and audiences. DiMaggio (1987) describes the
interplaybé ween artists and critics, where fAarti st s
and crbietmiocasné aest hetic mal ai se Gndircasparrtvi &awls
constitute aecondary source for audience action and reaction during oadlpsformance

However Shrum (1991) finds that while the audiesciic relationship is an important one,

critics do not impact the overall success of a performance; rather, critics are important conveyors

of Avisibilitydeovwrandemadndeadbowe et {ei.r 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 shiftswithihrh e or chestradés environment, refle
aesthetic to a market | ogic (or focus), as pr
Symphony in 1996. That said, these authors do note that critics did show a consistency in their

asss sments of the aesthetic mer ioftothes dontextnad or c h e s
changeje,t heir Ajudgments based on notions of <cul
(Glynn & Lounsbury, 2005p. 1031).

Overall, critics are alsonaimportant exogenous actor in the overall ecology of the symphony
orchestra, havingey relationships with art, artists, and audiences, while offering a significant
and consistent source of data over the evolution of the symphony orchestra.

Governance angatronage system

Finally, the main actors associated with the governance and patronage system form a third and

final groupof exogenous actoimportant to understanding maintenaaceidstdisruption.The
organizational structure and governanockesympholy orchestras around the wordtypically

one of threenodels (Cottrell, 2003) that emerged in the lattd® nt ury vi a varying
traditi onlLew 2003C,prld).erhe figt 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 (Spitze&& Zaslaw,n.d). This structure is typically found in Europe, iteAmerica

and the WitedKingdom The second is a ndbr-profit structure, with a board and management,
and supported in part by private, corporate and state sponsorship (&piasiaw,n.d). This
structure is typical in the tdted Statesi includingthe empirical example of tig¢ew York
Philharmonid aswell as the WitedKingdom A third type a cooperative structure, is
characterized by musician ownership and management power (Cottrell, 2003). The Vienna
Philharmonid and the early organizationi@rm of theNew York Philharmonic (1842909)i

are twosuch examples. Amidst such differences, all three models have unions playing a

significant role in the work life of musicians (Spit&Zaslaw,n.d).

While much structural variation is apparenbichestras in Europe and thaiteéd Kingdom

today, the dominance of the corporate fornthim United Statedistinguishesheseorchestras

from their counterpartdlost Americanorchestras follow the ndor-profit or corporate

organizational structure, &d 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 artisticfocusand general coordination of the orchestral players (Couch, 198@&gver,
consideable 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 andts economic fate. In addition to setting policies for the management of the
orchestrads endowment, boards play a major
raising nonperformance incomes, and selecting its music director, manager, and key
administraitve staff. The effectiveness of a board can have an immense impact on an
orchestrads economic security and its abil
p. 138)

In particular, the Boartpically fosters a strong relationship between audienaad the
orchestra (Mehta, 2003), and therefsractively involved inthe maintenance of the symphony

orchestra over time
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Unions havealso hadan important rol@and power within the symphony orchestra, in both

maintaining and disruptinigg over time. Building on various societies that sprung up in America

in the mid19" 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 Statesnand soo
after, in Canada (History of the AFM, n.d.).
musi cian who receives pay for his musical ser
(History of the AFM, n.d., para. 1).

Like the three main structurtdrms used by symphony orchestras around the world, the parallel
systems ofarts patronagealso grew out of a changing social structure beginning fhcgtury
Europe (Couch, 1983). From the hands of wealthy individuals, courts, and the Church, came a
new source of power.e., the middle class, with a parallel restructuring of the patronage system.
In the LhitedKingdom the middle classes had already adopted the responsibility of arts
patronage in the 18century (Couch 1983), while a similar patteras 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, 19@Ktiaction can made concerning their
respective patronage systewrnd related disruptions that focus on economic rather than aesthetic
factors.In particular the various financial challenges that orchestra face today are ndt a 21

century problem:

Ticket income alone never paid a living wage to an ordinary orchesseian. 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 whimpay 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. Orchestragh@United Stateslepend upon various forms of funding, the

two largest being private and corporate suppoftuéntialbusinessmen, such Asdrew
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Carnegie andoseptPulitzer in the case of the New York Philharmonic, became important

benefactors over timélowever, 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)T hi s support system was also aieed via
early 20" century, and often formed as associations or symphony leagues (Shanet, 1975). The
American Symphony Orchestra League (ASQirgated in 1942, and later renantee League

of American Orchestras, was largely due to musical activismflaéntial women of the time

(Holoman, 2012).

Another funding source for American orchestras includes foundaimendowments. For

example, the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) was created by congress in 1965,

following its promotion by John F. dnJacqueline Kenneditsimpact isrelativelysmall

overall i.e, in 2012, itconstituteddi . 05 percent of the federal bud
for all the artso (Hol omawascréaedy2arlatpm19662) . The
andof f ered the orchestra c¢ommwmiAmericarorchasteas,t han
at the time the | argest arts grant in history
approximately 10 years latek.general overview of the structure of gapt is provided in

Appendix E

A more detailed and recemk., 19871988 and 2002006,analysis of 50 of the largest

symphony orchestras in America in terms of budget siee Appendix Fis offered by Flanagan

(2012). During both time periods, Ameran or chestraso66 pcamefi@gimr y sour c
private funding, followed by performance revenues, and a growing amount from investments,
which affords fAartistic independence that doe
2012, p. 126). Gaxrnment support isgaincomparatively 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 Isgpporttaking up much of thishift over

time. According to the League of Americ@mnchestras, 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 revefh0&aand government support at

3% (American Symphony Orchestra League, 2013, October, plolyever, formost European
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orchestras, government funding makes up the bulk of so(Rosenbaum, 196,/jollowed by
performance revenues (Flanagan, 2012).d@eigupport is quite small, and investments are

almost norexistent (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. Howeyer, in
United Statesabout half of these costs are directed towards two ofehekdogenous ams of

the symphony orchestrae., 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 leactually 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 patrage involve an intricate mix of actors and groups of actors that figure
prominently in the overall ecology of the institution of the symphoghestra, providing both

supportand opportunities for disruption.

In sum,these three key endogenous actioes audiences, critics, and thogevolved in
governance and patrona@ee joined bythree key exogenous actorg,, the repertoire, soloists
and conductors, who become the empirical focusahtenancamidstdisruption as presented
in Chapters 5, Gand 7.

Endogenous actors

The fully institutionalized form of the symphony orchestra is characterized bykieyee

endogenous actors. In addition to the body of musicians (or orchestral players) that make up the
symphony orchestra, these three actorsugesl 1) the repertoire, which arelative constant2)
soloists, who show a balanceasinsistencyandchange and 3) conductors, whexperience

dramatic changes over time.
The epertoire

That the repertoire of the symphony orchestra is largely unamgoger time is a longtanding
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 conchior Leonard Bernsteipr oc | ai med t hat the symp
seeming lack of interest in contemporary music positidghedrchesttra s havi ng a fAmus
functiono, w@wmsithredoodoct{ &8hanet, 1975, p. 56).
Eric Hobsbawm (2014) al s docaptue the riotioethatteer m fide ad

symphonyorchestrdeans heavily on music that was written several generations ago.

My analysis of the repertoire of the NYP between 1842 and 2012 largely confisms th
observation, but offers the more nuanced conclusion that, thieigéandardrepertoireg in
particular,crystallized by the end of the t@entury and has largely persisted in this state to the
present daytherepertoire in generalis not inmune tochange at the periphenyjowever, a key
observation for theurpose of this theslis in thedegree othangeexperienced by the
repertoirerelative to other elements of the orcheste, soloists and conductark particular,

the degree of changxperienced by the repertoiseso marginathatit appeas as arelative

constantover time

The observation tit the repertoire of theymphony orchestra is relatively unchanged raises a
series of questions. Conceptually, what is repertoire and orahesiertoire, 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 pressuredémformity versus the pressures for change?
Finaly, when the standardized repertoire is disrupted, how do aefmsdisruption and rester

the standard repertoire? | address each of these questidingroduce my own definition and

measures afepertoire which are both broader and deeper than prior studies.
Defining repertoire and orchestraépertoire

Therepertoire has several definitions, including a general definitioepsrtoire as well as a
more specific definition obrchestral repertoe, and even more specific, tiseandard
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 generalyepertoire( or repertory) is defined as fa stocl
useo (Bent & Blum, n.d., para. 1). I n the cas
the repertoire performed by small groups was for accompanimentoaf &od dance (Laki,

2003). However, composers eventually shifted their focus to music that highlighted the orchestra
alone, as expressed via siafoniaof the mid18" century (Laki, 2003). Led by Giovanni

Battista Sammartini of Milan (1700/26), a newand 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 Euragi 2003).

Following theseearly compositional formshe repertoirexpressly written for the symphony

orchestra, oorchestral repertoirebegan its trajectory of institutionalization alongside that of

the symphony orchestra, tracing from the time of Haydn (IlBE®), to Mozar{17561791),

Beethoven (17741827), and Brahms (1833897) (Butterworth, 1998). During this period up

and including the time of Beethoven, the compositional forms of the symphony and the concerto,
enjoyed fAspect acak,l2@G08, p.d&.\n@kr b pmehwo, (Lhe sympho
chief vehicle of orchestral music inthe laté"t8e nt ur yo (Larue, Wol f, Bon
2014, n.d., para. 1). In its fully institutionalized fortne symphony or A sy mphoni s mo;
2009, p. 1 ¢hestré musid of larget seope indboth length and ambition. Usually

involving a fulksized ensemble, the music of a symphony is normally serious in nature, and it

unf ol ds in sever al movements or sectionso (Ta
patner to the symphony wale concertocreated for featured soloists and virtuosic display

(Hutchings, Talbot, Eisen, Botstein, & Griffiths, n.d.).

The symphonyvas developed by several other composers during theet@ury i.e., Franz

Schubert (179-2828), Hector Berlioz (1803869), Felix Mendelssohn (18a947), and Robert

Schumann (1812856). One development during this time was the compositional form of the
symphonic poeme.,fian or chestral f or m neproviddsia nalratiee orp o e m
il lustrative basiso (Macdonal-1886). Furthdr. , par a. 1
contributions to the symphony form were made by Anton Bruckner {1828) and Johannes

Brahms (1833L897), who added stylistic and formatrdents, but also increased the size of the
orchestra. I n light of these changes, the con
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orchestra, as it shifted from primarily a private concern to the growing influence of the public
concert (laki, 2003).

