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ABSTRACT 
 
 

The Florida State University musicology program comprises a community of like-minded 

individuals in both the faculty member and student cohorts. The umbrella concept of “Big M” 

Musicology is valued and central to creating identity and cohesion among FSU’s musicology 

community members. This thesis serves to understand the FSU musicology program’s history 

and how community members understand, define, and embody “Big M” Musicology based on 

their lived experiences in the program.  

This thesis examines FSU’s musicology program through historical and ethnographic 

study. I first provide an institutional history of Florida State University’s musicology program by 

examining the institutional structures, administrative involvement, and the influence of faculty 

member research areas and relationships on the program’s development. I recount how the ideal 

of “Big M” Musicology was born out of the FSU School of Music’s desire for comprehensive 

programming through the establishment of an ethnomusicology program, the implementation of 

a terminal degree in musicology, and an emphasis on applied musicology and performance.  I 

also argue that the collegiality among faculty members contributed to the program’s growth and 

to the musicology department’s shared “Big M” vision. 

In the subsequent chapters of this thesis, I analyze survey data that I collected from 

current students, alumni, and current and former faculty members affiliated with the program 

from the years 1988–2018 to understand individual community members’ experiences of “Big 

M” Musicology. First, I synthesize the definitions of “Big M” provided by FSU musicology 

affiliates, and I explore their perspectives on how this philosophy manifests in FSU’s program. I 

then analyze individual community members’ experiences in the program in order to reconcile 

the policy of “Big M” with its implementation and practice. I conclude by placing “Big M” 
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Musicology in the context of contemporary trends in the field to demonstrate how the inclusivity 

inherent in this ideal might foreshadow a future path for musicology and its subdisciplines. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

Encountering “Big M” Musicology 

I began my studies at Florida State University as a doctoral flute performance student in 

2014 with the intention of one day pursuing a teaching and performing career in higher 

education. I had previously attended a smaller music program within a large university setting, 

and Florida State University’s College of Music appealed to me both for its size and for the 

number of musical opportunities available to its students. My experiences as a music student 

have afforded me the chance to collaborate with talented colleagues, venture down musical paths 

previously unknown, and continue to grow as a musician and person through numerous 

performance and academic opportunities. At the time, I did not anticipate that one of those 

opportunities would be to receive formal training as a musicologist. 

It was my initial interest in pursuing a specialization in early music at FSU that first 

provided me with the chance to engage with FSU’s musicology program; I joined the Early 

Music Program’s Renaissance recorder and crumhorn consorts as part of the Collegium 

Musicum. I also studied Baroque flute with my applied teacher, Eva Amsler, and I later joined 

the Baroque Ensemble. After performing early music in a variety of contexts, I registered for 

several academic courses in early music taught through the musicology area, one of which was a 

performance-practice seminar on the history of the early music movement in the twentieth 

century. This course was taught by FSU musicology faculty member Sarah Eyerly. Over the 

course of the semester, she noted my interest in the subject and encouraged me to consider 

formally studying musicology as a student in FSU’s program. In the fall of 2016, I applied for 

the MM program in historical musicology and was invited to a musicology interview day the 
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following spring. Upon my successful admittance, I entered the program in the fall of 2017 as a 

dual-enrolled student in flute performance and historical musicology. 

The suggestion that I might enjoy, and potentially be successful in, musicology was one 

that initially surprised me. When I reflect on my interests and experiences now, my path to 

musicology seems inevitable even though it was never in the forefront of my mind. I value 

performance but also interdisciplinarity; I had previously pursued multiple degrees in different 

subject areas, and I certainly remember more than one occasion during my undergraduate career 

where I enjoyed writing a term paper for a music history course significantly more than many of 

my peers. I recall that one of my favorite courses as an undergraduate student was an 

interdisciplinary humanities seminar that was team-taught by three faculty members with 

specializations in European music, English literature, and art history. However, up to that point, 

many of my experiences as a student had led me to believe that I would not fit the mold of a 

“typical” musicologist. My impression was that musicologists studied the objects and history of 

music and engaged very little with applied performance or contexts and audiences outside of 

academia. Still, I found the combination of my performance background, my eagerness to learn 

more about music history, and the value I placed on interdisciplinarity as part of my own well-

roundedness as a musician and person, culminated the moment I set foot on FSU’s campus in the 

fall semester of 2017 as a first-year musicology student.  

In the fall of 2017, I also traveled to Rochester, NY and attended my first annual meeting 

of the American Musicological Society, the largest professional organization for the field of 

musicology in the United States. I was also simultaneously enrolled in a course that introduced 

me to the history of musicology as a discipline, Denise Von Glahn’s “Introduction to Historical 

Musicology” seminar. In the seminar, we discussed methodological approaches, important 

figures in the field, and defining moments in the discipline’s history. We also studied and made 
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observations about the conference program for the upcoming AMS annual meeting. I began to 

realize that musicology’s proponents and practitioners were mildly obsessive about self-

definition. The concept of musicology and the larger purpose of the field were constantly being 

re-evaluated, re-defined, and re-invented to fit contemporary ideas about the relevance of the 

study of music and the ability of music scholars to make larger contributions to important social 

and cultural questions. 

As a new student in FSU’s musicology program, I immediately noticed several faculty 

members and students talking about “Big M” and “Big M” Musicology. They seemed to use 

these terms to define the study of musicology specifically at FSU and to set it apart from other 

graduate programs in the field. This term was new to me, and I grew curious as to its origins and 

meaning. I wondered about the history of Florida State’s musicology program. Where did this 

term “Big M” Musicology originate, and what did it mean in the past versus the present? Did it 

reflect shifting disciplinary values in the field of musicology, or did it apply only to FSU’s 

program? Did this philosophy manifest itself in the practice of musicology at FSU, or was it 

simply an ideal? These questions intrigued me, and as a member of the FSU musicology 

community, I felt compelled to inquire further. Ultimately, this led me to the idea of conducting 

a historical and ethnographic study of FSU’s musicology program. 

I recently revisited my copy of the 2017 AMS program booklet and casually flipped 

through the pages, pausing to skim abstracts, paper panels, and advertisements. I noticed that 

several major institutions of higher education published half- or full-page spreads advertising 

their programs to entice prospective graduate students with scholarship opportunities, degrees 

offered, and special program features. Many of the advertisements included the names and 

research areas of the particular department’s faculty members. Florida State University’s full-

page advertisement caught my eye. The FSU advertisement was significantly less text-laden and 
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more visually appealing than many of the other institutions’ pages. At the top of the 

advertisement were the words, “MUSICOLOGY at Florida State University.” Below this, a succinct 

few lines of text read, “Integrating historical and ethnomusicological approaches in a collegial 

environment that values interdisciplinary scholarship and hands-on performance,” followed by, 

“Graduating musicologists broadly and deeply trained as both scholars and teachers, and 

uniquely prepared for academic life in the 21st century” (see Figure 1).1 

The term “Musicology” in FSU’s AMS advertisement seemed especially significant. The 

deliberate italicization and capitalization of the letter “M” reflected the mindset of the 

musicology program as a whole: a “Big M” Musicological approach to music studies that 

combined historical and ethnomusicological methodologies under one disciplinary heading. For 

me, this definition captured the ethos of the practice of musicology at FSU and the intention of 

the program to train and produce scholars with an inclination for generating broad and integrated 

scholarship on music. In this thesis, I aim to articulate how “Big M” Musicology is defined and 

how it reflects the current philosophy and nature of FSU’s musicology program.  

My work on this thesis coincided with a time of departmental soul-searching and change. 

Most notably, there was an ethnomusicology faculty member search in the fall of 2018. This 

change in the department occasionally produced both anxiety and anticipation at saying goodbye 

to an influential and beloved mentor and welcoming a new person into the fold who could 

assimilate while also fulfilling the stated needs of the department. With this thesis, it is my hope 

to strengthen and foster community among the wide network of musicologists associated with 

FSU through this work—alumni, current students, administrators, and current and former 

faculty—including myself, and to assist them in their own task of disciplinary self-definition. 

                                                        
1 American Musicological Society, Program and Abstracts of Papers Read at the American Musicological 

Society Eighty-third Annual Meeting, ed. Jonathan Glixon (New York: American Musicological Society, 2017), 387. 
See Appendix A on page 87 for a permission letter to use this image from the FSU College of Music. 
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Figure 1: Florida State University Musicology Program Advertisement  
Printed in the 2017 American Musicological Society Annual Meeting Program Booklet 
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Significance and Purpose 

There are several reasons why this research project is significant. First, while there are 

written histories of other departments in Florida State University’s College of Music, no 

organized institutional history exists that specifically examines the musicology program.2 A 

historical narrative is crucial for explaining how and why the program is structured in its current 

iteration. In addition, an examination of the individual experiences of affiliated students and 

faculty members will help to define the “Big M” Musicology philosophy upheld by the program. 

The value placed on the ideal of “Big M” in FSU’s musicology program renders the study of its 

institutional, departmental, and individual manifestations as important for understanding this 

group of people.  

This thesis is a culmination of my goal to understand the ethos of “Big M” Musicology at 

Florida State University and what that ethos means to the past and present participants in FSU’s 

musicology program. To accomplish this task, I first constructed a history of FSU’s musicology 

program with a primary focus on the introduction and implementation of ethnomusicology into 

the FSU School of Music and the development of the Ph.D. program in the late 1980s. My 

historical narrative examines the program’s framework within its larger institutional setting. The 

institutional structure of FSU’s College of Music has certainly influenced the interaction between 

the historical and ethnomusicology areas and the development of an ethos of “Big M” 

Musicology, so I felt it was important to study how this structure evolved over time.3 FSU’s 

musicology program is also a perfect case study for understanding larger shifts in the broader 

                                                        
2 Charles Amon Eady’s dissertation is one example of an institutional history about a department within 

Florida State University’s College of Music. See Charles Amon Eady, “The History of the Florida State University 
Choral Department 1947–2000,” (PhD diss., The Florida State University, 2017). 

3 The FSU School of Music became a College of Music in 2005. This is evident by the cover page 
designations on music theses and dissertations that list the “College of Music” on publications beginning in 2005. 
The Dean of the College of Music reports directly to the Provost, who reports to the President of the university. This 
allows for a more direct allocation of finances from the university to the college level. Depending on the context, I 
use “School” and “College” of Music interchangeably when discussing the development of the musicology program. 



 7 

discipline of musicology, including trends in disciplinary practice that are becoming 

commonplace among established and rising musicologists in graduate musicology programs 

across the United States.  

I originally intended to focus this history on the thirty-year period from 1988 to 2018, 

because this is the timeframe in which the Ph.D. program in musicology has existed. However, 

throughout the research process, I quickly realized that I needed to examine earlier shifts in the 

program, beginning primarily with the administrative influence of Wiley L. Housewright and his 

hiring of Dale Olsen in 1973 as the first ethnomusicologist at FSU. Over the next few decades, 

changes within the School of Music’s musicology program reflected a shift toward a “Big M” 

Musicology ethos that began with ethnomusicology’s introduction as a recognized discipline into 

FSU’s School of Music. The program has since evolved into one of the largest comprehensive 

graduate programs in historical musicology and ethnomusicology in the United States. 

In addition to looking at how FSU’s institutional structure impacts student and faculty 

interactions at the college level, it is also important to examine the inner workings of the 

program and its ethos. This analysis of the program also aims to articulate a current definition of 

“Big M” Musicology as it manifests at Florida State University based on definitions provided by 

its affiliates. Another important purpose for this project is to produce an ethnography of FSU’s 

musicology program in order to better understand how this university program in musicology 

functions within the context of its larger institutional structure and how university departments 

can evolve to reflect the individual and collective values of the students and employees who 

sustain them. I contend that the structure of FSU’s College of Music and the collegial 

relationships among administration, faculty members, and students have contributed to the 

collective pursuit of a kind of disciplinary holism. As a result, the “Big M” Musicology ethos has 

become a cultural hallmark for the study of musicology at FSU.  
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In a less altruistic sense, I also believe that academic institutions should be examined 

over time for their effectiveness, and practices that no longer serve the needs of those involved in 

these institutions should be challenged in order to best serve the current and future populations of 

students and faculty members. Turning a reflexive eye inward at the educational practices of 

institutions of higher learning is important for the viability, betterment, and longevity of any 

successful model of institutional success. I want to highlight what can be learned about the 

philosophical aspirations upheld by the FSU musicology area and how these have or have not 

manifested in the real-life experiences of the individuals affiliated with the program. It is my 

hope that by reconciling the policy of “Big M” with its practice, members of FSU’s musicology 

community will better understand how and if the philosophical aspirations they uphold manifest 

in the real-life experiences of the individuals affiliated with the program.  

This project is also more broadly significant as evidence of the ways that the arts and 

humanities have intrinsic value in their shared mission to express and understand human 

experience. This thesis examines one academic community that constantly strives to represent 

and share research that might benefit a larger audience or community. The philosophy of “Big 

M” influences the types of research interests, methods, and purposes behind many of the faculty 

and student research projects that are supported within the department and the College of Music 

at FSU. In striving for research and a disciplinary way of being that aligns with the ideal of “Big 

M,” those affiliated with FSU’s musicology program value their work and the work of others for 

its potential to serve a wider population.  

Furthermore, the discipline of musicology is constantly evolving and redefining itself and 

its values. FSU’s program provides a strong case study for understanding disciplinary trends in 

the field of musicology in the American academy. A case study of FSU’s program may serve as 

a model or example of new possibilities for music research for the wider musicology community. 
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It is also equally important to assess some of the potential drawbacks of a “Big M” Musicology 

approach to music studies. This study aspires to give a voice to members of the Florida State 

University musicology community and to deepen connections within and beyond the FSU 

musicology community.  

One anticipated outcome of this project is to provide a practical, historical account of 

Florida State’s musicology program that contributes to the small body of literature that currently 

exists. Additionally, it is my hope that the participants in this project, those affiliated with FSU’s 

musicology program, find the process to be one that invites further community-building and 

communication on personal and professional levels through the sharing of experiences. The 

world of academia can often feel isolating, even when a person experiences success in doing 

research backed by institutional support. On a broader level, I hope that this project has the 

potential to connect different generations of individuals who value musicological inquiry, to 

further the dialogue about disciplinary values, and to cultivate empathy for the multiplicity of 

individuals’ experiences in the field and in this particular musicology program. 

 

Methodology 

I examined Florida State University’s musicology program from both a historical 

institutional standpoint and through an analysis of the individual experiences of members of the 

FSU musicology community. I hypothesized that the “Big M” ethos stems from multiple factors, 

including the structure of the musicology area within the College of Music and the university as 

a whole, the vast number of performing and academic opportunities available across the college, 

the consistently collaborative and collegial relationships among administration, faculty, staff, and 

students, and the shared vision to advance research and train individuals for disciplinary 

readiness in various music-specific fields. This research looks closely at several aspects of both 
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student and faculty member experiences. These include the applied musicology curriculum 

(Early Music and World Music Ensembles), curricular degree requirements, faculty and student 

research interests, and interpersonal dynamics within the community. 

The primary methodologies that I applied to this project included an analysis of empirical 

data in addition to archival research and reflexive ethnography. Through the theoretical 

perspectives of institutional and organizational theory as well as the application of micro and 

macro sociological theories, I was able to better understand, interpret, and analyze the archival 

and ethnographic data that arose as part of this research project. I will further discuss the sources 

I consulted that influenced my research process in the survey of literature.  

I constructed an institutional narrative of Florida State’s musicology program based on 

publications by current and retired faculty members, the personal papers of former musicology 

area coordinators, and the materials submitted by FSU’s College of Music for five different 

National Association of Schools of Music (NASM) accreditation reviews. Other types of data 

that I assessed included student thesis and dissertation projects and post-graduate employment 

records of alumni. After compiling and organizing these materials, I created a historical narrative 

that traces the origins and evolution of “Big M” Musicology at FSU, a trend that reflects this 

program’s particular academic culture and ethos. 

An equally important methodology for this project was ethnography. The ethnographic 

component of my research into “Big M” Musicology manifested in the distribution of an 

anonymous and optional survey that had the potential to reach the widest possible audience of 

FSU musicology affiliates.4 Due to the different positions of power afforded to administrators, 

                                                        
4 See full survey questionnaire in Appendix C beginning on page 96. The survey question responses are not 

publicly available in compliance with Florida State University IRB policies. The survey was distributed 
anonymously, and no identifying information of survey respondents has been released in order to maintain 
confidentiality between the researcher and the respondents. Access to this data is limited to the primary investigator 
and the advisor supervising the thesis research. In subsequent chapters, I directly quote survey responses from 
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faculty members, current students, and recent graduates who rely on the continued support of 

their FSU recommenders, distributing an anonymous and optional survey guaranteed that 

individuals in vulnerable positions would be protected if they chose to share their experiences. 

After creating the survey, I reached out to current students and faculty members, alumni, and 

former faculty members affiliated with the FSU musicology program.5 The survey addressed 

demographic information and asked individuals to share specific experiences about their time in 

the program, including what defines “Big M” Musicology for them personally. The voluntary 

participation of the individuals who have shaped and continue to shape the current program 

helped to better define “Big M” Musicology as manifested at Florida State. The survey questions 

focused on professional identity, research interests, experiences in the program, the community-

building efforts of FSU’s Society for Musicology, and the relationships between the FSU 

musicology community and wider networks of musicologists in the United States.  

I also conducted participant observation at the 2018 annual meeting of the American 

Musicological Society in San Antonio, TX. Through my observations of paper presentations by 

FSU affiliates and my interactions with the FSU musicology community at an alumni reception, 

I was better able to understand how individual community members interact with one another. I 

also observed other people’s perceptions of the FSU musicology program, especially non-

community members. I am in a position to observe the FSU musicology community as an insider 

from within the social group (emic) and as an observer (etic), which I believe has provided me 

with a multiplicity of perspectives throughout the course of my fieldwork experiences.6  

                                                        
voluntary participants in the study, however, these are left uncited due to the protected nature of the survey data 
collected. 

5 See recruitment email in Appendix C on page 95. 
6 The Ethnographic Self as Resource: Writing Memory and Experience into Ethnography, ed. Peter Collins 

and Anselma Gallinat (New York” Berghahn Books, 2010). See also Auto–Ethnographies: The Anthropology of 
Academic Practices, ed. Anne Meneley and Donna J. Young (Peterborough, Ontario: Broadview Press, 2005).  
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In conjunction with ethnography, reflexivity has also been important for this research. 

My personal experiences outside of the program as an FSU student in addition to my experiences 

within the musicology program have allowed me to contextualize my motivations and biases for 

doing this project. My own experiences in the program represent one perspective of how the 

“Big M” ethos manifests at FSU and how the musicology program reflects the College of 

Music’s institutional structure. Through the voluntary survey and interview process, I reached a 

portion of the wider FSU musicology community to identify common threads of experience. I 

believe that these experiences reflect the value system and ethos of the musicology area in the 

past and present. In this thesis, I argue for the importance of placing this ethos back in the 

context of the larger institutional framework to understand how the concept of “Big M” 

Musicology emerged, has thrived, and/or has shifted over time. In using these methods as part of 

my research process, I have produced a narrative account of Florida State’s musicology program 

that captures its qualities and values and tracks a small part of its evolution as a successful 

program into the twenty-first century. By using methods that combine objective data with 

subjective experiences, I have tried to produce a comprehensive account of the program as it 

exists in the present moment.  

 

Survey of Literature and Theoretical Approaches 

The literature I consulted for this project ranges from practical to theoretical sources. The 

practical institutional sources are from Florida State and were treated as archival material, while 

the theoretical sources helped throughout the process of ethnographic analysis and interpretation. 

Additionally, this project was partly inspired by three monographs that examine Western 

institutions of music and learning, by authors Bruno Nettl, Georgina Born, and Mwenda 
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Ntarangwi. These sources served as examples and guides that allowed me to frame the FSU 

musicology program’s historical narrative through an ethnographic and reflexive lens.  

Bruno Nettl’s Heartland Excursions: Ethnomusicological Reflections on Schools of 

Music is probably the best-known example of a reflexive ethnography related to this topic.7 Nettl 

is Professor Emeritus of Music and Anthropology at the University of Illinois. In this 

monograph, he presents an ethnography of Midwest music schools in the United States using his 

own institution as a case study. He examines the music school at the University of Illinois by 

adopting several different perspectives, including those of the college professor or the outside 

observer. The second work that influenced this project is Rationalizing Culture: IRCAM, Boulez, 

and the Institutionalization of the Musical Avant-Garde by anthropologist and musician 

Georgina Born.8 This book was one of the first ethnographies written about a powerful, western 

cultural organization, IRCAM, founded by Pierre Boulez in Paris. Finally, the most recent 

publication that reflects the kind of work I undertook for this project is Reversed Gaze: An 

African Ethnography of American Anthropology by Kenyan-born and American-educated 

anthropologist Mwenda Ntarangwi.9 His work is a self-reflexive ethnographic account of 

American anthropology and anthropologists that looks closely at the issue of representation of 

the “other” in Western anthropology.  

The primary sources I consulted for this project are housed in the Florida State University 

libraries and the College of Music administrative offices. The most in-depth primary sources are 

the self-studies and reviews from the 1978, 1988, 1998, 2008, and 2018 National Association of 

                                                        
7 Bruno Nettl, Heartland Excursions: Ethnomusicological Reflections on Schools of Music (Urbana and 

Chicago, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1995). 
8 Georgina Born, Rationalizing Culture: IRCAM, Boulez, and the Institutionalization of the Musical Avant–

Garde (Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press, 1995). 
9 Mwenda Ntarangwi, Reversed Gaze: An African Ethnography of American Anthropology (Urbana, 

Chicago, and Springfield: University of Illinois Press, 2010). 
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Schools of Music accreditation files.10 Originally, I planned to focus on the musicology program 

from the time the Ph.D. program was implemented during the 1988–1989 academic year. The 

1988 FSU College of Music NASM self-study is the first to specifically mention the Ph.D. 

degree program in musicology by requesting approval for the program to officially begin in the 

coming years. However, once the project was underway, I shifted my focus to encompass the 

decades prior to 1988 in order to illustrate the personnel and structural shifts within the 

musicology area. The NASM studies gave me the opportunity to compare the mission and vision 

statements of the university and School/College of Music, the curricular changes for the 

musicology program over time, and the language used to describe the strengths and weaknesses 

of both the college and the musicology area more specifically. The accreditation committee 

visitors’ reports provided valuable feedback from outside observers who compared FSU’s 

musicology program to programs of comparable institutions. Additionally, my examination of 

the NASM self-studies helped me to establish the structure of the musicology area at Florida 

State within the body of the music college and under the umbrella of the whole university 

structure. 

Other crucial primary sources for this project included transcripts of interviews with 

Florida State University College of Music faculty members Wiley L. Housewright and Jeffery 

Kite-Powell, which are housed in the Allen Music Library and were recorded as part of the 

Reichelt Oral History Program.11 I also interviewed musicology area faculty members Dale 

                                                        
10 Florida State University School/College of Music, National Association of Schools of Music Self-Study 

Reports, Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University College of Music Office of the Dean for Academic Affairs & 
Director of Graduate Studies (1978, 1988, 1998, 2008, 2018). 

