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ABSTRACT 
 

This document chronicles the history of the Choral Editing Standards Committee of the 

American Choral Directors Association from its beginning in 1966 until the end of its activity in 

1983. The historical narrative is based on data collected from documents contained in the Walter 

Collins II Collection from ACDA’s International Archives of Choral Music in Oklahoma City. 

Additional data was obtained from Choral Journal and through interviews with former members 

of the Choral Editing Standards Committee. 

Articles published in Choral Journal prior to 1966 show that some members of ACDA 

were concerned about editing practices, particularly in the area of early music. The Choral 

Editing Standards Committee was created as a liaison between ACDA and music publishers to 

encourage dialogue between the two parties for the purpose of implementing editing reforms. 

During their active years, the committee produced two documents that contained suggestions for 

terminology and standards for editorial practice. Early music editions were cited to demonstrate 

some of the editing shortcomings the committee sought to address. The committee did much of 

their work in collaboration with the Music Publishers Association. 

Interviews with former committee members suggested that choral music editing did 

improve after the committee was created; however, committee members had differing opinions 

about whether or not their work directly impacted editorial practices. In general, early music 

editions are more historically accurate today than they were when the committee was active. 

These improvements may be related to sociological changes in the academic community. 
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CHAPTER 1 

GENESIS OF THE COMMITTEE 

Creation of the Committee 

 In 1966, the Executive Board of the American Choral Directors Association created the 

Choral Editing Standards Committee. Walter S. Collins of Oakland University in Rochester, 

Michigan was appointed as the first chairman.1 In a letter to Professor Ned DeJournett of the 

University of Arkansas Little Rock, Collins described the process of how the committee was 

formed: 

I have long been troubled about the distorted form in which most choral music in the 
public domain reaches the conductor, a person who is often too busy or too inadequately 
trained to be able to determine the accuracy of the published score. I had for some years 
been writing personally to publishers when I saw particularly disturbing examples of 
editing of choral music and had been put off time and again with polite replies and no 
action. In 1965, I decided that since ACDA had then reached a level of prominence and 
power, perhaps it would have more effect on the situation than I could alone. 
Consequently, on December 13, 1965, I wrote President Rhodes asking him and the 
Board to consider the question as an organization. A luncheon was ultimately arranged at 
the Kansas City Convention in March 1966 for several leading publishers, the Board, 
myself, and other interested parties. The publishers seemed receptive and cooperative and 
asked for specific suggestions. Newly elected President Decker and the Board then 
created a standing committee, to be chaired by me, which was to study the situation and 
report to the Seattle Convention in 1968.2 
 

 The Choral Editing Standards Committee was first announced in Choral Journal in the 

November-December 1966 issue.3 Its purpose was “to promote a unified policy in the editing of 

                                                 
1 Ned DeJournett, “The History and Development of the American Choral Directors Association 1957-

1970” (PhD diss., Florida State University, 1970), 141. 
2 Collins to DeJournett, June 1, 1970, Walter Stowe Collins II Collection, ACDA International Archives for 

Choral Music, Oklahoma City, OK. 
3 “ACDA National Standing Comittees,” Choral Journal 7, no. 2 (November-December 1968): 5.  
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choral music.”4 The announcement also read, “This is particularly needed in the area of early 

music. Most publishers will welcome ACDA’s cooperation in setting up such standards.”5 The 

original committee included the following members: 

• Walter Collins, Chairman, Meadowbrook School of Music, Oakland University 

• Walter Ehret, Scarsdale Public Schools 

• Iva Dee Hiatt, Smith College 

• Don Malin, Marks Music Corporation 

• Alfred Mann, Rutgers University 

• James McKelvy, Northern Michigan University 

• Richard Pisano, Pembroke State College 

• Denis Stevens, Columbia University 

• Jacklin Stopp, State University of New York at Buffalo 

• John Owen Ward, Oxford University Press 

• Franklin Zimmerman, University of Kentucky6 

As chairman, Collins, with assistance from the publishers’ representative, Don Malin, 

appointed the other members of the committee. Collins made his selections by “trying to achieve 

a wide distribution of interests and geography, but intentionally including several of the most 

active choral editors and arrangers in the country, whether or not they were members of 

ACDA.” 7 

 

                                                 
4 Ibid., 5. 
5 Ibid., 5.  
6 Collins to the ACDA Executive Committee, Board of Directors and Advisory Council, memorandum, 

March 7, 1968, Walter Stowe Collins II Collection, ACDA International Archives for Choral Music, Oklahoma 
City, OK.  

7 Collins to DeJournett, June 1, 1970, ACDA International Archives. 
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Need for the Committee 

When Walter Collins approached ACDA President, J. Clark Rhodes about the possibility 

of appointing a committee on editing standards, he already was frustrated with the publishing 

industry’s editorial practices. In his letter to Rhodes, Collins wrote, 

For some time I have been waging a rather fruitless battle with several of our publishers 
of choral music in this country to raise the level of editing in Renaissance and Baroque 
choral music which is appearing in such increasing numbers in practical editions. My 
argument to them has been that with a minimum editorial note or a few editorial marks, 
the usefulness of such editions would be tremendously increased to the student, the 
serious conductor, and the scholar. My request is usually met with a patronizing nod to 
my pedantry, or complete silence. One publisher who has recently brought out a great 
many editions of Renaissance choral music replied that he felt “that most high school 
teachers are frightened by anything that appears different – and the normal editorial 
marks that you are requesting do make the edition look forbidding or even archaic.”8 
 
Collins was concerned about what he called “practical” or “performing” editions. These 

were editions “prepared with the convenience of the performer as a principal concern.”9 Such 

publications did not contain editorial accidentals, brackets, or footnotes that would give the 

performer a clearer understanding of which materials were original and which materials were 

added by the editor. Interpretive suggestions such as metronome markings, tempo indications, 

and dynamics typically were added by the editor without any indication that these alterations 

were not from the original source. Collins further explained his concerns in a November 1971 

Choral Journal article. He wrote, 

The usual practice was to identify a composition that had attained a measure of popularity 
from one publisher, to add an editor’s opinions on its tempo, dynamics, phrasing, and 
perhaps a new translation of the text, and to publish it as a new “edition.” Normally, the 
new edition did not distinguish between editorial alterations and the original composition, 

                                                 
8 Collins to Rhodes, December 13, 1965, Walter Stowe Collins II Collection, ACDA International Archives 

for Choral Music, Oklahoma City, OK. 
9 Ronald Broude, “Arrangment, Transcription, Edition: Some Problems in Terminology,” Choral Journal 

18, no. 1 (September 1977): 28. 
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making it impossible for the purchaser to perform the work according to the composer’s 
intent. Other abuses and inconsistencies were also common.10 

 
In his essay, “The Choral Conductor and the Musicologist,” Collins described how an 

editor created a practical edition: 

Not only did this “editor” or “arranger” use modern clefs and note values, bar lines, and a 
format practical for the performer, but under the guidance of his musical instinct, he also 
usually included his ideas on how the piece ought to be performed. He supplied tempo 
markings, dynamic indications, and phrase marks according to his own taste. He provided 
translations, often omitting the original text, thinking it unusable to the purchaser. He 
arbitrarily removed sections that did not appeal to him (as in Vivaldi’s Gloria) and 
corrected “wrong” notes (as in the famous augmented fifths in Gibbons’s The Silver 
Swan). Furthermore, mistakes in copying and even ascriptions to incorrect composers 
crept in and became frozen as editor after editor offered his version of the bestseller 
based on previous practical editions.11 
 
In some cases, the music was simplified in hopes that an easier score would be more 

marketable: “Simple music sold better than difficult music, so complex passages were simplified, 

long pieces were shortened, high passages were lowered, and the “arrangement” was born. Now 

the composer’s original concept of the piece was so covered over with accretions as to be 

virtually indiscernible.”12 

Collins wanted these editing problems to be addressed by the industry, but his letters to 

the publishers were not effective in instigating change. He believed that ACDA might be able to 

use its influence to persuade publishers to reform their editing practices. He was the first to 

recommend a committee as a possible solution: 

If the National Board felt this was worthwhile, I should be happy to make an impassioned 
presentation on the subject to them at Kansas City and even to join a committee to 
improve the editing of pre-twentieth century music in this country. It seems to me that 
ACDA could make a major contribution to choral music in this country by acting in 
concert in this way.13  

                                                 
10 Walter Collins, “What Is a Good Edition?,” Choral Journal 8, no. 5 (May-June 1968): 14. 
11 Walter Collins, “The Choral Conductor and the Musicologist,” in Choral Conducting Symposium edited 

by Harold Decker and Julius Herford (New York: Appleton Century-Crofts, 1973), 117. 
12 Ibid., 117. 
13 Collins to Rhodes, December 13, 1965, ACDA International Archives. 
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 Though Collins played a key role in founding a committee on editing standards, other 

members of ACDA previously had expressed similar concerns about music publishing practices. 

For example, six years before the Choral Editing Standards Committee was formed, an article by 

Benjamin Grasso, President of the Music Publishers Association, appeared in Choral Journal.14 

In the article, Grasso encouraged ACDA’s membership to avoid simplified versions of quality 

literature: “You will find arrangement after arrangement of actually watered-down worthwhile 

literature used for the sake of bringing a few coins to an arranger or perhaps to the persons 

publishing such a work but of no value whatsoever to the young souls who are working with this 

material for a period of from as much as two to six months in some instances.”15  

Grasso’s statement highlighted the same problem that Collins had noticed with the 

practical editions being sold by the publishing industry. In order to sell their own version of a 

popular choral work, arrangers often borrowed music they considered “worthwhile literature” 

and made editorial changes to the score. It was common for such literature to carry the name of a 

well-known composer. Many alterations were made by an arranger or editor without disclosing 

which musical materials had been changed and which materials were from the original 

composer. The resulting score was no longer what the composer had intended but rather an 

editor’s new rendition of a choral work. Collins commented on such practices. He wrote, “This 

is, to me, a very important aspect of some poor performances. If you buy a piece of music and it 

doesn’t have down what the composer put down in the first place, how can you give a decent 

performance of the piece if you don’t even know what the composer wrote?”16 Grasso 

complained that the “watered-down” editions were becoming staples in secondary education, 

                                                 
14 Benjamin Grasso, “Standards of Choral Music,” Choral Journal 1, no. 3 (May 1960): 5. 
15 Ibid., 5. 
16 David Bauer, “The Influence of the ACDA Upon Choral Music in the Decade of the 1970s” (PhD diss., 

Arizona State University, 1985), 349. 
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finding their way onto choral festival lists. He indicated that the publishers wanted to “do better 

things, good things for the sake of music.”17 However, this would not be possible “until that time 

when the choral director actually utilizes the best of materials for teaching purposes.”18 Grasso’s 

comments reflected some of the common problems that the Choral Editing Standards Committee 

addressed.  

 In the early 1960s, several articles appeared in Choral Journal that afforded some insight 

into the music publishers’ reasons for printing the practical editions that Walter Collins and 

Benjamin Grasso opposed. The publishers’ primary goal was to make enough income to stay in 

business. They were providing the types of choral music they believed they could sell for a 

profit. Grasso stated, “We in the publishing business are interested in music; we are interested in 

making money; we can’t exist without making it.”19  

As long as choral directors were purchasing “watered-down” arrangements, music 

publishers were willing to provide them for sale. Arnold Broido of Frank Music Corporation 

commented: “The publisher is a middle man. He does not, as is often said, determine either taste 

or quality. These are imposed on him, in the long run, by the buying public, who either accepts 

or rejects his product. Naturally, he has a responsibility to produce the best the market will take, 

but essentially he follows; he doesn’t lead.”20 In an article about the quality of choral music in 

high schools, Gordon Lamb agreed with Broido’s statement: 

Much has been said about the publishers’ obligation to publish only music of high 
quality. Let’s set the books straight on this issue. The truth is that a publisher is first a 
businessman. The publishing house is not a hobby or a cultural endeavor. We are barking 
up the wrong tree in trying to correct this situation by aiming at the publisher. Any 

                                                 
17 Grasso, “Standards of Choral Music,” 5.  
18 Ibid., 5. 
19 Ibid., 5.  
20 Arnold Broido, “A Publisher’s Insight into the Music Market,” Choral Journal 3, no. 2 (November 

1962): 7. 
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publisher would be most willing to raise the quality of publications, but first they must be 
assured of a market for it.21 
 
Lamb suggested that it was the choral conductor’s responsibility to provide a viable 

market by programming music that was of the highest quality. These statements by Broido and 

Lamb reference one of the hurdles that the Choral Editing Standards Committee faced. The 

publishers were willing to sacrifice the authenticity of a score in order to sell music. They were 

adapting the music for the market and providing editions that could be sold to the most buyers.  

 An example of the authenticity dilemma the publishers faced came in the form of a 

heated exchange between an arranger and a choral music reviewer. In his regular “Chamber 

Music” Choral Journal column, Jack Boyd expressed his frustration over early music 

authenticity while critiquing an edition by J. Mansfield Zilch: 

Few things frustrate a choral conductor as much as picking up an edition of Renaissance 
or Baroque music and finding something like, “Psalm 150, written by Heinrich Schutz, 
edited and arranged by J. Mansfield Zilch.” Just how much was it arranged and what was 
its original form? Was it for the indicated four voices or has it been reduced from the 
three-choir version? Have the indicated flats and sharps always been there, or are they 
editorial additions? Was the alto originally meant for counter-tenor or boys voice or 
what? These things can drive a conductor to mild paranoia if he is interested in the 
integrity of the music.22 
 
J. Mansfield Zilch did not take this criticism well, and Boyd’s review prompted him to 

write a response. A few excerpts from the letter show that Zilch was arranging to sell music, and 

authenticity was not as important to him as practicality: 

Dear Mr. Boyd: How kind it was for you to give me credit in your last column! Here I’ve 
been arranging and editing for years, to say nothing of sweeping, dusting, and collecting 
scrap iron, and finally you, a reviewer in an austere journal like Choral Journal, bring my 
achievements to light. Oh, thank you, kind sir, thank you!…  

. . . You must not be aware of the true nature of music publishing as is practiced 
by the firm for which I work. Why, one look at a Renaissance manuscript and you can 
see, it just won’t work for the millions of singing kiddies across this great land of ours. 

                                                 
21 Gordon Lamb, “Quality of Choral Music in Our High Schools,” Choral Journal 5, no. 3 (December-

January 1964-5): 20.  
22 Jack Boyd, “Chamber Music,” Choral Journal 5, no. 3 (December-January 1965): 28. 
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Why, sir, we must be democratic and instilled with a love for free enterprise, even in the 
publishing business. In other words, (those of my publisher, in fact) we ain’t in the 
museum and archives trade, we’re here to sell music! So, we must restructure and design 
those now-archaic lines and cadences so they are within the conceptual frame of 
American youth. Whoever teaches kids to read sharps and flats on the staff, let alone in 
parentheses above the staff?23 
 
 Mr. Zilch argued that it was necessary to “restructure and design” the music to suit the 

needs of the average school choir. His convictions about the authenticity of the score had been 

shaped by his experience: 

I took this editor’s business seriously, until I was invited to visit a workshop for 
secondary school choral directors at which my (then honest) editions were being 
performed. After a day of listening while altos were moved in to “beef up” the tenors, 
basses were given notes which were never conceived by the composer (for the sake of the 
“bottom” or “helft”, whatever that is), and sopranos told to sing with the same “lunch 
whistle” tone, regardless of whether it was Gesualdo or Gershwin before them. I became 
a lot more mercenary and a lot less concerned. And I eat better now, and can afford a 
plastic Hugh Ross or Noah Greenberg for my shrine to authenticity.24 
 
This exchange between Boyd and Zilch illustrates one of the common problems that the 

Choral Editing Standards committee faced. There were some members of academia, such as Jack 

Boyd and Walter Collins, who wanted to see more authentic editions of early music coming from 

the publishing industry. The publishers, however, were printing the editions they thought would 

be most suitable for the market.  