As the names dhese composers belie, the early orchestral repertaisea product aseveral

composers of AustrGerman origin; howevethe symphony orchestra and its repertoire

eventually internationalized during the™&entury, extending to French, Italian, and American
composergButterworth, 1998), and later, to Czech and Russian comp(dsskis 2003). As the

turn of the century neared, significant German works were created by Gustav Mahler (1860

1911) and Richard &tuss (1864L949, while Edward Elgar (185I@34), Jean Sibelius (1865

1957) and Carl Nielsen (186331) added to the growing international repertory. Due to these
composerso6 influences, t her symphanisforinuncladmgnr expe
expansion of itharmonic language, the addition of new instruments, and the development of

unique, nationalistic soundsdki, 2003).

The late 1% and early 28 century was a time dtirtherexperimentation and revolutionary
aspirations, led by sudomposers as Béla Bartok (188345), Igor Stravinsky (1882971),

Anton Webern (1883945), Edgard Varese (188365) and Alban Berg (1888035) (Laki,

2003). A later group of composers, whose output mostly followed World War |, signaled a return
to a maoe traditional approach to the symphony, as well as a greater number of Americans

actively writing for the orchestra, such as Aaron Copland (1938D) (Laki, 2003).

Foll owing World War 11, the symphongformi n s ome
(Tawa, 2009), Il eading to the devel opment of i
composers. However, they were composed at a time when other composers were creating works

in the original symphonic spirit (Tawa, 2008 increased activity in theid- to late20"

century defied earlier accounts of the impending death of the symphony as well as the symphony
orchestra (kki, 2003).

An important contextual aspect of the orchestral repertoire concerns the nature and
institutionalization of itprogrammingor 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 othree 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
andguestcahuct or sé Every concert has to draw an

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 arReter 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 condyctorso performance@Holoman,

2012. Thereforethe process of programming retains a focus orstidwedardepertoirejn

particular,soloists and conductors; however, as indicated by Holoman (2012), some variation is
injected in this process, cr Erskind(I9g3)mmeal space t
added fAnoveltieso (p. 42).

Inthelate18c ent ury, orchestr al programs featured
instrument al items and the avoidance of perfo
(Carter & Levi, D03c, pp. 1412). This alternating format, typical in places such as Vienna,

London and Paris (Shanet, 197&)ntinued to the beginning of the®@entury; however, this

presentation format was soon overtaken by the dominance of the symphony form&QCanter

2003c) and the culmination of the institutionalization of the standard repertoire, which was

Aembl ematic of |l oftier musical principles, an

orchestral programmeso (Carter & Levi, 2003c,

Finally, today,completg(rather than partial) works are grouped into programs, which are further
organized into series, the most important beingsthmscription seasonn the case of the New

York Philharmonic, the subscription season accotanta significantportion of ticket revenues.

For example,inthe 1982 s eason, Asubscriptions account ] ed
Phil harmonicdés ticket saleso (Holland, 1982,
20" century, all concerts were part oktlgearly 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 targgcific audience or

purpose,sch as the Young Peopleds Concerts and th
contextual consideration is the emergence of the commercial recording and national radio
broadcasts in the #@entury, which helped orchestras establish their global idss)tas well as

disseminate live and recorded performances to immense publics.
Defining standard epertoire

An even more specific definition ttherepertoireof the symphony orchestiathestandard
repertoire Several competing definitions have beemi&t in both musicological (Bent &
Blum, n.d.) and business literatures (Glynn, 2002), to which | offer my own conceptualibation
particular, | base my conceptualizationrag understanding of the foundations of creative work,

which offeils a morenuancedinderstanding aherepertoire and standard repertoire
General definitions of the standard repertoire

Bent and Blum (n.d.) offer a general definitiortioé standard repertoiras At he col | ect i
works commonly found in the programmes of Westsge 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 StraussBnrdbussy o (para. 7). Her e,
(n.d.) give precedence to a specific time frame, extending approximately from t1&mid
centurytotheearly?oc ent ury, as represented by specific
the orchestrahe standardepertoire 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 standarderepertoi

Carter & Levi (2003cjind the sameonsistencyn Latin America and Asian much of the

world, A Eur opean music canon [or standard repertol

programmeso ,23crptl@)r & Levi

While Glynn (2002)staest hat ficul tural institutions are nei
she does definthe standard reperti r e I n g ui teeof & specificttimecperiodn@ r ms

of specific composersn particular, Glynn (2002) defines the standa&uertoire asmcluding
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those festabl i $dneld camtary dompoderg whode enusit ®rged the
prototype for the orchestrao (p. 66). Overall
(historical) view than Bent and Blumés (n.d.)

Gyé@nés (2002) focus on the Astatico nature of
press, by reviewers such as Traasini (2001 April 29) of the New York Times, who charged

that the symphony orchestras o0lUsioéamgsing( @ omr i
2001,April 29, p. 32). The focus on orchestras as musicalseumg was famously taken up by
conductor Leonard Bernstein, who in 1975, charged that theg@ury marked aignificant

shift in the nature of the composeru di ence r el ationship: #Afor the
musical life that is not based on the composition of our time. This is purely@eBtury

phenomenon; it has never beemd7.rue beforeo (B

Two further qualifications concerning the definition of the standard repertoire of the symphony
orchestraare as followsFirst, the standard repertoire is not synonymous wHteedclassical

music,as offered by Glynn (2002)e, whousesth t er m Glassicaine ae dt oi reodo ( p
67). Classical repertoire is often loosely usedistinguish it fronso-calledpop music

however, classical repertoire, for musicians, denotes music written during a specific time period,

and of a particulastyle, i.e., between 1750 and 1830 (Classical, n$écondthe standard

repertoire of the orchestra includes several styles, including Baroque, Classical, Romantic, and

even more recent compositions of th&20e nt ur vy . I n the eunsd,cot,he st enro

easily defined (Lipman, 1990), and is avoidasl possiblen this thesis.

Overall, the nature of an orchesitotal repertoire andspecific standard repertoirgaises the
following questions. Ishe standard repertoirefiatatic sed of works, as inferred by Bent and

Blum (n.d.)and Glynn (2002)or is thestandardepertoire capable of change over time? If

change is possible, does ttandardepertoire grow in size over time, or do new additions pave
the way for significant changenally, has the 20and 2% century orchestra evolved into a
form that pri mar i-lliyk ec rTomnswesithese Ghastiprsmeguerthat

both Bent and Blum (n.d.) and Glynn (2002) offer an overly (and incorréstigjic® view of the
standard repertoire, and do not successfully incorporate or capture the meaning and importance

of peripheral works. Nowore (or norstandard) repertoire has always been a part dabthe
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orchestral repertoirérchestras do not solely program standard repertoire; they also program
Anovel t i-stasdard @pertomedamboth the main subscription series and subsidiary series

over yearly concert seasons.

Further, these definitions do not capture the contmractice of composition for the orchestra,
or the longheld practices of featuring premiers of new works and the commissioning of new

works, which haveerved asources of variation over time:

Orchestras, soloists, and patrons have long seeded thoepley 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 Philharmo, 484 commissions and premieres were presented
by the New York Philharmonjaip to the preseirfandexcluding those of the New York
Symphony and chamber work3he firstof these appeais the 18456 season, only thregears
following the Philharmoni@ mception in 1842. Several world premieres are nofaittuding

Dv o r Sykmpheny No. rom the New Worldpremiered on December 16, 1893 under the
direction of Anton Seid{World Premieres by the New York Philharmonic, n.d.)

Whil e Lipmands (1990) f ociuvadermniawidid myfthesisheng A c | a
doeshighlightone particularly important aspeaftthe standard repertoiré/hile the standard

repertorec onsti tutes a Atradititi®aisoabodysfworktigatio ver t i
being fiadded t o i n Newworksr(dreatedtpoddOf)yhave alréady.beet 2 3 ) .
accepted into the standard repertoire of the symphony orchestra. For example, the works of
Shostakovich (1904975) are regularlfeatured 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 tke S€Edn. One

particular work firspprogrammed in 1931, i.&Symphony No. 1, Op. 1@ent on to be one of
Shostakovichdés most performed works, appearin
2011. In addition, symphony orchestras in kb United Stateand Great BritainGarter &
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Levi, 2003c), have most recently created positions of comqiesesidencewherebya number

of worksare created each seasonabgontemporary composer.

Second, newompositions, 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 stegpandire 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
specific compositionsebhatecomemen amd poweof
Achampiond certain composers during their ten
the end, even considering the variation created by these ecological flows, powerful

endorsements, and natural addiiptine standard repertoire is above all a highly institutionalized

body of work thats arelative constanbver time

Third, in response to revi ewdkenaturerotheBer nst ei n
Amoderno symphony orsudha positiom need not e cgsupeimaripima f i r
negative light. As offered by Holoman (2012), gtendard repertoirean be cast in a very

positive role:

In 1856 the empress of France, noting only one living compoRessinii on a

program of the Parisonservatory Orchestra, asked its nondescript conductor

Afand does your |l ovely orchestra ply only t
he replied with a bow, fAthe Soci ® ® des Co
meant it as a compliment: to be canonizedosnecessarily to bessilized

[emphasis added]. (pp. &BH)

Musicological considerations of the standard repertoire

Weber (2001 pffers some further considerations concerningdineslopment of the standard
repertoire in relation to aspectsmpbgramming, but also divisigrbetweerii s er i ous o0 v s.
and fAclassical 0 vs. 0 psbifpfrom altergatin genres¢o.thel n par t i

dominance of forms written with the symphony orchestra in mind is positioned by Weber (2001)
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asaslit from AMiIi scel | any.Fbonoapgfoximaiety @85& Webgr ¢2000L)p . 12
notesa significant shit to homogeneity in programminglongside tkinstitutionalization

process of the st anda sabaraseox ar tclasstr adi Geeriousi c an o n o0
music fromfipopulad  or Al i ght 0 lenthisshift veas first absenves! in chérhbeer

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 wofWéeber, 2001)Finally, Weber (2001) also notes a
newseparation of vocal and instrumental works and a reduction in the number of works

presented per program.

Overall,Weber (2001positionsi Mi s cel | any t oashiftdfronoadivensity oft y 0 as
genres (with a homogeneitiy historical agg to a diversity n  w bistdkical@age (with genre
homogeneity). Further, tifemi s cel | aneousanmingasoiacaae timntmpr g o
di sreput eo ( Wewhdgerhgmogeribls programmingloRatard repertoire or
canonwassought byi and expected biy not only the public, but also critics (Weber, 2001).

This not only reflected public that was becoming more musicaitjormed but also the

institutionalization of theole ofcritic. According to Weber (2001), tHpopulad  vckassicah

distinctionwas largelycomplete by the time of World War 1.