11 Florida State University College of Music, Transcripts: The Reichelt Oral History Program (Tallahassee, 
FL: Florida State University Allen Music Library Special Collections). The Reichelt Oral History Program began in 
1969 with the intent of teaching oral history techniques to students while documenting FSU’s history. The program 
became an established part of the History Department in 1996, and in 1998, it expanded to include oral histories 
with veterans involved in twentieth-century wars. In 2014, the Reichelt Oral History Collection was moved to the 
FSU Special Collections & Archives. See “Reichelt Oral History Collection,” Florida State University Libraries, 
accessed February 21, 2019, https://www.lib.fsu.edu/reichelt. 
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Olsen and Douglass Seaton as part of this project. Their primary input on the evolution of a “Big 

M” ethos from the 1970s to the present day was invaluable for helping me shape a historical 

narrative of FSU’s musicology program.  

Two monographs that were crucial in shaping an initial definition of “Big M” 

Musicology are works by and about two former FSU musicology faculty: Dale Olsen’s recent 

book on developing the World Music Program at FSU and the Festschrift dedicated to Jeffery 

Kite-Powell. Olsen’s From the Sound Up: Building World Music Ensembles in Public Places is a 

historical-philosophical narrative of the World Music Ensembles Program at FSU from 1973 to 

2008.12 The Festschrift dedicated to Kite-Powell is titled “Hands-on” Musicology: Essays in 

Honor of Jeffery Kite-Powell and is an edited volume of essays written by former students and 

colleagues on research related to historical performance-practice and early music topics. The 

work also includes transcripts from interviews with Kite-Powell in which he discusses the 

purpose and achievements of the FSU Early Music Ensemble during his tenure from 1984 to 

2008.13 Both of these works cite applied musicology, or musical performance, as an invaluable 

learning tool for the developing musicologist. These sources acted as the starting point for 

defining “Big M” Musicology, and when compared with what “Big M” means now, illuminated 

any shifts in this definition over time. 

In order to better understand the “Big M” ethos, I also consulted the Society for 

Musicology’s website and Facebook pages as well as the musicology area’s Graduate Student 

Handbook.14 The DigiNole and Proquest databases available through FSU Libraries also 

                                                        
12 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up: Building World Music Ensembles in Public Places (Tallahassee, FL: 

CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform, 2018). 
13 “Hands-on” Musicology: Essays in Honor of Jeffery Kite–Powell, ed. Allen Scott (Ann Arbor, MI: 

Steglein Publishing, 2012). 
14 FSU Musicology, Facebook, Updated September 2, 2018, 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/187995264581088/about/. See also FSU Musicology, “Florida State University 
Society for Musicology,” Updated June 16, 2018, https://fsumusicology.wordpress.com/. See also “FSU Society for 
Musicology (@fsumusicology),” Facebook, Updated May 1, 2018, https://www.facebook.com/fsumusicology/. See 
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provided valuable curricular information as well as the theses and dissertations of FSU 

musicology alumni. I examined several Florida State University course catalogs and semester 

bulletins using the DigiNole database in order to construct a faculty-member timeline for full-

time, tenure-track appointments in the musicology area. I gathered additional data on the 

landscape and timeline of faculty hires and retirements by consulting the personal papers of 

Douglass Seaton, which he compiled while serving as the coordinator of the musicology area. 

The secondary sources I consulted for this project draw from institutional theory, 

institutional ethnography, ethnographic methods, ethnomethodology, interaction ritual theory, 

community psychology, and workplace diversity. The following sources helped me contextualize 

the ethnographic data collected through the survey, interview, and observation processes of FSU 

musicologists. A macro-sociological approach to understand institutional structures and 

operations informed how I examined musicology through the micro-sociological lenses of 

ethnomethodology, ethnography, and interaction ritual theory. First, I consulted Mary Douglas’s 

book How Institutions Think to understand how I might look at the institutional structures and 

social groups that shape the musicology program at FSU.15 Douglas, a British anthropologist, 

presents a theory of institutions that takes into account the social control of cognition based on 

the work of Emile Durkheim in which institutions and social groups are viewed as individuals.16 

Other sources that I consulted in conjunction with Douglas’s work include Hugh Heclo’s On 

Thinking Institutionally, John W. Meyer and W. Richard Scott’s works on institutional and 

organizational environments, and Marshall W. Meyer’s Theory of Organizational Structure.17 

                                                        
also Florida State University College of Music, Musicology Area Graduate Student Handbook: 2018–2019 
(Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University College of Music Office of the Musicology Area Coordinator, 2018). 

15 Mary Douglas, How Institutions Think (Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press, 1986). 
16 Mary Douglas, How Institutions Think, x. 
17 Hugh Heclo, On Thinking Institutionally (Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers, 2008); John W. Meyer and 

W. Richard Scott, Organizational Environments: Ritual and Rationality (Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 1992); Marshall 
W. Meyer, Theory of Organizational Structure (Indianapolis: Bobbs–Merrill, 1977). 
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In tandem with institutional theory, I consulted works on institutional ethnography and 

ethnographic methodology in general. Sociologist Dorothy E. Smith’s work Institutional 

Ethnography was helpful for developing a broad understanding of institutional structures.18 

Smith’s approach is allied with more recent ethnomethodological methods, in which the material 

relations between people define abstract concepts more concretely. Smith applies the theory that 

language is social action and that texts are what make up institutions and coordinate what people 

within institutions do. Another source that focuses specifically on academia is titled Auto-

Ethnographies: The Anthropology of Academic Practice edited by Anne Meneley and Donna J. 

Young.19 This collection of essays explores the challenges anthropologists face while working in 

and outside of the academy, which may relate to how musicologists might function within the 

university structure. 

 In order to develop a deeper understanding of ethnographic method and practice, I 

consulted several practical sources that dealt with ethnography and reflexivity in the various 

stages of fieldwork and analysis. These included the essay collection The Ethnographic Self as 

Resource: Writing Memory and Experience into Ethnography, edited by Peter Collins and 

Anselma Gallinat.20 As a member of the FSU musicology community, it has been important for 

me to think reflexively both for transparency and because my experiences as a student in the 

program influence my perspective and bias. Johnny Saldaña’s The Coding Manual for 

Qualitative Researchers and James P. Spradley’s The Ethnographic Interview provided valuable 

insight about how to approach the post-survey analysis process and prepare for various stages of 

interaction with FSU musicology community members. Saldaña’s manual helped me determine 

                                                        
18 Dorothy E. Smith, Institutional Ethnography: A Sociology for People (Lanham, MD: AltaMira Press, 

2005). 
19 Auto–Ethnographies: The Anthropology of Academic Practices, ed. Anne Meneley and Donna J. Young 

(Peterborough, Ontario: Broadview Press, 2005). 
20 The Ethnographic Self as Resource: Writing Memory and Experience into Ethnography, ed. Peter Collins 

and Anselma Gallinat (New York: Berghahn Books, 2010). 
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the type of coding I should use for organizing the qualitative data I collected from the survey 

responses. I applied descriptive coding and pattern coding methods to the data sets I collected in 

order to analyze trends, similarities, and differences between the types of responses I received for 

particular survey questions.21 Additionally, Spradley’s older but relevant text on the interviewing 

process provided perspectives on the role of the ethnographer in the research process and the 

importance of teasing out cultural themes. He writes, “the ethnographer both examines small 

details of culture and at the same time seeks to chart the broader features of the cultural 

landscape.”22 I analyzed the survey and interview responses by examining their details to 

understand each individual’s experience while also considering how these experiences reflected 

the larger cultural forces at work in the FSU musicology program.  

The multi-step process of ethnographic analysis also required me to understand micro-

sociological processes. I framed my observations of the FSU musicology community through the 

lens provided by sociologist Erving Goffman in his performance studies work The Presentation 

of Self in Everyday Life, while also looking at how Goffman’s work has been interpreted by more 

contemporary authors such as Randall Collins.23 Goffman uses the theater as a model for how 

closed systems of individuals, teams, and social establishments manage daily interactional tasks. 

I primarily used Goffman’s definition of team performance to help shape my own analysis. In 

Goffman’s work, a team is defined as, “any set of individuals who co-operate in staging a single 

routine.”24 The dynamics of a team are discussed in terms of individual relationships among 

team members, collective team interaction with an audience, and interactions between multiple 

                                                        
21 Saldaña describes descriptive coding as “summarizing in a word or short phrase. . . the basic topic of a 

passage of qualitative data” and pattern coding as a second cycle of coding that allows for the development of major 
themes from the data, including those related to social networks and patterns of human relationships. See Johnny 
Saldaña, The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers (Los Angeles: Sage, 2009), 70 and 152. 

22 James P. Spradley, The Ethnographic Interview (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1979), 185. 
23 Erving Goffman, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (New York, Anchor Books, 1959); Randall 

Collins, Interaction Ritual Chains (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2004). 
24 Goffman, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, 79. 
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teams. The goal of a team is identical to that of an individual performer and requires the 

“intimate cooperation” of a set of individuals in order to project and maintain the definition of a 

situation.25 Goffman’s definition of teams shaped the way I discussed professional interaction 

and collaboration between FSU’s “team” of musicologists.  

Finally, I sought out resources that would provide some insight into community 

psychology and workplace diversity. Throughout the course of this project, I came to recognize 

the importance of interpersonal relationships and interactions as they relate to individuals’ 

experiences of community building under the ethos of “Big M” Musicology. I was able to find a 

few recent studies and published articles from other academic disciplines on topics of diversity, 

inclusion, community psychology, and group dynamics that helped with my analysis of the 

survey data. These sources were helpful in contextualizing the experiences of individual FSU 

musicology community members.26 

 

Overview of Chapters 

Each chapter of this thesis explores an aspect of “Big M” Musicology. The first chapter 

serves to introduce readers to the concept of “Big M,” to explain the purpose and significance of 

the project, and to outline the sources and methodological approaches I used throughout the 

                                                        
25 Goffman, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, 104. 
26 See Katherine J. Klein and Thomas A. D’Aunno, “Psychological Sense of Community in the 

Workplace,” Journal of Community Psychology 14, no. 4 (1986). See also Barbara L. Whitten, et al., “‘Like a 
Family’: What Works to Create Friendly and Respectful Student-Faculty Interactions,” Journal of Women and 
Minorities in Science and Engineering 10, no. 3 (2004). See also Kirsi Phyältö, “Developing Scholarly Communities 
as Learning Environments for Doctoral Students,” International Journal for Academic Development 14, no. 3 
(2009): 221–32. See also Veronica G. Martinez-Acosta and Carlita B. Favero, “A Discussion of Diversity and 
Inclusivity at the Institutional Level: The Need for a Strategic Plan,” The Journal of Undergraduate Neuroscience 
Education 16, no. 3 (2018): 252–60. See also Raymond A. Friedman and Martin N. Davidson, “Managing Diversity 
and Second-Order Conflict,” The International Journal of Conflict Management 12, no. 2 (2001): 132–53. See also 
Susan Woods, “Thinking about Diversity-Related Confclit: Respect, Recognition and Learning,” Henderson Woods, 
LLC, accessed February 28, 2019, 
https://digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1107&context=workingpapers. 
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course of this study. The second chapter is a historically-grounded narrative that examines the 

origins of “Big M” and reflects the evolution of the FSU musicology program over time. The 

third chapter is focused on how the term and concept of “Big M” is defined and understood by 

the current population of recent alumni, students, and faculty members and reflects ideas about 

“Big M” that are contemporary with the program as it exists now. The fourth chapter is about 

how the ideal of “Big M” plays out in the lived experiences of individuals who are currently or 

were recently involved in the program. The fifth and final chapter synthesizes what “Big M” 

could mean for the future of musicology, both in the context of FSU’s program and within the 

discipline’s wider community. 

 In Chapter 2, I explore the origins and history of “Big M” Musicology through a written 

history of the musicology department at Florida State University. First, I discuss the institutional 

framework of the FSU College of Music and how, over time, the structures within the college 

have contributed to the development of circumstances in which a disciplinary philosophy like 

“Big M” could thrive. I then discuss the influential administrators and faculty members whose 

shared vision helped “Big M” to manifest as a goal and ethos for the program. I focus closely on 

the development of the Ph.D. program in musicology and how, through self-definition, this 

reflects the department’s value system. Finally, I examine “Big M” Musicology and its 

conceptual origins within the larger disciplines of historical musicology and ethnomusicology. 

 Chapters 3 and 4 incorporate the survey data I collected from current students, alumni, 

faculty members, and former faculty members. Chapter 3 begins with a presentation of the 

demographics of the survey, which included questions that capture how an individual is affiliated 

with FSU’s program. My primary goal in this chapter is to understand FSU musicology 

community members’ definitions of “Big M” Musicology and use their words to explain its 

meaning in the context of the program.  
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 In Chapter 4, I examine the lived experiences of FSU musicology affiliates. These 

experiences range from curricular, professional, and social opportunities available to students 

and the community dynamics and interpersonal relationships among students and faculty. I focus 

primarily on student and alumni experiences in this chapter to corroborate the dynamics of the 

program over time and to illustrate the ways in which “Big M” Musicology may or may not 

manifest in these experiences. I also analyze these experiences in order to see if there is 

congruence with the definitions of “Big M” that participants provided in the third chapter. 

In the final chapter, I provide concluding thoughts that synthesize my understanding as a 

researcher of how the “Big M” Musicology ethos exists and functions within FSU’s musicology 

program. I suggest some possibilities for the future identity of musicology as a discipline and 

how its evolution and purpose will continue to serve the needs of an ever-changing world. 

Musicologists in the emerging generation are increasingly interested in pursuing research 

projects that will have an impact on communities, uphold social causes, and give voice to the 

voiceless. This conclusion also serves to contextualize an ethos of “Big M” in the continuous 

disciplinary effort for self-revision and self-definition. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

“BIG M” MUSICOLOGY AT FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY:  
ORIGINS AND HISTORY 

 
 
In this chapter, I examine the administrative structures in place in the FSU College of 

Music and how the efforts of administration and faculty aligned to create an environment that 

was conducive to the development of a “Big M” ethos within the musicology area. Then, I 

present a brief history of the concept of “Big M” Musicology in a broader disciplinary context 

and in the context of the development of FSU’s musicology program beginning in the year 1973. 

This section also explores the development of the Ph.D. degree program in musicology in the 

late 1980s and early 1990s, which is critical for understanding the department’s continued move 

toward developing a “Big M” philosophy. I will trace the curricular choices made in establishing 

the Ph.D. program, the development of strong world and early music ensemble programs at FSU, 

and the impact of faculty hires and their involvement in building and maintaining a culture 

within the musicology area. This analysis of the program supports the articulated definitions of 

“Big M” as expressed by some of its most formative faculty members. 

FSU’s musicology program, like all academic departments, is embedded within the larger 

institutional structure of the university, and so my analysis of the program aims to articulate a 

definition of “Big M” Musicology as it manifests at Florida State University. Over time, the 

focus of musicology as a discipline has shifted, and at FSU, the concept of “Big M” Musicology 

places a strong emphasis on interdisciplinarity, methodological inclusiveness, and applied 

musicology, or performance, in conjunction with music research. Interdisciplinarity begins with 

a strong relationship and crossover between historical musicology and ethnomusicology in terms 

of faculty and student research interests and a curriculum that extends beyond music into the rest 

of the university. Additionally, both historical musicology and ethnomusicology are inherently 
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reflexive disciplines that are constantly being defined and redefined by their members. The 

academic environment in music at Florida State presents an opportunity to better understand and 

define “Big M” Musicology and to imagine what a philosophy such as this could mean for the 

wider discipline of musicology. The interdisciplinary nature of the program and the strong 

emphasis on an applied performance component demonstrate the pursuit of disciplinary holism 

under the umbrella of the “Big M” Musicology ethos. In the following section, I outline the 

structural support system that enabled the “Big M” ethos to develop within the College of Music 

and how these factors external to the musicology area provided the groundwork for furthering 

the program’s development.  

 

The Institutional Framework of the FSU College of Music  

FSU is well-connected to a large contingent of national and international musicological 

organizations such as the American Musicological Society, the Society for Ethnomusicology, 

and the Society for American Music. FSU is always well-represented at regional and national 

conferences alike. However, unlike institutions of comparable size and scope, such as the 

Midwestern state universities (the University of Illinois, the University of Indiana-Bloomington, 

and the University of Michigan), the California state university system, or the Ivy League 

consortium, FSU is somewhat geographically isolated from other major universities with large 

musicology or ethnomusicology programs, and this has allowed the FSU musicology program to 

develop a particular institutional ethos. On an institutional level, the “Big M” Musicology ethos 

has been shaped by several factors, including the College of Music’s physical layout, the 

administrative vision of a succession of deans, the curricular structure of FSU’s musicology 

degrees, and the collegial relationships among administration, faculty, staff, and students. These 
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factors in particular have reflected the School or College of Music’s pursuit of 

comprehensiveness through the institutional structuring of its programs. 

The current FSU College of Music is organized into seven academic areas, each with a 

coordinator.27 These areas include theory and composition, history and literature, education and 

music therapy, keyboard, voice, strings, and winds and percussion.28 The area coordinators 

function as department heads but are only responsible for curriculum and personnel, not for the 

budget.29 As early as the 1979–1980 academic year, the School of Music took part in a study that 

encouraged the formation of departments comparable to those of other colleges within the 

University. However, the administration and the faculty reached a consensus that maintained that 

dividing the School, now College, into seven areas rather than formal departments would allow 

for more school-wide attention and cooperation between areas and activities such as ensembles. 

As stated in the 1988 NASM self-study, the School remained “technically a unit of the whole.”30 

This effort to keep the School of Music’s centralized system in place provided more protection 

for individual programs while encouraging relationships across disciplines for both faculty and 

students. Now, there exist more interdisciplinary and multi-disciplinary experiences for students 

and opportunities for collaboration among faculty members with different areas of expertise 

within the College. 

In addition to the College of Music’s centralization and governance by areas instead of 

departments, the physical layout of the school’s facilities also contributed to the opportunities for 

                                                        
27 In this context, the phrase “academic areas” refers to both applied performance and academic disciplines. 

These are consistently referred to as “academic areas” in the National Association of Schools of Music self-study 
reports compiled by the FSU School/College of Music administration.  

28 Florida State University School of Music, National Association of Schools of Music Self-Study Report 
Presented for Consideration by the Commission on Undergraduate Studies and the Commission on Graduate 
Studies (Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University School of Music Office of the Dean for Academic Affairs & 
Director of Graduate Studies, 1988), 20. 

29 Florida State University School of Music, National Association of Schools of Music Self-Study Report 
(1988), 19. 

30 Florida State University School of Music, National Association of Schools of Music Self-Study Report 
(1988), 17. 
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interaction and collaboration among faculty members and students. Dale Olsen, the first 

ethnomusicologist on faculty at FSU in 1973, made a useful comparison between his experiences 

as a student at UCLA and his experiences as a faculty member at FSU when I interviewed him in 

December 2018. UCLA’s department, according to Olsen, was divided between historical 

musicology and ethnomusicology during his time there in the late 1960s, and the two 

departments were separated by floors of the same building. Even today, the departments continue 

to be separated physically, as well as within the institutional structure of the university; these 

disciplines are housed in completely separate colleges.  

To mirror his experiences at UCLA, Olsen had originally hoped to have a building 

dedicated to FSU’s rapidly-growing world music program. However, in 1979, when the 

construction of the then-new Housewright Music Building was complete, the space was 

dedicated to use by a mixture of music faculty.31 Olsen’s experiences sharing a workplace 

hallway with a combination of musicology and applied music performance faculty provided a 

stronger community environment within the School of Music. The shared space ended up being 

something Olsen greatly appreciated, and ultimately, he was thankful that the World Music 

Program was not separate from the rest of the School. He has written,  

Once you build or provide a separate home for world music, like a separate building, 
wing, or floor, then you create a dichotomy, division, or separation between what could 
be called “we and they” or “us and them,” and you’ve separated world music from the 
“other”. . . In any case, dichotomies or divisions are not good within music departments 
or music schools. Music faculty members need to work closely together, and there should 
always be a mutual working relationship between world music and European-derived 
music. That’s one characteristic that is so wonderful about our Musicology department at 
FSU. 32 
 

                                                        
31 “About the Warren D. Allen Music Library,” Florida State University College of Music, accessed 

January 19, 2019, https://music.fsu.edu/library/about. 
32 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up: Building World Music Ensembles in Public Places (Tallahassee, FL: 

CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform, 2018), 37. 



 26 

The sharing of building space with faculty members of different specializations within a large 

college structure proved beneficial for promoting positive rapport and for sharing ideas and 

experiences with like-minded colleagues. The integration of space and specialization at FSU 

continues to provide a number of opportunities for interdisciplinary and cross-disciplinary 

interaction within the College of Music. 

The centralization of the College of Music’s programs, facilities, faculty, and students 

was part of a greater effort to build a successful and comprehensive music school. Wiley L. 

Housewright, a School of Music professor from 1947 to 1966 and dean from 1966 to 1980, 

spoke in an interview as part of the Reichelt Oral History Program at Florida State University 

about what drew him to FSU in the first place.33 In the 1990 interview with Brian Hitchins, 

Housewright stated, “I think one thing that I sensed. . . was that everyone that I met on the 

campus, whether it was faculty or students or administrative people, seemed to want a good 

strong school of music.”34 Housewright mentions the concerted effort he and his predecessor, 

Karl Otto Kuersteiner, made as deans to build a “comprehensive musicianship program.”35 This 

meant growing each of the school’s programs to an equally high level and hiring a robust number 

of excellent faculty members to accommodate the growing student population.  

Housewright stated that the musicology area was the most difficult to develop in his time 

as dean. This difficulty was due in part to the shifting attitudes in academia about musicology as 

a discipline. He stated, “Dean Kuersteiner didn’t really think that musicology was a field. He felt 

that it was an area where people who were not top-notch performers went into. . . music is a good 

deal more than just performance. There is a strong academic challenge in the history of music.”36 

                                                        
33 Florida State University College of Music, “Brian Hitchins Interviews Wiley L. Housewright,” 

Transcripts: The Reichelt Oral History Program (Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University Allen Music Library 
Special Collections, 1990). 

34 Florida State University College of Music, “Brian Hitchins Interviews Wiley L. Housewright,” 3. 
35 Florida State University College of Music, “Brian Hitchins Interviews Wiley L. Housewright,” 14. 
36 Florida State University College of Music, “Brian Hitchins Interviews Wiley L. Housewright,” 10. 
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However, the overarching administrative vision for a comprehensive program proved strong and 

carried over to subsequent deans of the School. By the late 1980s, plans were underway to 

implement a Ph.D. program in musicology at Florida State. 