 The statements from Collins, Grasso, and Boyd demonstrate that there were members of 

ACDA who were concerned about the quality and authenticity of choral music editions 

published in the early 1960s. Clifford L. Carter, President of the Music Publishers Association in 

1962, suggested that members of ACDA express those concerns by participating in open 

dialogue with the publishers. Carter addressed ACDA’s membership at the 1962 ACDA national 

convention in Chicago: 

                                                 
23 J. Mansfield Zilch, “An Open Letter to Jack Boyd,” Choral Journal 5, no. 5 (April-May 1965): 6. 
24 Ibid., 6. 



 

9 
 

We, as publishers – many of us charter members of your Association – feel that we, also, 
are greatly benefited by being in attendance at this and all of your meetings. We are 
interested in the American Choral Directors Association’s activities. Many of your 
members are represented by works in our catalogs. The opportunities presented at a 
meeting of this kind, for our getting together and discussing mutual problems and by 
constant discussion of the goals which the choral people are striving to attain, choral 
music and publications of choral music are greatly benefited. It is up to us as publishers 
to know the movement and trends in choral activities if we are to produce choral material 
and publications that will be of interest to you.25 

 
Carter suggested that discussions between the choral music publishers and ACDA were needed 

so that the conductors’ concerns about music publications could be addressed.   

 In March 1962, an article by Maurice King appeared in Choral Journal titled “Brickbats 

and Bouquets or An Open Letter to Publishers.”26 King, who was a choral music reviewer for 

Choral Journal, encouraged the members of ACDA to take an active role in informing music 

publishers about their preferences with print music: 

To the Directors: We submit that the publishers DO want to know what we like and don’t 
like about their products, but seldom if ever do any of us take pen in hand to tell them. 
We urge you to do so, even if only on a postal card. Please share with us your most 
exasperating gripes, and we’ll compile them all for all the publishers, although many 
individual letters are far more effective.27 
 

In the article, King offered several suggestions to the publishing industry. The following list is a 

summary of his recommendations: 

• Staple sheets together. 

• Avoid loose (single) sheets. 

• Indicate ranges of voice parts. 

• Indicate sources of texts and melodies. 

• Provide historical and performance notes.  

                                                 
25 Speech by Clifford L. Carter, “ACDA Is Greeted By Educators and Publishers,” Choral Journal 2, no. 5 

(May 1962): 6. 
26 Maurice King, “Brickbats and Bouquets or An Open Letter to Publishers,” Choral Journal 2, no. 4 

(March 1962): 9. 
27 Ibid., 9. 
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• Indicate other voicing options for sale. 

• Provide approximate performance length. 

• Indicate measure numbers. 

• Notate extensive unison passages on one staff. 

• Utilize repeats to save paper. 

• Omit advertising, listing of other numbers, and fancy title pages. 

• Print more divisi and a cappella arrangements of show tunes and pops music. 

• Print more SSAA arrangements. 

• Provide reasonable top ranges for tenors.28 

King’s article provides evidence that ACDA, in its early years as an organization, wanted 

its membership to have some influence on the development of editorial practices. King’s 

suggestions were the earliest list of direct recommendations to music publishers found in Choral 

Journal. When the Choral Editing Standards Committee later developed its list of ten minimum 

standards for editorial practices, several of King’s recommendations were included. Indicating 

source material, including measure numbers, and providing an approximate performance time 

were all recommended by the committee in 1968.29 

 The choral music editing problems cited by Walter Collins and discussed by other 

members of ACDA in the early 1960s had to be addressed through dialogue between ACDA and 

the music publishers. Collins commented, “Many editors are not even conscious that a problem 

exists.”30 Without good communication between the conductors and the publishers, ACDA could 

not influence editing practices. The Choral Editing Standards Committee was created as a liaison 

                                                 
28 Ibid., 9. 
29 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” Choral Journal 8, no. 5 (May-June 1968): 14. 
30 Collins, “The Choral Conductor and the Musicologist,” 118. 



 

11 
 

between the two parties. The committee’s charge was to “investigate and recommend 

improvements in the standards of editing choral music in the public domain.”31 Over the next 

two decades, the Choral Editing Standards Committee worked with the publishing industry to 

encourage reforms in editing practices.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 

31 Collins, “What Is a Good Edition,” 15.  
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CHAPTER 2 

EARLY YEARS OF THE COMMITTEE  

1968 Resolution on Choral Editing Standards - Introduction 

 After Walter Collins and Don Malin assembled the members of the Choral Editing 

Standards Committee, the group was faced with a decision about how to proceed. According to 

Collins, “The Committee soon agreed that, although editing had made significant advances in the 

areas of piano and orchestral music since World War II, choral music had been neglected.”32 

Collins remarked that urtext editions in the field of choral music were scarce. The committee 

decided that action was needed, and they determined that they would propose resolution with a 

list of editing standards for choral music. Collins explained, “The Committee therefore spent the 

next two years in drawing up a set of standards as a guideline for editors, publishers, and 

purchasers. These standards were proposed in the form of a resolution to the ACDA Executive 

Board at the national meeting in Seattle in March 1968.”33  

Collins drafted the resolution during his sabbatical in the fall of 1967.34 He then sent a 

copy of his draft to each member of the committee for revisions. After receiving feedback, 

Collins produced a document that satisfied all of the members of the committee.35 On March 7, 

1968, the resolution was forwarded as a memorandum to ACDA’s Executive Committee, Board 

                                                 
32 Ibid., 15. 
33 Ibid., 15. 
34 Collins to DeJournett, June 1, 1970, ACDA International Archives. 
35 Ibid.  
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of Directors and Advisory Council.36 It was approved with only minor changes at the Executive 

Board meeting on March 10.37 The following day, the document was presented to ACDA’s 

membership at the annual business meeting in Seattle. It was affirmed.38 The resolution first 

appeared in the May-June 1968 issue of Choral Journal.39 

 The 1968 resolution was written in four sections. It began with an introduction that stated 

the origin, purpose, and objectives of the document. The second section of the resolution was a 

“request for standardization of editorial terminology” specifically defining the terms 

“arrangement,” “transcription,” and “edition.”40 Recommended standards of editorial practice 

were given in the final two sections, which were labeled “Minimum Standards” and “Ultimate 

Standards” respectively. 

1968 Resolution – Section One: Introductory Statement 

 The introductory statement of the 1968 resolution read as follows: 

Presented at the Seattle ACDA Convention by Walter S. Collins, Chairman of the Choral 
Editing Standards Committee, the following resolution was discussed and approved 
unanimously by the meeting of all ACDA Officers and Board Members. 

Whereas the chief purpose of the American Choral Directors Association is the 
improvement of all phases of choral music in the United States, and  

Whereas much choral music – especially that of earlier periods – is published in a 
manner which does not accurately represent the composer’s intentions nor render 
maximum service to the needs of the conscientious choral director, 

Therefore Be It Resolved that the Association offer the publishers of choral music 
the following editorial suggestions and standards, the adoption of which it believes will 
materially improve editing practices without excessive cost to the publisher and the 
purchaser, and 

Be It Resolved that the Association membership support the recommended 
standards wherever possible by purchasing publications which exemplify the best editing 
practices and by avoiding those which do not.41 
 

                                                 
36 Collins to ACDA, memorandum, March 7, 1968, ACDA International Archives. 
37 Collins to DeJournett, June 1, 1970, ACDA International Archives. 
38 Collins, “What Is a Good Edition,” 15. 
39 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
40 Collins, “What Is a Good Edition,” 15. 
41 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
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The committee agreed that many of the practical editions published in the late 1960s were 

poor representations of the composer’s intent. This statement encouraged choral directors to 

assist in implementing editing reform through their purchasing power. Collins explained, 

“Somehow we must educate the membership to begin buying editions more intelligently, 

because only dollar pressure will ultimately make the publishers change their ways.”42 

1968 Resolution – Section Two: Terminology 

 The terminology used by choral music publishers was ambiguous; therefore, the 

committee suggested that publishers use standardized definitions to identify the format of their 

publications. Collins complained that the terms “arrangement,” “transcription,” and “edition” 

had “been used so imprecisely that the purchaser is unable to determine exactly what he is 

buying.”43 He further explained, “These three words have been used ambiguously and 

interchangeably in choral publications for too long. The music purchaser who sees these terms 

can be no more certain of what he is buying than he could be in a grocery store where labels have 

been pasted on cans with no regard for their contents.”44  

In their resolution, the Choral Editing Standards Committee recommended that these 

terms be standardized and clearly defined: “Each of the three major types of choral publications 

which are not original compositions – arrangements, transcriptions, and editions – requires 

different publishing procedures. The use of these terms should be standardized and publications 

labeled according to this standard.”45 If all of the publishers used the same terminology, buyers 

could then make an informed decision about the type of publication they were purchasing.  

 

                                                 
42 Collins to DeJournett, June 1, 1970, ACDA International Archives. 
43 Collins, “What Is a Good Edition,” 15. 
44 Collins, “The Choral Conductor and the Musicologist,” 123. 
45 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 



 

15 
 

 

Arrangements 

In the resolution, the committee offered the following definition of an “arrangement”: 

An arrangement is a deliberate alteration of the composer’s original intention, such as 
occurs in the re-writing for chorus of a solo song or an instrumental piece; the reworking 
of a mixed chorus for some other choral combination; the adapting of a new text to the 
music; or the harmonization for chorus of a pre-existent melody such as a folk or popular 
song. Arrangements should include information concerning the original version, its 
composer, its performing forces, title, text, and opus number. The identification of the 
source of the music used by the arranger is also desirable.46 
 
Collins added, “Arranging also encompasses the unfortunate practice of simplifying or 

otherwise altering a piece for some reason or other – usually apparent only to the arranger – 

without changing the performing forces involved.”47 The committee cited another common 

misuse of the term: “The common practice of publishing “arrangements” which are simply 

reprints of pieces for the same performing forces with someone’s ideas of interpretation and/or a 

translation of the text should be strongly discouraged. Such publications are more properly 

termed “editions” and should follow the standards for editions which are given below.”48 

While examining choral music scores that were published prior to 1975, it was common 

to discover numerous examples of the ambiguous use of the term “arrangement.” According to 

the committee’s definition, the adapting of a new text to music would be considered an 

arrangement. An example of such a work is “Music Be Praised,” published by Theodore Presser 

Company in 1973 (Figure 2.1). The title page and the first page of the octavo indicated that the 

piece was composed by Giovanni Gabrieli and edited by Robert Field. However, there is only 

one text provided, an English text by Melinda Edwards. There is no use of the term “arranged” in 

the octavo. The words “edited by” suggested that this publication was an edition, not an 

                                                 
46 Ibid., 14. 
47 Collins, “The Choral Conductor and the Musicologist,” 124. 
48 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
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arrangement. Since the original text was not supplied, this piece would be considered an 

arrangement based on the committee’s recommendations.  

Figure 2.1. “Music Be Praised” edited by Robert Field. Copyright 1973 by Theodore Presser 
Company. All Rights Reserved. Used By Permission. 
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Shawnee Press published a similar piece of music in 1974, but it is correctly labeled as an 

arrangement. According to the first page, “Come, Let Us Sing a Song of Joy” (Figure 2.2) was 

also composed by Giovanni Gabrieli. The text, another English translation, was adapted from 

Psalm 95. Once again, the original text was not present. Here, the publisher correctly used the 

words “arranged by” Dayton W. Nordin. Use of the term “edited” would have been incorrect 

according to the committee’s resolution.  
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Figure 2.2. “Come, Let Us Sing a Song of Joy” arranged by Dayton W. Nordin. Copyright 1974 
by Shawnee Press. All Rights Reserved. Used By Permission. 
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According to the resolution, the reworking of a mixed chorus for some other choral 

combination was considered an arrangement. This definition included any music originally 

scored for SATB that has been adapted for male or female chorus, such as SSA or TTBB 

settings.  E.C. Schirmer’s publication of Thomas Morley’s “Now Is the Month of Maying” 

copyrighted in 1931 and renewed in 1958 (Figure 2.3) is an example of this type of arrangement. 

This octavo, scored for female voices, was correctly labeled as an arrangement; however, none 

of the original material was provided, making it impossible for the purchaser to tell what has 

been altered. Was the original work scored for four voices?  

At the bottom, E.C. Schirmer placed an advertisement for the same piece arranged for 

men’s voices or mixed voices. Perhaps one of these choices is voiced similarly to the original? 

Morley’s madrigal was originally scored for five voices, but it is impossible to conclude that by 

looking at this publication. Similar arrangements prompted the committee to include their 

suggestion that the original version, composer, performing forces, title, text, and opus number 

should be indicated on all early music arrangements. 
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Figure 2.3. “Now Is the Month of Maying” arranged by G.W.W. Copyright 1931,1958 by E.C. 
Shirmer Music Company, a division of ECS Publishing, Boston, MA. Used by Permission. 
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 In the late 1920s, G. Ricordi and Company printed a series of octavos with the heading, 

“Collection of Part Songs and Choruses for Male, Female and Mixed Voices.”  The example 

following included the words “arranged for mixed voices” on the title page (Figure 2.4). If this 

piece was “arranged” for SSATB, then how was it scored originally by Monteverdi? The name 

of the arranger was not included anywhere in the publication. On the inside cover, credit was 

given to the individuals who provided the English translation, but it was unclear whether or not 

the same persons edited the work. Based on the information that was given, it appears that 

Monteverdi was the arranger, not the composer. There was no information printed on the inside 

of the octavo that suggested otherwise.   
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Figure 2.4. “O Leave Me” by Claudio Monteverdi. Copyright 1929 by G. Ricordi and Company.  
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 It was not uncommon to see a publication that used the words “edited and arranged” 

simultaneously. For example, a 1938 Stainer and Bell publication of “Ave Verum Corpus” by 

William Byrd (Figure 2.5) included the phrase: “Edited and arranged from Gradualia Book I and 

an English text added by Edmund H. Fellowes.” According to the Choral Editing Standards 

Committee, an octavo should not be labeled as both an edition and an arrangement. If the 

original text was included, the addition of an English text below does not constitute an 

arrangement. There was no indication that the music had been rescored for four voices rather 

than another combination. It did not appear that this music was once a solo song, nor a 

harmonization of a pre-existing melody. By the resolution’s definition, this piece was considered 

an edition, not an arrangement.  
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Figure 2.5. “Ave Verum Corpus” edited by Edmund H. Fellowes. Copyright 1938 by Stainer and 
Bell. Used by Permission. 
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 In 1940, the H.W. Gray Company published the motet “I Have Longed For Thy Saving 

Health” by William Byrd (Figure 2.6). According to the title page, this piece was an arrangement 

by Alfred Whitehead. Once again, the term arrangement was not suitable based on the definition 

provided by the Choral Editing Standards Committee. According to the resolution, this 

publication should have been labeled as an edition. It appears that Mr. Whitehead simply added 

his own expressive markings to the motet. This publication was a good example of the misuse of 

the term “arrangement” that the committee discouraged in their resolution. It may be noted, 

however, that there was not enough information in the octavo about the original source to 

appropriately label it without question.  
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Figure 2.6. “I Have Longed For Thy Saving Health” arranged by Alfred Whitehead. Music by 
William Byrd. Copyright Belwin-Mills Publishing Corp. A division of Alfred Music Publishing 
Co., Inc. All Rights Reserved. Used by Permission. 
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Transcriptions 

According to Collins, “A transcription is properly the literal reproduction of an original 

source in a new notation.”49 By this definition, every modern Renaissance edition was 

considered a transcription. Ronald Broude, a publisher who served on the Choral Editing 

Standards Committee in the late 1970s, explained how the term might be used in this way:  

Since most Renaissance and all earlier non-Western music was first written down in 
systems of notation which are not readily comprehensible to modern performers who 
have not had special training, modern editions of Medieval and Renaissance music 
usually entail transcription into modern notation.50 
 

The Choral Editing Standards committee offered the following definition and recommendation 

regarding transcriptions: 

A transcription is the literal reproduction of an original source in a different notation. 
Normally this is useful to the scholar only, and it is falling into disuse in earlier music 
because of the increasing use of facsimile prints, because the earlier the original source is 
the more it requires editorial interpretation, and because it is easily confused with the use 
of the word in later instrumental music where it signifies the rewriting of a composition 
for a new medium, what is defined as an arrangement above. It is suggested that the term 
no longer be utilized in choral publications.51 
 

The committee argued that the use of the term “transcription” was not helpful. If the term was 

used to indicate that the piece was rewritten in modern notation, then the publishers were stating 

an obvious fact. If the term was used to label an instrumental or solo piece that was rewritten into 

a choral work, it would be better to call it an arrangement.  

 An example of a publication that was labeled a transcription is “Benedixisti Domine” 

transcribed by Carl A. Rosenthal and published by G. Schirmer in 1943 (Figure 2.7). It is unclear 

what the publisher meant by the word “transcribed” here. Most likely, it was just an indication 

that the music had been rewritten into modern notation. Based on the information that is 

                                                 
49 Collins, “The Choral Conductor and the Musicologist,” 124. 
50 Ronald Broude, “Arrangement, Transcription, Edition,” 26. 
51 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
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available, or lack thereof, the committee probably would have considered this piece to be an 

edition.  