Further to aspects of programming and divisions in types of music, Kerman (1983) discusses

some of the effects (and precursors to)staedardzation of therepertoire In particular,

Kerman (1983) emphasizes thia¢ written musicalscore( her eaf t er, referred t
is not particular to all musical culturemany cultureslepend upon oral means for the

transmission ofmusicaltradition. Therefore Kerman (1983) gsitionst he s cor e, an 06o0b
focus ofmu s i6dyg e c t asfaisigndidantaotor th the standardization or canonization of

Western music, butot necessarilgufficientf or t he fAmai nttemadictei @i 0 a( pn
108).

Through the 19 century,the institutionalization or canonization of the standard repettaire

alongsidea shiftinthee r adi ti on of <c¢changing the score to s
a veneration of the score. Furtherior to the early part of the centutie repertoire presented
toaudienceswas of a fApresent gewonepaercedKeamgdipP&@ner at i

p. 111). However this dominancshiftedto a sustained performance of worles well asan
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investigation of the music of the pdlat created aeedfoh i st or i cal Fifialyyt hent i ¢
Kerman (1983) also associates canonization withigieeof music criticism and the study of
aestheticsywhich ultimately ledo some composers and their egjpire attaining a status over

others. Furthethe appearancef therecordingalsosupported not only the homogenization of

the repertoire, but also the Astandardizati on
Overall, Kerman (1983)ositionsthe 9c ent ury as a ti me wheose t he s

abovemusicasis oci ab(p.dX8t i vi ty

Overall, these particulahiftsare important considerationsytthey are shifts associated with a
institutionalizingrather than institutionalized form, i.e. shifts prior to approximately 1850,
while Weber (2001) positisa shift in programming practice as emerging out of a developing
standard repertoire, or candrocatethe relationship between repertoire gmdgramming as
emerging froma process ofo-evolution andone that was inextricably tied with further
institutionalization processes, including tbathe symphony orchestrsgloists conductorsand
critics. In particular, | focus on the nature ofnsistency and change three endogenous actors,
i.e., the repertoire, solois@nd conductorffom approximatelyl850forward which captures
many aspects highlighted by Weber (2001) Kerdnan (198R Overall, the focus remains on
the relationships between these actors, and the general continuum of change: the repertoire as
relative constant, soloists balancing consistency and change, and conductors exhibiting

significantamounts othange over time.
Empirical support: @nformity, 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 ature of the standard repertoire include that of Mueller (1973), the BMI surveys, Hart
(1973), and three more recent contributions, Detval.(2002), Glynn (2002) and Kremp

(2010).

Mueller (1973) focuses osubscriptionprograms of 27 major US symphony orchestras from the
18423 seasons to 196B970. Here, repertoire is presented in terms of total performance times;

however, the repetitions of program®not included. Here, Mueller (1973) finds the standard
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repertoire a having a high degree of consistency over time, with a focus on Asetroan

wor ks. Muel l er (1973) also finds the presence
categories: 1) low but stable; 2) ascending (over a longhortterm period); 3) decending; 4)

full |l ife cycle (though not necessarily indic
5) indeterminate; and 6) most played (including Bach, Beethoven, Brahms, Tchaikovsky, and
Wagner ). Of particul ao oote, terh@.g.Brbkefled er 6 s fas
Stravinsky, Bartok, Shostakovich, Britten, Copland, Baréwed Ives). Here, newcomers show

an increasing presence over time, indicating that the standard repertoire of the symphony
orchestra has fanpasessobmefit.cOverall, ther@isra cleagstancyof the

standard repertoire, at a more maleeel, 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 afcbi&strasi.e.,

from 74 to 620 orchestrag/hile thesesurveysdraw from a much larger number Afmerican

orchestras, including major as well as other forms,(eogamunity orchestras), they only

address a short time span frame 195360 to 19691970 seasons. Therefore, these data are less

useful to the approaddoptedn thisthesis Fur t her, i n contrast to Mu
BMI surveys consider all pgvams and total number of performances rather than the weighted

approach according to total performance time.

Drawing on Muellerdos (1973) wor k, Hart (1973)
standard repertoire, including the dominance of thertepeby AustreGerman, Russian, and

French composers, followed by American compositions, with the first three accounting for 76

87% of the total regrtoire performedHart (1973)alsopoints out a drop in Austr@erman

repertoire during times of war, witising numbers of Russian, French, American and British
repertoire due to fApopul are [Amencpdjat dli leisesasi m etglac
(p. 407). In particular, Hart (1973) focusses
oft he repertoryo (p. 410 posersuhatthavemraet aelboyulefof ndi ng
total performance timesuggesting 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 (19733oncerns American repertoire. While Mueller (19@8%s not
find any American repertoimmeetingthe 1% ruleHart (1973) findgive composers that entered
during the first half of th@(d" centurythat remained over timee., Bartok, Prokofiev, Ravel,
Shostakovich, and Stravinsky. This lends credence to a standard repertoira tietdtise
constant over timahoughwith notable yet few,additions that point to a level of flexibility over
thelongt e r m. Ov e r9a3) ihterprethzon of thes Muéllér (1973) digas follows:

edomi nat i o4German coAposetsmofdhe past, with strong and continuing
emphasis on Beethoven; a generally low proportion of contemporary music; and even
lower representation of Americanusic; the distribution of this over a large number of

composers; and an increasingly static condition in the reperkdayt, (1973 p. 421).

My analysis | argely supports Hart 6sintlietdsd 3) f i
of the New York Philharmonic, including the time period up to the 2D&2ason, the claim that
the repertory i s becomi nngtamparentnconsidering theéadthat i ¢ 0

of repertoire choiceandvarious contextual aspects.

Dowd et al.(2002), in particular, show that novelty or variatisigoverned 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 srgeaizational aspectisnpact

the standard repertoicé the orchestraDowd et al. (2002)ihd that new compositionare

i mp a c ttleedncréaged Performance capabilities of symphony orchestras, the expanded
resources for new music, and the proliferatiomofic programs among U.S. colleges and

uni versitieso ( p.ondtiindthe ditteenwradio broadcadt ar reordifge &) d
newworksheea si gni fi cant i mpact on ft hleentarthember of

repertoireso (p. 56).

Dowd et al. (2002glsofind that the only aspect that works against a few dominant composers in

the standard repertoire expandingerformance capabilities of orchestras over tiAre.

Ai ncrease in performance c ap abrnslthe fregquerccyand Do wd
regularity of performances over a concert sea

35) considers both internal and external resources to the orchestra, such as conductors that
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defend and promote contemporary work (intéraald organizations such as the League of
Composers initiated by Aaron Copland (externa
(Dowd et al., 2002, p. 35) refers to music sc
canon formationandani nt enance o ( P43 dhese findirgs not onl\2p0oirtt @ ,

the possibility and prevalence of variation, but also the impact of key actors within an overall

ecology of the symphony orches Further, certain actorise., those orchestras who are capable

and in a position of prestige, are able to further variation within the standard repertoire.
Finally, Dowd et al. (20023lso notehe nature of changever time

Increasing change occurredia¢ margins, as firdime peformances 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 whieltldssics 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

Afat the marginso (p. 58) or at the tperie@dhleirys|
(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. Spe chesymghank $egms pafticutary resistasiti ¢ a |

to largescale change but potentially vulnerable to incremental or swalk innovation,
particular where it might address the economi

Again, drawing from Mueller (1973), aselas the work of Doweétal.( 2 00 2 ) , Kr empds
analysis of innovation and success within the orchestral standard repertoire shows a clear
Aconservatismo (p. 1051) in the respective re

orchestras spanningoim 1879 to 1959, as well as a dominance of AuStoman 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 plagecomposers accounted for 86 percent of the performapcd$951).
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These 13 composers include AWagner, Beet hoven
Berlioz, Debussy, Ravel, Schumann, Schytzert d Mendel ssohno ( Kremp, 2
conservatism also played out over time: fAl1l2 o

already among the 20 most played composers 1in

Like Mueller (1973) and Hart (19F3Kremp (2010) acknowledges the pressof variation;
however, he positions novelty as a fAdeconstru
focuses on the importance of innovation as either an edflg@fiury phenomenon (Dowd et al.

2002) oran even later one of the 1960s (DiMaggio, 1987). However, my analysis dates such a

fide con s {ordiswmption)atmeven earlier timee., as early as the late 1 @entury.

Kremp (2010)lsofinds much variation from orchestra to orchestra inlelel of variation in

the standard repertoire. Regardless of the ag
p. 1053), Kremp (2010) emphasizes that while a culture of conservatism does exists within the
symphony orchestra, there is a paralletculr e of MAsuccessive attempts

concert programming in the United States since the l&t€1®nt ur yo (p. 1051) .

Krempds (2010) woetrkat uiiphest iegnpbasi arechestras
1076) are in a position to successfully integrate new compositions into an established standard
repertoireHowever, hese ficonsecrated actorso (Kremp, 20:
in an envionment that syports innovative programminge., those environments that had a

Al oc al elite cohesivenesso (Kremp, 2010, p. 1
seasons that provide sufficient space for new compositions alongsidentifi@rdteepertoire

(Kremp, 2010).

A further finding of Kremp (2010) notes that the adoption of variation, or thetiadayd new
repertoire,isnor e easi ly achieved when a new composi't
competition with establishedcomposseds ( p. 1051). Specifically, if
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
newcomposibns are apparent in an orchestrads repel

work will also be adopted and played in the future (Kremp, 2010). One aspect that thiastudy
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well as most otherg)oes not address isdé nature ohewcompositios, i.e,f r om a musi ci a

perspectivearethesewell-craftedworks?

While this empirical work supports the consistency of the standard repertoire over time and

variation within certain limits, it does nailly investigatecritical aspects whenmnguance mders.