In the 1988 self-study submitted for accreditation to the National Association of Schools 

of Music by the next School of Music dean, Robert Glidden, the recently approved Doctor of 

Philosophy in Musicology degree program was so new that it had not yet produced any 

graduates.37 At that time, the School of Music stated that one of its main objectives was to offer 

“a comprehensive program of instruction for all students who expect to become professional 

musicians.”38 The School justified its addition of a Ph.D. in Musicology in order to meet its 

objective of having a truly comprehensive program. Although the Master of Music degrees with 

specializations in historical musicology or ethnomusicology existed prior to this date, the 

development of a “Big M” Musicology ethos strengthened with the implementation of a Ph.D. 

program that called itself “Musicology,” which encompassed historical and ethnomusicological 

disciplinary approaches under one umbrella. The lack of emphasis in specialization in the Ph.D. 

degree name suggests that students pursuing this degree will receive a broad education that 

encompasses both historical and ethnomusicological experiences. The subsequent development 

of the Ph.D. program is explored more in depth in the following section. 

The final structural element that primed the FSU musicology area to develop and 

maintain a “Big M” ethos is the conscious effort to build a community of faculty and students 

who are likeminded and collegial. In four of the NASM self-studies I examined from 1988, 1998, 

2008, and 2018, the strengths and weaknesses of each degree plan and the School and College as 

a whole were consistent. They all demonstrated the presence of a collegial and supportive 

                                                        
37 Florida State University School of Music, National Association of Schools of Music Self-Study Report 

(1988), title page. 
38 Florida State University School of Music, National Association of Schools of Music Self-Study Report 

(1988), 1. 
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environment maintained over a three-decade period. The strengths of the School in 1988 

highlighted the comprehensiveness of the program, the School’s administrative structure, the 

cooperation between faculty and administration, and the rapport among administration, faculty, 

and students.39 In the 1998 NASM self-study, the strengths of the musicology area were added to 

the previous list. The strengths listed included the “good relationship between historical 

musicology and ethnomusicology faculty,” the balance between historical musicology and 

ethnomusicology courses offered in the Ph.D. program, the “strong early music and world music 

performance programs,” and “a strong positive attitude toward performance among musicology 

majors.”40 The emphasis on an environment equally supportive of performance and academic 

endeavors demonstrates the comprehensiveness of the program mentioned earlier, and the 

positive comments about the program in 2008 and 2018 were very similar to those in previous 

decades.41 This demonstrates a consistency in institutional and department-level values that 

might allow for the development of a “Big M” cultural ethos over time.  

Other observations from the NASM self-studies that are worth noting are the relationship 

between the musicology area and the Center for Music of the Americas and the establishment of 

the Society for Musicology, a student-led organization under the purview of Florida State 

University’s Congress of Graduate Students (COGS).42 In July 1984, then-musicology faculty 

member and head of the music history and literature area Robert L. Smith proposed to Dean 

                                                        
39 FSU School of Music, National Association of Schools of Music Self-Study Report (1988), 110. 
40 FSU School of Music, National Association of Schools of Music Self-Study Report (1988), 173–174. 
41 Florida State University College of Music, National Association of School of Music Self-Study in the 

Standard Format Presented for Consideration by the NASM Commission on Accreditation (Tallahassee, FL: Florida 
State University College of Music Office of the Dean for Academic Affairs & Director of Graduate Studies, 2008), 
123–24; see also Florida State University College of Music, Self-Study Document for the National Association of 
Schools of Music (Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University College of Music Office of the Dean for Academic 
Affairs & Director of Graduate Studies, 2018), II–117–118. 

42 “Congress of Graduate Students,” Florida State University, accessed February 11, 2019, 
http://sga.fsu.edu/cogs.shtml. See also “Florida State University Society for Musicology,” FSU Musicology, updated 
June 16, 2018, accessed February 11, 2019, https://fsumusicology.wordpress.com/. 
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Robert Glidden that the School of Music establish a Center for Music of the Americas.43 The 

original purpose of the Center was to “engage in distinguished research, performance, and 

service activities” in order to “create and enhance understanding among peoples of the Americas. 

. . . and to discover, preserve, and propagate the values of our musical cultures.”44 By 1985, the 

Center was fully established. The Center’s current mission statement says it “promotes the 

scholarship, performance, and dissemination of musics found in the American Hemisphere.”45 

Comments in the 1988 NASM self-study relating to the Center for Music of the Americas 

applauded the school for its “commitment to ethnomusicological studies.”46 Dale Olsen 

subsequently directed the Center from 1994 to 2007, and Denise Von Glahn has been the director 

since 2007.47  

The 1998 self-study is also the first to mention the Society for Musicology (SfM). At that 

time, SfM hosted monthly forums for guest speakers from across FSU’s campus and from 

outside institutions.48 The Society’s efforts to bring professors from other academic areas into the 

School of Music demonstrates strong support for interdisciplinarity within the musicology 

program. These relationships speak to the wider influence the community within the College of 

Music has with FSU-affiliated, local, and state organizations. In this context, collegiality is both 

a common theme and something to strive for on a consistent basis. 

                                                        
43 See Florida State University College of Music, “Letter to Dean Glidden from Robert L. Smith RE: 

Positions–Center for Americas,” (unpublished manuscript, March 29, 1984), document. See also Florida State 
University College of Music, “Memorandum to Dean Daisy Flory from Robert Glidden,” (unpublished manuscript, 
July 27, 1984), document. 

44 See James Farrington, “Florida State University, the Center for Music of the Americas,” Current 
Musicology 0, no. 37 (1984): 270–271. 

45 “Center for Music of the Americas,” FSU College of Music, accessed January 19, 2019, 
https://music.fsu.edu/programs/musicology/center-music-americas. 

46 FSU School of Music, National Association of Schools of Music Self-Study Report (1988), 110. 
47 See “Curriculum Vitae: Dr. Dale A. Olsen,” Dale Olsen, Ph.D., accessed February 28, 2019, 

http://dolsenmusic.net/curriculum-vitae/. 
48 Florida State University School of Music, NASM Self-Study (Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University 

College of Music Office of the Dean for Academic Affairs & Director of Graduate Studies, 1998), 174. 
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In summary, the four main factors that contributed to building an ethos of “Big M” at 

FSU are the physical layout of the College of Music and its facilities, the administrative vision of 

comprehensiveness espoused by Wiley Housewright and his successors, the curricular structure 

and language used to describe the degree plans in the musicology area, and the viewpoints of 

founding faculty members who consistently supported a “Big M” mindset. In many ways, the 

combination of these factors created the perfect environment necessary for a philosophy and 

culture such as this to thrive. In the subsequent section, I discuss the origins of the Ph.D. 

program in Musicology based on specific curricular decisions and the perspectives of faculty and 

administration who continued to establish an environment where “Big M” could evolve.  

 

Developing a Comprehensive Program: Founding Faculty and “Enlightened Deans” 

In the early years after the Florida State College for Women (FSCW) transitioned to a co-

educational institution in 1947, Karl Otto Kuersteiner served as the dean of the School of Music 

at Florida State University and continued in this position until 1966. At the time, the course 

offerings in “Music History and Literature” were limited, but all music students were required to 

take courses in this subject area. From 1949 to 1956, these courses were taught primarily by 

Warren D. Allen. In 1955, John Spratt was hired to teach music theory courses, and the 

following academic year he also taught courses in music history, which he continued to do upon 

Allen’s retirement in 1956.  

There were three deans of the School of Music who were influential in hiring several new 

musicology faculty members during their respective tenures: Wiley Housewright (1966–1980), 

Robert Glidden (1979–1991), and Jon Piersol (1991–2005).49 First, Housewright hired Elias 

                                                        
49 Don Gibson served as Dean of the College of Music from 2005 to 2013, and Patricia Flowers was hired 

in 2013 and serves as the current dean of the College of Music. Their contributions to faculty hiring in the 
musicology area are also important. For the sake of this thesis, I am examining how the program grew over time 
with an emphasis on the addition of new, tenure-track faculty lines, so I do not focus on these two individuals’ 
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Dann in 1967 and Marilyn Gombosi in 1969 as two new historical musicology faculty members. 

Gombosi retired in 1992, and Dann retired in 1996. In 1973, Housewright hired Dale Olsen as 

the first ethnomusicology faculty member at FSU primarily so that he could begin an 

Ethnomusicology/World Music Program at the school. When a new faculty line opened in 1978, 

Housewright hired Douglass Seaton to teach historical musicology courses. Additionally, Robert 

Smith replaced John Spratt in 1978 as another historical musicology faculty member. 

Subsequently, in 1984, Dean Robert Glidden hired Jeffery Kite-Powell to start the Early Music 

Program at FSU. 

In the 1990s and 2000s, the growing School of Music and newly-created Ph.D. in 

Musicology garnered much support for new and additional faculty hires. Dean Jon Piersol hired 

Charles Brewer in 1992 and Denise Von Glahn in 1998 as historical musicology faculty 

members. He was also responsible for hiring Michael Bakan in 1994 as the second full-time 

ethnomusicology faculty member in the department. Bakan’s hiring was followed by 

ethnomusicologist Ashenafi Kebede’s full-time appointment to the ethnomusicology faculty 

from 1996 to 1998 following his service as the Director for the Center of African American 

Studies at FSU dating back to 1980. The center closed in 1996 due to university budget cuts.50 

By 2003, there were four full-time historical musicology faculty members (Douglass Seaton, 

Jeffery Kite-Powell, Charles Brewer, and Denise Von Glahn) and four full-time 

ethnomusicology faculty members (Dale Olsen, Michael Bakan, Frank Gunderson, and 

Benjamin Koen) in FSU’s School of Music. However, when Dale Olsen and Jeffery Kite-Powell 

retired in 2008 around the time of the Great Recession, the musicology area lost both an 

                                                        
involvement in the program’s development. I am writing with the assumption that by the early 2000s, the FSU 
musicology program was well-established. 

50 However, there is currently a department of African American Studies at FSU. See “African American 
Studies,” Florida State University College of Social Sciences and Public Policy, accessed February 15, 2019, 
https://coss.fsu.edu/aas/. 



 32 

ethnomusicology and historical musicology faculty line. The historical faculty line was restored 

in 2012. As of the 2018–2019 academic year, there are seven full-time, tenure-track faculty 

members in the College of Music’s musicology area: four in historical musicology (Douglass 

Seaton, Charles Brewer, Denise Von Glahn, and Sarah Eyerly), and three in ethnomusicology 

(Michael Bakan, Frank Gunderson, and Margaret Jackson) (see Table 1). Most recently, the 

current dean of the College of Music, Patricia Flowers, hired Panayotis League in the fall 2018 

semester to replace Margaret Jackson beginning in the 2019–2020 academic year.51 

Wiley L. Housewright’s initial push to develop a comprehensive music school impacted 

the musicology area at FSU in a number of ways, the first of which was the hiring of Dale Olsen 

to begin an Ethnomusicology/World Music program as part of the School of Music’s curriculum 

in “Music History and Literature,” the first program of its kind in the southeastern United States. 

This program would later be renamed “Musicology.”52 Olsen’s purpose and goal in establishing 

this program at FSU was to provide ensembles, courses, and programs “that emphasize music as 

a global phenomenon.”53 He defines “world music” as “the music of the whole earth, including 

music of European art traditions.”54 While studying at UCLA, Olsen was inspired by Mantle 

Hood’s well-known concept of bimusicality, or learning how to perform a particular type of 

music proficiently when it is not part of your native cultural background.55 In his 2018 book, 

From the Sound Up: Building World Music Ensembles in Public Spaces, Olsen also emphasizes 

the importance of polymusicality, which is having proficiency and literacy on multiple levels 

                                                        
51 “Florida State University College of Music” (@musicFSU), Facebook, posted November 15, 2018, 

accessed February 11, 2019, https://www.facebook.com/musicFSU/?__tn__=%2CdkCH-
RR&eid=ARCU1EtwJxE0TiTjLHT5kmTcA_XX8aJcVYoiH9ji4wVD9s_0aJC-
pnjgOW4F3lWaM0sX9o6o5xg4rDfs&hc_ref=ARTvXVyh39-4QtoVQB4u3zmwSN6Svou6GAXp3aYH-
8SOEDLhLrRNS8J4-LBtUMv0rNw&fref=nf&hc_location=group. 

52 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 14. 
53 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 24. 
54 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 25. 
55 See Mantle Hood, “The Challenge of ‘Bi-Musicality,’” Ethnomusicology 4, no. 2 (1960): 55–59. 
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with different types of music.56 Bimusicality and polymusicality became tenets of his vision for 

the FSU World Music Program. The purpose of these world music ensembles is “to create cross-

cultural understanding. . . to learn about the diversity of humankind and to learn how to 

appreciate other cultures. . . through their music.”57 

To develop the Ethnomusicology/World Music Program, Olsen believed that it was 

important to have both “representational practicality” and “administrative feasibility.”58 

Representational practicality means that the world music ensembles should “represent as much 

of the cultural diversity of the state [of Florida] as possible,” while administrative feasibility 

refers to “the financial and philosophical support of. . . deans, department chairs, faculty, and 

indeed, the entire university infrastructure.59 At FSU, he felt he was able to achieve both of these 

things. At one point, there were twenty successful and thriving world music performance 

ensembles at FSU, including music from several parts of Africa, the Caribbean, East Asia, 

Europe, the Americas, South East Asia, and a few fusion ensembles.60 There are currently ten 

world music ensembles that meet each semester, and the world music program continues to be 

one of the largest and most comprehensive in the United States.61 Additionally, Olsen initiated 

two certificate programs that allowed non-musicology graduate students to specialize in World 

Music or Music of the Americas.62 

 

                                                        
56 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 28. 
57 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 29. 
58 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 39. 
59 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 39–40. 
60 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 38. 
61 During the 2018–2019 academic year, the following world music ensembles were available at FSU: 

African Music and Dance, Gospel Choir, Andean Ensemble, Balinese Gamelan, Blues Lab, Chinese Music, Irish 
Fiddling, Old Time Ensemble, Salsa, Steelband (Mas ‘n’ Steel). See “World Music Ensembles,” Florida State 
University College of Music, accessed January 19, 2019, https://music.fsu.edu/ensembles/world-music. 

62 Currently, FSU offers a Graduate Specialized Studies Program in Music of the Americas that requires 
17–18 additional hours of coursework and ensemble requirements. See “Specialized Studies Programs,” FSU 
College of Music, accessed February 22, 2019, https://music.fsu.edu/programs/specialized-studies. 
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Table 1: Florida State University Musicology Faculty Hires from 1949–197863 
 

 

 
 
 

 

                                                        
63 This table demonstrates the growth of the FSU musicology program via the addition of tenure-track faculty lines over time. The titles of current 

faculty members for the 2018–2019 academic year reflect information available on the musicology page of the FSU College of Music website. The following 

individuals served on the FSU musicology faculty during the 2018–2019 academic year: Douglass Seaton, Charles Brewer, Michael Bakan, Denise Von Glahn, 

Frank Gunderson, Michael Broyles, Margaret Jackson, Sarah Eyerly, Christopher Witulski, and Eduardo Lopez. See “Musicology,” Florida State University 

College of Music, accessed February 25, 2019, https://music.fsu.edu/directory-by-area/musicology. 

Warren D. Allen
1949–1956

Music History and 

Literature

John Spratt 
1955–1956: Music Theory 

1956–Fall 1978: Music History and Literature

Elias Dann 
1967–1996 

Music History and Literature

Marilyn Gombosi
1969–1993 

Music History and Literature

Dale Olsen 
1973–2008 

Ethnomusicology and World Music

Robert Smith 
Spring 1978–1996 

Historical Musicology

Douglass Seaton 
1978–

Warren D. Allen Professor of Music (Historical Musicology)

1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s
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Table 1 continued: Florida State University Faculty Hires from 1984–1999 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Jeffery Kite-Powell 
1984–2008 
Historical Musicology
Director of the Early Music Program

Charles Brewer 
1992–
Professor of Historical Musicology

Michael Bakan
1994–
Professor of Ethnomusicology
Head of the World Music Ensembles Program

Ashenafi Kebede
1996–Spring 1998
Ethnomusicology

Denise Von Glahn
Fall 1998–
Professor of Historical Musicology
Director of the Center for Music of the Americas
Coordinator of Musicology

Andrew Killick
1999–2002
Ethnomusicology

1980s 1990s



 36 

Table 1 continued: Florida State University Musicology Faculty Hires from 2003–201964 

 

 

                                                        
64 Michael Broyles is Professor Emeritus of Music and American History at Penn State University. He has served as a faculty member in the FSU 

musicology area since 2006 in a part-time, full professor status, non-tenure-track position. Christopher J. Witulski and Eduardo Lopez are full-time contracted 

instructors with Florida State University, and they teach undergraduate-level musicology area courses through the Florida State University College of Music. I 

included these individuals particularly because they served on the faculty for the 2018–2019 academic year during the time that I worked on this thesis. 

Benjamin Koen (2003–2011)
Ethnomusicology

Frank Gunderson (2003– )
Associate Professor of Ethnomusicology

Michael Broyles* (2006– )
Historical Musicology

Margaret Jackson (2012–Spring 2019)
Assistant Professor of Ethnomusicology

Sarah Eyerly (2013– )
Assistant Professor of Musicology
Director of the Early Music Program

Christopher J. Witulski* (2014– )
Teaching Faculty

Eduardo Lopez* (2017– )
Teaching Faculty

Panayotis League 
Fall 2019–
Ethnomusicology

2000s 2010s
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The challenge of integrating an Ethnomusicology/World Music Program into an 

established program that focused on historical musicology and Western music history and 

literature was not a small one. In his book, Olsen talks about how he approached his fellow 

musicologists:  

When you are hired into academia as an ethnomusicologist, you must not alienate your 
colleagues. As you probably realize, alienation and divisions between professors of 
European-derived music (music history, theory, composition, etc.) and professors of 
ethnomusicology and world music are common at many universities.65  

 
Olsen expressed gratitude that FSU was not a school with divisions among faculty, however, this 

shift did not occur until shortly after he began working at FSU. Olsen found more support for 

integrating ethnomusicology into the larger musicology area after Douglass Seaton joined the 

faculty in 1978 and once a few of the more traditionally-minded historical musicology faculty 

members retired. Olsen felt supported by many of his new colleagues of both historical and 

ethnomusicological leanings in his effort to build a successful ethnomusicology program. He 

spoke about the administration and his colleagues in a positive light, stating, 

I think everybody I’ve met [at FSU] seems to see the importance of world music and 
ethnomusicology, and that’s good. . . I know there are [other ethnomusicology] 
colleagues of mine who feel the same way I do, but often they hit a brick wall, and at 
FSU, we were able to grow together. So that’s the difference.66   
 

In particular, Douglass Seaton and Jeffery Kite-Powell, both historical musicologists, were 

strong supporters of Olsen’s work. Subsequently, they were able to agree on several aspects of 

the program that enabled them to create the Ph.D. program in Musicology. 

Douglass Seaton, a historical musicology professor since 1978, recalled that when he first 

arrived at FSU, “There was a little bit of ethnomusicology on the side, and there was a very 

limited idea about [what] music history [is].”67 In our December 2018 interview, he described 

                                                        
65 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 34.  
66 Dale Olsen, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 14, 2018.  
67 Douglass Seaton, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 12, 2018. 
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Dale Olsen’s role as the sole ethnomusicologist in the late 1970s and how he pursued the 

interests of ethnomusicology without much support from the current senior faculty at that time. 

Once a new generation of musicologists was hired, it became possible to integrate 

ethnomusicology and historical musicology within the program as a whole. Seaton explained that 

when the faculty conceived of the Ph.D. program, the first thing they did was create a degree in 

“musicology” without specifications as to whether it was historical or ethno-focused; then, he 

said, they were able to hire new faculty members who would also uphold that central idea.68 

With regard to the Ph.D. program, Seaton explained,  

The idea was to have musicologists who were coming out of here reasonably acquainted 
with both sides of the discipline and actually study both sides of the discipline, to think of 
the way we taught as. . . cutting across [disciplinary lines] so that our seminars could be 
appealing to either side of the spectrum. And we keep trying to do that.69 
 

The open-endedness of the Ph.D. degree in musicology gives students the freedom to choose 

courses that will best fit their research interests and career goals. This is important because there 

are no joint programs available with other academic areas, such as anthropology, library science, 

or museum studies. However, Seaton stated, “We have the ability to say to a doctoral student, 

‘Take some courses in that if you’re interested in that.’”70 The broad designation gives students 

room to tailor their doctoral curriculum requirements to best meet their professional needs.  

Historical musicologist and early music specialist Jeffery Kite-Powell came to FSU in a 

manner similar to that of Dale Olsen. At the request of Dean Robert Glidden, Kite-Powell was 

hired in 1984 to begin an Early Music Program as part of the effort to achieve 

comprehensiveness in programming at the School of Music.71 In a 2008 exit interview with 

                                                        
68 Douglass Seaton, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 12, 2018. 
69 Douglass Seaton, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 12, 2018. 
70 Douglass Seaton, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 12, 2018. 
71 Florida State University College of Music, “Robin Sellers Interviews Jeffery Kite-Powell,” Transcripts: 

The Reichelt Oral History Program (Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University Allen Music Library Special 
Collections, 2008). 
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Robin Sellers through the Reichelt Oral History Program at FSU, Kite-Powell recalled the 

delight expressed by Glidden upon attending his first early music concert at the school: 

I looked up while the dancers were dancing, and I happened to see Bob Glidden standing 
in the door, just beaming, just fabulous to see, seeing that his dream had come true. He 
had told us all along that this is a comprehensive music school back in those days, and if 
it’s going to be comprehensive, we have to have an early music program.72 
 

The program rapidly grew in size, and FSU now has one of the finest early music instrument 

collections in the southeast. Many of the instruments were acquired through on-campus student 

organization funding requests. Musicology students regularly play in these ensembles, however, 

like the world music ensembles, the early music ensembles are widely available to those within 

and outside of the College of Music. 