Figure 2.7. “Benedixisti Domine” transcribed by Carl A. Rosenthal. Copyright 1943 (Renewed) 
by G. Schirmer, Inc. (ASCAP). International Copyright Secured. All Rights Reserved. Used By 
Permission. 
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Other publications, such as “If Ye Love Me” printed by Blandford Press in 1965 (Figure 

2.8), used the phrase “transcribed and edited by” on the title page. Once again, the term 

“transcribed” was likely used to indicate that the music had been written in a modern script. The 

term “edited by” would have been sufficient in this case. 

Figure 2.8. “If Ye Love Me” by Thomas Tallis, transcribed and edited by Peter Le Huray. 
Copyright Blandford Press Ltd. 1965. Reproduced by Permission of CopyCat Music Licensing 
LLC, obo Oxford University Press. All Rights Reserved. 
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There were some publications on the market that did not include any identifying 

terminology. G. Schirmer printed a version of Palestrina’s “Tu Es Petrus” (Figure 2.9) that did 

not identify any type of editor, arranger, or transcriber. Without a defining label, the publisher 

was implying that the music was presented exactly as Palestrina wrote it. There were interpretive 

and expressive markings throughout the octavo, yet the composer’s name was the only one listed 

in the publication.  
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Figure 2.9. “Tu Es Petrus” by Giovanni Pierluigi da Palenstrina. Copyright 1572 (Renewed) by 
Chester Music Ltd. (ASCAP) International Copyright Secured. All Rights Reserved Used By 
Permission.  
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Editions 
 

An edition is a transcription which is made ready for modern performance. Its goal is to 
provide a version of the music as close as possible to the composer’s intentions in a form 
which easily permits the performer to realize those intentions if he chooses to and can. It 
must include everything left by the composer (or the sources closest to him) and must 
identify any deviations from or additions to the original made by the editor. The editor 
may provide as many suggestions for performance as he wishes – indeed, he should 
indicate fully, on the basis of his knowledge of the performance practices of the time, his 
opinion of how the composer would have expected the piece to be performed; but in 
simple honesty, he must always differentiate between editorial opinion and original 
material.52 
 
The goal was the authenticity of the score. The committee believed that a conductor 

purchasing a piece of music should be able to distinguish the composer’s intentions from the 

editor’s suggestions. Collins added, “The ideal edition of a piece of music is one that most 

accurately reveals the composer’s expectations for its performance.”53 Even if the performer 

decided not to follow those expectations, the editor was expected to provide the information as a 

viable option. A good edition, therefore, should have included as much information about the 

original source as possible. Under the committee’s recommendation, editorial marks for 

expression and interpretation were allowed as long as the editor identified them as his own.   

1968 Resolution – Section Three: Minimum Standards of Editorial Practice 

 The most detailed portion of the 1968 resolution was the section labeled “Minimum 

Standards of Editorial Practice.” Collins and the committee offered ten specific suggestions to 

the publishers. These recommendations were considered by the committee to be the basic 

necessities for early music editions. The editions that were cited in the previous figures met very 

few of these requirements. A cursory examination of hundreds of early music scores suggested 

the majority of editions on the market in 1968 did not follow these minimum standards.   

                                                 
52 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
53 Collins, “The Choral Conductor and the Musicologist,” 128. 
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 The first minimum standard of the resolution read as follows: “The sources used in 

preparing the edition should be identified. If the source is a recognized scholarly edition – such 

as the collected works of a composer – many of the following procedures may be eliminated, 

providing always that such is identified and changes from it are specified.”54  

When editing early music, the intentions of the composer are not always obvious. Music 

that is several hundred years old may not exist in the form of an original manuscript, and 

secondary sources must often be referenced. The performer must know what sources were used 

in order to properly assess the quality and authenticity of the edition. Collins explained, “Since a 

conscientious performer wants an edition that conforms as closely as possible to the composer’s 

intent, the editor should identify his sources so that the authenticity of the edition can be 

evaluated.”55  Collins also complained about the common practice of editors copying other 

editions rather than beginning with an original source as a point of departure: 

A fringe benefit to the practice of documenting sources is to reduce the plagiarizing of 
editions which is so frequent. Presumably editor Doe will not care to admit he has pirated 
his edition from editor Smith. There are examples of as many as six or eight successive 
generations of an edition that perpetuate and compound misprints, errors, alterations, and 
misunderstandings, to the point where the latest version bears little relation to what the 
composer originally wrote.56 
 

The first minimum standard was written to discourage such practices in the publishing industry.  

 The second minimum standard required editors to include all of the original material for 

the composition: 

All original material, including the original composer, title, opus number, and 
instrumentation of the composition should be supplied, as well as such matters as figured 
bass numbers and original realizations. Where piano-vocal score format is necessary, a 
description of the original instrumentation should be included.57  
 

                                                 
54 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
55 Collins, “What Is a Good Edition,” 16. 
56 Ibid., 16. 
57  “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
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The committee placed an emphasis on supplying as much original material as possible. 

This information was necessary to inform the buyer of any changes that were made by the editor. 

Collins commented, “Adoption of this standard would eliminate undetectable additions and 

omissions, spurious attributions to composers, and incorrect titles, not to mention performance 

indications.”58 Opus numbers helped composers to identify the piece so that it could be 

compared to other editions on the market. Figured bass numbers and realizations, if available, 

should be included to provide more insight into what the composer originally wrote.  

Many choral editions included keyboard reductions of the vocal parts to assist the singers 

in rehearsal. Collins and the committee supported such reductions, but they suggested in the 

resolution that keyboard reductions should be accompanied by an explanation of what 

instrumentation was used originally. Collins further explained, “A sensitive performer would 

certainly not use the same piano technique for a passage originally intended for string orchestras 

as for one designed for brass ensemble and percussion.”59 Collins also proposed that 

compositions that were originally unaccompanied should be printed with a keyboard reduction 

which is labeled “for rehearsal only.”60 

 The third minimum standard in the resolution addressed the use of texts: “The original 

text should be provided with the music, as well as any translations or adaptations, and the author, 

translator, source, and liturgical use of the text should be identified wherever possible.”61 The 

most obvious way that choral music differs from instrumental music is by the inclusion of a text. 

Choral composers set their music with a particular text in mind. They often highlight the text by 

writing music to evoke an emotion or affection or by using word-painting to accentuate a 

                                                 
58 Collins, “What Is a Good Edition,” 16. 
59 Ibid., 16. 
60 Ibid., 16. 
61 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
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particular word or phrase. Changes in the text, therefore, are a serious deviation from the 

composer’s intention. The Choral Editing Standards Committee wanted publishers to disclose 

any modifications to the text because the composer’s original setting was shaped by the 

language.  

 Collins suggested that the fourth minimum standard was the most important: “All 

editorial changes in and additions to the original sources must be clearly distinguishable. There 

are several recognized methods for doing so simply (see below).”62 The most common problem 

that Collins and the committee recognized was the publisher’s failure to indicate in the music 

which materials were added by the editor. Collins commented, “This is a matter of simple 

honesty, of determining whose property (music) is whose. If the editor fails to make clear what 

he has added, the purchasers cannot know how to perform the piece according to the composer’s 

wishes.”63  

The committee did not object to the addition of expressive markings by a knowledgeable 

editor as long as the added material was properly identified as editorial. Collins explained their 

position: 

This is not to say – as some have – that the editor should not on the basis of his 
knowledge of historical performance practices, his experience, and his musical intuition 
provide a score which indicates the way he believes the work should be performed. 
Indeed, he is obligated to do so in a performing edition. But the distinction between his 
work and that of the composer should be beyond question, in order that the performer 
may choose whether or not to follow the editor’s advice.64 

 
Collins suggested that editors put their additions in parenthesis or set them in smaller type. Such 

methods would help conductors to distinguish the editorial marks from the composer’s original 

work.  

                                                 
62 Ibid., 14. 
63 Collins, “What Is a Good Edition,” 16. 
64 Ibid., 16. 
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 The committee’s fifth minimum standard was a recommendation that editors modernize 

all musical notation: 

Where necessary, rhythmic values, rhythmic grouping, accents, pitch levels, clefs, time 
signatures, key signatures, and other notation should be modernized. When such changes 
are made, an incipit showing the original notation should be included, and a description 
of the alterations not shown by the incipit be supplied in an editorial note. Anachronistic 
notation should be avoided at all costs.65 
 
The committee included this standard “to counteract certain old-fashioned musicologists 

who feel that an edition should ultimately be a near facsimile of the composer’s autograph score, 

which would usually be incomprehensible to a modern chorus.”66 Although the committee was 

concerned with authenticity, they recognized the need for the music to be available in a practical 

format. Most choruses would not be able to perform a piece of early music without seeing it in 

modernized notation.  

The committee was not opposed to the modernization of the score, but they wanted 

editors to include some background information on the original material. Adding an incipit was 

an easy way for editors to provide the conductor with a guide to the original notation. Collins 

also suggested that editors might use “a simple statement such as ‘The original rhythmic notation 

has been halved, the pitch raised a minor third, and tempo and dynamic markings have been 

added by the editor.’”67 Such a statement would give the conductor adequate insight into the 

original notation without sacrificing the practicality of the modernized score for performance 

purposes.  

 The sixth minimum standard addressed the matter of using choral and instrumental 

editions simultaneously: “Where two different editions must be used together – as in the case of 

separate choral and instrumental parts – every effort should be made to assist the performer to 

                                                 
65 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
66 Collins, “What Is a Good Edition,” 17. 
67 Ibid., 16-17. 
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identify and rectify differences between them. A full score usually eliminates such problems and 

is usually preferable to separate parts, though it admittedly is not always practical.”68 The 

committee included this standard because of discrepancies that were common between the choral 

and instrumental versions of the same piece. Collins explained, 

Many conductors have from time to time been seriously inconvenienced in a rehearsal of 
a chorus and instrumentalists by rehearsal numbers which do not correspond or by choral 
parts in which the changes do not correspond with the instrumental parts, even when both 
came from the same publisher. The committee felt that was incumbent upon the publisher 
to rectify such conflicts.69 
 
In the seventh minimum standard, the committee recommended that relevant historical 

dates be included in each composition. According to Collins, specific information about the 

composition was more important than general information about the composer: “The composer’s 

dates and the date of the composition should be given where known. It is more desirable to 

provide musical and historical information about the piece itself and its performance than 

biographical information about the composer which is easily obtainable elsewhere.”70  

 The eighth minimum standard of the resolution read as follows: 

Measure numbers or rehearsal letters should be provided to assist the rehearsal. In order 
to stimulate more musical rehearsing, such markings should be placed at convenient 
stopping and starting points in the music, rather than by some arbitrary system such as 
every fifth measure on the beginning of each staff, provided that they are frequent enough 
to eliminate any necessity for extensive counting in rehearsal.71 
 
According to Collins, the committee did not agree on this standard. Some committee 

members suggested that an arbitrary system of numbering every five measures was sufficient.72 

The majority of the committee, however, agreed that a numbering system was needed for 

                                                 
68 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
69 Collins, “What Is a Good Edition,” 17.  
70 “Resolution: Choral Editing Standards Committee,” 14. 
71 Ibid., 14. 
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rehearsal purposes. Most of the committee wanted publishers to use rehearsal letters or measure 

numbers at significant structural divisions in the composition. 

In the ninth minimum standard, the committee recommended that publishers print poetic 

texts in the original form: “The entire text and any translation should be printed straight through 

in easily readable form before the piece in order that it may be read and understood as a 

whole.”73 In choral octavos, the text often is spread out over several pages, and many of the 

textual phrases are repeated, making it difficult to read and comprehend as a unit. This standard 

was recommended as an educational tool to assist singers with their understanding of the poetry.  

After the resolution was printed, it was recommended that the ninth standard be 

combined with the third. On the subject of textual considerations, Collins added, “The practice of 

providing some voices with the original language and the translation to others should be 

discouraged as very difficult to use. The original text and the translation should be provided for 

all voices.”74 Editors who did not follow this practice required some singers to read the text from 

a different vocal line. Such editions were cumbersome and awkward for the singer. 

 In the tenth minimum standard, the committee recommended “an estimated time of 

performance should be provided.”75 When publishers include the length of performance, it assists 

the conductor with program planning.  

 According to Collins, the last five minimum standards of the committee’s resolution were 

written to increase the convenience of editions, and these standards were considered optional.76 

However, the first five minimum standards were “clearly not expendable.”77 The committee, 

therefore, saw the first five standards as essential elements for all choral music editions. These 
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were the standards that encouraged the accuracy of the score by requiring editors to include as 

much original material as possible in their publications. The original sources, composer, title, 

opus number, instrumentation, text, rhythmic values, accents, pitch levels, clefs, time signatures, 

and key signatures were considered by the committee to be the critical and indispensable 

elements of the edition. Cosmetic considerations such as measure numbers, rehearsal letters, and 

the time of performance were commendable, but not essential.   

 During the 1980s, Walter Collins edited several selections of music from the public 

domain, and these editions were published as a series by Hinshaw Music. The series was called 

Familiar Choral Masterworks in Authoritative Editions by Walter S. Collins. Collins’ editions 

from this series follow almost all of the minimum standards recommended by the committee in 

the 1968 resolution. Comparing one of Collins’ editions with an older publication of the same 

work displays the contrast that existed between typical editorial practices and the committee’s 

recommended standards.  

 A 1956 edition of Orlando Gibbons’ “The Silver Swan” published by Carl Fischer and 

editied by Edward S. Breck (Figure 2.10) demonstrated many of the editorial problems the 

committee addressed in the 1968 resolution. In this edition, none of the source material was 

identified. The composer’s name was listed, but there were no dates to indicate when the 

composer lived or when the piece was written. The tempo was marked “larghetto,” and dynamic 

markings were used throughout the edition. There were no statements given to suggest that these 

dynamic and tempo indications were editorial; consequently, a conductor might assume the 

markings were from the composer. Slurs and accent marks were added without any commentary. 

The notation was modernized, but no incipit was given as a reference to the original. There were 

no measure numbers or rehearsal letters included. The text was not printed at the beginning of 
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the publication, making it difficult for singers to read the poetry as a unit. This edition only 

meets one of the resolution’s minimum standards; an estimated time of performance was 

included.  

Figure 2.10. “The Silver Swan” edited by Edward S. Breck. Copyright 1956 by Carl Fischer, Inc. 
International Copyright Secured. All Rights Reserved. Used By Permission. 
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The Walter Collins’ edition of “The Silver Swan” (Figure 2.11) was published by 

Hinshaw Music in 1984. In this edition, an incipit was included to reference the original notation. 

The composer’s birth and death dates were included. Collins labeled the tempo “andante,” but he 

used brackets to indicate that this designation was an editorial suggestion. Editorial slurs were 

marked with a slash. Collins included footnotes at the bottom of the page to identify other 

editorial changes or suggestions. On later pages of the octavo (Figure 2.12), Collins used 

footnotes to indicate editorial changes to the text and to recommend accidentals.  
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Figure 2.11. “The Silver Swan” edited by Walter S. Collins. Copyright 1984 by Hinshaw Music, 
Inc. Reprinted with Permission. 
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Figure 2.12. “The Silver Swan” edited by Walter S. Collins. Copyright 1984 by Hinshaw Music, 
Inc. Reprinted with Permission. 
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Collins included an editorial note (Figure 2.13) at the beginning of the octavo to provide 

information about the original source, the editorial method, and the text. He also gave 

performance suggestions on the following page. The editorial note included an approximate date 

of composition and the original text in its entirety. Information under the heading of “editorial 

method” indicated that all tempo and dynamic markings were editorial and were not part of the 

composer’s original composition. Barlines were added to modernize the notation, and cautionary 

accidentals appeared in parentheses. 
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Figure 2.13. “The Silver Swan” edited by Walter S. Collins. Copyright 1984 by Hinshaw Music, 
Inc. Reprinted with Permission. 
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Collins’ edition of “The Silver Swan” met almost all of the ten minimum standards 

recommended by the Choral Editing Standards Committee in its 1968 resolution. It included the 

original source and text material (standards 1-3). Editorial changes were distinguishable from the 

original music (standard 4); consequently, suggestions from the editor may not be mistaken as 

the composer’s markings. An incipit was included to reference the original notation (standard 5). 