For exampl e, Hartoés (1973) <claims of an incre
the case of the New York Philharmoniairther, while Kremp (201Q)ositions novelty as a
Adeconstructiono (or di sidaunptunifasnmy)positidn novelityeor st a n d
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
naturalandneede counterpoint to the standard reperto
deconstruction is taken as a given, my analystheNew York Philharmoniaates such

processes as beginningaamuchearlierdate(the late 19 century). Finally, the one rather
obviousandcritical factor thais missing from all previous studies concerns the nature of works

within the standard repertoire vs. a general repertoire as a wiheleature of excellenc@hat

are the criteria for a woa?lkpasticulantimdpergd on i n t h
composer or conductoRowhere in thdusinesditerature do | find some assessment of the

nature of compositions that populate the standard repeiteirare these works wetlrafted by

a musicians,ortmescsi el ogasd®s standar ds?
Repertoire:Pressures for conformity and change

The institutionalization of the standard repertoire wpsoaess thatan concurrently (ando-

evolved with) the institutionalization of the symphony orchestra. These concurrent processes are

not surprising considering the natural links between compdbkengpertoire, and the symphony
orchestra: fAThe orchestr al repedBrabmsfoe necessa
similarly, the standard repertoire], since the orchestra itself is defined by their work and,
conversely, their work in terms of its pursui
However, this processas also impacted yther powelul 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), Gxwat (2002), Kremp (2010),

and Glynn and Lounsbury (200%hese influences include related institutions of the state,
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church and powerful familieg,body of individuals within societgtherwise known a8 t h e

el i t edand teeir ¢ritical eviews), financial influences, and general, contefeictaks To
theseare added critical endogenous influences, including those at the organizationaklevel

the symphony orchestra, and thdividual level,i.e., soloists, conductorsind composerg hese
influences are positionealongsidean 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: &te, churchandfamily

Kremp (2010) highlights the influence alated institutions in the institutionalization of the

standard repertoire, in terms of its creation and reproduction. Building on the work of Weber

(2009, DeNora(1997), and DiMaggia1991a), Kremp (2010) conceptualizése creation of the

standard repertoi@s a fAproduct of -bHaseedisenotierrbgtweerc e of a c |
ihi ghbrowo and #fl owhcreomtou rtyads t(ep .d ulr0i5n2g) .t hlen 109t h
repertoire was shaped by powerful actors, suchadsssand 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
favoring music of the paswer recently composed music and concentrating on a narrow set of

mostly AustreGer man composerso (Kremp, 2010, p. 1052

positioned primarily as creating pressures for conformity over change.
The deliteo

Glynn (2002) argues hat hnel i tes emphasizing status diffe
institutionalize the orchestral canon, fixing the standard, classical repertoire in time, a trend that

i's stildl evident t odayiénoiexplicitcénéerning thbataveeol er , Gl vy
elites, beyond their power in funding art instituti@sh as the symphony orchestra. The general
natureandimpacof fAel i teso i s problematic as it is di
history when the arts was immune from sudluances. It alsotends tadery artistsa sufficient

stake in power and control over musical production, from compositigrerformanceandto

reception. While there is no doubt that elites both internal and external to the orchestra have had
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impact onthe institutionalization of the symphony orchestra and its standard repertoire, they are

not the sole, and | argue, not the ngghificantforce, in its evolution over time.

A particularly weltdocumented example of a composer and performer who resisted the influence

of Athe elited was Ludwig van Beethoven, one
orchestral repertoire. To be gslependedonBeswmdraico v e n
families for his financi al supporto (Ker man,
same ti me, Beethoven was also known to avoid

normally expected from musicians in circles ofthbnol i t yo ( Ker man et al .,
distancecan beapplied to musicians and theoreticians both of his time and earlier (Kerman et al.,
n.d.).

Overall, fAelitesodo are positi onedHowesermpyower f ul
perspectivesupportonly a measure of influenaieh at fAel i tesd had (and ha
shaping the standard repertoi@verall, eliteinfluence is positioned ame of many powers that

make up a Aportfolioo of &avd asgnsficamt mituenbeson e h a d

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 i ts meaicriidegauatesthe over
application of aesthetic systems to musical programming and to artistic performance with a bias
towards tradition, thereby keeping mgsi talkspr
pressure for conformity does not hatdall contexts While tradition strongly governs certain

expectations for performance, critics do not always sidewithad | ed ficonser vati v
perspectives. For example, Canarina (2010) highlights New York Times critic Harold Schonberg

who took issuewithBw Yor k Cityés own pressure for conf

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 programmi ngé midicetsoenucw anfamiliao o mu c h

music, too much vocal music. (p. 79)

instanceSchonberg (1971, December )esnot support conservatismubrather fights

Asophistication or intellectual curiosity

For a while the letters were comingsteadily, 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 wroteai approving of the Phil har moni
the repertory this season [is not] created by a professional aversion resulting from over
exposure to the standard repertory. After a lifetime of listening, | still can respond to the
mainstreamofmati ¢, and | would quit the job if |
more, point out thaor many years the Philharmonic, and all major orchestrave been

in a rut, playing much the same things ove
shauld cause such resentment among the Philharmonic subscribers attests to an appalling

lack of sophistication or intellectual curiosity on their part. (p. D17)

While criticsare typicallyhighly opinionated, their overall impact and rolelsracterized by

bothpressure for conformity as well as pressure for change. In many respects, their role is to

que

stion, as much as to fnanswer 0.

Financial influences

Glynn and Lounsbury (2&) position financial concernsge, a A commer cias&d mar ke

relatively recent and disruptive influence on the institutionalized form of the standard repertoire.

Specifically, fas a result [of a growing comm
managerialism associated with the commercial market logic mapeioto the arts, thereby
threatening the purity and |l ongstanding domin

2005, p. 1037). Again, | argue that financial concerns hawaysbeen a part of the arts, and

have always had a potential impacttba nature of art that is created, and what art is offered to

audiencesThis conundrum is simply not a modern phenomeAdnmstorical perspective
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highlights a tug of war between an economic and aesthetic logic, from examples such as the
Mediciés influene in the arts in Florence in the 1600s (Hollingsworth, 1994), to funders such as
JoseplPulitzer who, after a particularly large bequest in 1911, articulated his hopes around

expected repertoire choices at the New York Philharmonic (SH£8W%4). Overallyecent

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) arttesl¢éhat in spite of art living in a

Aspaceo fraught with financi al 7 dnddorftinuesdol ty, t h

showi great resilience to change.
Contextual, macro influences

Our understanding of the standard repertoire ofyimephony orchestra,ig part, reflective of
general trends in the nature of orchestral repertoire since its beginnings i tred 178’
centuries, a trajectory that is given some clarity by Schonberg (1967/1975):

In the 18 century, indeed, brand wemusic was the only music in the repertoire.

Audiences wanted to hear the very latest; and if whene disturbedemphasis added] by

Mozart or the young Beethoven, there always were more comforting composers like

Salieri or the great Paisiello to satigfem. In the 19 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 sowithmuphr e par ati on and apol ogy, call
Concerts. o Berlioz, Liszt, Schumann and Wa
be damned by such important conservative critics as Chorley and Hanslick; but their

music was played, discussed, argabdut, constantly analyzed in the newspapers and
magazines. And again as in thé"I®ntury, there always was a bulwark of new music

t hat was | ess controversialé Today there a

avantgarde composers were. ¢312)

In generalmacro influences of history and specific contextual elenfentsimpactdthe

institutionalization of the standardpertoire and its maintenance (asdruption) over time
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(Dowd et al, 2002).In particular,institutionalization was tietb 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 Anmectmatext by people and ideas that
flowed from Europe. In th&nited Statesthe standard repertoire was housed infootprofit
organizations that facilitatets growth andreedit to some extenfrom usual firancial concerns
(DiMaggio, 1982:1991b). Within this context, audiences have also provided a significace fo
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 thatriegority of their work was ephemeral [perhaps not

that different tharnhe shifting musical spacesii o pnasic]. The inherent nature of
programming a concert series, on the other hand, elevated relatively few composers and
their works to public attentiomhese 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 orcheaisa preferencethe potential impact of

various external forcesdher epert oi re and its performance:
the repertoire is always shifting, led by conductor enthusiasm, audience demand, academic
scholarshijand, still, the individuanh 20420k &R of |
ecobgical approachighlights a natural relationship between core and periphadhetween

the standard repertoire and new or less performed wibdsohighlights the importance of

Areinterpretationd (Li pman, EORID gver psignificand )  wi

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 aombus reinterpretation. Furthermore, these new (or at
least newer) additions to the canon are written with an awarengssther that

awareness is conscious or unconscious does not, | think inaftédre existence of the
tradition, and with an intentioof contributng to that tradition as a whol@.ipman,

199Q p. 124).

N

t
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L i p ma n 0 definjftidnIn@kes clear reference to a core tradition that has existed over time,
but with the expectation of variation. As such,ntapsulates my main argumeoincerning the
institutional corei.e., while theinstitutional core is maintained over timealso allows for

variation at the periphery.
Internal, micro influences

Whil e many influences for conformity and chan
symphony orchestra, these influences also originate from within. Kremp (2010) conceptualizes

the reproduction of the standard repertoire a
leading to a marginalization of innovation and the institutiaation of the ategorical
boundaries defiaoi fpg. 6t0828i cBf amusgcdmoret he wo
(1993) and Horowitz (1982005), Kremp (2010) isolates three linked processes of reproduction
that support a i edafalimited sebollcOmppsers id ihareparoires
bureaucratization of large symphony orchegtrathe alignment of aesthetic interests of concert

artists and administrative rationality of orchestrasand the emergence of a culture of

performance and virtuosity rather than creat.

At a broader, organizational leveifluences of conformity and change are impacted by the

symphony orchestéarelationshp with therepertoire. According to Couch (1983), the

symphony orchept yaddgeaeasd obnusictccenposédrioe it ltuts 6

greatyi nf l uences the devel opAneeipracal ibrotinextricablee i t sel f
relationshipi s suggested: AMusic itself not only inf
influenced by themo ( Cou dighlightdtBegatthatee. 110) . Th
maintenance (or disruption) of the orchestra, allows for the maintenance (gptidisy of the

repertoire and vice versa. Glynn (2002) also highlights the special relationship that exists

between the institution of the symphony orchestrathedtandard repertoir@ositioning the
repertoireagit he f or emost e x pyrorehesré migsiomwmdnd thelaristics y mp h o n
aspirations of its conductor and musicians. The repertoire played is the language through which

the orchestra speaks to the audienceo (Americ
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Further, at a more specific lelyindividual performers including soloists and conductors, also

impact bothconformity and change over time. In particulariance via interpretation &n

integralpart of what soloists offaria artistic creation. Citing the work of DiMaggio (1987),

Glynn (2002)focuses orthe importance of interpretation in conformity at the level of the
standard repertoire, and change via its inter
may be less vation in the content of the orchestral canon, there may be more variation in its
interpretive p.l7Q.yuwthef, Burnjghan and QodlonZ1,991) also emphasize

how variation is a natural (and acceptable) part of the standard repertoireviae r pr et at i on
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

characterplé@.d styl eo (

Conductors alsoontibute tovariation via interpretation and conformity bypportingvarious

composers as part of the standard repertoire. The commissioned acmhmaissioned

biographies of the New York Philharmoratsomake frequent reference to the particular

fi s o uohamh 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 congpaberardi c ha mpi oned o0 &

specific conductors over time:

The rage for Rachmaninov was born in thdted 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 forcandue accompl i shment é
Grof ®s Grand Canyon Suite (1931), popul ar
in a recording of 1932, became a favorite in the rush to prove an American style

(Holoman, 2012, p. 77)

Composeral so have a natur al influence on both cor
is an especially nuanced and comp&vxironment that can be cast as havingwararching

character of deeply embeddeatiance Considerable variation in style is appar@ntvorks

written bysoc al | e d dcommskerswha iave contributed to the repertdieyond Bent

andBl umdés (n.d.) period of -18totheid@ "denturp.pert oi r e
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Beyond the definitional difficulties of such modern music, imusitten during the 20and 2!