Kite-Powell was also responsible for developing a rigorous Early Music Certificate that 

allowed students to specialize in scholarly and applied pursuits within early music. Additionally, 

a Ph.D. degree in Historical Performance was almost approved, but the broad nature of the 

curriculum for the Ph.D. in Musicology allowed students enough freedom to specialize in early 

music without earning a separate degree in the field. In an earlier interview about the program 

with Sarah Meredith in 2001, Kite-Powell states, “Our degrees are flexible enough that while it's 

called a Ph.D. in Musicology, it can be crafted so that it has a focus in Early Music.”73 

Time and again, the emphasis on like-mindedness and collegiality among faculty was a 

theme for each of these professors. Seaton emphasized collegiality as the key to combining 

interdisciplinarity and applied performing into a holistic musicology program. The pursuit of a 

“Big M” ethos at FSU relied on the combined efforts of every individual. He states,  

You have to have substantial faculty of the right kinds of people––enough 
ethnomusicologists, enough historical musicologists––they have to get along with each 
other. They have to have applied abilities and a commitment to that. It doesn’t necessarily 

                                                        
72 Florida State University College of Music, “Robin Sellers Interviews Jeffery Kite-Powell,” 5. 
73 Florida State University College of Music, “Sarah Meredith Interviews Jeffery Kite-Powell,” 

Transcripts: The Reichelt Oral History Program (Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University Allen Music Library 
Special Collections, 2001), 10. 
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just happen if you say, “Well, you know we’re going to just start this.” You have to have 
the right professors to make it work. . . . We’ve made an effort to hire people who 
weren’t just really fine scholars and teachers, but also really fine people. That happened 
because we had the right people, but it also happened because we made it our business to 
make sure that it did.74 
 

Kite-Powell also mentioned the support of FSU faculty and administration, but most especially 

from his musicology colleagues. He stated, “I’m very supported by all of my colleagues in the 

musicology area, and they’re very, very supportive, come to all of the concerts.”75 Similarly, 

Olsen cited each of the administrative deans he served under as being “enlightened” for their 

continued support of the World Music Program.76  

In addition to the Ph.D. in Musicology, there are currently two Master of Music degrees 

offered at FSU, one in Historical Musicology and one in Ethnomusicology. The curriculum for 

the two master’s degrees overlaps by way of the introductory courses for each area (historical 

musicology and ethnomusicology), and a world music course. Historical musicology master’s 

students are expected to take period courses that generally focus on Western traditions, while 

ethnomusicology master’s students take courses in anthropology and field and laboratory 

techniques for ethnographic work. Although there are fewer prescribed courses in the Ph.D. 

program, more frequently than not, students will take a significant number of courses in each 

area before graduating with their degree. Additionally, most students participate in either early 

music or world music ensembles, and frequently, students choose to do both. The blurring of 

disciplinary lines within the degree programs coupled with an emphasis on applied performance 

is what helps to foster “Big M” Musicology on structural and institutional levels. 

 

 

                                                        
74 Douglass Seaton, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 12, 2018. 
75 Florida State University College of Music, “Robin Sellers Interviews Jeffery Kite-Powell,” 5. 
76 Dale Olsen, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 14, 2018.  
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“Big M” Musicology and Its Conceptual Origins  

The term “Big M” Musicology has a history both as a concept in the discipline of 

musicology and as a colloquial term employed by members of FSU’s musicology program. At 

first glance, the term “Big M” Musicology in the context of FSU relates to the combination of 

interdisciplinary work in historical musicology and ethnomusicology in conjunction with the 

applied study of music. Other similar terms include those used by retired FSU professors Dale 

Olsen and Jeffery Kite-Powell. Olsen and Kite-Powell were formative figures in shaping the 

“Big M” ethos at FSU because they both embodied “Big M” through their studies, professional 

interests, and research pursuits. Olsen earned degrees in flute performance and historical 

musicology and also studied architectural history as an undergraduate student. He then served as 

the principal flutist in the Chile Philharmonic for two years during his time in the Peace Corps 

before returning to the United States to study ethnomusicology as a doctoral student at UCLA.77 

Kite-Powell had a music education, clarinet performance, and music history background.78 He 

traveled all over Europe as a result of his service in the U.S. military during the Vietnam War, 

and eventually, he landed at the Berlitz Language School in Hamburg, Germany, where he later 

pursued his Ph.D. at the University Music School. These experiences translated to his later 

interest in learning early wind instruments and specializing in Renaissance music.79 The 

combination of Olsen and Kite-Powell’s interdisciplinary work and active performing careers 

allowed these two particular individuals to share similar values as teachers and mentors at FSU. 

                                                        
77 Dale Olsen, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 14, 2018.  
78 Florida State University College of Music, “Robin Sellers Interviews Jeffery Kite-Powell,” Transcripts: 

The Reichelt Oral History Program (Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University Allen Music Library Special 
Collections, 2008). 

79 Florida State University College of Music, “Sarah Meredith Interviews Jeffery Kite-Powell,” 
Transcripts: The Reichelt Oral History Program (Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University Allen Music Library 
Special Collections, 2001), 3. 
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The nature of their experiences also proved formative for their pedagogical approaches to 

establishing successful world music and early music programs at FSU. 

In From the Sound Up, Olsen presents a historical-philosophical narrative of the World 

Music Ensemble Program at FSU from 1973 to 2008. He redefines the common disciplinary title 

of “ethnomusicology” as “‘Musicology’ with a capital M” in order to better express what 

ethnomusicologists do.80 “Ethnomusicology,” he states, is derived from ethnology, or “the 

comparative study of cultures,” while the term “musicology” implies a narrower definition of the 

discipline that has often centered around historical musicological studies, especially of the art 

music traditions of Western Europe and European diasporic communities. According to Olsen, 

“‘Musicology’ with a capital M” strives to capture the joint disciplinary efforts of 

ethnomusicology and historical musicology, and Olsen defines the term as “the study of music in 

all its ramifications.”81  

In a December 2018 interview with Olsen, he reiterated the idea of “Musicology with a 

capital M” in multiple ways, defining it most succinctly as, “The scientific (cultural, historical, 

systematic) study of all music, from anywhere and any time.”82 He also discussed perceptions 

about the terms “musicologist” (scholars who research historical topics) and “ethnomusicologist” 

(the “other” group of scholars who mostly study culture). As the first ethnomusicology faculty 

member at FSU, Olsen’s perspective on these ideas is particularly important. He remarked, “I 

really started insisting that if you’re going to use musicology to be an umbrella for everything, 

just use it with a capital M because we [ethnomusicologists] who study different cultures and 

music as culture are also musicologists.”83 He continued by describing musicology with a Big M 

                                                        
80 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 13 and 27. 
81 Dale A. Olsen, From the Sound Up, 27. 
82 Dale Olsen, survey by author, Tallahassee, Florida.  
83 Dale Olsen, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 14, 2018. 
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as “all-embracing” and “not discriminatory.”84 Olsen’s definition acknowledges subtle 

disciplinary nuances but does not allow them to overshadow the larger definition of academic 

work in musicology.  

In the interview, Olsen cited the work of Charles Seeger and Mantle Hood as inspirations 

for his pursuit of a “Musicology with a capital M” philosophy.85 Olsen’s connection to UCLA’s 

program is part of what influenced these mentoring relationships; Mantle Hood was his primary 

advisor and mentor, and Charles Seeger was a research professor at the Institute of 

Ethnomusicology at UCLA from 1961 to 1971 during the period of time when Olsen was a 

student there.86 Mantle Hood emphasized the importance of all musical traditions: “all music, 

any time, any place, anywhere.”87 Charles Seeger preferred the analogy to the discipline of 

entomology––the discipline does not discriminate between those who study bugs with four legs 

and those who study bugs with six legs.88 The concept that musicology should combine cultural, 

historical, and systematic methodologies was also something championed by Seeger. In his 1951 

article, “Systematic Musicology: Viewpoints, Orientations, and Methods,” Seeger argues that a 

balance between systematic and historical approaches can be achieved within the field of 

ethnomusicology. Both historical musicologists and ethnomusicologists claim Seeger as a 

forefather, which also supports the development of an even earlier “Big M” ethos within the 

field. 

An equally influential voice in publicly defining the concept of “Big M” at Florida State 

was that of Jeffery Kite-Powell, under whose direction the FSU Early Music Ensemble thrived 

                                                        
84 Dale Olsen, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 14, 2018. 
85 Dale Olsen, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 14, 2018. 
86 Ronnie D. Lankford, “Charles Seeger,” All Music, accessed January 29, 2019, 

https://www.allmusic.com/artist/charles-seeger-mn0001784864. 
87 Dale Olsen, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 14, 2018. 
88 Dale Olsen, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 14, 2018. See also, Charles Seeger, 

“The Musicological Juncture,” Ethnomusicology 21, no. 2 (1977): 179–188. 
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from 1984 to 2008.89 In an interview that appeared as part of his Festschrift, “Hands-on” 

Musicology: Essays in Honor of Jeffery Kite-Powell, Kite-Powell uses the term “hands-on 

musicology” to describe the embodied activity of “musicians engaging in early music” combined 

with musicological endeavors such as “music history, performance practice, reception history 

and theory, and biography.”90 In his words, “hands-on musicology represents the combination of 

the applied and the theoretical when recreating early music.”91 Under Kite-Powell’s mentorship, 

the musicology area at FSU strongly encouraged the pursuit of performance endeavors for 

students in the program, highlighting the program’s comprehensiveness and revealing its core 

values. 

 Although the term “Big M” Musicology originates from concepts such as Olsen’s 

“Musicology with a capital M” and Kite-Powell’s “hands-on musicology,” the continued support 

from current and new faculty members for this emerging departmental philosophy was 

invaluable for its development. When Douglass Seaton was hired in a new faculty line in 1978, 

he sensed the divisions in the department. Upon being hired, Seaton fully supported Olsen’s 

efforts to develop a broader musicology environment, one that embraced both ethno-

musicological and historical methodologies in conjunction with applied performance. In our 

interview in December 2018, Seaton described his role in developing the Ph.D. program that 

embraced a broader musicological discipline:  

It was pretty clear to me––it was very clear to Dale––that we just weren’t doing what 
needed to be done for. . . this last quarter of the twentieth century. . . . [When] we 
conceived the Ph.D. program, we thought, “We’ve got to fix that.” [i.e. the lack of 
ethnomusicology represented in the program]. The first thing we did was make sure that 

                                                        
89 Allen Scott, “Jeffery T. Kite-Powell and the Florida State University Early Music Ensembles: An 

Annotated Interview,” “Hands-On” Musicology: Essays in Honor of Jeffery Kite-Powell (Ann Arbor, MI: Steglein 
Publishing, 2012), 407. 

90 Allen Scott, “Jeffery T. Kite-Powell and the Florida State University Early Music Ensembles: An 
Annotated Interview,” 409. 

91 Allen Scott, “Jeffery T. Kite-Powell and the Florida State University Early Music Ensembles: An 
Annotated Interview,” 409–410. 
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the degree was a degree in musicology––not historical, not ethno––and then [we] 
start[ed] to build the faculty to make that work better.92 
 

Seaton mentioned the hiring of new faculty members, including current FSU faculty members 

Charles Brewer, Michael Bakan, and Denise Von Glahn, as being influential in maintaining and 

growing the program’s “Big M” philosophy in the early years of the Ph.D. program. Bakan’s hire 

in 1994 was especially pivotal in that he was hired as the second full-time ethnomusicologist at 

FSU. In speaking about the process of developing and supporting “Big M” at FSU, Seaton said, 

“You have to have the right professors to make it work.”93 Building a group of faculty members 

who were collegial, who respected one another professionally and personally, and who could 

show communal support for the developing program’s philosophy greatly impacted the 

department. Seaton’s role in helping to create this environment is still palpable in FSU’s 

musicology program today. 

Identifying and defining the terms affiliated with the origins of “Big M” Musicology is 

important for establishing even its subtlest manifestations in and outside of FSU’s program. The 

influence of earlier figures such as Seeger and Hood point to a long history of striving for 

disciplinary recognition and a philosophy that would best serve both the practitioners and 

subjects of musicological study. The FSU School of Music in the 1980s and 1990s was the 

perfect environment for creating and supporting the development of a program with a “Big M” 

Musicology ethos. First, it is undeniably important to emphasize the role of Dale Olsen and 

Jeffery Kite-Powell in shaping the musicology area’s performance profile in world and early 

musics and for labeling their practices. This is where the term “Big M” Musicology initially 

emerged. Second, the development of such an ethos would not have been possible without the 

early support for “Big M” displayed by departmental leader Douglass Seaton and the additional 

                                                        
92 Douglass Seaton, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 12, 2018. 
93 Douglass Seaton, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 12, 2018. 
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faculty members who arrived at FSU shortly after the initial years of the Ph.D. program. Finally, 

without the financial and philosophical support from the School of Music administration, namely 

“enlightened deans” such Wiley Housewright, Robert Glidden, and Jon Piersol, the program 

would not have formed in the way that it did. The institutional structures in place at the School of 

Music and the individuals involved in the department’s growth process continue to promote a 

collegial, productive, open-minded, and supportive environment in which its student population 

can thrive.  
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CHAPTER 3 

DEFINING “BIG M” MUSICOLOGY 
 
 

The practice of group self-definition through the concept of Big M Musicology is 
operational at almost every area-wide gathering. It creates a sense of “community.” When 
new students or faculty members are assimilated into the “community,” they are usually 
chosen by how closely they mirror the Big M philosophy, or at least whether they seem 
to agree with it. This is, of course, how groups of people form. But, the continued 
maintenance and persistence of the Big M idea in spite of the changing cycles of 
faculty/students who have passed through our area is really remarkable.94 

 
In the previous chapter, I outlined the history of the Florida State University musicology 

area and provided definitions of “Big M” Musicology as expressed by formative faculty 

members who shaped the program and its ethos. The statement above was submitted 

anonymously by a current faculty member as part of the survey I distributed for this project. The 

themes of community and community-building as necessary components of “Big M” arose 

multiple times throughout the survey responses that I received. These responses prompted me to 

question how like-minded communities form and to what degree assimilation is necessary for the 

health and success of an academic program. I also wanted to understand how community 

members in FSU’s musicology program defined “Big M” Musicology. How was this ideal 

maintained over time, and how did community members perceive that “Big M” manifested in the 

program? I address these and other questions in this chapter in an attempt to understand how the 

community of musicologists at FSU defines the program’s “Big M” Musicology philosophy in 

their own words. 

Current and former students involved in the musicology program have articulated a 

similar community-based ideal in describing their studies at Florida State University and their 

                                                        
94 See full survey questionnaire in Appendix C beginning on page 96. The survey results are publicly 

inaccessible due to confidentiality considerations and to preserve the anonymity of the voluntary participants in this 
project. 
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conceptions of musicology as a discipline. One recent FSU musicology graduate, Brian 

Wilcoxon, described his experience of the phenomenon of “Big M” Musicology in the 

introduction to his Ph.D. dissertation on a present-day performing community of Benedictine 

monks.95 According to Wilcoxon:  

The Musicology faculty of Florida State University have emphasized, from the very 
beginning of my studies, the connection between musicology and ethnomusicology. We 
are members of the same family, we are told, and together we form a “Big M 
Musicology”—that is, a discipline that wholly encompasses and respects both of its 
constituents.96 
 
Wilcoxon also asserts that “Big M” Musicology’s disciplinary holism begins with an 

understanding that historical and ethnomusicological topic areas of study, research 

methodologies, and processes are equally valuable, and that they often overlap considerably in 

research projects that are representative of an all-encompassing “Big M” ideal. Wilcoxon is not 

alone in his opinions on “Big M” Musicology. Students and alumni of FSU’s musicology 

program have expressed similar opinions to me in informal conversations and in response to the 

online survey that I administered in the fall of 2018. The experiences of current students and 

alumni are particularly valuable in understanding the evolution of “Big M” within the 

musicology area in the FSU College of Music.  

This chapter begins with a discussion of the survey created for this study and the 

demographics of the population of FSU musicology affiliates who were invited to participate in 

the project. Then, I synthesize the responses that I received in an effort to understand how survey 

participants interpret and define “Big M” Musicology. These responses are based on the personal 

experiences of many different individuals, but in studying them, I was intrigued to discover 

similar themes in participants’ responses, and that there existed a typical and shared set of 

                                                        
95 Brian Eric Wilcoxon, “Performing Community: Benedictine Chant In Post–Vatican Ii Catholicism,” 

2016, http://purl.flvc.org/fsu/fd/FSU_2016SP_Wilcoxon_fsu_0071E_13203. 
96 Brian Eric Wilcoxon, “Performing Community: Benedictine Chant In Post–Vatican Ii Catholicism,” 4. 
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experiences during their time at FSU. Additionally, I asked for personal definitions of “Big M” 

and whether or not it has influenced research areas, approaches, or philosophies of the practice of 

musicology. Finally, I synthesize the subjective impressions of these individuals in their 

responses to how “Big M” does or does not manifest in the FSU musicology program. Positive 

and negative comments as well as constructive criticisms gleaned from survey responses are 

shared here with an understanding that they represent the real and lived experiences of individual 

people affiliated with the program over the last thirty years. 

 

Demographics of the Survey 

The survey I conducted for my study of “Big M” Musicology comprised thirty-six 

content questions that were directed to specific demographic groups affiliated with Florida State 

University’s musicology program from the years 1988–2018.97 These groups included current 

students, alumni, faculty members, and former faculty members. Several questions also 

addressed the entire group of participants, and an additional section of questions was specifically 

directed to both current students and alumni. I requested that all participants answer the first 

eleven questions of the survey so that I could collect comprehensive data representative of the 

musicology area in general from the years 1988–2018. For the purposes of this study, all 

participants were given the option to leave questions blank or unanswered, and the identity of 

each participant remained anonymous unless they chose to disclose their identity at the end of 

the questionnaire. This ensured that participants felt comfortable sharing personal experiences or 

sensitive information throughout the course of the survey. Additionally, the identities of all 

                                                        
97 See IRB Approval from Florida State University in the Appendix C on page 90. 
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participants in this study will continue to remain confidential, except for those faculty and retired 

faculty members who agreed to be interviewed after taking the initial survey.98 

I administered the survey questionnaire electronically through Qualtrics and distributed it 

two times to different professional listservs, one primarily directed at current students and 

faculty, and one directed at alumni and former faculty. The survey was sent to current faculty 

and students through the email list of the Society for Musicology, the student musicology 

organization at FSU, reaching a total number of 167 subscribers to the SfM listserv on October 

17, 2018. The second email list was constructed from a comprehensive list of FSU College of 

Music alumni from the years 1988–2018. I created a list of musicology alumni who had earned 

either a masters or a doctoral degree in musicology, including individuals who had earned both 

degrees at FSU. In total, I compiled 101 email addresses of alumni and former faculty members. 

On November 7, 2018, I sent the survey to these email addresses. It is worth noting that the 

survey reached some individuals twice if their names and email addresses were present on both 

listservs. However, due to the confidential nature of the study, I did not establish the number of 

individuals who might have been reached twice. For the purpose and timeframe of this study, the 

survey closed on December 1, 2018. Several participants reached out to me with individual 

questions or comments, and I received widespread support from the current cohort of musicology 

students and faculty in FSU’s musicology area during the survey process. 

The survey was opened and attempted 55 times, which is 22% of the total number (268) 

of individual email addresses polled. Of these 55 responses, 42 individuals submitted answers to 

the free-response survey questions. Of these 42 respondents, 25 identified themselves as alumni, 

13 as current students, 3 as current faculty members, and one as a former faculty member. 

                                                        
98 The two faculty member affiliates who both took the survey and agreed to do interviews with me are 

Dale Olsen and Douglass Seaton. Throughout the document, I attribute their interview comments to them, but I 
present all of the survey responses as anonymous. 
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Current students and alumni, a total of 38 responses, were asked to disclose the degrees they 

sought as FSU musicology students. Of the 38 respondents, seven completed only a Master of 

Music degree in either ethnomusicology or historical musicology, 11 completed a Ph.D. in 

Musicology only, and 20 respondents completed both Master of Music and Ph.D. degrees at 

FSU. Of the 20 students who completed two degrees, five of them earned a MM degree in 

ethnomusicology, and 15 earned a MM degree in historical musicology. Additionally, 9% of 

student respondents were involved in the program in the period 1988–1998, 33% in 1998–2008, 

and 58% in 2008–2018.  

There were 25 alumni who are also not current students who elected to describe their 

current professional status and circumstances. When asked to provide details about their 

professional status, several individuals answered that they are employed full-time by a four-year 

institution of higher education at either the Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, or Full 

Professor level. A few individuals stated that they are either on the job market, in temporary 

positions in institutions of higher education, or that they are finishing terminal degrees at 

institutions other than FSU. There were several individuals who answered that they do not work 

in academia. Those outside of academia work in positions ranging from nonprofits to hospital 

systems, spanning many different fields outside of musicology.  

Before delving into the topic of “Big M” Musicology in the survey, I wanted to better 

understand how members of the FSU musicology community self-identify professionally. The 

answers of the 42 respondents were varied. Thirty-eight percent of respondents answered that 

they most closely identify as musicologists, 33% identify as both a musicologist and an 

ethnomusicologist, 12% identify as ethnomusicologists, 5% identify as neither a musicologist or 

an ethnomusicologist, and 12% identify as “other.” When asked to elaborate, the answers for 

individuals who selected “other” ranged from identifying as public scholars and music librarians 
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to “recovering musicologists.” Overall, 71% of respondents answered that they identify either as 

“musicologists” or as both musicologists and ethnomusicologists, which points to a potential 

blurring of traditionally separate disciplinary lines among FSU musicology affiliates. 

 

Defining “Big M” Musicology 

The topic of “Big M” Musicology was prominent throughout the survey, and there were 

seven questions devoted to understanding FSU musicology affiliates’ impressions and definitions 

of the concept. This section is broken down into an analysis of the responses of two groups: the 

first includes responses to a set of questions directed at current students and alumni, and the 

second section includes responses to general questions about “Big M” that were available to the 

entire group of 42 survey-takers regardless of whether they were current students, alumni, 

current faculty, or former faculty. It is worth noting that there were significantly more student 

and alumni respondents to the survey than current and former faculty members. For this reason, 

the responses in this chapter reflect a strong student and alumni perspective with only a few 

faculty member voices represented. The questions queried such topics as “when did you first 

hear the term “Big M” Musicology?”; “How would you define “Big M” Musicology?”; and 

“How has this concept changed or shifted in meaning over time, both personally and 

professionally?” I was also interested to understand how participants viewed “Big M” as 

manifested in the FSU experience and whether it aligned with their own definitions of this 

concept.  

Current students and alumni answered almost unanimously that they first heard the term 

“Big M” Musicology in the context of FSU’s program. Twenty-three respondents mentioned that 

they first heard the term either at their prospective student interview days, at the musicology 

area’s first-day orientation meeting, in communications from a specific faculty member, or in an 
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acceptance email from a faculty member. One individual described their acceptance notification 

email as stating, “Welcome to FSU’s ‘Big M’ Musicology program!” without really knowing 

what the concept implied at the time. Only one respondent commented that the survey I 

distributed was the first time they had heard the term “Big M” Musicology. One respondent 

commented, “Big M was talked about right away at FSU, and I thought it would be a great place 

to grow and pursue all my musicological interests.” 

When asked if the concept and reputation of “Big M” at FSU was influential in their 

decision to study at this institution, 24 people said it did not influence their decision to study at 

FSU, and 14 said it did influence their decision either to continue their studies at FSU or to study 

there in general. A few people cited not knowing what the concept meant or connoted, while one 

person felt strongly about avoiding the study of Western classical music. Another respondent felt 

that the “Big M” concept influenced their decision very little, stating, “[‘Big M’] was interesting 

to me, but not a necessary component. I do value it in our program, but not for my personal 

research needs so much as I think it is a worthwhile idea.” 