The composer’s dates and the date of composition were listed (standard 7). Measure numbers 

were added for rehearsal purposes (standard 8). The entire text was printed in the editorial note 

(standard 9). The Breck edition published by Carl Fischer included an estimated time of 

performance (standard 10), but the Collins’ edition did not. 

1968 Resolution – Section Four: Ultimate Standards of Editorial Practice 

 The closing paragraph of the 1968 resolution was labeled with the heading “Ultimate 

Standards for Editorial Practice.” This section read as follows: 

As a maximum goal, publishers should eventually adopt a recognized, detailed, and 
unified standard of editorial practice in earlier music. For excellence, practical 
availability, and unity of international practice, the American Choral Directors 
Association suggests as this standard the pamphlet entitled Editing Early Music: Notes on 
the Preparation of Printer’s Copy, published by Novello and Co., Oxford University 
Press Music Department, and Stainer and Bell. In order to begin immediate progress 
toward that goal, we urge that this pamphlet be provided now by each publishing 
company to its editors. Useful discussions of editorial problems also appear in Emery’s 
Editions and Musicians (Novello, 1957) and Dart’s The Interpretation of Music (Harper 
and Row, 1963).78 
 
Collins and the committee finished the document by stating their long-term goal for the 

standardization of early music editing practices. If the publishers would adopt a unified standard 

of editing, the problems cited by the committee would appear less frequently in the choral music 

market. Specific resources were suggested by the committee as a temporary solution to the 

committee’s request for the publishers to standardize their practices.  
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Educating the Publishers & Purchasers 

 During the summer of 1968, Collins distributed the resolution, which had already been 

approved by ACDA’s membership and printed in Choral Journal, to choral music publishers.  

Collins sent the publishers a copy of the resolution along with a letter asking for their 

cooperation and input. He later explained, “Extra copies of the Journal page were run, and three 

copies were sent to several hundred publishers of choral music in the United States and Canada 

with a cover letter asking them for suggestions.”79 The letter read as follows: 

 Gentlemen: 
I should like to call your attention to the enclosed Resolution which was adopted 

by the American Choral Directors Association at its National Convention in March. It 
was drawn up after two years of effort by the Committee listed, which includes some of 
the finest and most active editors in the United States. 

The Resolution represents a preliminary attempt to standardize terminology and 
improve editorial practices in publications of choral works in the public domain. It has 
appeared in Choral Journal, the official organ of ACDA, and will be reprinted in several 
other journals. It will also be presented at choral clinics and used in classes throughout 
the country. We hope to give it the widest possible distribution, because we are well 
aware that the first step in changing publication practices is the education of the 
purchaser. 

We should be very grateful if you would study the proposal and consider adopting 
its suggestions in your own publications. We should also welcome any comments you 
would like to make as well as any suggestions for improvements you can offer. We hope 
to refine the Resolution and raise its minimum standards over the years; certainly the 
publisher’s feelings should be a major factor in any such revision. 

I enclose several copies of the Resolution for you to distribute to your editors and 
arrangers. We sincerely hope you and they will join us in this attempt to improve our 
profession.80 

 
 Collins perceived that educating the publishers was a necessary step for encouraging 

reform in editing practices. He also realized that the purchasing public had to be equally 

informed. Minutes from an ACDA Board meeting show that Collins reported the committee’s 

strategy to the leadership:  
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Exciting reports of the National Standing Committee chairmen were highlighted by 
Walter Collins’ report on Choral Editing Standards. Discussion centered around 
implementing his Resolutions regarding music publishing which had been accepted by 
ACDA at the 1968 Seattle meeting and which no one seemed to follow. A positive 
approach to inform the membership as to what to look for in accurate editing was 
advocated.81 

 

The committee attempted to accomplish this goal by having the resolution reprinted in other 

journals. Committee members also agreed to present the resolution to choral conductors at other 

venues when they had the opportunity. Collins wrote,  

At the same time, believing that the ultimate instrument of change would be the 
purchasing habits of choral conductors, a campaign was mounted to inform the 
profession of the standards and to encourage their use as a guideline for purchases. 
Accordingly, the resolution was reprinted in American Choral Review (January 1970) and 
in The Diapason (June-July 1970). The Committee members also volunteered to present 
workshops, papers, panels, and discussions on the subject at conventions, meetings, and 
choral conducting classes.82 
 

When the resolution was reprinted in American Choral Review, Collins asked choral conductors 

to be responsible when making choices about early music editions:  

A great number of purchasers of choral music will have to begin demanding accuracy and 
clarity in what they buy and, in effect, invalidate the excuse that quality will not sell. As 
long as choral conductors buy any version of Lasso’s Echo Song or accept any changes 
inflicted upon Brahms’s How Lovely Is Thy Dwelling Place, there is no incentive for 
many publishers to change their ways.83 

 
The Choral Editing Standards Committee realized that change was unlikely unless both 

sides were properly educated. ACDA had to communicate their grievances to the industry, but 

ultimately, the publishers were going to print editions that they could sell. The committee hoped 

that choral conductors would become more knowledgeable about the editorial quality of early 
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music so that they might, through their purchasing power, influence the publishing industry to 

follow ACDA’s editing standards.  

The Publishers’ Response 

 Collins and the committee expressed their desire for choral music publishers to embrace 

the editing standards outlined in the 1968 resolution. According to Collins, however, publishers 

showed little interest in the document: 

The response, I am sorry to report, was considerably less than overwhelming. Other than 
two or three courtesy thank-you’s, and one request for fifty more copies, there was only 
one thoughtful and lengthy letter about the Resolution itself. Furthermore, I have noticed 
little improvement in the actual publications appearing on the market.84   
 
In another letter, Collins wrote, “the response was very limited, and the situation did not 

improve much.”85 Collins reported this news to the ACDA Board in 1973. Minutes from the 

meeting read, “To date, little action was evidenced by the publishing community.”86 Collins was 

frustrated with the lack of results, but he vowed to continue advocating for change. He 

commented, 

The Committee still exists, and I am a patient man, so even if it takes twenty years to 
make some progress, it will be worth it. We’ll keep at it, though I am not sure how we 
proceed from here. Somehow we must educate the membership to begin buying editions 
more intelligently, because only dollar pressure will ultimately make the publishers 
change their ways.87 
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CHAPTER 3 

COLLABORATION WITH THE MUSIC PUBLISHERS ASSOCIATION 

Negotiations with the Music Publishers Association 

 Apparently convinced that a new approach was necessary, Collins led the committee to 

recruit the assistance of the Music Publishers Association to revise the standards from the 1968 

resolution. Collins presumed that music publishers might be more accepting of the editing 

standards if MPA endorsed the document. He described the committee’s new strategy: “Our next 

tack during the 70s was to involve the Music Publishers Association themselves in the hopes that 

if the publishers had a hand in establishing such standards, they might be more willing to follow 

them.”88  

Collins began negotiating with MPA in 1972. His goal was to produce a new document in 

pamphlet form as a collaboration between ACDA and MPA. In a letter to ACDA Executive 

Director Wayne Hugoboom, Collins described his discussions with MPA: 

I have just heard from the Music Publishers Association that they indeed are interested in 
cooperating on a pamphlet on editing standards. (I had told you I was negotiating with 
them, hadn’t I?) This is an important step, because this is the first time I have been able to 
get any interest out of the publishers, and without their cooperation we could yell for 
twenty years about publishing standards and get nowhere. They asked for enough copies 
of the Resolution and my recent article to distribute to their membership.89 
 
Collins asked Hugoboom to mail fifty copies of the 1968 resolution to MPA along with 

one copy of his Choral Journal article, “What Is a Good Edition?” For the first time, Collins had 
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reason to believe the publishers were interested in cooperating with ACDA on editing standards, 

but it would take years for the two organizations to agree on a joint document.  

A New Committee 

Though an exact date is unknown, Walter Collins stepped down as chairman of the 

Choral Editing Standards Committee sometime between 1973 and 1975.  Collins became 

President-Elect of ACDA in 1975. He may have resigned as chairman due to his new leadership 

responsibilities with ACDA. However, he remained interested in the editing standards project, 

and he continued to work with the committee as a consultant. An undated document implied that 

Elliot Forbes of Harvard University was appointed as chairman of the committee.90 Another 

document, also undated, listed Russell Hammar of Kalamazoo College as the chairman.91 A 

letter from Collins to Crawford Thoburn suggested that Hammar was in place as the committee 

chairman prior to September 9, 1975.92 If Forbes served as chairman of the committee, his tenure 

was short-lived. The 1975 committee included the following members: 

• Russell Hammar, Chairman, Kalamazoo College 

• Joseph Boonin, Joseph Boonin, Inc. 

• Walter Collins, University of Colorado 

• Phillip Crabtree, Cincinnati College 

• Walter Gould, Lawson-Gould Publishers 

• Iva Dee Hiatt, Smith College 

• Bernard Kalban, Edward B. Marks Music 

• Gordon Lamb, University of Texas 
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• Don Malin, Edward B. Marks Music 

• Alfred Mann, Eastman School of Music 

• Russell Mathis, President of ACDA 

• James McKelvy, Mark Foster Music 

• Denis Stevens, Santa Barbara, CA 

• John Owen Ward, Boosey and Hawkes  

• Franklin Zimmerman, University of Pennsylvania 

• Crawford Thoburn, consultant, Wells College93 

Collins, Hiatt, Malin, Mann, McKelvy, Stevens, Ward, and Zimmerman were the members who 

remained from the original committee. Boonin, Gould, and Kalban were likely added to increase 

the publishers’ representation on the committee.  

 Crawford Thoburn was added as a consultant to the committee because of his position as 

head of the reviewing staff of Choral Journal, a post he held from September 1974 until May 

1979.94 During this period, Thoburn and the reviewing staff were committed to supporting the 

standards endorsed by the committee. Collins encouraged Thoburn to use the Choral Journal 

Choral Music Review section to call attention to publications that were poorly edited: 

It seems to me that such awareness could be increased if the Choral Review portion of the 
Journal would, month after month, bring to the attention of its readers the importance of 
thinking in terms of the editorial quality of the music reviewed as well as its musical 
worth. If each review of a piece in the public domain compared the quality of the edition 
to ACDA’s own standards, I believe that it would provide considerable assistance to the 
Committee’s task.95 
 

A few days after receiving Collins’ letter, Thoburn wrote a response: 
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The main subject of your letter is dear to my heart! As you may have noticed, I have been 
maintaining an ongoing feud with G. Schirmer and Lawson-Gould over the past year or 
so, and will continue to press the attack. And I shall Xerox copies of your enclosure and 
send them on to other members of the staff along with a note encouraging them to be 
more critical of editing standards. I do have an advantage which some of them may not 
share, in having an excellent library of collected editions at my disposal, enabling me to 
compare the edition in question with (hopefully) a relatively accurate one. I do feel guilty 
sometimes when I use up half of my allotted space per month exposing some of the 
fraudulent versions, at the expense of covering more releases, but feel very strongly, as 
you do, that this thing should be brought to the attention of our members. When I first 
started doing this, Wayne wondered if perhaps I should do an article about the general 
problem, but I countered that I felt that the review column was the proper place for it. I 
think that a single article may soon be forgotten, while consistent treatment of the issue 
month by month over the long-haul may eventually get some action. I am pleased that, by 
implication at least, you support the position we have taken, and I will do all I can to 
continue and intensify this type of coverage.96 
 

Thoburn had already been pressing publishers to improve the quality of their early music editions 

in his review column. He was particularly pointed in his column from September 1974: 

These Renaissance editions suffer, in my estimation, as have other recent issues by 
Schirmer, from an incomplete or non-existent citation of editorial practices. . . . The 
editor should make clear what he has done to the original material. Dynamic and tempo 
indications have been added, as well as an English translation of the Latin text. . . .  
 . . . These editions also suffer from a paucity of information about sources, editing 
practices, etc. For example, in addition to dynamic markings, tempo markings, and an 
English text, Klein has transposed both of them, the Victoria down a major third and the 
Palestrina down a whole tone. In addition, he has changed the meter signatures from cut 
time to 4/4 and halved the note values. The latter is not important, but the former is, in 
my opinion. . . .  
 . . . None of these changes are cited in the scores. However, the most flagrant 
unacknowledged editorial change comes in the Palestrina, where Klein has taken a piece 
which was originally written for double chorus, and converted it into one for single 
SATB choir. Because of the layout of the choirs in the original, it has not been necessary 
for him to “rearrange” the parts; the two choirs sing separately without overlap, except at 
the end where they join to sing exactly the same material. However, the dynamic and 
spatial contrasts imagined by the composer are totally distorted in this edition. 
 The result of all this is that now we have four editions of Renaissance works 
which should be performed – they all have musical quality – but which as editions are 
sadly below the standards that ACDA has endorsed. Why are these standards not being 
met consistently? Is it a matter of production costs? Surely it would not add that much to 
the cost per copy to print relevant editorial practices somewhere in the score. From my 
observations of Schirmer and Lawson-Gould editions during the last year, there seems to 
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be no publisher’s standard in this matter. If the editor chooses to include the information, 
it is printed; if he doesn’t, the publisher doesn’t seem to require it.97 
 

Although Thoburn was tough on publishers who were not following ACDA’s standards, he was 

also careful to give credit when a good edition was published. In his December 1974 column, 

Thoburn wrote, 

This issue is a model of what a good performing edition should be. The editor has 
prefaced the music with excellent introductory notes and a general discussion of the 
editorial practices which he has employed. There are copius footnotes throughout the 
body of the musical text, suggesting ornamentation, etc., but these and the editorial 
dynamic and phrasing indications (all clearly marked) are never obtrusive, and the score 
should be easy to work from.98 
 

Good editions existed in the market. The problem the committee faced with the publishers’ 

editions was consistency, and because of Thoburn’s work, Choral Journal reviews appeared to 

become another forum for educating choral conductors to be responsible consumers.  

New Document on Editing Standards 

 In January 1976, the new Choral Editing Standards Committee, chaired by Russell 

Hammar, drafted a revision of the 1968 resolution. This new document titled, “Basic 

Qualifications for Choral Editions,” was divided into three sections. The introductory section 

referenced the history of the 1968 resolution and the work of the original committee: 

The resolution of the original committee of the ACDA appointed in 1966 by the ACDA 
Executive Board created a document which formed the basis for the present committee’s 
deliberations. These efforts have been conducted by mail.  
 A particularly significant statement of the original committee asserted that “the 
Association membership be urged to support the recommended standards wherever 
possible by purchasing publications which exemplify the best editing practices and by 
refusing to support those which do not.” 
 This mandate clearly outlined for all future deliberations that all publishers of 
choral music and the ACDA membership had a large stake in supporting an all-out effort 
to improve editorial standards of choral publications.99 
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As in the 1968 resolution, the second part of the document was a section on terminology. 

Once again, definitions for the words “arrangement,” “transcription,” and “edition” were offered. 

The final section of the draft was a rewritten version of the minimum standards from the 1968 

document. In the new version, the standards were placed under seven topical headings: (1) 

sources, (2) original material, (3) original text, (4) editorial method, (5) notation, (6) 

simultaneous use of two editions, and (7) historical information.100 Criteria were included for 

each of these elements, and the committee recommended that publishers follow the editing 

standards in the document.  