centuries does not generally adhere to one particular style, asrittha past, but rather several

styles, includingnewinterpretations of earlier styles, such as-nkssical and nemmantic.
Takingintoaccouns uch stylistic diversity, this period
pluralismo (Lipman, 1990, p. 124) or in Schon
(p. 445) In particular, Schonberg (1967/1975) pointsioeclecticism that blauniqueand

nationalistic styles of composers, conductors, and orchestras. According to Tawa (2009), this

variety reflecs cultural changes, especiallytime United States i Af t er Wor |l d War |
fragmentation would characterize musical styles, genresesttgroups, and attitudes toward

arto (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 andariation 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 negteketb

the attention of orchestras, audieacand critics
An alternate, agentic view

In additionto the somewhat subservient role that the standard repertoire takes in many
conceptualizations of its institutionalization and maintenance over timereaagentic stance

alsoappeas in the literatureThe standard repertoir@so holds t s own fApower 0, rat
being purely the product of endogenous or exogenous influegrmesxampleGriswold (1987)
highlights the fAcul surdéef powpgoi bfasiiehargamw
linger in the mind and, over and above this individual effect, to enter the canon, which is
constructed and uphel d bp1105). Grswold (1987)gdsitiodnee s 0 ( G
such cultural paver as enabling variance viat s A mul t i v oicaits abilityto elicitp . 110

Aextensive multiple interpretationso (p. 1105

This framework can be extended to an orché&sstandard repertoire. While the standard

repertoires cast as eelative constanbver time, variance is possible not only via
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experimentation at the periphery, but also thromggrpretation via conductors and players, and

through its reception by audiences. Following Grisvio(d987) lead, the standard repertdire

like that of the literary canohnc an al so be fArecognized, or sense
with the genre or f p.0186).tGhswdlds (A98%y multikocalite pr esent s
positionscultural poweras asustainable power. In the caselod $ymphonyorchestra, actors

both internal and external to the orchest@izethe power of an orchestra via its repertoire, and

the expectation of multiple interpretations. While the symphony orchestra and its repertoire
shows a great propensity forrcd or mi ty over ti me, iandprépansitya fAbui

for variation,and therefore, potentialisruption.
Summary

| position therepertoire of the symphony orchesaimarelative constanbver time. In particular,
the standard repertoire has been cast as highly stable ovén tilmeénanagement, sociology
and musicology literatureas well aszvia my analysis of thé&lew York Philharmonio s
programming between 1842 and 2012. That saidngigutionalization 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 sympli@rchestra, and even by the repertoire itself, if it is

given Aactor statuso and an agency of its own

Overall, a keyobservatoc oncerns the fact that idsHagamsepert oi
a balance of consisteneyd change isoloists,and a high level of change in conductors

Therefore, the repertoire onyppearsas afstatiad or unchangingentity 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.e. nonstandardmore pronounced)his

variationalso includes aspecssich as interpretatiaof therepertoire whichdoes not varyhe

repertoirein terms of the actual works performdulit rather in its realization faudiencesver

time.
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Soloists

In comparison to the relative consta the repertoire, and highthangeable trajectory of
conductors, @loists of the symphony orchestra show a balance of consistency and change over
time. Within the musicological literatet (Bensman, 1983; Holoman, 2012), the soloist is cast as
a consistently significant actor of the symphony orchestra, especially as communicators of a
compositional fornthat was written with them in minde., the concerto. However, soloists are
also asgciated with changend arghereforea potentially disruptive force, considering their

propensity for freedom of interpretation, andfigamout associ ated wi.th the

My analysis of soloists of thidew York Philharmonibetween 1842 and 2012 largely confirms
this contrasbf consistency and chanbetalso confirms thathis mix of influences can also be
A ma n aayer tinte In particular, disruptive aspects of soleisan be ameliorated by a
concurrentespect fotherepertoire This thesis also offers the key observation that since
soloiss show a balance aonsistency andhange, 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
guestions concerning soloistsé development. T
did theyemerge? 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, wharethe sources of pressure that supgotoistsover time,

and others that serve as key obstructions? | 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, highlightkeyr el at i onshi ps founded on
What is a soloist?

According to Fuller (n.d.), a solo is dA(a) pi
mel ody instrument with accompani mento (par a.

(and solost) referred to a single instrument with accompanimeritf or exampl e Bachod
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Sonatas and Partitas for solo violin, BWV 100Q06 which were entitleei Sold a violino

senza Basso accompagnéfosolos, for violinwithouta bass accompaniments). Blethe 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 actofor examplethe symphony orchestra. From thé"18

century, the history of the solo and soloist shows an interplay between a focus (solo) and

accompani ment, which included fia melody instr
accompani ment 0 ( Ful | ees,thedomphance offihe sok role algo shiftedn ma
the accompanying instrumenessv en i n t he context of the symphc
subordinate roleo (Full, n.d., para. 3).

The soloist role has a trajectory that culminates in the coveted railtuafsg an Italian term

that derives its meaning from the Latin weidus,i.e,iex cel | ence o0 or HAwort hc
para 1). While the term first referred to any particuladgaanplished individual, in any field

during the 18 and 17" centuries, it soon became closely associated with instrumentalists who

focused on a professionalized gsta@ole in the later 18and especially, ¥9century (Jander,

n.d., para2). As virtwsi, soloists performed works at exceedijriggh levels; howeverhey

also disrupted theepertoire and symphony orchestra in terms of not only focus, but accepted
interpretive approaches to thepertoire One perspective casts a soloist in a role sxfughtor,

with goals of fAwiden[ing] the technical and e
2).

Within the context of the institutionalized form of the symphony orchestra, sdoestgher one

particular instrument or voice category (esgpprano, tenor), or a small group that veirk

alternation or together (e,dour voices for an opera excerpt or two solo instruments fegiar

socal l ed Adooplagaiomsertiose texture of the orch
can takeparticularly 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.



123

Soloist relationships

The nature of soloistsdo relationships with th
complex; soloistarecast as key collaborators with the conductor and orchestra as a whole, or

quite independently as interpreters of the solo part of the scommamagers of their own images

on the concert scene. Accordinggensman (1983YiSoloists working wth an orchestra, and

opera stag, especially, have a vested interest in interpretation that devolves not only on the score

itself but ako on their selfmages as stayvirtuosi, and individual performer§p. 11)

A further relationship concerns soloists and their relationship with composers (and
compositions). While a unique interpretation
extensios ol oi sts, are also simply the product of
own power. This position is highlighted by pianist Franz Liszt, an early virtuoso of the piano,

who was quoted as sayi ng t hatdispensabletelernestioft y i s
musico (Jander, n.d. para. 2).

The multidimensional 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
negotiaobrs 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 extérocal eview.

Overall, the role of soloist displays elements of both consistency and change over time. This

delicate balancing adte., showingrespect fotherepertoireamidst glamorous public lives

typical of the institutionalized form of the virtuoso soloist, which ran roughly in parallel with the
standard repertoire, the symphony orchestra, and conduthissalances captured by a key

composer of the #9century, Richard Wagner (181883 , who was noted as sa
dignity of thevirtuosorests 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 isteemediaryjemphasis added] of

t he arti ederind. para®@.ao (Ja
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A balanced role as exogenous and endogenots

The definition of soloist already points to the interplay between a balanced (or complementary)

role of soloistwith accompanying symphony orchestra, to a dominant virtuoso role, wigere t

focus shifts away from the orchestra, and to the soloist and solo line. Further, a balbrised

also reflected in the soloistds position in t
soloistsareexogenous actonsho are not typicallyied 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 beodogenous actormsho

take a key rolén interpreting the repertoire, in conjunction with the conductor, and remaining

orchestral players. In many ways their success is the condugtormarnahestr ads succe:

vice versa.

Soloists: pressures famonformityandchange

Soloists create (and are created by) contexts that both iaskeconformityand change.

Soloists continuing role with symphony orchesisssupported by theii g | a mwhichr hais

been used to not only attract audiences, but maintain orchestrasfiarahighly competitive
environmers. For soloists in particular, their trajectasyalso supported by treymphony

orchestra, which has served as an attractive context to showcase their virtuosic abilities.
Therefore asignificant,inextricablerelationship exists between soloists and orchestras. Finally,

sol oists have been a consi st entfgldmewt wgreat over
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 courdégb@inge

over time. In particular, elements of scheduling and associated costs of high profile soloists
present particular éhl | e n g e s djectorissétithe high¢sslgvelstofr performance,
soloists are not unlimited in number, often ingMusy international schedules, short and longer
term commitments at various educational institutions, and busy chamber music careers.

Together, the busy sebules 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.

Whi | e s ome @atetlase préssud® drawmgsaloistsf r om t he Af i r st ch
positions within the orchestra (e.the leader of the violin sectipar concertmaster), the
expectatiorremains thaimost soloist are drawn from exogenous actors, who théor a timei

become endogenous to the hiring orchestra, from the time of the first rehearsal to the final
performance. A relatively new approach taken by some orchésthascreation of special

positions thaestablish longeterm relationships witl 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 &ctors of competition, audience draw, and osflat 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 hawiteggrapdiary 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 analylsesN#w York

Philharmoni¢ shows that soloists have been a consistent and significant actor in the

Phil harmonicds trajectory from its inception
apropensity for change, including an expected freedom akegn and interpretation, and
associategpower asi g | a movirtumsi. dralysis of soloists at tiéew York Philharmonic

points to change and di sr veppectathereperoireng amel i or

Further, sloists frajectories over time have been influenced by pressures for and psessure
against their integral involvement with symphony orchestings interplay of consistency and
change further supports soloistsotvent er medi ar

constancyof the repertoire and high levels of change in conductors.
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Conductors

Of the three endogenous actors that | investigate in this thesis, conductors show a particularly
striking degree of change over time, in relatios to | ohalantesofbconsistency and change,

and therepertoire aselative constan Conductoréchangeable nature is supported in the
musicological | iterature, 1 n partiandihtter, Shan
morerecentbusiness literatur@slynn, 2002). In particular, Shanet (1975) traces the

institutionalization of the conductor from early forms in the i@ century to a modern form
ofthemid20". Conductorsé pervasive trajectory of ¢
reviewer,Donal Henahan (1982, November 28) who recently remarked that conductors today

A pl ay prefourmly difterenfemphasis added] from that of his predecessors in earlier
centurieso (p. SM58). While conductoethisdo sho
has not been so much adutly transformthe positionConductorsstill provide a vital link

between composers, thepertoirethe orchestraand audiences. As described by Henahan