While over two-thirds of student and alumni responses stated that the “Big M” 

philosophy did not impact their decision to study at FSU, several individuals did emphasize its 

influence. One person wrote, “My research interests do not fit neatly into either historical or 

ethnomusicology, so gaining a broad understanding of the discipline was important to me as I 

began study in musicology.” Two respondents stated that “Big M” was influential in their 

decision to stay at FSU to pursue the Ph.D. in Musicology. One stated, “I did not want to leave 

FSU because I felt I would be doing myself a disservice for not having a holistic view of our 

discipline.” Another response cited the encouragement from faculty to pursue a research topic of 

interest from both ethnomusicological and historical frameworks as an important reason why 

they chose to further study musicology at FSU. 
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Although the vast majority of students affiliated with FSU’s musicology program 

expressed their lack of knowledge or understanding about “Big M” before entering their degree 

programs, half of the respondents believe “Big M” has not changed very much since it was 

adopted as a descriptor for FSU’s program, and the other half of the respondents believe their 

own perception of “Big M’s” meaning and value has changed over time. Several positive 

comments from survey participants portray “Big M” as “a great goal,” “a dream,” and “a good 

theoretical approach to studying musicological topics.” One person stated that “[“Big M”] 

encourages scholars to expand the boundaries of what we conceptualize as musicology and to 

engage in innovative and exciting projects.” However, these idealistic responses came with a few 

caveats, including the challenges of merging historical and ethnomusicological departments 

when faculty are referred to with different titles. Another concern raised was that “Big M” jobs 

do not really exist in the strictest sense; many jobs in the academy are still advertised as 

specifically ethnomusicology or historical musicology jobs, thus making “Big M” a model that is 

perhaps too idealistic a concept for current institutional realities.  

A total of 26 students and alumni answered the question of whether the “Big M” 

philosophy has influenced their research processes. Of these, 19 individuals said “Big M” does 

impact their research, five said they do not feel they employ the philosophy in their research, and 

two people were uncertain if “Big M” applied to their research. Several people mentioned the 

broad nature of “Big M,” stating that they do not feel limited by disciplinary divisions, nor do 

they feel discouraged from using a variety of methodologies to fulfill the demands of their 

research projects. One person commented that he/she has frequently been referred to as the prime 

example of a “Big M” Musicologist by members of the musicology department. Another 

individual shared, “My research has always straddled the line between historical and 

ethnomusicology. I think this is partially due to my primary area of interest, but also because I 
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‘came of age,’ so to speak, in a program that holds this mindset close.” Others cited 

interdisciplinary work as central to their own research, while particular individuals referred to the 

use of specific methodologies such as ethnography, cultural theory, and archival research, in 

addition to the importance of considering cultural context in music research.  

In this next section, I will discuss questions that I asked all of the survey participants, 

including current students, alumni, faculty, and former faculty members. Since the crux of this 

project is to define and understand definitions of “Big M” and to evaluate whether the 

philosophy and ideology align with the real-life experiences of FSU musicology program 

affiliates, I felt it was important to assess these concepts from a broader departmental and 

disciplinary stance. The following survey responses illustrate when people first heard the term 

“Big M” Musicology, how they heard it defined by others or by the program, how they 

themselves define it based on their experiences at FSU, and whether they have seen this 

philosophy manifest at FSU. 

There were 40 responses to the question of whether individuals were familiar with the 

term “Big M” Musicology, and several people provided definitions of the term based on their 

initial impressions of it. About three-fourths of respondents stated that it is a term unique to FSU. 

However, one quarter of those surveyed stated that they had encountered the concept elsewhere, 

but they had only heard it referred to as “Big M” Musicology in the context of FSU’s program. 

The following comment emphasizes how widespread the concept is at FSU: “This is THE tagline 

for the program. It was one of the first ideas mentioned by the faculty in the orientation meeting 

that occurs at the outset of every semester, including my very first semester at FSU.” A few 

individuals had not encountered the term before, but some also seemed familiar enough with the 

concept to feel comfortable defining its meaning.  
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The two major themes I identified from the definitions of “Big M” Musicology given in 

response to the survey included, more often than not, the combining of historical and 

ethnomusicological methodologies, theories, and approaches to research in conjunction with 

disciplinary or topical inclusivity. The following are a few examples of how respondents 

described the blurring of methodological and disciplinary lines between historical musicology 

and ethnomusicology: “historical musicology and ethnomusicology are stronger the more they 

work together rather than apart,” “Big M” is “an interdisciplinary approach to understanding and 

producing both historical and ethnomusicological research,” and “ethnomusicology and 

historical musicology should be treated as methodological. . . variants within the same field.” 

There is a clear emphasis on bridging methodological gaps and on commonalities between two 

disciplines that have historically been seen as separate. Many participants agreed that 

ethnomusicology and historical musicology are actually quite complementary and provide 

further opportunity to explore a variety of research questions and arrive at more profound 

conclusions using a variety of methods. 

One response indicated that the creation of FSU’s student organization, the Society for 

Musicology, was an attempt to bridge disciplinary divides and bring together members of the 

department. The purposeful and practical use of the capitalized word “Musicology” in the 

organization’s title suggests a conscious effort on the part of the student population to put into 

practice what was preached within the department. The respondent commented, “We were 

forming a student organization that would intentionally incorporate ‘ethnomusicology’ and 

‘historical musicology’ students.”  

The discussion of disciplinary and topical inclusivity frequently referred to the blurring of 

“disciplinary boundaries” between ethnomusicology and historical musicology, and respondents 

placed a strong emphasis on the study of all musics without discrimination. For example, a few 
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of the definitions harkened back to Dale Olsen’s ideas about “Big M,” citing the influence of 

Charles Seeger and “the systematic study of music and its cultural context.” Another respondent 

cited the overlap between the two disciplines and the importance of “embracing the flexibility of 

each discipline.” Another individual described “Big M” as “a concept attempting to unify” the 

disciplines. Phrases such as, “Musicology, in its truest form, encompasses all musics and aspects 

of musics at all times,” “Musicology. . . does not determine disciplines based on a white/POC 

[person of color] divide,” and the description of “Big M” as “a manner of being inclusive to all 

forms of musicology,” illustrate the value “Big M” places on inclusivity. The most altruistic 

definition from one faculty member succinctly stated, “[‘Big M’] has been the openness that 

supports all the ideas that we all have, limited only by the intellectual soundness, energy, and 

passion with which we pursue them.” These definitions acknowledge the unlimited possibilities 

presented by a “Big M” concept that allows musicologists to ask diverse research questions, 

study a breadth of musical topics, and incorporate varied methodological approaches into 

musicological inquiry that might allow one to arrive at profound conclusions.  

While the majority of survey-takers responded with similar definitions about “Big M” 

Musicology, there were a few who made a conscious effort to emphasize the concept’s 

philosophical ramifications. One respondent stated, “Big M musicology exists as a mindset and 

an approach to musicology. . . . It is more about the attitude with which scholars approach their 

work.” Another individual described “Big M” as “an attitude,” and one respondent uses the term 

“to describe the general philosophy of our program to other people.” What resonates in these 

comments is a sense that “Big M” is not only the incorporation of multiple methodologies, the 

blurring of disciplinary lines, and topical inclusivity, but that “Big M” is something to strive for 

as a way of being. Its colloquial use within the FSU musicology area is one that promotes a 
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particular way of being and an idealism that all musics, from any time and any place, are worthy 

of study. 

 

The Manifestation of “Big M” Musicology in FSU’s Program 

I felt it was important to ask how the idealism of a “Big M” Musicology philosophy 

manifests in the experiences of affiliates in FSU’s musicology program. I also wanted to 

understand the extent to which these experiences reflect or detract from all that “Big M” attempts 

to achieve. The data showed approximately a two-third to one-third ratio of positive to negative 

comments regarding this question. There were several people who highlighted only positive 

aspects of “Big M” at FSU, and there were a few who only expressed the downside or 

shortcomings of an attempt at “Big M.” There were also a few people who provided a balanced 

commentary through the positive evaluation of the program’s efforts in addition to constructive 

criticism about how the widely-touted ideal of “Big M” fell short of accomplishing its goals. I 

provide an analysis of these comments in the following section to illustrate both the similarities 

and discrepancies that affiliates of the FSU musicology community have experienced within the 

last thirty years.   

When asked how “Big M” manifests at FSU, current students, alumni, and current and 

former faculty members cited several of the same aspects of the program. The most-frequently 

mentioned area in which “Big M” manifests at FSU is in the classroom. Several people identified 

coursework, particular seminars, curricular crossover between different degree programs, and the 

exposure to diverse performing ensembles as the main areas where they experience “Big M” in 

the program. One respondent mentioned being educated in “Big M” by taking different seminars 

on topics such as gender, documentary film, and improvisation, stating, “In these seminars I felt I 

was approaching [the professors’] topics from a true ‘Big M’ perspective.” Another musicology 
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student ascribed the presence of “Big M” in the classroom to “the requirements for ‘cross 

pollination’” in both historical musicology and ethnomusicology. There is also an expectation 

that regardless of a student’s area of specialization, each student leaves FSU’s program well-

educated in the history of both disciplines and is exposed to world and early music performing 

opportunities. As a result, the classroom is where “Big M” manifests most tangibly at FSU.  

The survey respondents also cited faculty research specializations, the open attitudes of 

faculty members, and the thesis and dissertation committees as areas where the “Big M” 

philosophy presents itself. One faculty member commented, “Big M” permeates [the program] 

because of the broad backgrounds and diverse interests of the faculty.” Additionally, one student 

shared that “[“Big M”] manifests in the way the faculty describe themselves at the orientation 

meeting each year. . . many [of them] often express ambivalence about claiming identity as either 

a historical musicologist or [an] ethnomusicologist.” Several students also felt that faculty 

members strongly encouraged them to take a variety of classes that exposed them to both 

ethnomusicological and historical perspectives. One student shared that there is little doubt that 

the faculty members encourage students in their scholarly pursuits while cultivating specialized 

seminar topics that uphold “Big M” approaches to musicological work. 

The third positive trend that emerged from this survey question was “Big M’s” 

contribution to forming a community identity within the FSU musicology area. One faculty 

member stated, “[“Big M”] also acts as a method of social cohesion—it provides a useful self-

definition for the musicologists in our community and allows them to define themselves in 

relation to other musicology programs.” One student described the experience of “constantly 

interacting” with peers in different stages of their various degree programs due the amount of 

required coursework overlap. The Society for Musicology (SfM) was also cited as promoting a 

sense of community among students. One respondent stated, “In SfM, the two disciplines are not 
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separated; we all participate in activities as one large department.” SfM is comprised of all 

students in the musicology area, and faculty also frequently attend the weekly meetings and 

participate in the proceedings. Another student described the community of students as “more-

or-less a single unit rather than two separate groups” due in large part to the frequency and 

quality of student interactions promoted by SfM weekly meetings. 

One student’s perspective provides a comprehensive summation of how many people 

perceive the manifestation of “Big M” in the program: 

As a holistic thinker and learner, “Big M” is the only way that I know how to do 
musicology. This philosophy manifests itself in our program in the courses that are 
offered and the inclusive approach to methodology that is both practiced and supported 
by the faculty. Further, these practicalities translate into interdepartmental relationships. 
While most people would label me as an ethnomusicologist, I don’t see any difference 
between me and my peers that might be labeled as historical musicologists. This is most 
evident in the fact that my main advisor is a so-called historical musicologist and I am a 
so-called ethnomusicologist. 
 
The flexibility and collegiality among faculty members translates to the community and 

culture that students experience and perpetuate within and beyond FSU. One faculty member 

described the program as a “single entity. . . the program is more unified in its philosophy and 

practices than others I know.” The majority of respondents shared these positive experiences of 

integrated and collaborative coursework, faculty specialization and support, and community 

identity through scholarly and social means as the prime examples of “Big M” Musicology in 

action.  

However, not all students have shared the same experiences or perspectives. There were 

several responses to this survey question that implied or suggested that “Big M” Musicology is 

indeed present in the discourse in FSU’s program, but that it does not actually manifest in a way 

that meets the expectations of the entire student population. One respondent described “Big M” 

as “the goal of the department. . . but not the reality.” From this individual’s experience, this is 

due to the separation of historical and ethnomusicology areas and the difficulty in working 
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closely with ethnomusicologists “when you are labeled as a historical musicologist.” A former 

student expressed similar sentiments, stating that there was a division among the historical and 

ethnomusicology areas in the department. An additional respondent commented that the “Big M” 

mentality perpetuates the disciplinary divisions it tries to avoid: “The emphasis on ‘Big M’ 

Musicology at FSU misses the point entirely by attempting to create a new construct out of 

anachronistic categories and present this concept as if it’s ground breaking.” The experiences of 

this individual were reinforced by the separation in the department in terms of funding sources 

and the imbalance between the number of full-time, tenure-track historical faculty lines versus 

the number of full-time, tenure-track ethnomusicological faculty lines.  

These and other similar comments illustrate how the idealism inherent in the “Big M” 

philosophy may fall short in reality. This is due to circumstances beyond the control of any one 

individual, such as departmental and university structures that take a long time to change to meet 

the demands of evolving disciplines. The two aspects of the program that were cited most often 

as reinforcing disciplinary divisions were the structure of the department and the imbalance 

between historical and ethnomusicological resources and personnel. One student observed that in 

most musicology courses at FSU, “Big M” is mentioned, but some courses are grounded in 

“historical musicology” and “ethnomusicology” perspectives. The student commented, “From 

this we learned to code switch to be able to communicate well with our audience.” This comment 

also alludes to the historical divisions that are perpetuated by national, discipline-specific 

organizations that represent the values of historical musicology and ethnomusicology in separate 

forums. 
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Synthesizing “Big M” Musicology 

 “Big M” Musicology at FSU as defined by many of its community members incorporates 

the methodological approaches of both historical musicology and ethnomusicology into research 

practices, emphasizes the importance of applied musicology and performance, and holds 

collegiality and community as central to creating an environment in which “Big M” can thrive. 

The idealistic nature of “Big M” as a philosophy in FSU’s musicology program is one that 

invites creativity and collaboration, but it also comes with drawbacks. FSU musicology professor 

Douglass Seaton expressed a similar sentiment in our December 2018 interview: “The struggles 

of ‘Big M’ are, fundamentally, it’s so idealistic that you’re never really going to be perfectly 

‘big’ in your ‘M.’ The hard thing is it’s too hard. . . to ever have it completely right.”99 The 

current structures in place in the program are not the fault of any one entity, but sometimes they 

limit the degree to which students, in particular, sense that “Big M” manifests the program. In 

the following chapter, I explore several aspects of the FSU musicology program in order to better 

determine how “Big M” manifests in the experiences of its community members. 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  

                                                        
99 Douglass Seaton, interview by author, Tallahassee, Florida, December 12, 2018. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

THE EXPERIENCE OF “BIG M” MUSICOLOGY  
AT FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 

 
 
In the previous chapter, I examined how affiliates of the Florida State University 

musicology community understand, define, and experience the concept of “Big M” Musicology. 

This chapter explores the real, lived experiences of community members to see whether “Big M” 

Musicology manifests as practice in the FSU musicology program. I am especially interested in 

the intangible aspects of the program and the subjective experiences of individuals. This also 

includes impressions about the presence of FSU musicologists at regional and national 

conferences of flagship organizations. My research questions in this chapter focus on individual 

student and faculty member experiences. What impressions do members of the FSU musicology 

community have about FSU’s program in comparison with the wider musicological community? 

What influences individuals’ research interests, and do they reflect a “Big M” ethos in terms of 

topic or methodological approach? How do community members choose FSU as a desirable 

school or place of employment? What does the self-selection process entail for both students and 

faculty? What are the curricular opportunities for students? What role does the Society for 

Musicology (SfM) play in building community among FSU musicologists? What community 

dynamics and interpersonal relationships characterize the experiences of students and faculty 

members at FSU?  

It is important to understand the individual experiences of FSU musicology community 

members in order to determine how and if the “Big M” Musicology philosophy plays a role in 

shaping the community through person-to-person interactions. I wish to evaluate whether these 

individual experiences align with the previously-stated definitions of “Big M” expressed by the 

community’s members. Is there a correlation between the lived experiences of community 
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members and their assertions about how “Big M” manifests at FSU? By asking these questions, I 

want to understand how the individual experiences of members of the FSU musicology 

community align with the definitions of “Big M” Musicology provided in the previous chapter. 

Through these individual experiences, it may be possible to reconcile policy with practice by 

identifying how the program can successfully carry out its “Big M” philosophy in ways that will 

benefit the whole community. 

 

Impressions and Influence: FSU’s Musicology Program in Broader Contexts 

This study aims to understand the experiences of FSU musicology community members 

including current students, alumni, faculty members and former faculty members. Not only is it 

crucial to look at the internal workings of the program and how individuals perceive their 

experiences, but it is equally important to explore how FSU musicology fits within the wider 

disciplinary framework and in broader contexts. These perspectives include impressions that 

community members have about FSU’s program as compared to other similar programs, the 

insider and outside experiences of FSU’s community members, and the practice of “Big M” 

Musicology as part of the larger discipline with special attention paid to national and regional 

organizations. In this section, I also briefly discuss how FSU musicologists interact at the 

national meetings of discipline-specific organizations such as the AMS (American Musicological 

Society), SEM (Society for Ethnomusicology), AMS-S (American Musicological Society – 

Southern Chapter), SEM-SEC (Society for Ethnomusicology – Southeast Chapter), SAM 

(Society for American Music), and SGMRS (the Southern Graduate Music Research 

Symposium).100  

                                                        
100 See the websites for AMS, SEM, AMS-S, SEM-SEC, and SAM. See also “About the AMS,” American 

Musicological Society, accessed February 6, 2019, https://www.amsmusicology.org/page/aboutams. See also 
“About Us,” American Musicological Society Southern Chapter, accessed February 6, 2019, 
https://amssouthern.wordpress.com/. See also “Welcome to SEM!” The Society for Ethnomusicology, accessed 
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FSU alumni and current students shared their impressions of FSU’s program within the 

wider community of musicology professionals. In a specific reference to “Big M,” one individual 

stated, “I do see our program as one that accepts students interested in topics that are perhaps 

considered unconventional within the wider community, and I think much of this stems from the 

‘Big M’ approach.” Another person stated, “I think FSU’s graduates have an unusually broad 

understanding of the field, have an exceptional work ethic, and [have] a deeply collegial attitude 

based on the one they have seen modeled by FSU faculty.” Several other respondents cited the 

good reputation of the program, the well-respected faculty members, and the progressive nature 

of the program in terms of research and methodological approaches as positive qualities.  

Faculty members and former faculty members share similar sentiments regarding their 

impressions of FSU’s musicology program as compared to similar programs. One faculty 

member stated, “FSU's program tends to be more enthusiastic about letting students pursue their 

own scholarly/musical interests.” Additionally, among the faculty respondents, there was 

unanimous agreement that collegiality was central to the program’s success. One individual 

described collegiality as a priority in FSU’s program: “Faculty and student cohorts are tighter. 

There is less a feeling of competition among members of each of the cohorts and more of a sense 

of team effort. There’s lots of rooting for each other that goes on here that simply does not 

happen at many other places.” Another faculty member referenced how collegiality influences 

and supports the “Big M” ethos by stating, “There is a general atmosphere of collegiality that is 

most often missing from other programs. Without this sense of collegiality, I don’t think it would 

be possible to cultivate the ideal of Big M Musicology.”  

                                                        
February 6, 2019, https://www.ethnomusicology.org/. See also “About SEM-SEC,” The Society for 
Ethnomusicology, accessed February 6, 2019, 
https://www.ethnomusicology.org/members/group_content_view.asp?id=665055&group=184262. See also “About 
SAM,” Society for American Music, accessed February 22, 2019, https://www.american-
music.org/page/AboutSAM. 
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 Although respondents shared that their experiences of outsider impressions of the 

program were overwhelmingly positive, some alumni hold different perspectives. For example, 

due to the program’s large size, one alum mentioned that some folks outside of the program 

have, on occasion, referred to FSU as a “degree factory.” In a related vein, the number of recent 

graduates who have secured full-time or tenure-track work in academia are fewer than in 

previous years, although this may reflect the shifting market and structural changes to institutions 

of higher education across the country more than the quality of training that FSU musicologists 

receive.  

Several people also discussed FSU’s strong presence at regional and national 

conferences. The annual meetings of flagship organizations in musicology and its subdisciplines 

present opportunities for FSU community members to gather, share and present research, and 

interact with one another on a more personal level. One opportunity for these interactions is at 

the Florida State University College of Music Alumni Receptions at AMS and SEM.101 From the 

perspectives of the students who completed the survey, the responses were almost unanimously 

positive regarding the presence of FSU musicologists at conferences. The FSU community gives 

the impression that they are supportive of their colleagues, whether they are current students, 

alumni, or faculty members. One person observed this by stating, “I have always been impressed 

by the respect shown to the FSU community.” Another student commented,  

I have presented my work at both regional and national conferences, and I have always 
felt supported by the FSU community in those settings. I love the fact that FSU always 
has a strong turnout to its reception at the AMS meeting. I feel conferences are an 
extension of our community. I also feel FSU students do a good job of interacting with 
other musicology communities. For example, I feel like we have a strong bond with 
students at the University of Florida largely through our coordination of SGMRS. 
 

                                                        
101 American Musicological Society and Society for Music Theory, Program and Abstracts of Papers Read 

at the joint meeting of the American Musicological Society Eighty-fourth Annual Meeting and the Society for Music 
Theory Forty-first Annual Meeting, ed. Carol A. Hess and Roman Ivanovitch (New York: American Musicological, 
Inc. and the Society for Music Theory, Inc., 2018), 47. 
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Additionally, one alum stated, “I’ve been struck by the loyalty of the alums to each other—even 

people who didn't go to class together and graduated in different periods. We attend each other’s 

papers, we support each other, we go to dinner at conferences.” The continued growth of the 

community relies on interactions between different generations of musicologists from FSU. This 

positive relationship between alumni and current students is made possible in part by conference 

attendance and networking. 

 

Building Florida State University’s “Big M” Community 

People are central to the practice of all academic disciplines, including musicology. The 

community of musicologists at Florida State comprises students and faculty members in both 

historical and ethnomusicological specializations who frequently demonstrate a similar level of 

interest in interdisciplinarity and music performance. What motivates an individual to pursue 

musicology or ethnomusicology, and how does FSU’s program fit a certain type of student? Do 

the research specializations of the faculty reflect a “Big M” ethos? While all individuals have 

diverse research interests, there are measurable intersections between FSU student and faculty 

research that, on occasion, culminate in group papers, publications, presentations, or projects, 

which are also important for shaping FSU’s program and its ethos. 

It is important to first understand what attracted prospective students to study musicology 

at FSU in an effort to see whether areas of research and relationships among FSU musicology 

community members impact the culture of the program. There were 38 responses to this 

question. Ten students mentioned that the faculty were the reason they decided to attend or apply 

to FSU’s musicology program, and six individuals cited specific professors in their responses. 

The faculty members who answered this question did not discuss the “Big M” Musicology 

philosophy as part of their decision to accept a job at FSU, however, one faculty member 
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specifically mentioned that the institutional culture of the department mirrors his/her interests 

and concerns. Additionally, five students mentioned the importance of location and four 

mentioned financial considerations such as the cost of tuition and assistantship offers as being 

the primary or secondary reasons that they chose to attend FSU. Four people mentioned the 

performance opportunities students could select from and four people mentioned the teaching 

opportunities doctoral students receive as Teaching Assistants. Three people mentioned the 

reputation of the school and the faculty, and two people mentioned the collegial environment and 

community as being their primary reasons for choosing to attend FSU.  