The Publishers’ Response 

Initially, the publishers’ response to the new draft was no different than it had been after 

the 1968 resolution was written. Minutes from a March 1977 ACDA meeting indicated that the 

publishers were still unhappy with the standards: “Thus far, reaction from publishers to the 

suggested editorial guidelines has been negative. Publishers say that adoption of new standards is 

not feasible. The committee will continue to press for action.”101 Collins, along with Don Malin, 

still thought the best way to encourage the publishers to act was by educating consumers. Malin 

suggested that ACDA should continue to use Choral Journal Choral Reviews column to bring 

more attention to poor editions: 

These standards, it seems to me, will be achieved as choral directors become better 
educated and more critical of editions. And I suggest that ACDA has a fine potential 
toward this type of education in the Review columns of the Choral Journal. Perhaps the 
ACDA Board can influence the reviewers to exercise stricter criticism in the reviews. I 
read carefully the reviews in a recent issue of the Choral Journal. There were 65 in all 
and in only three was there any adverse criticism of the music – all the others were 
favorable. Now it is possible that reviewers simply ignore the inferior music, but the 
reviews as they stand concern themselves primarily with degree of difficulty, type of 
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choir to which the music is adapted, etc. Only one of several reviewers related his 
critiques to the details of editing. 
 It seems to me that ACDA can do quite a bit by evaluating the editing in the 
reviews. I hope you will see that your criteria are brought to the attention of every college 
and university director who teaches choral conducting and repertoire.102 
 
Collins copied Malin’s letter and forwarded it to Crawford Thoburn, who was still the 

head choral music reviewer for Choral Journal. In the margin of the copy, Collins bracketed the 

first paragraph quoted by Malin above, and he wrote Thoburn a note in the margin: “Crawford, 

Let me say again that I fully agree with the marked paragraph. How can you lean on these 

reviewers a bit harder?”103 In his response, Thoburn agreed to remind the reviewers to be more 

critical of editing practices; however, he also offered an explanation as to why the staff did not 

frequently address the issue: 

Regarding reviewing policy, I was given to understand when I took over this job that the 
reviewers were to select the best offerings from their assigned publishers for review. As 
you know, it is impossible to discuss in print all the issues of any of our publishers 
(except perhaps Volkwein who only issues about one per year!). I believe that Wayne felt 
that since advertising revenue from the publishers was important to the financial 
advertising solvency of the Journal that we shouldn’t go out of our way to “knock” their 
output. . . .  
 Regarding Don’s implied criticism of our not being critical enough in our 
reviewing – might it not be that the criticism of editorial standards in the material at hand 
had been done ipso facto in the selection process? I cannot say for sure, because I have 
not seen all the material in question, but I will say that in the four years I have been 
reviewing I have never written up a piece that I felt did not have merit. Over the years I 
have not written up even five per cent of the material submitted to me, and the process of 
that selection is a fundamental criticism in itself.104 

 
As head reviewer, Thoburn continued to press the publishers for quality editions, but he 

also was required by his position to promote a delicate balance. The publishers were the primary 

advertisers in Choral Journal, and Wayne Hugoboom, ACDA’s Executive Director and editor of 

the Journal, cautioned Thoburn not to be overly critical of the editions. At the same time, Collins 
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and Malin were pressing Thoburn to be more critical, hoping that the reviews would help to 

facilitate editing reforms.  

1978 Document Revision 

 In 1978, the Choral Editing Standards Committee revised the document that had been 

drafted in January 1976. The 1978 version looked very similar to the 1976 draft, and most of the 

changes were made to correct grammatical errors and eliminate redundancies. The document still 

contained an introductory statement followed by a section on terminology that defined the words 

“arrangement,” “transcription,” and “edition.”105  

Editing standards were arranged topically and labeled with the same headings that were 

used in the 1976 draft. There was one major difference between the 1976 and 1978 documents. 

In the latter version, the committee added a fourth section, a conclusion which contained 

“individual items . . . cited to clarify specific aspects of choral editions.”106 This segment was 

used to address concerns that did not fit into one of the topical categories in the third section. 

Stem usage, words of instruction, phrase and breath marks, dynamic and metronome indications, 

piano reductions, condensing rests, and phonetics were some of the issues addressed in the 

conclusion.  

 Shortly after the 1978 draft was completed, an announcement about the committee’s 

progress appeared in Choral Journal: “The committee reports nearing completion of work on a 

statement of Basic Qualifications for Choral Editions.”107 It seemed that the committee was 

making progress, but MPA had not yet endorsed the document. In a letter to the committee, 

Chairman Russell Hammar wrote, 
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The status of our document is now in the hands of W. Stuart Pope, MPA representative. 
He had promised to get word to me of the results of his meeting with music publishers 
concerning some additions to our present document and any other concerns which they 
may have. I have been disappointed that MPA has moved so slowly on this matter, but I 
have been prodding them as firmly as I dare at this juncture. My patience is running 
out.108  

 
Hammar was frustrated with MPA for continually delaying the project, and he was 

prepared to finish the document even without their endorsement: “I want to conclude our 

deliberations this year and see this project finally realized in a document jointly with MPA, or, if 

need be, one that ACDA will approve in final form for its own use.109  

 In February 1979, Hammar received a response from MPA in the form of a letter from 

their representative, W. Stuart Pope, President of Boosey and Hawkes, Inc. In the letter, Pope 

indicated that a meeting of the publishers had not yet taken place: “I have not been able to 

arrange a meeting of MPA, though it is possible I will be able to hold it in Kansas City before 

Friday, March 9.”110  

Even though MPA had not yet met, Pope gave a detailed account of his opinion of the 

1978 editing standards document: “In the meantime, however, I have gone through your paper, 

revised June 30, 1978, and have a number of comments of my own, which I think are likely to be 

supported by the other members of my committee.111 Pope’s comments offered the committee 

some tangible feedback from a publisher’s point of view. At the conclusion of his letter, Pope 

wrote, “I hope we can straighten this whole thing out and that before we leave Kansas City an 

agreement will have been concluded.”112 
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1979 Final Draft 

Judging from Pope’s letter, ACDA and MPA were close to reaching a consensus on the 

editing standards document. However, an announcement in the April 1979 Choral Journal 

indicated that the discussions were still ongoing: 

The National Committee on Choral Editing Standards has been attempting to reach an 
agreement with the Music Publishers Association on the final draft of a document for 
Choral Editing Standards. The objective continues to be a publication sponsored jointly 
by ACDA and MPA.  
 It is hoped that increasingly effective communication can be established between 
ACDA and MPA. To this end, the committee continues its work.113 
 
In May 1979, a consensus between ACDA and MPA was reached, and Hammar sent out 

the final draft of the editing standards document to the committee: 

I have collated your last responses with my notes made at the convention sessions, and I 
am confident that we now have a document which is clear and concise. The minimal 
changes I have made were in the areas of punctuation, syntax and one term: the word 
“revision” changed to “version,” as many of you suggested. . . .  

If I do not hear someone screaming on the other end of the telephone by May 25 

about anything really objectionable, I will consider our primary mission to have been 
accomplished: the approved document which Wally Collins initiated in 1966. 

Please accept my words of sincere appreciation to all of you for your contribution 
to this project during these many frustrating years.114 

 
The committee announced the completion of the document in the September 1979 issue of 

Choral Journal:  

The National Committee on Choral Editing Standards has completed work on a definitive 
document entitled “Recommended Standards for Choral Publications.” This document is 
the result of long and careful deliberations. 
 In 1966, the Executive Board of ACDA created a committee consisting of 
educators, conductors and publishers to recommend a set of standards for the publication 
of choral music. Their work has been conducted at the biennial convention and by 
correspondence. During the many years of deliberation by members of the committee, the 
Music Publishers Association and various members at large of ACDA, many significant 
issues have been addressed. Now, in 1979, a consensus has been reached. The present 
document reflects the conviction of all concerned that both publishers of choral music 
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and the ACDA membership have an obligation to support a serious effort to improve the 
editorial standards of choral publications. It addresses the principal questions which the 
committee considers to be most pressing. It does not, however, make any claim to 
exhaustive coverage of all possible questions or problems. 
 The ACDA membership is urged to support the recommended standards by 
purchasing publications which exemplify the editing practices recommended by the 
Choral Editing Standards Committee.115 

  
Notably, the committee was asking ACDA’s membership to support a set of standards 

that had not yet appeared in print. The announcement implied that the work of the Choral Editing 

Standards Committee was finished. However, the final version of the editing standards document 

did not appear in Choral Journal until October 1982, and when the final document was printed, 

minor alterations had been made from the 1979 draft.116  

Final Document Delayed by MPA 

 Although the committee’s work was completed in 1979, the final document was not 

printed in Choral Journal until 1982. When asked about the reason for this delay, former 

committee consultant, Crawford Thoburn, answered, “I have absolutely no idea! I thought we 

were done in 1979. However, maybe the MPA was again dragging their feet.”117 Thoburn’s 

assumption was accurate. Walter Collins, who began the negotiations with MPA in 1972, 

anticipated that ACDA and MPA would eventually produce a joint pamphlet outlining the 

editing standards agreed upon by both parties. The Hammar committee’s goal was to finish the 

negotiations with MPA and have the pamphlet printed. MPA had reached an agreement with 

ACDA on the editing standards document, but they were disputing the agreement they made 

with Collins to have the pamphlet printed as a joint publication. In a letter to Collins, Barry 

O’Neal, a representative of MPA, wrote,  
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I spoke to both Dean Burtch and Stuart Pope about the “Choral Editing Standards” 
pamphlet. They’re both of the opinion that MPA was never responsible for printing a 
pamphlet. In fact, Stuart, whose term with MPA goes back some years, does not recall 
ever seeing a separate pamphlet of the “Choral Editing Standards” recommendations. His 
memory is that the last version was printed as an insert in the Choral Journal.  
 . . . I suggest that you arrange with Gene Brooks and Judd Troop to get the 
“Choral Editing Standards” pamphlet into the earliest possible issue of the Choral 
Journal. If ACDA believes it is necessary to print the pamphlet separately, I believe we 
could work out something with MPA or its distribution to members of the Music 
Publishers Association.118 
 

Collins responded: 

I am distressed by your letter with its discouragement of the possibilities of joint 
publication of the choral editing standards pamphlet by MPA and ACDA. I have 
correspondence from and to MPA dating back nearly ten years discussing such joint 
publication, even including minutes of a meeting held between ACDA and MPA on 
September 19, 1972, saying, “The pamphlet should be joint copyright, and joint cost. It 
eventually might go into a book with a number of other pamphlets by MPA.” I am sure 
that MPA’s past presidents Don Malin and John Owen Ward will confirm our 
understanding.119 

 
Collins had been involved in negotiations with MPA about the joint pamphlet since 1972, 

and he did not want to see the project fall apart. He wanted MPA to place its name on the 

document so that the editing standards might be taken more seriously by the publishing industry: 

The whole purpose of our so painstakingly (and with such frequent frustration) creating a 
joint committee to write the standards was because it was to be a joint project. ACDA 
could have very easily done the project on its own again, as it did in 1968; but the point 
was that if MPA were jointly responsible for the content, its publishers would perhaps be 
more inclined to follow the standards. 
 . . . Whether ACDA prints the joint pamphlet or MPA does is immaterial as long 
as it appears as a joint project. We shall be happy to do it, but in all fairness it seems to 
me that MPA should share the cost, stand as joint publisher, and distribute it to its own 
members. Now that it is finally finished after so many years of frustration, it seems 
inconceivable to me to have it collapse now.120 
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This exchange between Collins and O’Neal provides a possible explanation as to why the editing 

standards document did not appear in Choral Journal until 1982. Collins did not want the 

document to be printed and circulated until ACDA and MPA were in total agreement. It was 

essential, in his opinion, for MPA to be listed as a joint publisher of the document.  

 While Collins continued discussions with Barry O’Neal and MPA, an article appeared in 

the February 1980 Choral Journal entitled, “Choral Editing Standards: A Review,” by Kenneth 

E. Miller.121 The Miller article was a reprint of the committee’s 1968 resolution on editing 

standards. Miller’s article appeared only months after the Hammar committee completed the new 

1979 document. Hammar and Ronald Broude, one of the committee members, were concerned 

about the article’s appearance prior to the release of the revised document. In a letter to Broude, 

Collins admitted that he was partially accountable for the oversight: 

I myself must take some responsibility for the Miller article in the form in which it 
appeared, since Editor Jack Boyd sent it to me when it was first submitted. I returned it to 
Miller saying that it needed revision, particularly to take into account the impending 
appearance of the new standards to be proposed by the Hammar Committee which were 
then in preparation. When he resubmitted the article, my resistance finally crumbled, and 
I let it go ahead in the form which it did. It seemed to me that it was, and purported to be, 
no more than a rehash of the old committee’s recommendations since Miller did not have 
the new ones. While not well done, it seemed to be that it served the purpose of bringing 
back to mind after nearly ten years that the conductor needed to be aware at least that 
editions must be chosen carefully. He did announce, at my insistence, that a new set of 
standards was impending. Thus, it provided, to me, the educative purpose which you and 
I have both long maintained is the first step in the whole process of improving the editing 
of public-domain choral music. If it did harm to that cause, I must share part of the 
blame.122 

  
Collins concluded his letter by asking Broude if he would help persuade MPA to move forward 

with the joint publication: 
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Speaking of the new pamphlet, I need your help in getting the Music Publishers 
Association to put their names on the document. Several of their members (Stuart Pope, 
Don Malin, Walter Gould, etc.) participated in the Hammar committee and the 
construction of the new standards. I proposed that they do so in order to get them 
committed to the principles. Publishers had ignored the old ACDA standards so 
obviously ten years ago that it seemed to me they might be more committed if they had a 
hand in the preparation of new standards. Indeed, the intent all along was that when the 
standards were completed, MPA and ACDA would jointly publish them in pamphlet 
form . . .  
 Now, as has happened every year or two since I’ve been involved with this, a new 
set of MPA officers has appeared on the scene who know nothing of previous 
agreements, nor indeed of the whole problem involved, and thus have neither interest or 
commitment to it. Now Dean Burtch of Pepper is the new President and is dragging his 
feet on committing MPA to any involvement or financial support. It seems to me that the 
only recourse we have is for those MPA members who served on Russ Hammar’s 
committee to contact Burtch and the other Board members and express their support for 
MPA joint sponsorship. Would you be willing to do so?123 
 

When asked, Broude did not remember Collins’ letter or request, but he did say that “music 

publishers . . . as a community don’t get together and talk about such things.124  

Completion of the Project 

 Collins continued his negotiations with MPA for another two years. In March, 1982, he 

reported the progress to ACDA’s Executive Committee. Minutes from the meeting read, “The 

Choral Editing Standards Committee and MPA have the final version of their joint statement 

ready. Collins was given permission to pursue the printing of the pamphlet.”125 An update was 

printed in the minutes from the Fall Board Meeting in September 1982: “The Choral Standards 

document will be published in the October Journal. The Board expressed interest in publishing 

the document as a separate pamphlet. This will be sent to Barry (O’Neal) to present to the MPA 

Board.”126  
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Later in the month, Collins wrote Gene Brooks to request an estimate for printing the 

pamphlet: “Please get me an estimate from the printer for 1,000 copies of a small pamphlet 

reproducing the choral editing standards which will appear in the October issue of the 

Journal.”127 Brooks responded, “Walter, it will cost approximately $100 to print 1,000 copies of 

the pamphlet of the choral editing standards. It would be the size of our current Bulletin of 

Information. Please advise me if you wish to have this printed. Send me a copy exactly as you 

wish it printed, and I will have them printed.”128 Before moving forward with the printing, 

Collins consulted MPA one last time. In a letter to Stuart Pope, Collins wrote, 

Now that the final version of the long-negotiated standards for editing public-domain 
choral music have finally appeared in print in the October Choral Journal, it is time to 
conclude the project with a pamphlet which can be distributed to all publishers, editors, 
and others who might not have seen (or saved) the Journal article. I hope my minor 
revisions of the preface did not upset anyone. 
 As I mentioned to you in Boston, we have received a quote of $100 to publish 
1,000 copies of the pamphlet, and I was particularly pleased that you agreed verbally to 
share the cost so that we can truly call it a joint publication of ACDA and MPA.129 
 
After years of laboring over the editing standards project, Collins expressed his jubilation 

at its completion: “You can’t imagine how pleased I am to see the final completion of this 

project, on which I have been working for nearly twenty years. I much appreciate your help and 

cooperation along the way. Now let’s hope that it will have some impact on editing and 

purchasing practices.”130 Minutes from the June 1983 ACDA Executive Committee meeting 

show that the “pamphlet by ACDA and MPA was in press and would be distributed.”131 
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According to Collins, the Choral Editing Standards Committee was disbanded after the pamphlet 

was published.132 

The Final Document 

 The final document was titled, “Recommended Editorial Standards for Choral 

Publications.”133 It appeared in the October 1982 Choral Journal and in pamphlet form. As in 

the 1976 first draft, the document was written in three sections. These sections were labeled 

“Preface,” “Terminology,” and “Recommendations.” The concluding section, which had been 

added to the 1978 draft, was omitted in the final copy. Virtually no changes were made to the 

main body of the 1979 version written by the Hammar committee; however, the Preface was 

edited and altered by Collins.134 

Preface 

 In the Preface, Collins shared the history of the committee and discussed the purpose of 

the document. He began by referencing the 1968 resolution and listing the names of the original 

committee members. After that, he discussed the appointment of the new committee and the 

involvement of MPA: “In the late 1970s, it became apparent that the previously adopted 

standards required revision and that technical input from the music publishing industry would be 

beneficial. Consequently, a new Choral Editing Standards Committee was appointed which 

consisted both of ACDA members and members of the Music Publishers Association.”135 

Collins then explained the intent of the document: “It reflects the conviction of the publishers of 

choral music and the ACDA membership that both should support the highest possible editorial 

standards for choral publications and addresses itself to the principle questions which the 
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committee considers to be most pressing.”136 The preface concluded with a charge to the 

membership: “It is hoped that the ACDA membership will support the recommended standards 

by purchasing publications which exemplify the editing practices recommended below.”137 

Terminology 

 Similar to the 1968 resolution, the second section of the final document discussed the 

terms “arrangement,” “transcription,” and “edition.” The language of this section was updated, 

but the definitions remained the same. An “arrangement” was defined as “a reworking of a piece 

so that performing forces, the musical content, or the form are substantially different from that of 

the original.”138 For example, a chorus originally written for SATB could be “arranged” into a 

piece for SSA or TTBB. Works that “have nothing more than suggestions for interpretation”139 

were considered editions, not arrangements. Therefore, if a work had not been altered in forces, 

form, or content, the addition of dynamics and other expressive marks constituted an edition.  