(1982, November 28), a c¢ onaseanduidlbetiveen dgudiencdndt i on
composero (p. SM58) &fulanenta godl is to Brindnaewritteo stateutac t o r
l'ifeo (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 datatsmtesthe institutionatzation of conductors over time,
i.e., from approximately 1850 to 195Blowever, the data set also offers further nuanee in
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 Philhaya258d969;
laureate 1969-1990) and current conductor, Alan Gilbert (2@ 7).For the purposes of this
thesis, conductors arthereforeplaced 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 questiorageassociated with thebservation that conductonsave shown the
greatest degree of change over tiGenceptually, 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 confotgnand 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? | address each of these quedti@nfoilowingsecton,
extendinghe 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, Zakmw, 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 abnductingdefinesit asthefollowing: A T h elirecimgtan o f

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

i mportant figures i n musrind.gadra. p.ehifdefintmanceo ( Ar
emphasizes the organizational role of the conductor, in terms of general and musical aspects, but
also the conductorés position or power. A sec
where the modern conductsrpositioned as a product of théM@ntury, with a focus on three

functions,includingtime keeper, interpreter, and administrator:

1) the conductor beats time with his or her hands or with a baton in performance; 2) the
conductor makes interpretatidecisions 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., paga. }

Within the business literature, the modern canduis set within the institution of the symphony
orchestra in terms of key relationships with other actors, as well aselagive power. For the
most part, definitions are derived from the contributions of Glynn (2002) who casts a
conduct oteéasdeadimghe axpression dherepertoire. Further, Glynn (2002) also
focuses on crelatiahships with athér pawarful@ators within the symphony
orchestra, intpaeti egg adncladegssoadudionh Exedutive h
Director, and Chair of the Board of Directors. As such, conductors are defined by the level of
structure, leadershjpnd power that they exert within the symphony orchestra.
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These definitions conceptualipechestratonductos of madern form however, the nature of

conducting (and conductordites fromthe 1% 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 ¥6and 17" centuries. Further, the institutionalization of the symphony

orchestra to the early $@entury wasalsocharacterized by a parallel institutionalization process

of the specialized position of orchestral conductor, which is offered by Shanet (1975}hasing

New York Philharmonic as example. The following sectiaices a brief history of conducting

and conductors from the #8entury, andhenoffesan over vi ew of Shanetds

of conductors extending from the™&® mid-20" century.
Conductors: Emergence and evolution'{16 early 19" century)

The history of conducting precedes orchestral conductors by several centuries, andsuinde it

known where the first conductor emerged, nor the exactitadelieved that they becarmae

common practice bythef® ent ury to fAbea[t] paiaBefdvaiods nol d &
vocal groups in religious institutions (Siepmann, 2003). The first conductors were typically
singers, and someti mes ke yimebaeradt eprloa yeexrtse, n dwintgh

18" century, especially within the church (Spitzer et al., n.d.).

By the 17" and 18 centuries, conductors became a necessity due to increasing ensemble size
(Arnold & Muir, n.d.), as well as the use of multigboirs (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; Henahar2, I8&ember 28):

With few exceptions, he [the conductor] was one and the sarmean employed to

compose music for church, theatre, palace or other musical establishment, and to take

charge of its performance. He svan active playéra ki nd noofn gi feiigrusatl sao
who | ed his band either from the first vio
exceptional circumstances did he conduct music other than his own. (Siepmann, 2003, p.
114)
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Overall, the role of conductor now sleiftfrom vocalist and sometimes keyboardist), to

primarily an insrumentalistas ensembles grew in size, and as instrumental ensembles began to

take on an independent role, separate from voice @m@tal., n.d). A onduct or 6s rol e
the 17" century now exteretifrom simple timebeating to further performance responsibilities

such as Adynamics, articulation, accuracy and
context of opera (developing from approximately 1600 onwattis)eyboard or continuo

playeragain 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 concemaster, a practice that conied into the 19 century (Arnold &

Muir, n.d.; Spitzer et al., n.d.However,conducting from the keyboard did contindigring this

time, includingHay dnés pr e s e rsymahonies in Loadom 1828gArnolevé& Muir,

n.d.). For the most part, the instrumentalist conductors continued to be responsible for

Amai ntaining a s a,makend sare mmusicians wene playingotie eightfacde e .
the right time]l]o (Arnold & Muir, n.d., par a.

However, as the 1century 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 (Acth& Muir,n.d.).Musi c0s c ovmlad X ietdy A @
a central figure visually in chiby$oastoef t he en

earliest orchestras grew in size and complexity, the role of conductor continuesictasdeell:

Even before Beet hovi8mpiswas\growihgly cl¢actmane cheet e d i
executive needed eyes and handsd brairi free if there were to be adequate control

of difficult music for ever larger forces. The pioneers of the profegsianis Spohr,

Berlioz, Mendelssohi abandonedrgy intent to play along, standing before the players

and leading with a baton in the right hartdoloman, 2012p. 61)

Whatrepertoirethese specialist conductors conducted also shifted over time, from the composer
conductor who conducted his own music, to the
was devoted exclusively to champion)Thee t he mu

developments set the stage for the type of conductor found at the New York P hilicamtioe
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earliest performances of 1842. At this ti me,
expand, as well as their commitment to longer rehearsald,at hei r posi tion as T

conductorrather than transitory or shared (Arnold & Muir, n.d.).

The 19" century also brought new developmentsonductingpractices as well asiew

theoretical textén the art of conductingn particular, conductofisegan to usa baton of some

sort, a full score that included all instrumental lines of music, and the podium, which in addition

to the phgttlmen,cdmaiuct or 6s gestur esHolomaear fr om i
20120,p. 64).Thehistory of the beon, like the conductor, is also characterized by significant

change and experimentation over time, it use ofrole of paper, t@white handkerchief,

and even to an odd mechanical arm (Siepmann, 2003). While the baton, typically used in
performancs 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 ttigjainans, and

body as the main conducting instrument.

In addition to changes in the type of instrunsarged to conduct groups, significant changes are
also observed in the placement of the conductor over time. At the turn ofticerit@ry,

conductors were often positioned between the orchestra and choir, with their backs to the
orchestra, or thefacedthe audience, with their backs to the entire performing group (Siepmann,

2003). Today, conductotgpically appear facing the orckta, between it and the audience.

Overall, the nature of conducting from thé"®ntury has been characterized by severahél

changes, from the positiaf the canductor,to typical conducting instrumentsnd conductor

placement. Further,thenatur of t he conductorés role al so chs
time-beater to interpreter of thiepertoire In general, the role of conducteasprofessionalied

specializd articulated inreatisesanddisplayed a shifirom afocus onthec o n d u ownor 6 s

music, to the performance of others. The following section traces the trajectory of orchestral
conductors in particular, drawing from Shanet

within the musicological literature.
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Shaneis (1975 typology of orchestral conductors (rl@" to mid-20" century

The role of conductor has changed quite dramatically since theet&ury, in terms of their

position (e.g.vocalist, keyboardist,*iviolinist, specialized conductorfeir placementn

relation to the ensemble, instruments of their art,(eotj.of paper, baton), and responsibilities

(e.g, time-beater, interpreterXhis trajectory ofchange continued during thestitutionalization

of the specialized role of orchestra conductdrichwextend from the mid19" to mid-20"

century. In particular, Shanet (1975) provides a useful typology of conductoispizeedix G,

from this period, using the New York Philharmonic as exampleApeendix H. While these

types are presented inreewhat distinct time frames, dates of transition are approximate, and
overlap is apparent from the earliasthoc,to artist, interpreter, mastegndmodernforms.

Overall, the institutionalization of orchestral conductors was a gradual process, and one that was

expressed by many personalities.
Ad hoc conductors (mid9" centuryto approximately 1875)

The institutionalization of the orchestral conductor omnces with thad hoc conductqra type
typical of the New York Philharmonicds first
Bergmann (conductor, 185876). According to Shanet (1975), ad hoc conductors tended to be

a member of the orchestra, oftgmared the podium with others, and were often of variable

guality (Shanetl975). Ureli Corelli Hill, the Philarmonids first conductor (1842847), is a

good example, as he was first a violinist, sharing conducting duties with five others who were
alsomusicians. However, as programs grew in complexity, conductors like Hill became

problematicanda clear leader became necessary.
Artist conductos (1875 to late 19 century)

As the role of conductor shifted to a professionalized and speci&irada sanewhat

surprisingi though prophetié counterargument emerged during the latter part of tHeé 19
century: there were figrumblings of the press
entrusting the musical dir e76,p.il8hHowevera si ngl e

eventually such a fAforceful art i artisticanducterader 0



132

a type that appears at the Philharmonic from the approximately 1875 to theéatnfi@y. Carl

Bergmann, conductor from 1855 to 1876, fit this profile wiell according to Shanet (1975),

Athe rodendlucaotri ssas waiting for Bergmann, an
136-137).

Overall, the artist conductor met the neetilarger 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 expandmthe latter years of the 1800s.
Interpreterconductos (late 19" to early 20" century)

Following the artisiconductor, thenterpreterconductorappeared in the late 1800s with a focus

on conveying the composerdés intent; however,
interpretations, @mestrong reactions. Shanet (1975) highlights the character of these conductors

as full of personality andlamour but wi th strong interpretive p
public and the critics into tHAsgemoboastimafeiwasy ¢ a mp
new to the role of conductor, though persiste
larger the orchestra, the greater his authority must be. This has always been the case. His present

celebrity, on the other hand,isapuri si ngly recent phenomenonodo (S

Anton Seidl (18919 8) often came under <criticism due to
1975, p. 179). Ultimately, conductors like Seidl and Theodore Thomasi@8/J fAmade ot he
merts music coformtohisi nt er pr et ati ono (Shanet, 1975, p.
were fAhighly personalizedo (Kamerman, 1983b,
conductor surpassed the character oféipertoireand composethowever jf these charaers

were positively received, these conductors we

Not only has he [the conductor] become apenioe r € but he al so has b
Acharikaemrad, cad personality, the subject of I
thesechanges 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 concertmaste
(Bensman, 1983. 11)

While these conductors were masters of their art, theyededdb e A compl i ant 0 ( Sha
p. 297), influenced by external aspects of taste and fashion. While expectations for orchestral

players remained high, conductasach as Theodor Thomas also offered extremes of
interpretation, and were often critdcized for
histrionic gestures in conducting were often as extreme as his readings, and who tended to excite

either adulationor evul si on i n his | isteners rather t har

These interpretive disruptions were often paired with structural ones as well. In particular,

conductors such as Theodore Thomas (18X), and Gustav Mahler (19081) frequeny

changed the score to suit their own purposes (Shanet, 1975). This could include changing the
scoreof Baroque compose(s.g.Johann Sebastien Bact6851750)t o f it a ARomant i
augmentations to the orchestral forces (égreasing the nundrss of certain instrument)r

changing the instrumentatida.g.,adding or dropping certain imsinents from the original

scorg. 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 compos#rat was alreadgmbedded in the standard repeg®f 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
Shanetds (1975) accouenvt ,s uKcrhe hcbhi aemhajestesid sat sk nao winl ts
sacr il e giegptardeting aredlahdian essencef spiritual type.