I also asked students and alumni who completed Master of Music degrees at FSU why 

they chose to continue or not continue onto the Ph.D. program in musicology. Eleven 

respondents mention their faculty advisor as the number one reason they chose to remain at FSU. 

Five people mentioned the ease and convenience of continuing in a program where they had 

already established professional relationships with faculty members and students, while three 

responses mentioned the community and friendships made among colleagues in the program. 

Four people chose to stay for economic reasons, including the offer of an assistantship, and three 

people also mentioned that they wanted to stay for the opportunity to teach larger classes as a 

Teaching Assistant. Performing opportunities and personal reasons, such as having a family 

member also enrolled at FSU, were other primary reasons people chose to remain in the program 

after completing the master’s degree. Of the few responses as to why people chose not to 

continue at FSU for a Ph.D. in musicology, one person cited completing a degree in a different 

field, another individual returned to the program after working for a while, and one person felt 

that the faculty’s already established opinion of him/her would be difficult to overcome as an 

incoming Ph.D. student. In general, the overwhelming majority of respondents chose to continue 
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studying musicology at FSU as doctoral students, while a few individuals chose other paths or 

felt they would not easily fit in as a community member if they continued in the program. 

When asked to describe FSU’s musicology program to incoming or prospective students, 

one faculty member stated, “I usually emphasize the collegiality of our program and the fact that 

we are really a combined program in ethnomusicology and historical musicology. I also mention 

that we encourage applied musicology, or, learning through the performance and practice of 

music.” These descriptors harken back to the common description of “Big M” as being a 

combination of historical and ethnomusicological approaches, and it also emphasizes the 

importance of “hands-on musicology,” a concept espoused by Jeffery Kite-Powell. Another 

faculty member described the program as, “a fully integrated approach to musical scholarship 

and music-making practice in an environment that enthusiastically encourages a full range of 

approaches, topics, and professional pursuits.” Most succinctly, another faculty member 

described the program as “Broad, collegial, [and] dedicated to the success of students.” Overall, 

there is a shared sense of open-mindedness regarding research areas and student interests. The 

descriptors such as “collegiality,” “enthusiastically encourages,” and “dedicated to the success of 

students” all suggest faculty consensus that the program is student-centered and welcoming of 

diverse research areas. 

Alumni also shared their thoughts on the kinds of students they believe would be 

successful in the FSU musicology program. Prospective students should place a value on 

musicianship, research, and critical inquiry to be successful in the program. In response to this 

question, many alumni also cited the strength of the faculty members and the program’s 

academic rigor as being key to the student experience. In this way, students seeking mentorship 

in their graduate studies would find supportive mentors at FSU who would also help them build 

professional profiles and connections. Several individuals also provided cautionary words 
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regarding the cost of pursuing degrees in higher education and the risks of accruing serious 

financial debt while a graduate student. One constructive criticism of the program was that it 

does not do enough to train students for a wider array of career options outside of academia: “By 

continuing to have such a narrow focus on producing one type of graduate, I felt that the program 

was doing a poor job of responding to the times and students’ best interests.” This statement may 

pertain to more than one area in higher education, but it is particularly important to a humanities-

based field like musicology.  

 FSU-affiliated musicologists have varied and wide-ranging research interests. The vast 

majority of respondents cited either a time period or an era in which they focus their research and 

a geographical location or groups and communities that they work with or study. A few 

respondents mentioned specific composer names from the Western art music tradition, while 

others stated that they specialize in specific genres or styles of music. Special areas of interest 

and newer musicologies are also represented in the data, including ecomusicology and 

archaeomusicology. One student stated, “My research areas and interests are vast, and I’ve found 

FSU’s Musicology Area to be supportive of that.” The number of research areas cited in 

respondents’ answers to this question are representative of how well FSU’s musicology program 

accommodates diverse student research interests. Additionally, faculty members feel supported 

to pursue their research projects as well. One anonymous faculty member stated, 

I hope that my work models the porosity and borderless-ness of historical and 
ethnomusicological approaches to music-related questions. I believe I have always been a 
“Big M” musicologist and was fortunate to find a program that allowed and encouraged 
me to be that. 
 

The “Big M” Musicology philosophy tangibly permeates the program through support for broad 

and diverse research pursuits of both the student and faculty populations. Another faculty 

member stated, [“Big M”] very much complements my efforts as a scholar, teacher, and mentor. 

. . . The general institutional culture, and the culture of my particular department, mirror my own 
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inherent interests and concerns.” Based on this evidence, one factor that inspires individuals to 

work or study at FSU is its community structure and sense of support for cultivating an 

individual research voice in one or many specializations. 

One question that is central to the discussion of community-building at FSU involves the 

selection process for incoming students and faculty members, including what qualities are seen 

as valuable for potential members of the FSU community. The musicology area holds a rigorous 

interview day for prospective students in addition to requiring materials for the typical 

application process. These materials include recommendation letters, personal essays, scholarly 

writing samples, GRE test scores, and academic transcripts. On interview days, prospective 

students participate in a seminar on a prepared article led by one faculty member while being 

observed by the entire musicology-area faculty. Interviewees also socialize in formal and 

informal settings with current students and faculty, including an off-campus dinner exclusively 

with current students. They also experience some “hands-on” musicology through world music 

and early music ensemble demonstrations. These rituals are a vetting process both to find 

students who will assimilate easily into the program and to identify the individuals whose 

research interests and temperament align in some way with the existing community. 

Community-building is as crucial a process for the student population of FSU 

musicologists as it is for faculty members. In the fall of 2018, FSU’s College of Music brought 

three candidates to campus to interview for a recently-available tenure-track position in 

ethnomusicology. An excerpt from the job advertisement listed the responsibilities of the 

position as follows: 

The Musicology area seeks a colleague to teach courses from among current 
undergraduate and graduate offerings and/or in the candidate’s area of expertise, and to 
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integrate ethnomusicological and historical approaches in an environment that values 
interdisciplinary scholarship and hands-on performance.102 
 

The job advertisement places emphasis on integrating ethnomusicological and historical 

approaches, interdisciplinarity, and “hands-on performance,” a term taken directly from within 

the FSU musicology community. This job description presents itself as supporting community 

self-selection. According to a member of the faculty search committee, the specific wording in 

the advertisement was meant to attract candidates who exemplify “Big M” qualities in their 

professional work and share a common philosophical approach to the practice of musicology 

with other current faculty members. Although “Big M” is not mentioned directly, the description 

suggests a set of priorities that are central and particular to the FSU program and its community. 

 

“Big M” as Reality: The FSU Musicology Experience  

Curricular Opportunities: Coursework and Ensembles  

There are several aspects of FSU’s Musicology program that contribute to the student 

experience. These include curricular and ensemble experiences and events organized by the 

Society for Musicology (SfM). Additionally, the community dynamics and interpersonal 

relationships among FSU musicology faculty members and students are an important aspect of 

the program. This section examines how these elements manifest in the program with special 

attention paid to the student experience. 

 The curricular requirements for the Master of Music and Doctoral degrees in musicology 

are varied. Master of Music students with a historical musicology focus take period courses that 

often examine era-specific musical practices of the Western art music tradition in addition to a 

course in music theory. Master of Music students with an ethnomusicology focus take courses in 

                                                        
102 The Florida State University College of Music, “Ethnomusicology Position Job Advertisement,” 

(unpublished manuscript, September 2018), Microsoft Word File. 
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anthropology or a related field in addition to a field and laboratory techniques course. All 

master’s level students take introductory courses in historical musicology and ethnomusicology, 

a music bibliography course, a seminar in world music cultures, and either an 

ethnomusicological or historically-focused seminar. Doctoral students have much more 

flexibility in how they select and take courses. For example, a student whose research 

incorporates a wide variety of methodological approaches in true “Big M” fashion will likely 

take an equal number of historical and ethnomusicological doctoral seminars during their time in 

the program. All students are encouraged to take the courses that will best direct their research, 

meet their scholarly and professional needs, and allow them to interact with as many faculty 

members and students in the program as possible while in the classroom setting. Additionally, all 

students are expected to participate in one or more ensembles in either world or early music, or 

both. 

 I asked current faculty members to share a sample list of courses that they have taught 

while at FSU to illustrate topical diversity in the classroom. The topics for these 5000- and 6000-

level master’s and doctoral seminars are frequently based on an individual faculty member’s area 

of research and occasionally incorporate materials that are part of their current research projects. 

Some examples include Denise Von Glahn’s courses in “Ecocriticism and Musicology” and 

“Music, Nature, Culture,” and Douglass Seaton’s course titled “The Romantic listener.” Seaton 

also co-taught a seminar with Dale Olsen titled “Music and Power.” Sarah Eyerly recently taught 

a “Sound Studies” course, and Frank Gunderson has taught courses on “Music and Documentary 

Film” and "Music, Evolution, and Consciousness.”103 

                                                        
103 For a more comprehensive list of 5000- and 6000-level master’s and doctoral seminar courses that have 

been offered by current FSU musicology faculty members, see Appendix B on page 88. 
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I asked current students and alumni to share their classroom and ensemble experiences 

while studying musicology at FSU. Several people mentioned that the interdisciplinary 

approaches used in the classroom, the small class sizes, and the relationships students developed 

with their faculty mentors were positive aspects of their experiences. Numerous respondents 

cited specific courses with faculty members that they both learned a great deal from and 

remember fondly. One student discussed a seminar experience with Douglass Seaton:  

[Dr. Seaton] would hand out both factual and open-ended questions that came up in class 
and tell us to go find answers and come back to share. It totally blew my mind; I hadn't 
realized before how one could pick through mountains of research to craft answers to 
questions. By the end of the course, I understood how I could participate in historical 
construction and interpretation, and I had ideas about how I could say original things 
about history. 
 

There was a consensus among these respondents that faculty members also encourage students to 

incorporate their own research interests into class papers and projects. One respondent shared, “I 

deeply appreciate opportunities for doing work in my particular areas of interest within 

frameworks of the courses, which have been ample.” Other respondents specifically mentioned 

the influence of Frank Gunderson’s documentary film course, Michael Bakan’s hands-on 

approach to teaching and learning, and Denise Von Glahn’s challenge to both historical 

musicologists and ethnomusicologists to work together on collaborative research and 

presentation projects. Several individuals also cited the opportunity to work with and learn from 

colleagues as invaluable to their experiences in the classroom and in shaping their ideas about 

research and teaching. One student commented, “With my fellow students, it was often hard to 

see the divisions in musicology as it was more about making connections as people and sharing 

our research.” The overwhelming number of positive experiences that students and alumni 

shared reflect the strength of the classroom experiences and the curricular options available in 

FSU’s program. 



 75 

A few respondents also provided constructive criticism regarding required coursework 

and classroom experiences. One individual commented on content and approaches to teaching 

the Introduction to Historical Musicology and the Introduction to Ethnomusicology courses, 

stating, “When thinking in big M, we should not have to take two different courses but one that 

builds on [the other] more in depth.” By separating disciplinary histories, the program weakens 

its “Big M” vision statement for the more integrated discipline of Musicology. Another 

respondent suggested updating the courses to reflect more contemporary attitudes towards the 

field. Additionally, as part of the comprehensive examinations in the last semester of the degree, 

Master of Music students are required to write two separate essays detailing the histories of the 

two disciplines of historical musicology and ethnomusicology.104 The presence of a “Big M” 

ideal would be more readily felt throughout the department if these courses integrated both 

historical and ethnomusicological thought within a disciplinary meta-narrative.  

Ensembles are another important area in which students can put their research into 

practice through applied musicology. One person stated, “Our [FSU’s] bimusical approach with 

an emphasis on ensembles is rather impressive.” Another respondent cited the experience of 

being in an ensemble, becoming proficient in its musical style, and eventually leading the group 

as the ensemble’s director as formative, stating, “This experience has been invaluable to my 

scholarship and to my teaching.” One individual simply stated, “Playing crumhorn fed my soul 

in ways that I didn’t totally appreciate until later.” As with any program, however, there is 

always room for improvement. One constructive comment geared toward the program’s 

curricular structure and ensemble opportunities is the perpetuation of “white, Eurocentric meta-

narratives of music history and culture.” This individual referred specifically to the fact that the 

                                                        
104 Florida State University College of Music Musicology Area, “Master’s Comprehensive Exam Due: 

March 25, 2019” (unpublished manuscript, December 1, 2018), PDF file. 
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world music ensembles focus on traditional styles of world music that have been considered 

standard in the ethnomusicological canon for several decades. The World Music Ensemble 

program recently began a Rock Ensemble, which incorporates repertoire from rock and pop 

genres into its performances. However, the addition of ensembles such as a contemporary RnB 

or a hip-hop ensemble would provide a broader and more current experience for students of the 

twenty-first century. 

There were 30 responses from current students and alumni about their participation in 

ensembles at FSU. Twenty-two people participated in world music ensembles, including Old 

Time Ensemble, Balinese gamelan, Salsa Band, Samba Band, Andean Ensemble, the African 

Drumming and Dance Ensemble, Japanese Ensemble, Irish Ensemble, Omnimusica, Chinese 

Ensemble, Steelpan, Brazilian Ensemble, L’Orchestra Italiana, and Indian Ensemble.105 Fifteen 

people responded that they had participated in the early music ensembles and played or sang in 

early wind consorts, a viol consort, Cantores Musicae Antiquae, or Baroque Ensemble.106 The 

wide variety of ensemble opportunities have presented students with a chance to become 

proficient in another musical idiom, and the importance of “hands-on” performance in these 

ensembles is central to the musicology program’s “Big M” ethos.  

 

The Society for Musicology (SfM)  

Once students are accepted into the program, they assume several roles in the department. 

First-year master’s students tend to self-identify as “baby musicologists,” and more experienced 

students in the program often reflect on their transition to identifying as musicologists through 

                                                        
105 Andean Ensemble was originally called “Aconcagua.” Omnimusica is a world music fusion ensemble of 

flexible instrumentation. FSU’s Steelpan group is known as “Mas ‘n’ Steel.” 
106 The wind consorts involved Renaissance recorders, crumhorns, shawms, and sackbuts. Cantores 

Musicae Antiquae is an early music vocal ensemble that was founded by Jeffery Kite-Powell in 1989 and is 
currently directed by Sarah Eyerly. 
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conference paper presentations or the completion of an article or thesis. Older students in the 

program also assume responsibility for mentoring incoming students, planning events and guest 

scholar visits, and running department meetings as officers in the Society for Musicology. 

Within the musicology area, SfM functions as the organizational body for weekly meetings and 

forums, fundraising, hosting guest speakers, organizing social activities among the students and 

faculty such as potlucks, outings, and service projects, centralizing curricular information, and 

unifying the program in terms of communication and community-building. The SfM handbook 

states that the organization’s purpose is to: 

Promote academic excellence among musicology students. The Society also seeks to 
foster collegiality by assisting new students to transition into the musicology graduate 
program, to create a positive learning environment for all students, and to promote a 
sense of community among students and faculty. The Society strives to build 
relationships between music and its sister disciplines and holds events each year that 
encourage dialogue between scholars from the Florida State University and other 
institutions.107  
 

This organization is one of the public faces of FSU musicology, and its proceedings and events 

reflect the wider trends within the program in addition to the values upheld by the FSU 

musicology community.  

Students in the FSU musicology program are afforded agency over several aspects of 

their experience within the musicology area. Those who run for officer positions are nominated 

by their peers, and once an officer, these individuals hold a great deal of power within the 

department. The SfM president coordinates with the faculty and other officers for weekly 

meeting topics, presides over weekly meetings, and organizes the Southern Graduate Music 

Research Symposium (SGMRS). The Guest Scholar and Visiting Scholar coordinators pool 

students on social media to see which scholars the area is interested in hosting that year. The 

                                                        
107 Florida State University College of Music Musicology Area, “Musicology Area Graduate Student 

Handbook: 2018–2019” unpublished manuscript, August 21, 2018, PDF file, 12. 
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pedagogy committee works to organize helpful teaching materials, tools, panels, and break-out 

sessions throughout the semester, while the social committee organizes events on and off 

campus, many of which require the purchase and transportation of refreshments. The secretary is 

responsible for compiling the SfM handbook each year in collaboration with the president and 

the faculty member who is the current Musicology Area Coordinator; other duties include 

corresponding with the entirety of SfM about weekly meetings, upcoming events, and 

announcements. Overall, the SfM board members are largely responsible for communicating 

important information, helping the department run smoothly, and creating a particular 

environment for the community of current students and faculty members. 

Students’ experiences of SfM tend to emphasize that it is an organization that supports 

professional development as well as social connectivity among the students and faculty 

members. When I asked current students to share some of their experiences in SfM, one stated, 

“The Society for Musicology is such an active organization that really seeks to support the needs 

of musicology students.” On a professional level, this is achieved through numerous visits from 

guest scholars and the opportunity to give mock conference papers in front of a knowledgeable, 

attentive, and supportive audience. One student simply stated, “SfM is the heart and soul of our 

program. The students are always supportive of each other.” Another student commented that 

interactions in SfM promote bonding and the weekly meetings present the opportunity for 

students to discuss and support one another throughout their shared graduate school experience.  

Although SfM exists to serve as a forum for professional development and as a way for 

students to connect on personal and social levels, some students feel it falls short of these goals. 

A few students noted that not everyone attends SfM meetings or events and that, generally, the 

historical musicology students are more visible and active in the organization. One student 

observed, “While all these activities are geared toward everyone, I get the sense that it’s often the 
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same or a similar group of people attending each event. So, not everyone is equally involved.” 

Another student shared a personal experience that speaks to the development of cliques and mini 

social communities outside of the program: “I feel socially isolated from a lot of my peers in this 

program. Many of my colleagues do not realize how they create this environment, but it is 

evident in the groups of people that spend time together outside of classes.” These and other 

comments point to the need for a greater awareness of social dynamics in and outside of the 

program’s official activities. Based on student and alumni responses to the survey, SfM fulfills 

its professional development role very well but, at times, it fails to serve as a real space for social 

care and community growth, and its claim to do so has disappointed some students who feel 

isolated from peer groups formed outside of SfM’s purview.  

 

Community Dynamics and Interpersonal Relationships  

In examining the community of musicologists at FSU, it is important to explore the 

interpersonal relationships and dynamics that exist among and between students and faculty 

members. Asking these questions is crucial to understanding whether or not the “Big M” 

philosophy that arose out of strong collegiality and a shared vision among the musicology faculty 

is also tangible as part of the students’ experiences of the program. I argue that the concerted 

effort to establish and maintain a collegial environment among musicology area faculty members 

has implications for the quality of interpersonal dynamics between all members of the 

community. The outward unanimous support for “Big M” Musicology within the community is a 

direct result of these collegial relationships and is therefore an important facet of how current 

community members understand their individual identity within the collectivity of the program.  

The questions that I asked of participants related to the interpersonal dynamics within 

FSU’s musicology area, individual perspectives on being a community member, and students’ 
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experiences interacting with faculty members in professional settings. These questions were 

directed at students because they are the most transient members of the community, and their 

experiences in the program reflect more concentrated periods of time. Additionally, students are 

often the demographic group that assimilate into the program or find that it does not meet their 

needs or expectations, while faculty are more permanent in their positions and can exert agency 

for change or for upholding department standards and a collective culture.108  

Nine respondents discussed the community and interpersonal dynamics within the FSU 

musicology program. A majority of responses reflected positive experiences, and almost all of 

the participants indicated that each person’s experience in the program is highly individual. One 

participant stated, “I think there are a few different ways that people can be divided or united 

within the program. Our comfort level with [one another] varies depending on what we do or 

don’t have in common, as well as power differentials.” This participant broke down the power 

differentials within the student population as being separated by specialization area 

(ethnomusicology or historical musicology), by the year of entry into the program (just 

beginning the program to ABD status), by one’s degree level (M.M. or Ph.D.), and by one’s 

status in the classroom (i.e. a grader or a teaching assistant). From this individual’s perspective, 

the hierarchy of comfort and a person’s sense of belonging within the program is determined by 

the intersection of these areas. 

More than half of respondents shared positive feedback regarding interpersonal dynamics 

in the program. In the positive responses, the terms “supportive,” “collegial,” and “friendly” 

                                                        
108 See Katherine J. Klein and Thomas A. D’Aunno, “Psychological Sense of Community in the 

Workplace,” Journal of Community Psychology 14, no. 4 (1986). Klein and D’Aunno examine the workplace as a 
referent for workers’ psychological sense of community. 

Barbara L. Whitten, et al., “‘Like a Family’: What Works to Create Friendly and Respectful Student-
Faculty Interactions,” Journal of Women and Minorities in Science and Engineering 10, no. 3 (2004). Research into 
several college and university physics’ communities showed that the quality of interactions between faculty 
members and students influence departmental dynamics.  
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were used most often. One student said, “The FSU musicology program is comprised of gifted 

and intelligent faculty and students who are incredibly supportive. The collegiality of our 

program has created a strong and welcoming community—these are not just my colleagues, but 

also my friends.” Additionally, one respondent stated that compared to the dynamics in other 

university musicology programs, the interpersonal dynamics in FSU’s program are positive. 

One-third of respondents made observations about the impact that the demographic 

makeup of the faculty and student body has on community dynamics. For example, when 

discussing the supportive environment among students and faculty, one respondent stated, 

“These relationships seem to be strongest for the white women in the department, as they make 

up the majority. Minorities in the department (people of color and, for once, men) tend to be 

slightly less engaged, though it’s not always overtly so.” Another person discussed how the 

program is centered around “liberal whiteness,” expressing that while there is an 

acknowledgment of different cultures and perspectives in the program, it is “rarely practiced in 

real-time outside classroom seminars.” 

Alternatively, a few people commented on the less-positive aspects of the program. One 

individual cited “workaholism” as a negative aspect of the culture, defining this as, “working so 

hard all of the time” that “the community dynamics suffer a bit.” Another respondent felt 

particularly mixed about the atmosphere among classmates, describing it as both “collegial and 

Machiavellian.” This person observed that there were students who were supportive and friendly 

with one another, but there were also students who tried to one-up their peers on academic and 

personal levels. From this respondent’s perspective, the faculty also perpetuated some of these 

behaviors in support or denial of particular student behaviors. In this individual’s experience, 

faculty members’ biases about particular students interfered with their ability to mentor and 

mediate conflict fairly. 
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When I asked how students would describe their place within the FSU musicology 

community, I received several different answers. One person self-described him/herself as 

“central” and “a leader” in the community, and another individual stated that as a member of the 

growing population of people of color, they have “the potential to produce necessary change” on 

a cultural level in the program. Two other individuals expressed feeling “at home,” 

“comfortable,” and, “very much a part” of the FSU musicology community. In contrast, some 

respondents mentioned feeling on the fringes of the community. The phrases used to describe 

these feelings included “I don’t have a clearly defined place,” and “as passing not belonging.” 