“Edition” was defined as “the presentation of a work in an authoritative version which 

makes it accessible to modern performers.”140 Editors were encouraged to “provide a brief 

introduction in which are explained the ways in which the source has been altered.”141 Broude 

called this type of publication a “responsible edition.”142 He commented, “That feature is that the 

editor and the publisher make clear just what the editor has done: on what sources his edition is 

based, what he has altered (transcriptional procedures, emendations of specific readings), and 

what, if anything he has added (e.g., interpretive and technical guidance).143 “Transcription” was 

discouraged for the same reasons mentioned in the 1968 resolution: (1) It was a term better 
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suited for instrumental music, and (2) the use of the term in reference to upgrading from archaic 

to modern notation was stating the obvious. 

Recommendations 

 The “Recommendations” section of the new document replaced the “Minimum 

Standards” portion from the 1968 resolution. Editorial suggestions were arranged in five 

categories: (1) basic information, (2) recommended editorial practices, (3) text, (4) aids to 

performance, and (5) historical information.144 

Under the subheading “Basic Information,” the document read: “The original title, opus, 

or standard catalogue number (e.g., BWV, Köchel), performing forces, composer (and his dates), 

and author or source of text should be cited. Excerpts from larger works should be so identified. 

The original instrumentation should also be identified.”145 These statements emphasized the need 

for editors to supply as much original information in their publications as possible, a sentiment 

also expressed in first five minimum standards from the 1968 resolution.  

 The Hammar committee was more specific with their “Recommended Editorial 

Practices” than the original committee had been in the 1968 resolution. The following is a 

summary of their recommendations: 

• Editors should preserve the integrity of the original work while rendering it accessible 
to modern performers. 

 
• Nomenclature (e.g., clefs, key signatures, mensuration) should be in modern form. 

• Editors should provide suggestions for performance (e.g., tempo, dynamics). 

• Keyboard reductions should be provided with unaccompanied works. 

• Only three clefs should be used: the treble (G), transposing treble (G), and the  
bass (F). 
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• Measures should be numbered. 

• Scores should contain one part per staff. 

• The figured bass from the original source should be included for works with continuo. 

• Figured bass realizations should be supplied and the providers should be cited. 

• Instrumental beams should be used rather than flags for note values smaller than the 
quarter. 

 
• The source for the edition should be identified.  

• The editor’s material should be marked. 

• When adjustments are made to render early notation into modern notation, a 
statement describing these adjustments should be included.146 

 
Many of the concerns expressed by the 1968 committee were readdressed in the new document. 

The Hammar committee, however, added details in their recommendations. 

 The recommendations under the “Text” subheading corresponded to the third and ninth 

“Minimum Standards” from the 1968 document. Once again, the Hammar committee’s version 

was much more specific, including instructions for the treatment of foreign languages and 

liturgical texts. The committee offered the following suggestions: 

• The original text should be underlaid beneath the music in all voices. 

• When a foreign language is used in conjunction with a translation, the original text 
should be printed in Roman type and the translation in contrasting type. 

 
• Phrasing marks for the original text should be solid. 

• Phrasing marks for alternative phrasings, required by the translation, should be dotted 
or broken. 

 
• Editorial slurs should be crossed. 

• Authors of translations should be cited. 
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• When no singing translation is provided, a prose translation should be included. 

• Pronunciation aids for foreign languages should be offered. 

• Spelling and punctuation should follow modern practices. 

• The author or source for the text should be provided. 

• When the text is liturgical, the function should be indicated. 

• Biblical texts should be identified by book, chapter, and verse.147 

Under the final two subheadings, the committee recommended “Aids to Performance” 

and requested that editors provide “Historical Information” in their publications. Suggested aids 

included keyboard reductions, consistent interpretive editorial marks and an approximate 

duration.148  

Committee Changes 

 The final version of the document indicated that the committee had experienced some 

turnover since 1975. Ronald Broude, Donald Neuen, W. Stuart Pope and Dan Schwartz were all 

added to the committee sometime between 1975 and 1982. Joesph Boonin, Iva Dee Hiatt, 

Bernard Kalban, John Owen Ward and Franklin Zimmerman were all listed as committee 

members in 1975; however, their names did not appear on the final document.149 Walter Collins, 

Don Malin, Alfred Mann, James McKelvy and Denis Stevens were all on the committee from its 

beginning in 1966 until it was disbanded in 1983.  
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Document Reprinted 

 In November 1996, “Recommended Editorial Standards for Choral Publications,” was 

reprinted in Choral Journal.150 Although the reason for the reprint is speculative, Crawford 

Thoburn suggested, “I suspect that the leaders of ACDA felt that it needed to be brought to the 

attention of the profession again. This in itself is an indication that somebody thought the 

problem had not been totally solved.”151 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE COMMITTEE’S LEGACY 

Interviews 

 Because there are few former members of the Choral Editing Standards Committee still 

living, first-person perspectives of its work is limited. Interviews were conducted with four 

former committee members: 

• Jacklin Stopp, a member of the original committee from 1966 to around 1970 

• Crawford Thoburn, a member of the committee from 1975 to 1983 

• Ronald Broude, a member of the committee from the late 1970s to 1983 

• Phillip Crabtree, a member of the committee from the late 1970s to 1983 

A fifth member, Donald Neuen, was reached, but he had no recollection of ever serving 

on the committee.152 Several other members believed to be living were sought for an interview 

but did not respond.  

How the Committee Conducted Their Work 

 The Choral Editing Standards Committee conducted most of its work through mail 

correspondence or through passive conversations at ACDA conventions. Face to face meetings 

were rare. Jacklin Stopp commented, “I do not recall sitting down with anyone and discussing it. 

What you did in those days . . . you didn’t sit around in a circle. Sometimes in education, you 

didn’t stand in front of a group of teachers and tell them what to do. Instead, you sat in a circle 
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and had collaboration. Well, Walter and I did not start out with that background.”153 Ronald 

Broude added, “I may have attended one quasi-meeting, if any such actually occurred. But 

mostly, the odd member here or there came by the booth and said, ‘What do you think about this 

or that?’”154 In a letter from Russell Hammar to the committee, evidence exists that at least one 

sit-down meeting occurred:  

I had hoped that one of the last two issues of the Choral Journal would have the schedule 
of the Kansas City Convention program, since time is getting short in planning for a 
meeting of our committee at the convention. I have learned from Colleen Kirk that late 
afternoon would be the best time to meet. Consequently, I am setting our meeting for 
4:00 PM on Friday, March 9. I will endeavor to inform you where it will be before you 
leave for the convention, but if I am unable to do that, please inquire about it at the 
registration desk when you arrive.155 
 

Such meetings were rare, however, and the committee had to do most of its work from long 

distances.  

Walter Collins’ Influence 

 Since the committee could not do its work through conventional meetings, Walter Collins 

did much of the work himself. It was Collins who drafted the 1968 resolution, and the other 

committee members simply submitted their comments. Stopp explained how this process 

worked: 

We had chiefs, and we had Indians. With committees, it’s sometimes easier to move a 
cemetery. What you did in those days is you simply sit down and write it. Then you farm 
it out to other people and tell them to edit it. . . . Now I do not have what he sent me, but I 
did edit what he sent and returned it to him. I assumed he sent the same thing to everyone 
else. Once he received the responses, he sat down and collated it and wrote out the final 
resolution. He then sent out the final copy to everyone. Everyone had their input, and he 
was the leader, so it went from there. So, you have a whole different philosophy than 
where you find something with all chiefs and no Indians. Nowadays, it is different. Now 
with your committee, you don’t say, “Now this is what I did, give me your ideas on it and 
let me know.” You say, “What ideas do you have?” Then you develop a plan.156 
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When asked about Collins’ influence, Stopp said, “I would say that 99% of it was his 

project. He was a very energetic man. I never spoke to another committee member about the 

work. I only spoke to Walter.”157 Thoburn added, “He was a consistent advocate of the 

committee’s work from the time he chaired it to the ultimate adoption of the later committee’s 

report during his presidency of ACDA.”158 Collins’ dedication is the one constant throughout the 

history of the committee. He was responsible for creating the committee in 1966, drafting the 

resolution in 1968 and maintaining negotiations with MPA from 1972 until the completion of the 

final document in 1983.  

The Committee’s Impact on Editing Practices 

 In his dissertation on former ACDA President Harold Decker, Marvin Latimer briefly 

discussed the Choral Editing Standards Committee and their work. He offered the following 

conclusion:  

Although it remains beyond the scope of this study to provide a thorough examination of 
any resultant changes in editing practices because of such recommendations, and it would 
not be possible to argue that those results were attributable to the actions of this 
committee specifically, interviewees for this study suggested that ACDA’s work in this 
area was warranted. Indeed, several suggested that choral editorial practices did in fact 
improve during the early years of ACDA.159  
 
As Latimer wrote, it is impossible to prove that the Choral Editing Standards Committee 

had any direct influence on changes in editorial practices. However, it was possible to ask the 

former committee members whether or not they perceived their work had a direct impact on the 

publishing industry. For this reason, each interviewee was first asked, “Did the quality of editing 

improve during the committee’s active years?”  
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Stopp indicated that she never evaluated the results: “I was a choral conductor. I took all 

the musicology courses I could. I tried to teach music by looking at what the composer intended, 

what he wanted. So, if the editing was poor, I simply ignored it. As far as looking at it with the 

critical eye, I never did that.”160 Thoburn responded, “Perhaps. I would guess that it got a little 

better during this period. Certainly, the membership of ACDA became much more aware of the 

issues being addressed by the committee.”161 Crabtree disagreed: “During the committee’s 

“active years”, nothing happened, since in my recollection the committee didn’t continue to meet 

after it submitted its report. I can’t speak with authority to that at this point, but felt that the 

efforts of the committee were well intentioned.”162 

From a publisher’s prospective, Broude affirmed the quality of editing has improved 

greatly, but he does not believe that the committee was directly responsible: “I think the 

improvement came afterwards. I don’t think it was a result, specifically, of the committee. I think 

it was a result of changes in general education processes in the world at large.”163 According to 

Broude, editions have improved because of a “sociological change.”164 He explained his 

reasoning by discussing the history of editorial practices by decade: 

There was a time when there was no Xerox machine. There was a time when there was 
no internet, and the sources were hard to get at. . . . Now before that, you go back to the 
50s and 60s, if you wanted to get a source or manuscript, you had to travel to the library 
that held the manuscript, or you had to travel to a library with a copy of the printed 
source. What that meant is that people who did editing went out and looked at an existing 
edition. They picked up an old edition and added to it. They corrected anything they 
thought was an error, and they added their own interpretive indications such as the tempi 
or dynamics. That was for several reasons: (1) They couldn’t get at the sources, and (2) 
the market didn’t know any better. . . .  
 . . . There is a sense, gradually, with the first generation of PhDs minted in the late 
50s and 60s that there should be something historical. . . . You get the idea that you have 
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to look at the original sources. You have to indicate what is yours and what was there 
originally. . . .  
 . . . So now you are into the 70s and 80s, and now you get sources that are 
suddenly becoming more available, and now people can say, “I prepared this by going to 
London and looking in the British Library.” It wasn’t possible before. Whereas before, 
you could use an old text, and you didn’t have to advertise it. You didn’t have to disclose 
where it came from. That is not an issue until you become historically aware in the 
editing community and in the markets, the consuming community. Add to that in the 80s 
where you begin to get early music and the idea of historically informed performance. 
Now you have added another layer.165 
 
Broude attributed the improvement in editing practices to this “increased sense of 

history.” As each decade passed, sources became more available, and the editing profession 

became more aware of the need to be historically responsible with their publications: 

If I had to sum up my impression, it would be that the ACDA was on the right side, but 
the committee didn’t do a great deal as a whole, or individually, at least to my 
knowledge. What has happened since has not been so much a result of the ACDA’s 
efforts as of a general change in all of the musical communities in which on the one hand 
there is the ease of access to primary materials and on the other hand there is an 
awareness among the members of the communities of history and editing working 
together to produce something that has evolved into what it is today.166 
 

 The committee members were also asked whether or not they perceived that the work of 

the Choral Editing Standards Committee helped to initiate changes in editing practices. Stopp 

was unsure: 

I have no idea. I stayed active in the choral field until I left the University of Buffalo, and 
then I began another path for various reasons. . . . My activity with working with choral 
scores and conducting choruses ceased around 1970. My outlet became becoming a 
music historian. So, I’m not actually looking at choral scores anymore other than the ones 
from back in the 19th century.167 
 

According to Crabtree, the results of the committee’s work was mixed:  

According to my recollection, I did observe a few isolated editorial improvements, but I 
also noted certain editors and publishers that failed to make any efforts in this direction.  
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. . . So, in my experience, it was, and likely still is, a mixed bag but I continued to have 
hopes that the industry would turn over a new leaf and make positive moves in the 
directions of the committee report.168 

 
Broude simply answered, “No, not particularly.”169 As mentioned previously, Broude 

asserted that improvements were made, but these came as a result of the sociological changes 

that occurred within the academic community. He added, “My own sense is that the committee 

members themselves were not capable of doing anything that would influence publishers other 

than as lip service either way. I don’t think the committee itself had any sense at that point of 

what a scholarly edition was, and I don’t think it was relevant in any effect.”170  

Thoburn was more willing to give the committee credit, although he agreed that it was 

impossible to objectively evaluate their influence: 

I would like to think that what the committee did helped to initiate such changes, but it’s 
virtually impossible to truly evaluate the effects of its work. One problem in accurately 
assessing this is that due to the current tax situation (thank you, Ronald Reagan!), a 
significant amount of the choral music published between 1980 and the present is no 
longer in print. . . . Hence, much of the evidence for an accurate evaluation of the effect 
of the committee’s work no longer exists. And that’s just for starters! Even if one could 
actually evaluate all of the choral octavos published during this period and do a 
comparison study, it would be a monumental job coming up with a definitive answer to 
your question. So, I think all I can say is that I think what we did had an effect, but that 
the issues we tried to address are still with us.171 
 

Thoburn and Broude also were asked if they perceived a change in the purchasing patterns of the 

choral community since the committee completed its work. Both agreed that although the 

situation has improved, it is likely there will always be conductors who are willing to purchase 

poor editions and publishers who are willing to print them.  

 

                                                 
168 Phillip Crabtree, questionnaire responses emailed to author, February 23, 2013. 
169 Ronald Broude, phone interview by author, November 14, 2012. 
170 Ibid. 
171 Crawford Thoburn, questionnaire responses emailed to author, November 11, 2012. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

 The Choral Editing Standards Committee’s work began at a time when poorly edited 

scores of early music were more prevalent in the marketplace than responsible, scholarly 

editions. Original sources were not readily available to editors, and therefore, it became common 

to use previously published music as a primary source for creating new editions. Editors often 

created their own works by copying old editions and adding expressive markings to the score.  

Some members of ACDA recognized the need for editing reforms and began to discuss 

the subject through letters and articles in Choral Journal. These discussions had little impact on 

publishers because they were primarily interested in selling their music. There was no need for 

publishers to reform their practices when business was good. As long as there was a market for 

unscholarly editions, publishers were happy to provide them.  

When ACDA was founded in 1959, Walter Collins was a Ph.D. student in musicology at 

the University of Michigan. While he was a student at Michigan, Collins received the Fulbright 

Fellowship to Oxford University where he conducted research on English church music. As a 

result of his studies in England, Collins was asked to rewrite the article on Thomas Weelkes for 

Grove Dictionary of Music. 

As a Weelkes scholar, Collins was familiar with the editorial shortcomings that existed 

with early music scores in the publishing market. In his essay, “The Choral Conductor and the 

Musicologist,” Collins wrote about some of the editorial problems that he encountered while 
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studying Weelkes’ music.172 His activity as a musicologist prompted him to become an advocate 

for choral editing reforms.  