While Thomas was known for structural disruption to the score, the tenacity and constancy of the
repertoire, as r(19trtywdogicalskiftifrorh interBdieata mastérs
conductor, is significant to Thomasd trajecto
particular, his memoirs, written by his wife, emphasize a shift from structural and interpretive

change to @learrespect fothe composerthe repertoireand score:

By a thousand little devices he [Thomas] leadiched the classic scores and modernized

them[emphasis added] while stithithful preserving their original spirifemphasis
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added]. Now, howevereghde 't er mi ned t h a thavedt lass comeacsthewr on g .
concl us i o thatro ore das tharight to altdemphasis 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 interpretelde aduld not

change or embellish it to suit the taste of anotj@reratiofemphass addned] . O
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. (Tlspa®il1, p. 497)

This text is a powerful example of thepertoird s ascendency, aardatvet s pow

constant over time, in spite of the Aheroo co
Thomas was also well known for a balance of musical skill and business acumenqHart, 1

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 touripgparation,

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 Phil har moni c%centus poinftd t o a
the organi zati onéiengmhd mage merpte rpreanactei ovd ,t hT h o ma ¢
that business sense was not confined to theemmacbnductor, nor high profileoards and a

growing arts management expertise over tHecmtury.
Masterconductos (early to mid20" century)

The entrance of theaster conductoin the early part of the 0century was in large part, a

response to the free reign that often typified interpred@ductors. Now, the compoé&gintent
reenteredaspar tner to the conductordés interpretive
contextualizehescore, in terms of the level of detail provided by composers. For example in the
works of Bach, and others during the Baroque Period (L85®%0) theras somewhat limited

instruction given beyond which notes to p{aynd their rhythm)However, as time progressed,



135

more and more instructions appeared, including such aspects as dynamitswv loud or soft

to play, tempi i.e., how fast to playas wel as othes. That said, regardless of the details
included in the score, interpretatcores,n i S a ne
particularly the further back in time we go, do not provide performers with indisputable
directions for perfformmce. To one degree or another, all s
1983, p. 46).

While theglamourof their antecedents did not necessarily diminish (Shanet, 1975), master
conductors now focused on a balancéhefscore and interpretatiaf that scoreArturo

Toscanini, conductor of the New York Philharmonic from 1928 to 1936, was a testamest to th
newrole AUnl i ke the extreme representatives of t
vehicle for personal expression, Toscanini ustjoaeably strove with all his remarkable skill,
energy, and devotion, to serve the interests
communicated by New York Times reviewer, Howard Schonberg, a particularly telling story of
Toscani ni 6s hthedcaeinvalvadsalcanyersation he had with the great German

conductor Willem Mengelberg:

I n di scussing the romantic conductor Will e
and told me at great length the proper German way to conducbti@anus verture.

He had got it, he said, from a conductor who supposedly had got it straight from

Beethoven. Bah! | told him | got it straight from Beethoven himself, from the score.
(Schonberg, 1967, p. 254)

Shanet 6s (1974) di st i-corductoramd mastesoneeterns sitnitady i@ nt er
conceptuali zed by Kamerman (1983b) who emphas

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, 19§84,69).
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Like Shanet (1975), Kamerman (1983b) emphasizes a shift in focus from the interpretation of the
conductor to the scor e,aswha nc ho anbauseafrihetw ecbo nc e p't
composer 6s rformanenareiremditions af pnepbjettivedtruth, not personal and
affective statements of the conductoro (p. 17
to a developing standard repertoire that became further and further refreowezbntemporary
conductorsin As t he repertoire of orchestras i s remo’
conductor, of necessity, beKamemeag, 1983hk1i76)d of i n
Kamerman (1983b) also attributes rationalmato the professionalization of tfield of

conducting, with increasing educational backgrounds, rather than experiential learning that was
typical in the mid19" century. Audience expectations, impacted by radio and recorded

performances, also playadole.

As conductors continued as glamorous masters of their art, one reaction to their increasing power

at this time concerned the appearance of condiessrperformances in the 1920s and 1930s in
countries like Russia, Germany, and the United St&iear(et, 1975). While this rebellion made

its mark, the conductordés role ultimately rem

symphony orchestras around the world.
Modern conductar(mid-20" century to the present)

The final stage in the institutialization of the orchestral conductoe, theappearance of the

modern conductgisl i nked to a title change, fr,om conduc
1975). This term had been first used by Leopold Damrosch {1878), and in part by Arturo

Toscanini (1928L936); however, it was most closely related to Artur Rodzinski, conductor of

the Philharmonic from 1943947, who was the first conductor to most fully fit the profile of

modern conductor;

[Rodzinski would] ...work with the stick in handdathe score in head, but his most
characteristic tool woul d be the plan i n m
artistic aspects of the Philharmotic act i vi ti esé control the pe
and guest conductorsrépefectyédo] andgefjmspr pVia
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 interpretatiom o these artistic expectatiortbe modern conductor also was resgible
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 patrticular title change is associated with Bernstein, who changed his gositionusical

director tomusicdirector a shi ft that dAsignified authority
having to do wa 2010, pniL33owever, be le of aonductor still focused
ontherepertore and i ts interpretation: Aln the end &
life in the present. Conductors shape the music to its moment: to the venue, the players, the

|l i steners, the circumst pn3}Beasmanf(1983dise day o ( Hol
emphasizes that the modern conductor reflects an increasing and pervasive complexity within the
institution of the symphony orchestra, from s
suggest the social complexity of the performing artsindicates not only the complexity, but

the high degree of specialization, the competitiveness and necessity for integration within

compl ex per f o-L2yéherafoee sasignifigpapinextritablerelationshipexists

between theonductor and theepertoire 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 international ipaced, fst
on building audiences, but it also had a significant impact on the béttenwith greatly

inflated fees and busy international schedules (Holoman, 2012), not unlike the case of the

virtuoso soloist. In part, these busy schedules were powered bsnd®ng growth of orchestras

in both the United States as well as around the world (see Appendix C). Overall, the modern

conductor had reachés ownivirtuosa status:

Think for a moment of how th@odern virtuoso conduct¢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 | engt hhgdémanddhatpheytmemrely c ond
have to sit back and wait for the telephone to ring. (Henahan, ll@82mber 28p.

SM58)
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Beyond those programs led by the music director, a further set of conductors took the remaining
performances: AThetremaitridng odguestweraddithe
conductors, witi avor ed ones given titlcds(Hdlkemam, i W@l 2
69). In the case of the New York Philharmonic, several types of secondary conductors have been
employed over th years, including the associate conductor, guest conductor, principle guest
conductor, conductor laureate, and festival conductor, to nasnafew. Further, these positions

were also the product of dedicated competitions. During the time of Leonarst&er as

conductor (19581969), the Dmitri Mitropoulos Competition in its second year was held for

conductors, with the three winners receiving the post of assistant conductor for tHEO6463

season (Canarina010).

In the case of the New York Phillmonic, 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
Conducor, 1943 1990, and Kurt MasuiMusic Director Emeritus (Meet the Orchestra, n.d.) for

the 20132014 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 plaedsddw 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 cemposer
conductors (Siepmann, 2003), to the modern conductor, whose role does not usually include
conposition. Henahan (1982, November 28) highl
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 pushtod gl or y o ( p.
SM58). Stronger relationships between conductors and composers continued to exist into the

first part of the 2t century, including such conductors as Fritz Reiner and Toscanini who

championed the works of their contemporaries (Henaharz, N8/ember 28). However after

Worl d War |, this relationship contanoed VvVoOrw
(Henahan, 1982, November 28) that did not necessarily need to depend on linkages with

composers for their own prestige.
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The fiture 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
fami |l yéds <cl| os e rileatmaricii.e, hisparengs weve bioth Philhareonie h
players However his pedigreés also closely associated with his backgroaaadhative New

Yorker, which tends to separate him from all previous conductors whose trajectories stemmed
primarily from European originsThe one exception IssonardBernstein, whose Boston

educational roots (he was educated at Harvard) and New York lifestyle also separated him from

most of his predecessors.

Today, the modern conduct oridligedpamsigand on contin
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 relationgKamerman19833. While such aontinued expansion in responsibilities is also
highlighted by Schonberg (196%),0 n d u egbsy and how these egos serve to maintain

conductors within a highly visible and highly critical environmeemains a focus as well

ALI ke many goneéuatdr] has eame fromthumele 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

While Schonberg (196) confi rms that the modern conducto

experimentation and developmentso (p. 22), he
commonal ities over time, from the cohatductor a
attains Arfktsumdansloat(es mbHgi,cal symbols into me:

relationships based on fimut Whiléthernatwegoétiket and un
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 (196fHe essential conduit between compotes 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 meaningpes®t).

Further, outsidassessmelttty critics and audiencessocontinuestobepart of conduct
overall evaluationkamerman, 1983a), and international careers coatioiidirecboc onduct or s 6
lives, often talng these leaders away from home orchestras for significant amounts of time
(Canaring2 01 0) . Whil e the Ainstitutional relationo
remains a foundati@haspect of the symphony orchestra (Hart, 1973, p. 456),
internationalization has also created an wunco
is the central paradox of orchestra affairs: the personification of the ensemble, but likely as not to

beout of towno (Hol oman, 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 wheNew York Philharmorg audiences did not see their maestro, but rather a stream of
guestconductortiart (1973) points to the potential fo
role, as powerful decisiema k er and i nternational Astar o: ATEF
from the American tradition of a close association between musical director and his orchestra,

creating a vacuum in artistic directiono (p.

Such an interplay of competing interests, leads to the follogeogon that presengsessures
for conformityandpressuresor changen the role of conductoiThese influences aset in a
changeable institutionabntext,as part of @ontinuing, modernization process. This position

has been highlighted by currddéw York Philharmonic conductor, Alan Gilbert:

Over the last 50 years, there has been an obvious shift. Outreach intig,schoo

multicultural initiativesi al ot of these things became a pa
There was a vacuum thag¢eded to be filled. | believeandthis is the premise of a lot of

what drives mé thatwe 6 ve entered into the next chapt.
but ancillary activities have now become ¢

orchestras are. (Jacobs 2014, July 22, para. 3)
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This shft to include an educational focus, was also taken up earlier by Zarin Mehta, Executive
Director of the New York Philharmonic (20@D12):

All of these things are equally important and all must reflect our goal, which is not only

to entertain, but to edate, not only to nurture peogelove 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 pastl60 years. (Mehta, 2003, p. 11)

Therefore Mehta (2003) points to his understanding ofitistitutionalcore of the New York

Philharmonici.e.,it he service of symphonic musico.
Conductors: Pressures for conformépdchange

Assessing the institutionaktionof orchestral conductefrom approximately the mid9" to

mid-20" century, both pressures for conformity and pressures for ctavgexisted over time.