This last comment highlights an individual student’s feelings of transiency as a temporary 

member of the current community of musicologists at FSU. These are reminders that the 

program’s appearance as cohesive and inclusive does not manifest in the experiences of every 

individual community member. An individual’s sense of belonging in the community exists 

within a continuum of experiences based on context, from how well one feels their research areas 

align with other members of the community, to how individuals feel in their personal 

relationships and interactions with community members at large.109  

 The relationships between students and faculty members is crucial to the atmosphere in 

the FSU musicology program and permeates the effectiveness of “Big M” as a department-wide 

philosophical approach to musicology. Students’ perceptions of their interactions with faculty 

members were both positive and nuanced. Several people mentioned the dedication of faculty 

members to student success and mentorship. The most frequently-cited qualities of student and 

faculty interactions pertained to a commitment to the program and to addressing the individual 

                                                        
109 See Kirsi Phyältö, “Developing Scholarly Communities as Learning Environments for Doctoral 

Students,” International Journal for Academic Development 14, no. 3 (2009): 221–32. This study was conducted in 
a Finnish university and explores Ph.D. students’ ideas about themselves as a part of their respective disciplinary 
and academic communities. The research findings of this study suggested that students’ experiences of membership 
and sense of belonging in scholarly communities varied from person to person. 
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student as a whole person. One student stated, “In both course instruction and individual 

mentorship, I do feel like I am being mentored as a person in addition to a 

student/researcher/teacher.” Another individual expressed that, “The musicology faculty’s 

instructional and advising capacities are superb. I’ve learned so much about myself and our 

discipline because of their course readings, discussions, feedback, and scholarship.” However, 

the musicology area’s efforts to provide an inclusive and supportive environment feels one-sided 

to some individuals. One person shared: 

I believe that the musicology faculty [at FSU] have a deep commitment to this program. 
Sometimes, I do not feel comfortable sharing my experiences with my advisor and other 
professors due to their micro-invalidating behavior. More than once I have gone to 
different professors to discuss mental anguish due to traumatic curricular choices and 
microaggressions at the hand of my classmates that were invalidated. I also wish that 
[faculty members] would interrogate ways in which their syllabi reinforce Eurocentric 
history. I find that many of the classes fail to create different modes of thinking that 
promote a new perspective of various cultures.  
 

The all-encompassing nature of the “Big M” philosophy extends to the community dynamics and 

interpersonal relationships among faculty members and students. There is potential for growth in 

building cultural awareness and in broadening curricular approaches within the musicology 

program at FSU. Additionally, students in the program are keenly aware of how they fit within 

the FSU musicology community depending on how well they meet the demographic and cultural 

expectations of the faculty members. Currently, the FSU musicology program is unbalanced in 

terms of representation by race, gender, and sexual orientation among students and faculty 

members. Although some of the program’s current demographic imbalances appeared as part of 

the survey data responses, due to the nature of this project I did not explore how different 

demographics and their intersections relate specifically to student and faculty experiences in the 

FSU musicology program. However, several individuals discussed the roles that race and gender 

play in the experiences they have had in the program, suggesting that there should be conscious 

initiatives in place for creating an inclusive and supportive environment for all demographic 
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groups within the community.110 For example, in the spring 2019 semester, the Society for 

Musicology facilitated an open discussion about the recent faculty search process in addition to a 

panel on mental health and wellness. These types of initiatives, when executed with care and 

guidance, may be catalysts for change that will contribute to cultivating the “Big M” philosophy 

more tangibly for the current and future population of students in the program.  

 

 
  

                                                        
110 See Veronica G. Martinez-Acosta and Carlita B. Favero, “A Discussion of Diversity and Inclusivity at 

the Institutional Level: The Need for a Strategic Plan,” The Journal of Undergraduate Neuroscience Education 16, 
no. 3 (2018): 252–60. This is a recently-published article on diversity and inclusion efforts in higher education. See 
also Raymond A. Friedman and Martin N. Davidson, “Managing Diversity and Second-Order Conflict,” The 
International Journal of Conflict Management 12, no. 2 (2001): 132–53. Friedman and Davidson examine the 
dynamics of first- and second-order diversity conflicts in organizations that include both dominant and subordinate 
group members. The authors conclude that relationships across identity groups are dependent on how well second-
order diversity conflicts are managed. See also Susan Woods, “Thinking about Diversity-Related Conflict: Respect, 
Recognition and Learning,” Henderson Woods, LLC, accessed February 28, 2019, 
https://digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1107&context=workingpapers. 



 85 

CHAPTER 5 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
 

It has been two years since I joined the FSU musicology program in an official capacity 

as a master’s student. When I reflect on my time in the program, I sense how the “Big M” 

philosophy has permeated my experiences in a variety of ways. One impactful example of this 

took place during the 2017–2018 academic year. My advisor and primary mentor, Sarah Eyerly, 

was completing a project funded by a Collaborative Research Fellowship from the American 

Council of Learned Societies (ACLS) to re-sound eighteenth-century Moravian hymns in the 

Mohican language.111 To accomplish this goal, Eyerly collaborated with a religious studies 

scholar, Rachel Wheeler (Indiana University – Purdue University Indianapolis), and a linguist, 

Chris Harvey (University of Toronto), as well as members of a Mohican descendant community 

on the Stockbridge-Munsee reservation in Bowler, WI.  

Eyerly also invited FSU students to participate in the project as part of the early music 

choir, Cantores Musicae Antiquae. The ensemble included six historical and ethnomusicology 

students, including myself, an organist, and a faculty member in Oceanography. We spent the 

fall 2017 semester learning how to reconstruct and pronounce the Mohican texts and sing them 

in two different choral settings prepared by Joshua Tanis (a doctoral student in music theory at 

FSU) and Brent Michael Davids (a Mohican composer from the Stockbridge community). In the 

spring 2018 semester, we recorded eight of the hymns over the span of two lengthy recording 

sessions in early February. By the end of the recording process, the students involved had 

assisted in an applied and interdisciplinary collaboration to bring the Mohican language to life 

through song.  

                                                        
111 “Sarah J. Eyerly F’17,” American Council of Learned Societies, accessed February 6, 2019, 

https://www.acls.org/research/fellow.aspx?cid=c42e14e2-bedd-e611-944a-000c29879dd6. 
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My personal involvement in the project subsided from this point, but I knew that the 

project was not yet fully complete. In the fall of 2018, FSU hosted SGMRS, the Southern 

Graduate Music Research Symposium, and Eyerly was invited to be the symposium’s keynote 

speaker. Her presentation was titled “Collaborative Musicology.” In it, she expanded on some of 

the purposes and benefits of collaborative research, especially for creating new and more 

inclusive narratives of American music history and historical performance practices.112 Since the 

FSU choir’s recording session, Eyerly had traveled to the Stockbridge-Munsee reservation to 

share and sing the hymns with members of the Church of the Wilderness using some of our 

recordings as a teaching guide. She had also met with Bill Miller, a Native American singer-

songwriter of Mohican descent, who recorded the Mohican hymn texts in his own 

improvisational style. Throughout the course of Eyerly’s keynote address, I came to realize and 

appreciate the far-reaching implications of this project, including its diverse methodological 

approaches, the interconnection of archival research, applied musicology, and collaboration, and 

the impact that a public musicology endeavor such as this can have on a community.  

My participation in the Mohican hymns project coincided with my work on this thesis. 

As a result, both experiences shaped my understanding of “Big M” Musicology as a concept and 

framed how I view the survey data that I collected. I felt that the survey responses demonstrated 

that diverse methodological approaches, interdisciplinarity, applied performance, collaboration, 

and collegiality are ideals within the framework of the “Big M” philosophy. Further, the 

experiences of FSU musicology community members documented in this thesis suggest that, 

most of the time, the program practices what it preaches. I also believe that the data revealed the 

important role of faculty members and the impact they can have in creating and maintaining the 

                                                        
112 The Florida State University College of Music and the Society for Musicology, “The 2018 Southern 

Graduate Music Research Symposium Program,” (unpublished manuscript, September 14, 2018), PDF file. 
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program’s culture. Individual faculty members are influential as mentors and leaders within the 

musicology area and have the power to perpetuate patterns of behavior that align with or detract 

from the cultural ideal of creating a “Big M” environment. 

Several individuals’ experiences also suggest that the FSU musicology community 

consciously self-selects those who think and act similarly to themselves. However, even with an 

open-minded philosophy such as “Big M,” the program does not necessarily represent broad 

demographic, gender, or socio-economic diversity in its current student population. Within the 

greater discipline of musicology, there appears to be a growing sense of awareness for the need 

to decolonize academia.113 FSU’s musicology program has the potential to be a model for change 

through more open and inclusive dialogue and through the efforts of the faculty members to 

teach critical thinking and present a multiplicity of perspectives that may differ from their own. 

The continued practice of “Big M” within the program and throughout the FSU musicology 

community may strengthen these efforts. 

Future research on the institutional history of FSU’s musicology program should include 

more interviews with students, alumni, and faculty members. Additionally, it would be 

interesting to create a comprehensive list and descriptions of courses and ensembles to 

demonstrate the shifts in course offerings and topical foci over time. The trend toward 

interdisciplinarity and methodological cross-over may present itself as a forthcoming curricular 

model for discrete courses. It would also be very useful to the FSU community to have a forum 

for communication that is alternative to the currently-available social media platforms. A forum 

                                                        
113 See forthcoming publication by Charles Garrett and Carol Oja on new directions and collaborative work 

in American music: U.S. Music in the 21st Century: Collaborative Perspectives, ed. Charles Garrett and Carol Oja 
(Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press). See also AMS program booklet from 2018: American 
Musicological Society and Society for Music Theory, Program and Abstracts of Papers Read at the joint meeting of 
the American Musicological Society Eighty-fourth Annual Meeting and the Society for Music Theory Forty-first 
Annual Meeting, ed. Carol A. Hess and Roman Ivanovitch (New York: American Musicological, Inc. and the 
Society for Music Theory, Inc., 2018), 38. There was a panel titled, “Seminar: On the Academic Pipeline” with 
discussions led by Ellie Hisama and Matthew Leslie Santana. Presentation topics included those on decolonizing 
music pedagogy and undoing “academic whiteness.” 
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such as a shared discussion board or blog would give current students and alumni the opportunity 

to connect more readily, especially if the knowledge that this resource is available is widespread. 

This has the potential to invite dialogue and mentorship between alumni and current students, 

and it might connect individuals with similar research interests for future collaborations. 

Other future research endeavors should include a comparative study of different 

musicology programs around the country. A comparative study would allow for more in-depth 

ethnographic research, such as interviews, that may help with shaping an understanding of the 

direction that Musicology is headed as a discipline. A collaborative project that incorporates 

more anthropological and sociological methods for understanding individual and collective 

experiences of various musicology programs would also provide an opportunity for growth 

throughout the musicology community. It is possible to further assess how the field can better 

serve its constituents and the wider non-academic community by involving a larger population of 

musicologists in a future study.  

In summary, it is my belief that inclusivity is the core value of the “Big M” philosophy in 

both theory and practice. Musicologists have always consciously defined and defended what they 

do and their purposes for doing it in order to justify the continued need for a discipline dedicated 

to music research. The philosophy of “Big M” Musicology might contribute toward new ways of 

practicing inclusivity. Musicology as the potential to shape future methodologies, research areas, 

and interpersonal relationships by reaching beyond the subfields of musicology to address an 

even broader range of human and musical experiences.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

FSU COLLEGE OF MUSIC IMAGE PERMISSION LETTER 
 
 

For the image in Figure 1 on page 5: 
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APPENDIX B 
 

FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY MUSICOLOGY AREA COURSE LIST 
 
 

This list includes selected courses taught by current FSU Musicology Area faculty members. All 
courses represented are 5000- or 6000-level seminars and that were offered between the years 
1978–2019. Entries are listed alphabetically. 
 
 
Faculty Member 
 

Course Title 

Bakan, Michael Advanced Topics in Balinese Music Studies 
Practicum in Cross-Cultural Composition and Improvisation 
World Music Pedagogy 
 

Brewer, Charles Blowing up the Musicological “Canon” 
The Carmina Burana 
“Meaning” in Baroque Instrumental Music 
Sounds of Silents 
Transatlantic Music: British-American Musical Connections in the 

1760s and 1770s 
World Perspectives on Chant (co-taught with Dale Olsen) 
 

Broyles, Michael114 Five and Nine, or 150 Years of Joy and Da-Da-Da-Dum 
Hearing the Still Image: Music and Visual Culture in the Twentieth 
Century 
Revolutions in American Music: The 1950s 
 

Eyerly, Sarah Improvisation 
Religion, Music, and Sound in the Atlantic World 
Sound Studies 
 

Gunderson, Frank "Great Books" (Meriam prize winners) in Ethnomusicology 
Music and Documentary Film 
Music and Globalization 
Music, Evolution, and Consciousness 
 

Jackson, Margaret Music, Civility, and the Barbarian: Art, Aesthetic Judgment, and the 
Making of a Moral Self 

Popular Music Studies 
Vocality and the Politics of Embodiment 
 

Seaton, S. Douglass 
 
 
 

Aesthetics of Music 
The Character Piece 
Compositional Process in Music 
Concepts of Drama and Narrative in Music 

                                                        
114 Michael Broyles, Professor Emeritus of Music and American History at Penn State University, has 

served as a part-time, non-tenure-track, full-professor status faculty member at Florida State University since 2006.  
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Seaton, S. Douglass (cont.) “Knowing Beethoven”: Contextual and Critical Method 
The Lied 
Liszt (bicentennial year) 
The Literary World(s) of Robert Schumann 
Music and Power (co-taught with Dale Olsen and Gary Tomlinson) 
Music in the Culture of the Nineteenth-Century Salon 
Narrative and Lyric Persona in Nineteenth-Century Music 
Performance in Context: Così fan tutte 
The Romantic Listener 
Schubert: Culture, Literature, Music 
Song at the Boundaries of Romanticism 
Songs by Nineteenth-Century German Composers on British Poems 
“Who Is I?” – Narrative and Lyric Persona in Music 
 

Von Glahn, Denise Ecocriticism and Musicology  
Ives Seminar  
Music and Gender 
Music and Nature  
Music and Twentieth-Century Biography  
Music and Twentieth-Twenty-First Century American Biography 
Music Institutions  
Music, Nature, Culture  
Women In/On Music  
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APPENDIX C 
 

IRB HUMAN SUBJECTS CONSENT AND DOCUMENTATION 
 
 

IRB Approval Letter from Florida State University 
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IRB Consent Form: Survey 

 
 
 

Florida State University Survey Consent Form 

 

Project Title:  
The Case of Big “M” Musicology at Florida State University: A Historical and Ethnographic Inquiry 
 
This project is being conducted by Laura Clapper, a Master of Music candidate in Historical 
Musicology in the College of Music at Florida State University in the United States. 
 
You are invited to participate in a survey regarding your experiences as either a faculty member, 
alumni, or current student in the musicology or ethnomusicology programs at Florida State University. 
You are being asked to be a part of this project because you are or have been affiliated with the 
musicology program at FSU. Please read the following consent information before proceeding to the 
survey.  
 
Background Information: 
The purpose of this study is to understand the field of musicology from both a historical institutional 
standpoint and through the individual experiences of the Florida State University musicology 
community. The anticipated outcome of this research is to be able to articulate a definition of big “M” 
Musicology that reflects the current philosophy and nature of FSU’s musicology program. The 
information gathered in the survey will be used solely to better understand and best represent your 
personal experiences as a member of the FSU musicology community.  
 
Procedures:  
If you agree to be involved in this project, I would ask you to complete this survey. It will take 
approximately 20-30 minutes of your time. All survey questions may be answered anonymously and 
are voluntary. At the end of the survey, you will be given the option of identifying yourself and may 
elect to remain anonymous. If you do provide your personal information and wish to be contacted for 
an interview, you will only be identifiable to the researcher unless you wish to have your answers 
attributed to you. A separate consent procedure will take place should you select the interview option. 
 
Risks and benefits of being in the Study: 
The primary risk of the survey is an individual being identified without giving permission to be 
identified. It is possible for participants to provide answers specific enough to identify them as an 
individual, but in the case where voluntarily provided answers do provide sufficient clues to identify an 
individual, the researcher will keep that information confidential unless confidentiality is waived. All 
survey questions are optional in order to mitigate this risk, and individuals may choose how much or 
how little detail to provide in their answers. The benefit to you includes a written record of your 
valuable experiences as a member of the wider FSU musicology community.  
 
Confidentiality: 
Due to the nature of this project, it is preferable that you waive confidentiality and allow for your 
comments to be attributed to you so that the survey and/or interview may hold greater meaning for 
potential readers. The information collected as part of this project will be stored electronically. 
Research information that identifies you may be shared with the FSU Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
and others who are responsible for ensuring compliance with laws and regulations related to research, 
including the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP). 
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IRB Consent Form: Interviews 
 

 
 

Florida State University Oral History Consent Form 

Project Title:  
The Performance of Musicology: The Case of Big “M” Musicology at Florida State University 
 
This project is being conducted by Laura Clapper, a Master of Music candidate in Historical 
Musicology in the College of Music at Florida State University in the United States. 
 
You are invited to participate in an interview regarding your experiences as either a faculty member, 
alumni, or current student in the musicology or ethnomusicology programs at Florida State University. 
You are being asked to be a part of this project because you are or have been affiliated with the 
musicology program at FSU. I ask that you read this form and ask any questions you may have before 
agreeing to be interviewed for this project.  
 
Background Information: 
The purpose of this study is to understand the field of musicology from both a historical institutional 
standpoint and through the individual experiences of the Florida State University musicology 
community. The anticipated outcome of this research is to be able to articulate a definition of big “M” 
Musicology that reflects the current philosophy and nature of FSU’s musicology program. The 
information gathered in the interviews will be used solely to better understand and best represent your 
personal experiences as a member of the FSU musicology community.  
 
Procedures:  
If you agree to be involved in this project, I would ask you to do the following things: 

- Agree to sit down for an in-person interview (preferred method) or Skype interview to have a 
conversation with the interviewer about your experiences. Details of when and where can be 
discussed in more detail on a case by case basis. The time allotted for this would be anywhere 
from 1-1.5 hours. In-person interviews will be recorded as both video and audio files. 

- Agree to let the interviewer record and transcribe the interview.  
- Alternatively, an ongoing email conversation may replace the in-person interview if meeting in 

person is not possible. 
 
Risks and benefits of being in the Study: 
There are no foreseeable risks to you, the interviewees, in collecting these oral histories. 
The benefit to you includes a written record of your valuable experiences as a member of the wider 
FSU musicology community.  
 
Confidentiality: 
Due to the nature of this project, it is preferable that you, the interviewee, waive confidentiality and 
allow for your comments to be attributed to you so that the survey and/or interview may hold greater 
meaning for potential readers. The information collected as part of this project will be stored 
electronically and, in the case of interviews, transcribed by the interviewer only with the express 
permission of the interviewees. The interviewer will maintain confidentiality and discretion regarding 
any statements or content that an interviewee wishes to remain undocumented as part of the final 
project. These electronic and transcribed documents will be saved by the interviewer until the 
completion of the project. If express permission of the interviewees is given, the interviewer will keep 
these records for educational purposes. However, research information that identifies you may be 
shared with the FSU Institutional Review Board (IRB) and others who are responsible for ensuring 
compliance with laws and regulations related to research, including the Office for Human Research 
Protections (OHRP). 
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Recruitment Email 

 
  

To all FSU musicologists: 

 

My name is Laura Clapper and I am a second year Master of Music student in historical 

musicology at Florida State University. You are receiving this email because you have been or 

are currently involved in the FSU musicology program. I am in the process of writing a master’s 

thesis, and I am interested in constructing an institutional narrative of the musicology program at 

FSU through ethnographic and archival research. The goal of this project is to understand the 

institutional ethos of FSU's program and define Big "M" Musicology and how this philosophy 

relates to the experiences of students and faculty associated with the program, historically and 

presently.  

 

The link below will direct you to a survey. The aim of the survey is to better understand the 

experiences of those who have been a part of the musicology program at FSU. This survey is 

entirely voluntary and anonymous, and all questions are optional. At the end of the survey, you 

will be asked whether you would like to be contacted for a follow-up interview. Your answers 

the survey will remain anonymous unless you wish to have your responses attributed to you by 

providing your name and contact information. You may also select whether you would like to be 

contacted for a follow-up interview either in person, or via phone, Skype, or email. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

Laura Clapper, D.M. 

Graduate Assistant – Historical Musicology 

Florida State University 

College of Music 

122 N. Copeland Street 

Tallahassee, FL 32306 
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Survey Questionnaire 
 
 
Survey Consent 

 
Q46 Participation in this study is voluntary. If you decide to participate, you are free to leave any answer 
blank or withdraw from the survey at any time. This survey has been distributed anonymously and all 
answers to this survey will remain anonymous unless you choose to have your answers attributed to you. 
At the end of this survey, you will be given the option of providing your name and contact information 
for attribution in addition to being asked to select whether you would like to be contacted by the 
researcher for a follow-up interview. Please download and retain a copy of the Survey Consent Form that 
provides more details about this project. Thank you for your time! 

- I consent. 
- I do not consent. 

 
 

General Questions – Multiple Choice 
 

- Q1 Which of the following describes your relationship to Florida State University's musicology 
program? Please select all that apply. 

o Current Student 
o Alumni 
o Current Faculty 
o Former Faculty 

 
- Q2 If a current or former student, which degree program(s) did you participate in? Please select 

all that apply. 
o Master of Music - Historical Musicology 
o Master of Music - Ethnomusicology 
o PhD - historical or ethnomusicological areas of research 

 
- Q3 If a current or former student, during which period(s) of time did you attend Florida State 

University? Select all that apply. 
o 1988-1998 
o 1998-2008 
o 2008-2018 

 
- Q4 If a faculty member or former faculty member, during which period(s) did you teach at 

Florida State University? Select all that apply. 
o 1988-1998 
o 1998-2008 
o 2008-2018 

 
- Q5 With which of the following statements do you most closely identify? 

o I identify as a musicologist. 
o I identify as an ethnomusicologist. 
o I identify as both a musicologist and an ethnomusicologist. 
o I do not identify as a musicologist or ethnomusicologist. 
o Other - Please Specify. 
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General Questions – Free Response 
 

- Q6 What brought you to Florida State University to teach or to study musicology?  
 

- Q7 What are your main research areas and interests? 
 

- Q8 What role did/do your musicology mentors and advisors have in guiding or shaping your 
research areas of interest?  

 
- Q9 Have you heard the term "Big M" Musicology before? How have you heard this term defined 

within and/or outside of the FSU musicology program? 
 

- Q10 How do you define “Big M” Musicology based on your own experiences as an FSU faculty 
member/alumni/current student? 

 
- Q11 Based on your definition and experiences, how does the “Big M” philosophy manifest in 

FSU's musicology program? 
 
 
Questions for Current Students 
 

- Q12 As a current student, how would you describe the community and interpersonal dynamics 
within the FSU musicology program? 