Collins suggested that ACDA use its influence to persuade the music publishing 

community to improve their editing practices. Collins presented the idea of the Choral Editing 

Standards Committee to ACDA, and he was appointed as chairman of the committee. The 

committee was created as a liaison between ACDA and music publishers for the purpose of 

reforming editorial practices and communicating the desires of choral conductors to the 

publishing industry. Collins and the committee advocated change by attempting to educate 

publishers to be more responsible with their work, and consumers were encouraged to purchase 

only music that was presented in a scholarly manner.  

A resolution on choral editing standards was produced by the committee in 1968. It 

included recommendations for terminology and ten minimum standards of editorial practice. The 

resolution was not well received by music publishers, prompting Collins to develop a new 

strategy. For over a decade, the Choral Editing Standards Committee collaborated with the 

Music Publishers Association to produce a joint document on editing standards. Collins and the 

committee presumed that a joint document with MPA’s endorsement would have more influence 

on editing practices than any guidelines produced by ACDA alone.  

After years of negotiations, ACDA and MPA produced a joint document on editing 

standards, and it was printed in Choral Journal in 1982. The document was then printed in 

pamphlet form in 1983. The Choral Editing Standards Committee disbanded after the pamphlet 

was printed.  

During their active years, the committee advocated for editing reforms in several ways:   

                                                 
172 Collins, “The Choral Conductor and the Musicologist,” 118-123. 
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1. They developed the 1968 resolution with standardized terminology and editing 
recommendations.  

 
2. They sought to distribute the resolution by sending it to hundreds of publishers and by 

having it printed in Choral Journal and American Choral Review.  
 

3. They advocated the use of the Choral Review section of Choral Journal as a forum to 
educate consumers about editorial shortcomings.  

 
4. Committee members produced articles and provided workshops on the subject of 

responsible editing.  
 

5. The committee collaborated with MPA to produce a final document on editing 
standards, which was also distributed.  

 
Former committee members had differing opinions about the scope and influence of their 

work on the publishing industry. Though it cannot be substantiated with hard evidence, it may be 

assumed that the committee did have some impact on editing practices through its publications 

and educational initiatives with both publishers and consumers. A future quantitative study of 

early music scores from the committee’s active years might yield more conclusive evidence of its 

influence on the publishing market.   

During the 60s and 70s, while the Choral Editing Standards Committee was conducting 

their work, musicology departments in American universities were developing. As musicology 

began to flourish, the awareness of historical responsibility in editing began to increase in the 

academic community. Improvements were made as editors began to follow the pattern of 

responsible scholarship that was prevalent in the academic community. The Choral Editing 

Standards Committee was a part of that community, and they contributed to raising an awareness 

of responsibility in the publishing industry. Future studies may provide more insight into the 

influence of musicology and academia on choral editing practices. 

Choral editorial practices have improved continually since the Choral Editing Standards 

Committee was created by ACDA in 1966. Early music editions are more historically accurate 
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today than they were when the committee was active. Future studies may yield more information 

about the extent of the editorial improvements. It is important to note that despite these 

improvements, there are still publishers who offer unscholarly editions of early music. As long as 

there is a market for such editions, there will likely be publishers who are willing to print them. 

There will always be companies that publish and consumers that purchase music regardless of 

the editing quality, whether by ignorance, carelessness, or apathy.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

 

Questionnaire for Crawford Thoburn – November 11, 2012 
 

1. In what year were you appointed to the committee? 

CT: I’m not sure. I served as Head of the Reviewing Staff of Choral Journal from 1974-79 and it 

was during this period that I served as consultant to the committee. 

2. Who appointed you to the committee? 

CT: Either Russell Mathis or Walter Collins, both of whom were Presidents of ACDA in the '70's 

3. Why were you chosen for this committee? 

CT: See #1 

4. There seems to be a gap in the history from the committee that Walter Collins chaired in 

the late 60s and the one that Russell Hammar chaired in the late 70s. Do you know when 

the Hammar committee was assembled? Was Walter Collins responsible? 

CT: Yes.  He was a consistent advocate of the committee's work from the time he chaired it to 

the ultimate adoption of the later committee's report during his presidency of ACDA.  I believe 

that the reason for the "gap" in the history of this endeavor was due to the opposition of the 

Music Publishers Association.  They had been enlisted as "Industry Members" and their 

advertising revenue also helped to defray the cost of publishing Choral Journal.  Thus, they had 
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a perhaps unfortunately heavy influence in whether or not the professional concerns of the 

conductors would be addressed. 

5. What were some of the problems the committee wanted to address? 

CT: Please see the documents which I will send you. (Letters between Walter Collins, Don 

Malin and myself.) 

6. How did you address those problems? 

CT: By creating a statement of principles, (based on the 1968 resolution), endorsed by the 

membership of ACDA as a whole, which it was hoped would solve the problems. 

7. In 1977, ACDA minutes state that the publishers were not happy with the 1968 

resolution on editing standards because the standards weren’t feasible. What problems did 

the publishers have with that document? 

CT: Please see annotated letter from W.Stuart Pope, President of Boosey & Hawkes, and chair of 

the committee representing the Music Publishers Assoc. 

8. Did the quality of choral editing improve during the committee’s active years? 

CT: Perhaps.  I would guess that it got a little better during this period.  Certainly, the 

membership of ACDA became much more aware of the issues being addressed by the 

committee. 

9. If so, what evidence supports that claim?  

CT: I have no real evidence to back up #8 

10. Did you perceive that the work of the committee helped to initiate changes in editing 

practices? Why or Why not? 

CT: I would like to think that what the committee did helped to initiate such changes, but it's 

virtually impossible to truly evaluate the effects of its work. One problem in accurately assessing 
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this is that due to the current tax situation (thank you, Ronald Reagan!), a significant amount of 

the choral music published between 1980 and the present is no longer in print.  When sales of a 

particular arrangement or edition falls below a certain figure it is no longer worth keeping it in 

stock -- cheaper to shred it than keep it on the shelf (but that's the subject for another 

dissertation!).  Hence, much of the evidence for an accurate evaluation of the effect of the 

committee's work no longer exists.  And that's just for starters!  Even if one could actually 

evaluate all of the choral octavos published during this period and do a comparison study, it 

would be a monumental job coming up with a definitive answer to your question. So I think all I 

can say is that I think what we did had an effect, but that the issues we tried to address are still 

with us.  I personally believe that the responsibility for this is shared by both the conductors and 

the publishers.  Some conductors are still regrettably ignorant about such things, or simply don't 

care. As long as they continue to purchase poorly edited scores there is little incentive for the 

publishers to clean up their act.  Also, unfortunately, a large segment of the publishing industry 

has been taken over by non-musical conglomerate entities whose primary interest is their balance 

sheet and not in producing a quality product.  We are still seeing shoddy editing jobs 35 years 

after the committee's report. I think you will see when you get the documents I am sending you 

that this situation has been with us for a long time.  It also has become vividly apparent to me 

over the years that ACDA has become hand-in-glove with the publishers.  At the time the 

committee was active, the choral reviewing staff of Choral Journal, which I headed, was 

strongly committed to supporting its aims.  If you look at the choral review section from about 

1974-79 you will see this very clearly.  At that time, the publishing industry was financially 

supportive of the fledgling ACDA and insisted that since they were, as they believed, 

underwriting the cost of producing Choral Journal, they should have a major say in the journal's 



 

87 
 

reviewing of their products.  When our reviewers began to call them to account for not following 

the editing standards espoused by the committee, this caused a lot of friction. I went off the staff 

around 1980, and gradually the reviewing staff began to shrink, the reviews diminished in 

number and quality until today there is hardly any reviewing activity in the journal at all.  I think 

this is a tragic mistake, as for my money, one of the primary services which ACDA provided 

originally was active reviewing of the latest choral offerings.  We did it better and more 

thoroughly than any other journal dealing with the choral art, and now no one is doing this 

seriously. Sorry if I seem to be going off on a tangent, but I do believe that this stuff is related to 

your primary study.  The Reviewing Staff of the Choral Journal was definitely articulating and 

promoting the ideas of the Committee on Editorial Standards every month for several years.  As 

such I think it did have an influence on the membership, but unfortunately in my view, this was 

not allowed to continue actively.  I'd be glad to continue this if you're interested. 

11. In a 1977 article, Ronald Broude stated, “Unless enough ACDA members care about 

the quality of the publication they use there will be an overall deterioration in the quality of 

the publications available: the bad publications will have driven out the good.” It has been 

35 years since that statement. Are choral directors more apt to care about quality today? If 

so, why? 

CT: I think Broude's statement is too draconian.  I believe that certain publishers have 

maintained high standards, while others have been careless.  Also, I think choral conductors are 

better educated than they were 35 years ago, and hence more demanding in what they expect a 

good choral edition should contain. I think that the work of the committee has been an important 

influence in this educational process. 
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12. According to an announcement in Choral Journal in 1979, the committee had reached a 

consensus on a new editing standards document. Why did it take three years before it was 

published in Choral Journal?    

CT: I have absolutely no idea!  I thought we were done in '79. However, maybe the MPA was 

again dragging their feet (see answer #4). 

13. Have purchasing patterns changed over the years or are poor editions still frequently 

bought? Do you think the committee had an impact on purchasing? 

CT: It is my impression that much of what we were trying to eradicate has diminished, but there 

are still poor editions being published, and somebody is buying them or they wouldn't be for 

sale. 

14. In 1996, the editing standards document reappeared in Choral Journal. Do you know 

why it was reprinted? 

CT: I don't know for sure, but I suspect that the leaders of ACDA felt that it needed to be brought 

to the attention of the profession again. This in itself is an indication that somebody thought the 

problem had not been totally solved. 
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Interview with Ronald Broude – November 14, 2012 
 
CG: In what year were you appointed to the committee?  

RB: My guess is that my appointment, such as it is, was in the mid 1970s.  

CG: Who appointed you to the committee? 

RB: Russell Hammar was the one who was active when I was there. He was an enthusiastic, go-

go guy, one of those organizers at a certain level. And I am sure he got a line on his résumé for 

his promotion and tenure committee for the work. I think he was one of the guys who believed 

there needed to be some improvement, some change. I don’t think he had a real underlying sense 

of where and how that change was going to come. I think he came by while I was exhibiting at 

one of the ACDA conventions. At that time we were still active in publishing. We would have 

been considered one of the model editions for choral octavos in those days. I may have attended 

one quasi-meeting, if any such actually occurred. But, mostly the odd member here or there came 

by the booth and said, “What do you think about this or that?”  

CG: It is interesting that you mention that. I have no evidence that a sit-down meeting of 

the committee ever occurred.  

RB: These were not people who thought in those terms.  

CG: What were some of the problems the committee wanted to address? 
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RB: I don’t think they knew the problems. They were not happy with the quality of the editions. 

They did not have a sense at the time, however, of what they wanted in editions. They had the 

sense that they should be more responsible, but they didn’t have a sense of what else or what 

other purposes the choral octavo should serve.  

CG: In 1977, ACDA Board minutes state that the publishers were not happy with the 

standards from the 1968 resolution because they weren’t feasible. What problems did the 

publishers have with that document? 

RB: I, as a publisher, never even looked at such a document. So, obviously, I had no objection to 

it if I never looked at it.   

CG: Did the quality of choral editing improve during the committee’s active years? 

RB: I think the improvement came afterwards. I don’t think it was a result, specifically, of the 

committee. I think it was as a result of changes in general education processes in the world at 

large.  

CG: Did you perceive that the work of the committee helped to initiate changes in editing 

practices?  

RB: No. Not particularly.  

CG: Relating to the article you wrote for Choral Journal in 1977: You stated, “There are 

certain manifest instances of the deliberate misuse of arrangement, transcription and 

edition with undeniable intent to deceive.” Were publishers really using deception with the 

terminology to sell music?  

RB: I have a lawyer friend who says, “When I was young, if it was a question of someone doing 

something really wrong as to whether it was malice or stupidity, I always used to think malice. 

Now that I am older, I think it is stupidity.” So, what do we mean? (Mr. Broude then described 
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how one particular publisher uses the term “critical edition” erroneously on some of the music in 

their catalogue.) They market this as a “critical edition” partly because they believe it will help 

them sell the music. It is not a critical edition. And the reason they market it this way is partly 

because they think it will sell, but partly because they haven’t the foggiest idea of what a critical 

edition is in the first place. So, that projected back into choral music will give you some sense of 

what I am saying. I’ll go another one with you. The phrase “edited by” – what does that mean? It 

can mean a number of different things. It means “to establish a text.” A text is an arrangement of 

symbols representing a work. The act of editing is always a mediating process. It always 

mediates between whatever the work was out there, what you can access one hand, and between 

what is sometimes called a target audience or a market. There are lots of different markets, and 

one edition usually cannot satisfy all of those markets, so it aims at a target market. If you are 

dealing with Shakespeare, for example, do you use an old spelling text or a modern spelling text? 

Well, if you are aiming your edition at Shakespeare scholars, you use an old spelling text. If you 

are aiming it at a college market, you may do a modern spelling text. I had a friend who used to 

say that spelling is so bad among most college freshmen today that they don’t regard the old 

spelling as anything more than a variant of what they might do. So, that is an example of market. 

If you are preparing an edition of a choral piece, consequently, who is your market? If you are 

preparing an edition for serious scholars to study, you do one sort of thing. If you are preparing 

the edition for a choir director who does not have skilled or talented singers and who himself has 

no confidence about what he needs to do, then you are going to put in the dynamics, tempi and 

so on, and if he doesn’t get them, he is going to be disappointed. He’ll say, “What have I paid 

this money for?” So, editing means all of those things across that spectrum, and a different 

edition is aimed at a different sort of user. Unless you are cognizant of that, you screw up.  
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CG: In your article, you mention that editions of early music that were recast from other 

editions were being issued with much less frequency. Is this still the case? Have editions 

continued to improve? 

RB: Yes, and this basically has to do with what is going on with the history of this. I don’t know 

how old you are, but there was a time when there was no Xerox machine. There was a time when 

there was no internet, and the sources were hard to get at. Just yesterday, I wrote to somebody 

and said that I had to get a hold of a source; I had to check for a Tinctoris manuscript, and he 

wrote back to me and said, “I’m running the Tinctoris archive online, and there are three 

manuscripts that I think you will need.” So, I don’t have to borrow the microfilm from anybody 

anymore. Now, before that, if you go back to the 50s and 60s, if you wanted to get a source or a 

manuscript, you had to travel to the library that held the manuscript, or you had to travel to a 

library with a copy of the printed source. What that meant was that people who did editing went 

out and looked at an existing edition. They picked up an old edition and added to it. They 

corrected anything they thought was an error, and they added their own interpretive indications 

such as the tempi or dynamics. That was for several reasons: (1) They couldn’t get at the sources, 

and (2) the market didn’t know any better. Remember there is no musicology in the 1950s, and 

indeed there is no musicology, really, in the 1960s, and if you talk to a cynic like me, he will tell 

you that there is no musicology today. But the reason that I am saying that is, in art history . . . 

art history was essentially a German undertaking, but between the two World Wars, the major 

German art historians who were largely either Jewish or anti-Nazi got out of the country, the 

ones that could. They came to America. They set up art history. Nothing like that in that volume 

happened in music. So, musicologists are essentially self-taught in a way. The first musicologists 

who taught in graduate schools were in a sense making it up as they went along. Consequently, 
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the first generation of PhDs which began in the 60s, they are the first generation of PhDs in 

America, and they haven’t learned from these Germans. And so, they teach what they know to 

the next generation, and now we are down to probably the third generation. Add to that, at the 

end of the 60s, you had post-structuralism and post-modernism. There was not in this period any 

real sense of history. There is a sense, gradually, with that first generation of PhDs minted in the 

late 50s and 60s that there should be something historical. They go into a classroom now, and 

they begin to talk about history. Now you have their students who come out, whether it is a large 

introductory course or what the choral conductor has to take as his or her music program or 

whether it is somebody who is seriously interested in historical things, you get now a sense that 

there is something more than going out and producing a choral octavo by mining the Spanish 

Monument Series and adding your own stuff to it. You get the idea that you have to look at the 

original sources. You have to indicate what is yours and what was there originally. So now you 

are into the 70s and 80s, and now you get sources that are suddenly becoming more available, 

and now people can say, “I prepared this by going to London and looking in the British Library.” 