The most significanpressure for conformitgoncerned the nature of the relationship between

conductor andhe repertoireWhile the score initially guided conductors, the s@oré the

repertoresoon t ook on a secondary position, to the
artist and espeally, interpreterconductors. Conductors newly acquired interpretive paesaid

now shape the expressive voice of the repertoire into something beyond the intentions of the
composer. Furthethe power of the artist and interpreteamductorextended totsuctural

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 afwbmonissioned biographies of

theNew York Philharmonic.

The disruption of intemgtation and structure kartist andnterpreterconductors was, however,
relatively short lived, by institutional standards. By tinee of the master conductomr., early
20" century extending to the m20™" century, conductorsalanced personaiterpretation with
c o mp o s e r(®hanetj 187)elmgpite of the wishes of powerful conductors airtise type,
the repertoire reclaisa constancy of focus after a relatively short time.
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Beyond the relationship betwethre repertoirand conductqrthe other pressure for conformity
concerned the conductor s r e lepettdirgpandsabdiepse bet we e
Over time, the conductor has perforntedroleofc ondui t bet ween composer s
audi ences 06 r ec e pThisoolei itk offitial and wsadl forn¥ das kasl a part

in maintaining conductors in recognizable form over time, as leaders and conduits of the

institution of the sympony orchestra.

Complementing conductsiiconformity in showingespect fothe repertoire, and their role as
conduit between composers, tiepertoire and audiences, is themvolvement withpressures

for changeover 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 the18entury is taken into consideration, the particular

caseof thespecializedrchestral 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 Stviolinist, and then to specialized candor in the latter part of the

19" century. This remagbleshift in type is also set within changing positions relative to the

main performing group (e.grom facing the audience to facing the orchestra), and changing
tools of their trade, from stafb modern baton (amongst othe Overall, bange is set in terms

of basic responsibilities, from simple tirbeater to interpreter and finally to main conduit

between composer and players, and composer and audience.

Using the example of the New York Phalmonic, 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 (andgrformances) 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 ptodmgx
population in New York City, a single conductor became imposswd& conductors now

shar@l seasons wit a growing number of conductor types., associate, guest, principle guest,

to name a few.
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Pressures for change also impactedctimaplexity of the conductérele. 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). Inpait cul ar, changes in the repertoire ran al
further specialization. However, increasing complexity of tHearfl early 29 century did not

end at this time. Even today, contemporary composers are offering uhajlemgesincluding

themanneiin which theirworksarescoredj.e., its appeaanceon the pageas well as the nature

of its orchestrationi.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 c on wiegrstarstdtusandtrelated aspeatsofd uct or s 6
figlamoun. 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 healthgiance. 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 Tos¢a8#1936), Leonard
Bernstein(19581969), and Zubin Mehtf19781991) shows a comstency inthe influence of
figlamoubover time, such cases are set amongst oth
approach, including conductors such as Sir John Barbii®8§1941), PierreBoulez (971

1977), and Kurt Masurl(9912002) To this, conductors can also show a balance of these two,

such as the New York Phil har moni0O8®$7). most r ece

Conductors also continue to have varying levels of businessuscal 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 institutibnantexts over time. Considering the context of the
symphony orchestra, the role of conductor is also set against consstiperformances that

first appeared in the 1920s and 1930s, and continue today in such groups as baroque and

chamber orchestraas well as contemporary ensembles.
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Overall, this varying landscape is set against the relatimsistencyo f conduct or so
leader and conduit of threpertoire While the repertoires theexpres®n of the inspiration of
composers, the conductotenprets and otherwise enlivens the sarrtherepertoire acting as a
conduit betweethe composerthe repertoireorchestraplayers, andwudiencs.

Summary

In sum, the nature of a condud®role and character have shown dramatic changes since the
earliest forms in the 15century, and further, considering the specific case of the orchestral
form, from the mid1800s (Shanefl975)to the preseniThese changes impaarious aspects of
the conductor, from the instruments used during the act of conductitypes of leadership
positions to ther role and powerThese changes also impact phignary focus of the
conduct o frampersoralfinberptetationy arespect of the repertoire (or scor@)dthe
figlamauro that progressivelimbuedthe role. Overall, this trajectory of change is set against the
intermediary, and balanced role of solgisind the relative constancy of the repertoire over time.

Conclusion

This broad overvievof the evolution of the orchestra, as well as definitions of the symphony
orchestra, is set against descriptiohthree key exogenous actpig., audiences, critics, and
governancandpatronage systems, and three kegogenous actarse., therepertoire, soloist,
and conductorsnithe next three chaptelsanalyzethe latter threén terms of data that points to
their level of change over time, as well as data that presents a focal disruptionyepairits
recreation over time. These thmepresent a range of variation freelative constancyas
represented by the repertoir) a balance of consistency and change (as represented by

soloists), to digh degree othange (as representedthyg conductor)

r ol
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Chapters: The Repertoire

In particular, hestandard repertoire®f the orchestra reached its institutionalized form by the
late 19" century and #nce thenjt 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,
consideringall repettoire performed by the New York Philharmonicgenerali.e., including

both standard and nestandardepertoie performed by the Philharmonmy analysisshows

that indeed the repertoire is a relative constant over time, baisit shows a higtlegree of
experimentation at the periphery, during the parallel institutionalization processes of both the
standard repertoire and the symphony orchestra during theeh®ury,andcontinuing into the

20" and 2% 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 disrupfitine standard repertoine,
particular,which is addressed by kegpairingmechanisms thahaintainthe standard repertoire

over time

Specifically, | first analyzall repertoireperformed bythe New York Philharmonic from 1842 to
2012in 20-yearincrementsin terms of traditionally analyzed elements, such as composers and
the number of programendperformances per season, but also contextual elements, such as time
and location, angracticesassociated with the presentation of the repertoiralé/inesedata

show a highly consistent repertoiteese data also shquackets of variation and

experimentation at the periphery.

Second, | analyza distinct disruptive eventg., pianistGl e n n  @tempretideddsruption of

the repertoire, includinthreep e r f o r ma n ¢ ePsanodCbncdte Nohlops IBwith the

New York Philharmonic, held on April 5, 6, andX®62 This disruptive event was one of the

more public disruptions at the Philharmonic, which targeted a pariigwell-known work that

is firmly embedded in the standard repertoire. Following the first instance of this disruptive event
on April 5, thesedata show alear trajectory ofepairingmechanisms over time, to such an
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extent thatepairingmechanisms arperceivable in trsedata to the present day. Further, several
subsidiary or complementary disruptions evident during this disruptive event are not directly
targeted forepair, which position them as being peripheral in character, and distant to the
ingtitutional 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 engagmebistanding processf
repairthat pointstd¢ he standard repertoirebds proximity t

orchestra.
Datademonstrahg nd/little change at the core, bliigh experimentation at the periphery

The data set includedl repertoireperformed from the inaugural season and thereiaf20-

year ircrementsi.e., 18423, 18623, 18823, 19023, 19223, 19423, 19623, 19823, 20023,

and 20123. This repertoire is set in programs, which organize a set of repertoire for
performance. Wié 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 othercluestral
music have also been excluded from the dataasdéhe focus remains on the New York

Philharmonic as orchestral body.

An important distinction concerrdl programsoffered in a season vsubscriptioronly

programs The subscription season has been set since the beginning as the main focus of the

New York Philharmoni yearly activities (as it is for other orchestras around the world), while

other programs appeas part of subsidiary serigshich have been added to complement the

main subscription series overtifiee . g. , Young HFarihg,lweilémogr@osncer t s)
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 spgroyeigone week).
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In addressing the consistency of key elements over &lhepertoire of thdNew York

Philharmonic is analyzed in terms of more traditional aspects including those often appearing in
extant literature, such as the composers represented oveatidhheir nationalityhut also less

typically represented aspects, suchhesncidence of the compositional forrine symphonga
compositional form creategkpressly for the symphony orchestréhe number of programs and
performances offered during the season in ternadl programsvs. subscriptiononly programs,

and practices around the presentation of the repertoire. | also offer evidence that shows that while
the repertoirgin generaljs a relative constant over tintee standard repertoire, in particuliar,

not compl et el y Geptiblgdymamioin form over the bbighee.  p e r

To these data, | 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 intenission. While music is composed and offered writen musicakcore, it

is also offered with the expectation that it will be performed, often several times in varying

contexts. | follow this analysis with a discussion regarding the appearance tbrana a new
contemporary composer we®worksover timg transitonand fent er 6 the stand

The epertoire Composers

Thestandardepertoire of the orchestra has been cast as a highly stable set of@aurkh,(
1983; Glynn, 2002Carter& Levi, 2003¢ Holoman, 2012Bent & Blum, n.d.). The data set of
the New York Philharmonic largely confirms prior reseatdwever, some important
distinctions can be madeatl repertoireis analyzedn terms ofall programsduring each
season, angubscriptiononly programsi.e., repertoire presented the main series of the

season.
All programs

Analyzing all programs, thep 10 composers in the 188218623, 18823, and 1903
seasons took a significant portion of the total number of waeki®rmedi.e., approximately
81%, 69%, 75% and 74% respectively (egure 3.
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Figure 3: Top 10 composerd 8423 to 19023 season)

Top 10 Composers by Season
All Programs (18423 to 19023)
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However, this was at a time when there was a much lower number of programs performed in
eachseasoni.e. 4, 5, 6 and 8 respectively. All of these programs were subscription season
performances, except one special concert in the-3&Eason. As there were only 4 concerts in
this first season, the special concert has been retained as parsubshaption season.

In the next season, 192(seeFigure 4, though there was a remarkable increase in the number
of programsi.e., from 8 in the 19038 season to 87, the top 10 composers still take up
approximately 65% of the total works performed, with only 9 of the 8grams being nen

subscription.
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Figure4: Top 10 composerd 9223 to 19623 season)

Top 10 Composers by Season
All Programs (1922-3 to 19623)
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A shift in the dominance of the top 10 composers occurs in the3,942623, 19823, 20023,
and 20123 seasons (for 1982 onward se&igure 5. Here, the top 10 composers took up a
much smaller percentage of the entire seasanapproximately 33%, 36%, 40%, 45%, and
34%.In particular, the 1943 season had an astounding number of programsl42. as this

was the 100 anniversary of the Philharmonid/hile this shift is significant, it must be
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understood within a context ofsaistained an