 
- Q13 How would you describe your place within the FSU musicology community? 

 
- Q14 Can you share some of your professional experiences at regional and national conferences as 

an FSU community member? 
 

- Q15 Can you share some of your academic experiences in FSU courses, including introductory 
musicological courses, history or world music courses, seminars, and World Music and/or Early 
Music ensembles? 

 
- Q16 Can you share some of your social experiences in organizations such as the Society for 

Musicology that relate to your overall impression of FSU’s musicology program? 
 

- Q17 What are your experiences interacting with the FSU musicology faculty in instructional, 
advising, mentoring, and/or ensemble coaching capacities? 

 
 
Questions for Alumni and Current Students 
 

- Q18 If you completed more than one degree in this program, what were your main reasons for 
continuing at FSU?  

 
- Q19 If you completed a master’s degree and did not continue at FSU for the PhD, what were your 

main reasons for not continuing at FSU? 
 

- Q20 What activities did you participate in while at FSU? Select all that apply. 
o Specialized Studies in World Music 
o Specialized Studies in Early Music 
o World Music Ensembles - Please Specify. 
o Early Music Ensembles - Please Specify. 
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o SfM (The Society for Musicology) 
o AMS (American Musicological Society) Annual Meeting 
o SEM (Society for Ethnomusicology) Conference 
o AMS-Southern Conference 
o SEM-SEC (Society for Ethnomusicology, Southeast and Caribbean Chapter) Conference 
o AAA (American Anthropological Association) Conference 
o SAM (Society for American Music) Conference 
o SGMRS (Southern Graduate Music Research Symposium) 
o Other organization conference or professional meeting – Please Specify. 
o Summer Research Grant Recipient 

 
- Q21 When did you first hear about "Big M” Musicology and how did you understand this 

concept before you attended FSU?  
 

- Q22 How has your understanding of "Big M” Musicology changed or developed over time?  
 

- Q23 Did the concept of "Big M” Musicology as you define and understand it factor into your 
desire to study at this school? 

 
- Q24 Has the "Big M” Musicology philosophy influenced your research or research processes? 

 
- Q25 Please share some of your most memorable experiences in classes and with colleagues and 

professors. How were these interactions influential for your own learning and research processes? 
 
 
Questions for Alumni 
 

- Q26 Which option best describes your current professional circumstances? Select all that apply. 
o Employed part-time or adjunct by an institution of higher education 
o Employed full-time by a four-year college 
o Junior faculty member 
o Senior faculty member 
o Adjunct instructor 
o Assistant Professor 
o Associate Professor 
o Full Professor 
o None of the above. Please specify. 

 
- Q27 Please elaborate on your current professional circumstances and/or describe what you do. 

 
- Q28 How would you compare and contrast your experience of FSU's musicology program as a 

student and your experience of the program as an alumnus/alumna?  
 

- Q29 What is your impression of FSU’s program as a member of the wider community of 
musicology professionals? 

 
- Q30 What stands out to you about FSU’s musicology program now, and what kind of students 

would you recommend attend this school to study in this program? 
 

- Q31 How does the research and work that you do now compare to the research and work you 
were doing while a musicology student at FSU or as a recent graduate?   
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Questions for Faculty and Former Faculty 
 

- Q32 How would you describe FSU’s musicology program to an incoming or prospective student? 
 

- Q33 In your experience, how has the community of musicologists and ethnomusicologists at FSU 
interacted and worked to develop the program and its philosophy?  

 
- Q34 How does "Big M” Musicology compliment or challenge your own research, professional 

musicological endeavors, teaching/pedagogy, and/or advising/mentoring of FSU students? 
 

- Q35 What influence has your research and professional work as a faculty member had on the 
concept or implementation of "Big M” Musicology in FSU's program? 

 
- Q36 In your opinion and experience, how does FSU’s musicology program compare to and differ 

from other musicology programs of a similar size and scope? 
 
 
General Questions – Optional For All 

 
- Q48 This survey has been distributed anonymously. If you would like to have your answers 

attributed to you, please select YES and include your full name. Please select NO if you wish for 
your answers to remain anonymous. 

o Yes. Name: 
o No. 

 
- Q38 Please select YES if you are interested in being contacted by the researcher for a follow-up 

interview. Please select NO if you do not wish to be contacted. 
o Yes 
o No 

 
- Q37 If you selected YES to the previous question and are interested in being contacted by the 

researcher, please fill out the information below.  
o Name: 
o Affiliation: 
o Title and Current Position: 
o Email Address: 
o Phone Number: 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 102 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
 
“About SAM.” Society for American Music. Accessed February 22, 2019. 

https://www.american-music.org/page/AboutSAM. 

“About the Warren D. Allen Music Library.” Florida State University College of Music. 
Accessed January 19, 2019. https://music.fsu.edu/library/about. 

“African American Studies.” Florida State University College of Social Sciences and Public 
Policy. Accessed February 15, 2019. https://coss.fsu.edu/aas/. 

American Musicological Society. “About the AMS.” Accessed February 6, 2019. 
https://www.amsmusicology.org/page/aboutams. 

American Musicological Society. Program and Abstracts of Papers Read at the American 
Musicological Society Eighty-third Annual Meeting. Edited by Jonathan Glixon. New 
York: American Musicological Society, 2017. 

American Musicological Society and Society for Music Theory. Program and Abstracts of 
Papers Read at the joint meeting of the American Musicological Society Eighty-fourth 
Annual Meeting and the Society for Music Theory Forty-first Annual Meeting. Edited by 
Carol A. Hess and Roman Ivanovitch. New York: American Musicological, Inc. and the 
Society for Music Theory, Inc., 2018. 

American Musicological Society Southern Chapter. “About Us.” Accessed February 6, 2019. 
https://amssouthern.wordpress.com/. 

Barrow, C. W. Universities and the Capitalist State: Corporate Liberalism and the 
Reconstruction of American Higher Education, 1894-1928. Madison: University of 
Wisconsin Press, 1990. 

Barz, Gregory and Timothy J. Cooley, ed. Shadows in the Field: New Perspectives for Fieldwork 
in Ethnomusicology. New York: Oxford University Press, 2008. 

Berger, P., and T. Luckman. The Social Construction of Reality. New York: Doubleday, 1966. 

Born, Georgina. Rationalizing Culture: IRCAM, Boulez, and the Institutionalization of the 
Musical Avant–Garde. Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press, 
1995. 

Bošković, Aleksander, ed. Other People’s Anthropologies: Ethnographic Practice on the 
Margins. New York: Berghahn Books, 2008.  

Bourgois, P. I. “Ethnography’s Troubles and the Reproduction of Academic Habitus.” 
International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education 14, no. 4 (2002): 417-20. 

Bridwell-Mitchell, E. N. and North Cooc. “The Ties That Bind: How Social Capital is Forged 
and Forfeited in Teacher Communities.” Educational Researcher 45, no. 1 (2016): 7–17. 



 103 

Burns, Tom. Erving Goffman. New York: Routledge, Taylor & Francis, 1992. 

Clifford, J., and G. E. Marcus. Writing Culture: The Poetics and Politics of Ethnography. 
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1986. 

Collins, Peter and Anselma Gallinat, ed. The Ethnographic Self as Resource: Writing Memory 
and Experience into Ethnography. New York” Berghahn Books, 2010. 

Collins, Randall. Four Sociological Traditions. New York: Oxford University Press, 1994. 

———. Interaction Ritual Chains. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2004. 

 “Congress of Graduate Students.” Florida State University. Accessed February 11, 2019. 
http://sga.fsu.edu/cogs.shtml. 

Cui, Victor, Ilan Vertinsky, Sandra Robinson, and Oana Branzei. “Trust in the Workplace: The 
Role of Social Interaction Diversity in the Community and in the Workplace.” Business 
& Society 57, no. 2 (2015): 378–412. 

D’Alisera, J. “Field of Dreams: The Anthropologist Far Away at Home.” Anthropology and 
Humanism 24, no. 1 (1999): 5-19. 

Davies, C. A. Reflexive Ethnography: A Guide to Researching Selves and Others. London: 
Routledge, 1999. 

Douglas, Mary. How Institutions Think. Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press, 1986. 

Eady, Charles Amon. “The History of the Florida State University Choral Department 1947–
2000.” Ph.D. diss., The Florida State University, 2017. ProQuest (AAT 10601268). 

Emerson, Robert M., Rachel I. Fretz, and Linda L. Shaw. Writing Ethnographic Fieldnotes. 
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2011. 

Farrington, James. “Florida State University, the Center for Music of the Americas.” Current 
Musicology 0, no. 37 (1984): 270–271. 

Florida State University College of Music and the Society for Musicology. “Program for the 
2018 Southern Graduate Student Music Symposium.” Unpublished manuscript, last 
modified September 14, 2018. PDF file. 

Florida State University College of Music. “Brian Hitchins Interviews Wiley L. Housewright.” 
Transcripts: The Reichelt Oral History Program. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State 
University Allen Music Library Special Collections, 1990. 

The Florida State University College of Music. “Ethnomusicology Position Job Advertisement.” 
Unpublished manuscript, last modified September 2018. Microsoft Word File. 

Florida State University College of Music. “Letter to Dean Glidden from Robert L. Smith RE: 
Positions–Center for Americas.” Unpublished manuscript, March 29, 1984. Document.  



 104 

Florida State University College of Music. “Memorandum to Dean Daisy Flory from Robert 
Glidden.” Unpublished manuscript, July 27, 1984. Document. 

“Florida State University College of Music” (@musicFSU). Facebook. Posted November 15, 
2018. Accessed February 11, 2019. 
https://www.facebook.com/musicFSU/?__tn__=%2CdkCH-R-
R&eid=ARCU1EtwJxE0TiTjLHT5kmTcA_XX8aJcVYoiH9ji4wVD9s_0aJC-
pnjgOW4F3lWaM0sX9o6o5xg4rDfs&hc_ref=ARTvXVyh39-
4QtoVQB4u3zmwSN6Svou6GAXp3aYH-8SOEDLhLrRNS8J4-
LBtUMv0rNw&fref=nf&hc_location=group. 

Florida State University College of Music Musicology Area. “Musicology Area Graduate 
Student Handbook: 2018–2019.” Unpublished manuscript, last modified August 21, 
2018. PDF file. 

Florida State University College of Music Musicology Area. “Master’s Comprehensive Exam 
Due: March 25, 2019.” Unpublished manuscript, last modified December 1, 2018. PDF 
file. 

Florida State University College of Music. “Master’s Comprehensive Exam.” Unpublished 
manuscript, last modified December 1, 2018. PDF file. 

Florida State University College of Music. National Association of School of Music Self-Study in 
the Standard Format Presented for Consideration by the NASM Commission on 
Accreditation. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University College of Music Office of the 
Dean for Academic Affairs & Director of Graduate Studies, 2008. 

Florida State University College of Music. “Robin Sellers Interviews Jeffery Kite-Powell.” 
Transcripts: The Reichelt Oral History Program. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State 
University Allen Music Library Special Collections, 2008. 

Florida State University College of Music. “Sarah Meredith Interviews Jeffery Kite-Powell.” 
Transcripts: The Reichelt Oral History Program. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State 
University Allen Music Library Special Collections, 2001. 

Florida State University College of Music. Self-Study Document for the National Association of 
Schools of Music. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University College of Music Office of 
the Dean for Academic Affairs & Director of Graduate Studies, 2018. 

Florida State University School of Music. Division IV: School of Music Academic Program 
Evaluation. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University School of Music, 1978. 

Florida State University School of Music. National Association of Schools of Music Self-Study 
Report Presented for Consideration by the Commission on Undergraduate Studies and 
the Commission on Graduate Studies. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University School of 
Music Office of the Dean for Academic Affairs & Director of Graduate Studies, 1988. 

Florida State University School of Music. NASM Self-Study. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State 
University School of Music Office of the Graduate Dean, 1998. 



 105 

Friedman, Raymond A. and Martin N. Davidson. “Managing Diversity and Second-Order 
Conflict.” The International Journal of Conflict Management 12, no. 2 (2001): 132–53. 

FSU Musicology. Facebook, Updated September 2, 2018. 
https://www.facebook.com/groups/187995264581088/about/. 

FSU Musicology. “Florida State University Society for Musicology.” Updated June 16, 2018. 
https://fsumusicology.wordpress.com/. 

FSU Society for Musicology (@fsumusicology). Facebook, Updated May 1, 2018. 
https://www.facebook.com/fsumusicology/. 

Garfinkel, Harold. Studies in Ethnomethodology. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1967. 

Garrett, Charles and Carol Oja, ed. U.S. Music in the 21st Century: Collaborative Perspectives. 
Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2019. 

Goffman, Erving. Behavior in Public Places: Notes on the Social Organization of Gatherings. 
New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1963. 

———. “On Fieldwork.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 18, no. 2 (1989): 123-32. 

———. The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. New York, Anchor Books, 1959. 

Grahame, Peter R. “Ethnography, Institutions, and the Problematic of the Everyday World. 
Human Studies 21 (1998): 360-60. 

Hammersley, M., and P. Atkinson. Ethnography: Principles in Practice. London: Routledge, 
1995. 

Hawley, A. H. Human Ecology: A Theory of Community Structure. New York: Ronald Press, 
1950. 

Heclo, Hugh. On Thinking Institutionally. Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers, 2008. 

Hood, Mantle. “The Challenge of ‘Bi-Musicality.’” Ethnomusicology 4, no. 2 (1960): 55–59. 

Housewright, Wiley L. 1913–2003. Dr. Wiley L. Housewright interviewed by Dr. Colleen J. 
Kirk. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University School of Music, 1993. Videocassette 
(VHS), ca. 75 min. 

Jacobsen, Michael Hviid, ed. The Contemporary Goffman. New York: Routledge, 2010. 

Kingsbury, Henry. Music, Talent, and Performance: A Conservatory Cultural System. 
Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1988. 

Klein, Katherine J. and Thomas A. D’Aunno. “Psychological Sense of Community in the 
Workplace.” Journal of Community Psychology 14, no. 4 (1986). 



 106 

Lamont, Michèle. How Professors Think: Inside the Curious World of Academic Judgment. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009. 

Lankford, Ronnie D. “Charles Seeger.” All Music. Accessed January 29, 2019. 
https://www.allmusic.com/artist/charles-seeger-mn0001784864. 

Liberman, Kenneth. More Studies in Ethnomethodology. Albany, NY: State University of New 
York Press, 2013. 

Livingston, Tamara E., et al., ed. Community of Music: An Ethnographic Seminar in 
Champaign-Urbana. Champaign: Elephant and Cat, 1993. 

Löfgren, O. “Anthropologizing America.” American Ethnologist 16, no. 2 (1989): 366-74. 

Loxley, James. Performativity. New York: Routledge, 2006. 

Marcus, George E., and Michael M. J. Fisher. Anthropology as Cultural Critique: An 
Experimental Moment in the Human Sciences. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 
1999. 

Martinez-Acosta, Veronica G. and Carlita B. Favero. “A Discussion of Diversity and Inclusivity 
at the Institutional Level: The Need for a Strategic Plan.” The Journal of Undergraduate 
Neuroscience Education 16, no. 3 (2018): 252–60. 

Medicine, B. Learning to Be an Anthropologist and Remaining “Native”: Selected Writings. 
Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2001. 

Meneley, Anne and Donna J. Young, ed. Auto–Ethnographies: The Anthropology of Academic 
Practices. Peterborough, Ontario: Broadview Press, 2005. 

Meyer, John W., and W. Richard Scott. Organizational Environments: Ritual and Rationality. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 1992. 

Meyer, Marshall W., et al. Environments and Organizations: Theoretical and Empirical 
Perspectives. San Francisco: Jossey–Bass Publishers, 1978. 

Meyer, Marshall W. Theory of Organizational Structure. Indianapolis: Bobbs–Merrill, 1977. 

“Musicology.” Florida State University College of Music. Accessed February 25, 2019. 
https://music.fsu.edu/directory-by-area/musicology. 

Nettl, Bruno. Heartland Excursions: Ethnomusicological Reflections on Schools of Music. 
Urbana and Chicago, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1995. 

Ntarangwi, Mwenda. Reversed Gaze: An African Ethnography of American Anthropology. 
Urbana, Chicago, and Springfield: University of Illinois Press, 2010. 

Olsen, Dale A. From the Sound Up: Building World Music Ensembles in Public Places. 
Tallahassee, FL: CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform, 2018. 



 107 

———. “Multicultural Music Education, Cultural Sensitivity, and the Ethnographic Truth: A 
Response to Cornelius.” College Music Symposium 35 (1995): 33-34. 

Olsen, Dale A. and Robert E. Brown. “World Music and Ethnomusicology—Two Views.” The 
College Music Society Newsletter, 1992. 

Opperman, Ella Scoble. Annals of the School of Music. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University 
Department of Public Relations, 1947.  

Phyältö, Kirsi. “Developing Scholarly Communities as Learning Environments for Doctoral 
Students.” International Journal for Academic Development 14, no. 3 (2009): 221–32. 

“Reichelt Oral History Collection.” Florida State University Libraries. Accessed February 21, 
2019. https://www.lib.fsu.edu/reichelt. 

Ross, Allan, Gerard Behague, and Patrick McMullen. National Association of Schools of Music 
Visitor’s Report: Florida State University School of Music. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State 
University College of Music Office of the Dean for Academic Affairs & Director of 
Graduate Studies, 1988. 

Saldaña, Johnny. The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. Los Angeles: Sage, 2009. 

“Sarah J. Eyerly F’17.” American Council of Learned Societies. Accessed February 6, 2019. 
https://www.acls.org/research/fellow.aspx?cid=c42e14e2-bedd-e611-944a-
000c29879dd6. 

Scott, Allen, ed. “Hands-on” Musicology: Essays in Honor of Jeffery Kite–Powell. Ann Arbor, 
MI: Steglein Publishing, 2012. 

Scott, W. Richard. Institutions and Organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 1995. 

Scott, W. Richard and John W. Meyer. Institutional Environments and Organizations: Structural 
Complexity and Individualism. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 1994. 

Seeger, Charles. “The Musicological Juncture.” Ethnomusicology 21, no. 2 (1977): 179–188. 

Sliger, Bernard F., and Robert Glidden. Response to NASM Visitors’ Report. Tallahassee, FL: 
Florida State University School of Music, 1988. 

Small, Christopher. “Performance as Ritual: Sketch for an Enquiry into the Nature of a 
Symphony Concert.” Lost in Music: Culture, Style, and the Musical Event. Edited by 
Avron Levine White. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1987. 

Smith, Dorothy E. Institutional Ethnography: A Sociology for People. Lanham, MD: AltaMira 
Press, 2005. 

———. “Institutional Ethnography.” Qualitative Research in Action. Edited by T. May. London: 
Routledge (2001): 17-52. 

———. Institutional Ethnography as Practice. Lanham, MD: Rowan & Littlefield, 2006. 



 108 

The Society for Ethnomusicology. “About SEM-SEC.” Accessed February 6, 2019. 
https://www.ethnomusicology.org/members/group_content_view.asp?id=665055&group
=184262. 

The Society for Ethnomusicology. “Welcome to SEM!” Accessed February 6, 2019. 
https://www.ethnomusicology.org/. 

Solis, Ted. Performing Ethnomusicology: Teaching and Representation in World Music 
Ensembles. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2004. 

“Specialized Studies Programs.” FSU College of Music. Accessed February 22, 2019. 
https://music.fsu.edu/programs/specialized-studies. 

Spradley, James P. The Ethnographic Interview. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1979. 

Striff, Erin, ed. Performance Studies: Readers in Cultural Criticism. New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2003. 

Van Maanen, J. Tales of the Field: On Writing Ethnography. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1988. 

Vecchio, Robert P., ed. Leadership: Understanding the Dynamics of Power and Influence in 
Organizations. Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2007. 

Wait, Mark, Charles A. Elliott, and Sue Haug. National Association of Schools of Music Visitors’ 
Report: Florida State University College of Music. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State 
University College of Music Office of the Dean for Academic Affairs & Director of 
Graduate Studies, 2008. 

Weatherford, J. McIver. Tribes on the Hill: The U.S. Congress, Rituals, and Realities. South 
Hadley: Bergin and Garvey, 1985. 

Wetherell, T. K., and Don Gibson. Optional Response to the National Association of Schools of 
Music. Tallahassee, FL: Florida State University College of Music Office of the Dean for 
Academic Affairs & Director of Graduate Studies, 2008. 

Whitten, Barbara L., et al. “‘Like a Family’: What Works to Create Friendly and Respectful 
Student-Faculty Interactions.” Journal of Women and Minorities in Science and 
Engineering 10, no. 3 (2004). 

Wilcoxon, Brian Eric. “Performing Community: Benedictine Chant in Post–Vatican Ii 
Catholicism”, 2016. 
http://purl.flvc.org/fsu/fd/FSU_2016SP_Wilcoxon_fsu_0071E_13203. 

Woods, Susan. “Thinking about Diversity-Related Conflict: Respect, Recognition and 
Learning.” Henderson Woods, LLC. Accessed February 28, 2019. 
https://digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1107&context=workin
gpapers. 



 109 

“World Music Ensembles.” Florida State University College of Music. Accessed January 19, 
2019. https://music.fsu.edu/ensembles/world-music.  



 110 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 
 
 

Laura Clapper is currently pursuing a M.M. in Historical Musicology and holds a D.M. in 

Woodwind Performance - Flute from Florida State University with specialized studies in College 

Teaching, Early Music, and Baroque Flute. Laura loves to teach, perform, collaborate, read, 

write, and engage in the research process, all of which have contributed to her interest in early 

music and the history of FSU’s musicology program. For her D.M. treatise, “Expressions of 

Integrity: Baroque Flute Players Reflect on Early Music,” she explored changing perspectives on 

authenticity in the context of contemporary Baroque flute performance-practice. In February 

2017, she co-presented a paper at the Society for Eighteenth-Century Music biannual conference 

titled, “Musical Life at Mission San Luis” with Dr. Sarah Eyerly and a cohort of her FSU 

musicology colleagues.  

Laura has performed and taught in the United States, Europe, and Central America, she is 

a founding member of the quartet Silver Lining Flutes, and she has held the second flute/piccolo 

position with the Penn’s Woods Festival Orchestra in State College, PA since 2013. She is also a 

member of the National Flute Association, the Florida Flute Association, and the American 

Musicological Society. She has been an elected board member for the Flute Association at FSU 

for four years and is currently the organization’s president. She is also an active member of the 

Society for Musicology (SfM) at FSU. 

Laura received both M.M. and B.M. degrees in flute performance and a B.A. in French 

and Francophone Studies from the Pennsylvania State University. Laura has served as a teaching 

assistant in applied flute at both FSU and PSU and is currently a graduate assistant in historical 

musicology where she directs several of FSU’s early music ensembles. Her flute teachers and 

mentors include Eva Amsler, Naomi Seidman, and Eleanor D. Armstrong. Her primary 

musicology mentors are Sarah Eyerly and the current members of FSU’s musicology faculty. 