It wasn’t possible before. Whereas before, you could use an old text, and you didn’t have to 

advertise it. You didn’t have to disclose where it came from. That is not an issue until you 

become historically aware in the editing community and in the markets, the consuming 

community. Add to that in the 80s where you begin to get early music and the idea of historically 

informed performance. Now you have added yet another layer. So, you have a point where, 

through no effort of the ACDA, you get a much more demanding audience over that span of 

time, and the people who are doing the editing, you see them beginning to reflect these new 

changes. So, whereas, back in the 60s and 70s a big name editor who ran a famous chorus used 

to get away with doing the sort of edition we’ve been talking about, he doesn’t read Renaissance 



 

94 
 

music, but he goes off and gets the old Josquin edition. He picks it up, puts his own markings 

into it, and he gets by. That doesn’t work anymore. You get more and more editions now 

produced by individual scholars who want another line on their résumé. They have some sense of 

what they should be doing. So that is where I think the change comes from. It is a sociological 

change. I think you find publishers that reflect that increased sense of history. My own sense is 

that the committee members themselves were not capable of doing anything that would influence 

publishers other than as lip service either way. I don’t think the committee itself had any sense at 

that point of what a scholarly edition was, and I don’t think it was relevant in any effect. The 

ACDA is one of many musical communities. The musicological community presumably dictates 

what the standards should be for a scholarly edition, and it is a completely separate community. 

If I had to sum up my impression, it would be that the ACDA was on the right side, but the 

committee didn’t do a great deal as a whole or individually, at least to my knowledge. What has 

happened since has not been so much a result of the ACDA’s efforts as of a general change in all 

of the musical communities in which on the one hand there is the ease of access to primary 

materials and on the other hand there is an awareness among the members of the communities of 

history and editing working together to produce something that has evolved into what it is today.   

CG: You stated in your article, “Unless enough ACDA members care about the quality of 

the publication they use there will be an overall deterioration in the quality of the 

publications available: the bad publications will have driven out the good.” It has been 35 

years since you made that statement. Are choral directors more apt to care about quality 

today? Has there been gradual improvement? 

RB: I think the quality of the publications has improved, and I think it is because there is more 

awareness. You are getting a different training than you got forty or fifty years ago as a choral 
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director. So, I think the demand on the part of the market as a whole induced the publishers into 

doing that. The other aspect is that you have a large academic community, and a choral octavo 

counts as a line on the résumé. A promotion and tenure committee who is looking for a reason to 

promote you doesn’t often distinguish between whether or not that line is the same as an article 

or not. It is good for you to have. So, yes the academics have descended on the choral 

community.  

CG: According to an announcement in Choral Journal in 1979, the committee had reached 

a consensus on a new editing standards document. Why did it take three years before it was 

published in the Choral Journal? 

RB: I recall such a document. I could not tell you any of the specifics. I might have even drafted 

a few of the provisions. Basically, what that would have amounted to is I gave Russell a 

statement and it went back into the document. I simply did it off the cuff.  

CG: Did you know Walter Collins very well? 

RB: No.  

CG: I have a letter written to you from Walter Coll ins which is dated June 2, 1980. In the 

letter, Dr. Collins references an article by Kenneth Miller that you had concerns about. 

What were those concerns? 

RB: I do not remember the article. I could probably dig it out.  

CG: In the same letter, Dr. Collins asked for your help in persuading the MPA to go 

forward with a joint publication with ACDA on editi ng standards. Did you try to persuade 

them, and what was their response? 
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RB: That is a non-starter. Two reasons: (1) As I said before, as a publisher, we are a maverick, 

and (2) music publishers, at least those music publishers, as a community don’t get together and 

talk about such things.  

CG: Have purchasing patterns changed over the years or are poor editions still frequently 

bought?  

RB: It depends on the choral director. Once you professionalized choral directing, with 

something like the ACDA or AGO, you do produce a class that is vocal and united in a way. On 

the other hand, I can think of a lot of churches where the choral directors are not professional, 

and they are still looking for something else. They just aren’t as vocal and involved as much. I’m 

sure there are lots of choral directors who still want the old fashioned stuff, who are not 

professionalized in that sense. They do it as a service to the church. It is the piano player who 

directs from the piano, but it is a small church so what could they get? So, I think it would be a 

mistake to talk about choral directors undifferentiated.  

Follow-Up Email from Ronald Broude 

Dear Mr. Goss— I enjoyed our conversation—and the opportunity it provided for me to put in 

order some of my thoughts on choral editions. I hope it proved useful for you. It occurs to me 

that we neglected to deal with an important point—a point on which I think we are all—you, I 

and the committee members—probably agreed: the defining feature of a “responsible edition.” 

That feature is that the editor and the publisher make clear just what the editor has done: on what 

sources his edition is based, what he has altered (transcriptional procedures, emendations of 

specific readings), and what, if anything he has added (e.g., interpretive and technical guidance). 

. . . Good luck with your work. And feel free to keep in touch if there’s any help you think I can 



 

97 
 

give you; anyone working on the topic of music and editing needs all the encouragement one can 

give. With best wishes, Ronald Broude 
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Interview of Jacklin Stopp – November 19, 2012 
 

CG: You were appointed to the original Choral Editing Standards Committee in 1966. Is 

that correct? 

JS: Ok, I went through something today, and I found a date of 1968-70. Is that the date you have 

for the committee? I found written on one of my résumés here that I was on that committee from 

1968-70. When I made out a résumé, I had to put down what I had been doing during my years at 

the University of New York in Buffalo, I put down 1968-70: Member of the committee on 

editorial practices of choral music, American Choral Directors Association. I’m not sure what I 

wrote this for, I do not have the date for when I filled out the form. I believe I did see 1968-70 

some place else. So, that is all I can tell you about it. Walter Collins and I went to the University 

of Michigan together. 

CG: So you knew Walter well then? 

JS: I was working on my Doctorate degree at the University of Michigan, and Walter and I 

became friends because I took all these courses in musicology because I thought it would help 

me become a better choral director. I did the same thing at Indiana University where I translated 

early music from original notation to modern notation and analyzed them. That is the way I was 

trying to become a choral director. I tried to get all of these courses that would help me. There 
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was no choral conducting major back then. I think Walter knew that I was trying to take these 

courses. My whole background and focus was in trying to become a choral conductor because 

women were getting jobs in elementary school or junior high school, and I wanted to be a college 

choral director. Anyway, that’s about all I can tell you about my relationship with Walter. He 

was very friendly. When he put me on the committee, I had just been hired to teach at the 

University of New York at Buffalo, and I was supposed to teach a chorus there. When I got 

there, something had happened and the man who was supposed to be leaving did not leave, and I 

was put into the music education field. When Walter contacted me in 1968, I was pursuing this 

choral dream, although at that point, it had not materialized yet. I don’t know whether Walter 

knew that or not. I was thrilled to be on the committee with Iva Dee Hiatt because she had such a 

big name as a choral conductor. You will have to interpret that because things never seem to go 

in a straight line.  

CG: Why were you chosen for this committee? 

JS: I already had a reputation for high school choral work when Walter picked me. I had been a 

choral director at the State University of New York at Geneseo. So I had already broken into the 

choral field. As I woman, it was difficult. One had to be a sort of jack of all trades in those days 

in order to move ahead. I went to Geneseo, and I founded a male chorus there. I do not know if 

they still have it or not. I set the banner for their choral program because before I came, they only 

had a group of madrigal singers. When the man who directed this group heard I was coming, 

suddenly this madrigal group grew from 12 to 40 singers, so there was nothing left for me. So I 

had to start from scratch there. Walter had seen what I had done. I had done junior and senior 

high choral music at Pelham, New York. I was the first woman ever hired to teach high school 

choral music in Rochester, New York. Let me tell you the story there. When I was 
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contacted…my name is Jacklin. His assistant was Marlin. When he called, he asked for Jack 

Bolton. Bolton is my maiden name. I said, “This is Jacklin Bolton.” He said, “I want Jack 

Bolton!” I said, “This is Jacklin Bolton.” His response was, “My God, it’s a woman! What will I 

do?” That’s the way it was then. It turns out the man they had teaching there had been run off. 

So, they were in a desperate situation. Every job that I got was because someone else had failed. 

That is the only way a woman could get in. Anyway, Walter would have known that story.  

CG: What were some of the problems the committee wanted to address? 

JS: I have no idea because there were no meetings. I do not recall sitting down with anyone and 

discussing it. What you did in those days…you didn’t sit around in a circle. Sometimes in 

education, you didn’t stand in front of a group of teachers and tell them what to do. Instead, you 

sat in a circle and had collaboration. Well, Walter and I did not start out with that background. 

We had chiefs, and we had Indians. With committees, it is sometimes easier to move a cemetery. 

What you did in those days is you simply sit down and write it.  Then you farm it out to other 

people and tell them to edit it. This is the only recollection I have of being on that committee. 

Now I do not have what he sent me, but I did edit what he sent and returned it to him. I assumed 

he sent the same thing to everyone else. Once he received the responses, he sat down and 

collated it and wrote out the final resolution. He then sent out the final copy to everyone. You 

know, he told us that this is what we came up with. Everyone had their input, and he was the 

leader, so it went from there. So, you have a whole different philosophy than where you find 

something with all chiefs and no Indians. Nowadays, it is different.  Now with your committee, 

you don’t say, “Now this is what I did, give me your ideas on it and let me know.” You say, 

“What ideas do you have?” Then you develop a plan.  
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CG: So the committee worked primarily through mail correspondence? 

JS: Yes, and again, Walter did most of the leg work. Our role was to give our opinions after the 

fact.  

CG: According to Walter Collins, he wrote the first draft of the 1968 resolution. He then 

sent it out to the committee for comments and revisions. Do you remember asking for any 

revisions to the draft? 

JS: I do not remember what comments I might have made. No recollection. Some years after I 

was on the committee, I didn’t remember it. I saw my name on the internet where it said that I 

was on the committee. Then I saw Walter’s name, and I remembered. I said, “That was the thing 

Walter asked me to help him with.”  

CG: It seems that this was primarily Walter Collins’ project and the committee was his 

way of getting his ideas into the mainstream. 

JS: I would say that 99% of it was his project. He was a very energetic man. I never spoke to 

another committee member about the work. I only spoke to Walter. 

CG: It appears from Dr. Collins’ comments that the 1968 resolution was not embraced by 

the publishers. In 1977, ACDA minutes state that the publishers were not happy with the 

1968 resolution on editing standards because the standards weren’t feasible. Do you know 

what problems the publishers had with that document? 

JS: That is the reason I forgot about the committee, I guess. It fell on barren soil. It was an age 

when publishers had their domain. They told people what to do. It wasn’t the other way around. 

Don Malin was on that committee, wasn’t he? He was an exception. He was a wonderful 

visionary and open to ideas. You notice the lack of publishers on that committee. The publishers 

of that time were primary gearing their music toward high schools. They sold to the public 
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schools for financial reasons. Perhaps there were many of them and less colleges with choral 

programs? I don’t know, but that is the random thought that went by. I don’t recall any specific 

problems the publishers had. I don’t remember discussing it with anyone. Walter was the focal 

center, so he was the one talking to the publishers. Don Malin would have been an influence.  

CG: Did the quality of choral editing improve during the committee’s active years? 

JS: I was a choral conductor. I took all the musicology courses I could. I tried to teach music by 

looking at what the composer intended, what he wanted. So, if the editing was poor, I simply 

ignored it. As far as looking at it with a critical eye to see what the results were, I never did that.  

CG: Did you perceive that the work of the committee helped to initiate changes in editing 

practices? Why or Why not?  

JS: I have no idea. I stayed active in the choral field until I left the University of Buffalo, and 

then I began another path for various reasons. I never left the choral field. In fact, I had an article 

published on American secular cantatas three years ago. I primarily write in the field of choral 

music now. My activity with working with choral scores and conducting choruses ceased around 

1970. My outlet became becoming a music historian. So, I’m not actually looking at choral 

scores anymore other than the ones from back in the 19th century.  
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Questionnaire for Phillip Crabtree – February 23, 2013 
 

1. In what year were you appointed to the committee?  

PC: I do not recall the date. 

2. Who appointed you to the committee?  

PC: Walter Collins, ACDA President. 

3. Why were you chosen for this committee?  

PC: Because of my interest in the topic and my experience as President and Editor of Roger 

Dean Publishing Company. 

4. There seems to be a gap in the history from the committee that Walter Collins chaired in 

the late 60s and the one that Russell Hammar chaired in the late 70s. Do you know when 

the Hammar committee was assembled? Was Walter Collins responsible? 

PC: I’m not sure of the exact date the committee formed in the 70s. I don’t know about the 60s, 

as I was not a part of that committee. 

5. What were some of the problems the committee wanted to address?  

PC: The committee desired to raise overall standards in the field of publishing choral music by 

urging the highest standards in matters of editing practices, including identifying original sources 

and noting editorial emendations, etc. 
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6. How did you address those problems?  

PC: We shared information, experience, and overall intentions in group meetings to clarify these 

editorial matters with an effort to improve the overall editorial practices of the industry for the 

benefit of original composers and practicing choral conductors and performers. 

7. You mentioned group meetings. Others that I have interviewed indicated that meetings 

were rare and most of the work was done through correspondence. Can you share any 

more information about these meetings? Were these done at conventions? 

PC: Yes, we met at conventions and continued to work through correspondence. 

8. In 1977, ACDA minutes state that the publishers were not happy with the 1968 

resolution on editing standards because the standards weren’t feasible. What problems did 

the publishers have with that document?  

PC: I don’t know since I wasn’t on that committee. 

9. Did the quality of choral editing improve during the committee’s active years?  

PC: As the question is stated, the answer is easy: during the committee's "active years" nothing 

happened, since in my recollection the committee didn't continue to meet after it submitted its 

report. I can’t speak with authority to that at this point, but felt that the efforts of the committee 

were well intentioned. I do know it was going to be a slow process to change, if at all. 

10. Did you perceive that the work of the committee helped to initiate changes in editing 

practices? Why or Why not?  

PC: Not really, but I hoped in time it would. According to my recollection, I did observe a few 

isolated editorial improvements, but I also noted certain editors and publishers that failed to 

make any efforts in this direction. I well recall one very prolific editor who prided himself in his 
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long list of published editions with countless publishers. After my many refusals to accept any of 

his editions for publication by the young Roger Dean Company, which I had co-founded, I 

received a phone call asking why, since he had such an easy time placing his editions with other 

publishers. My answer was simple: He never identified any of his original sources, nor did he 

ever indicate his "cuts" and "rearrangements" of original material, nor did he distinguish his own 

editorial additions from those of the original source in a responsorial editorial note or format, etc. 

Naturally, my assumption was that he only reworked other popular published editions and then 

placed his name on them with new publishers eager to get these pieces onto their list of available 

publications. The conversation was brief and I never witnessed any editorial changes on his part 

in his subsequent editions. One of the most egregious offences was the editorial policy of certain 

publishers to continue to publish and advertise music by composers other than the original, long 

after the original composers have been identified, presumably since those bigger names like J. S. 

Bach, Palestrina, Haydn, and others would sell more copies than the secondary composers who 

actually authored these compositions. There were then, and likely still are, many of these 

editions still in print. And they prey on the young or inexperienced choral director who lacks 

awareness of such inaccuracies. And of course this inaccurate information is then passed on to 

innocent students and others, which is a real shame. So, in my experience, it was, and likely still 

is, a mixed bag but I continued to have hopes that the industry would turn over a new leaf and 

make positive moves in the directions of the committee report. 

11. In a 1977 article, Ronald Broude stated, “Unless enough ACDA members care about 

the quality of the publication they use there will be an overall deterioration in the quality of 

the publications available: the bad publications will have driven out the good.” It has been 
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35 years since that statement. Are choral directors more apt to care about quality today? If 

so, why?  

PC: I don’t know, since I’ve been retired for a number of years and have not an active member of 

ACDA for some period of time. 

12. According to an announcement in Choral Journal in 1979, the committee had reached a 

consensus on a new editing standards document. Why did it take three years before it was 

published in Choral Journal?  

PC: I have no idea, since I was not on the Choral Journal editing committee. I believe I had the 

same question back then. 

13. Have purchasing patterns changed over the years or are poor editions still frequently 

bought? Do you think the committee had an impact on purchasing?  

PC: I don’t know. 

14. In 1996, the editing standards document reappeared in Choral Journal. Do you know 

why it was reprinted? 

PC: No, since I was not a member of ACDA at that time. I am glad to know that it was reprinted. 
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